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December 16, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE S 20307

NOTICE OF CONSrDERATION OF SO-
CIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF
1970

Mr. MANSFIELD. Now, Mr. President,
it is the intention of the leadership to
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 1443, HR. 17550, Social Security
Amendment of 1970: that it be laid be-
fore the Senate and made the pending
business.

When that measure is pending, the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee,
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LONG
will then proceed. I understand. for ap-
proximately 2 hours.
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SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF
1970

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration Qf Calendar
No. 1443, H.R. 17550. I do this so that
It will become the pending business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair inquires of the Senator, does he
ask unanimous consent or move?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I move, yes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill

will be stated by title.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bin (BR. 17550) to amend the Social

Security Act to provide increases in bene-
fits, to Improve computation methods, and to
raise the earnings base under the old-age,
survivors, and disability insurance system,
to make improvements in the medicare,
medicaid, and maternal and child health
programs with emphasis upon improvements
in the operating effectiveness of such pro-
grams, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Montana.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Finance, with amendments.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I invite the
attention ol the Senator from New York
(Mr. JAvrrs) to what I am about to say.

I ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing members of the staff of the Legis-
lative Reference Service, Education and
Public Welfare Division, be granted the
privileges of the floor during the debate
on the Social Security Amendments of
1970, H.R. 17550:

Mr. Fred Arner, Mrs. Frances Crowley,
Mr. Joe DeHumphries, and Miss Mar-
garet Malone.

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

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. RIBICOFF. I wonder if the Sena-

tor would include in that unanimous
consent Mr. Taggert Adams of my staff,
to have the privilege of the floor during
the consideration of the family assistance
provision.

Mr. JAVITS. Would the Senator add
the name of Kenneth Guenther and John
Scales?

Mr. LONG. Are they not on the Sena-
tor's staff?

Mr. JAVITS. Yes.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President. in the event

that it should become necessary to clear
the floor of legislative assistants, I ask
unanimous consent that two persons
from the staff of the Senator from New
York (Mr. JAvrrs) be permitted the
privilege of the floor, and one from the
staff of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. RIBIc0FF).

Mr. MONDALE. Would the Senator in-
clude the name of Ruth Johnstone?

Mr. LONG. One from the staff of the
Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Janus and Mr.
Blumenthal.

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

Mr. COOK. Mr. President. I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection

is heard.
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will

the Senator yield for me to make a
unanimous-consent request? It will not
take 10 seconds.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that I may yield to Sena-
tors who wish to ask unanimous consent,
reserving my right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE December 16, 1970



S 20314 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE December 16, 1970

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1970

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. l'7550), an act to amend
the Social Security Act to provide in-
creases in benefits, to improve computa-
tion methods, and to raise the earnings
base under the old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance system, to make im-
provenients in the medicare, medicaid.
and maternal and child health programs
with emphasis upon improvements in the
operating effectiveness of such programs,
and for other purposes.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, H.R. 17550.
the social security amendments of 1070,
is truly a monumental bill. In terms of
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dollars, the $10 billion of benefits pro-
vided by this bill make it the most sig-
nificant social insurance legislation Con-
grëss has ever considered. In terms of
people, the impact of the blll—eonsid-
ered as a whole—is even more impressive.
Not only does the measure directly affect
the lives of 26 million social security
beneficiaries but also it provides welfare
increases for 3 million aged, blind, and
disabled welfare recipients and pension
increases for 1,600,000 needy veterans
and their widows.

In addition, through the trade amend-
ments included in this bill more than
2,500,000 textile and shoe employees will
receive a sense of job security directly
from the bill and tens of millions more
employees will find comfort in the. new
rules governing Tariff Commission inves-
tigations of injury resulting from in-
creased imports.

Under the amendments to upgrade the
work incentive plan, ti,e bill offers the
hope of independence to 2 million per-
sons who today are unable to qualify for
gainful employment and must suffer the
Indignity of dependence on welfare to
sustain themselves and their families.

Mr. President, the Committee on Fi-
nance has added important new titles to
the bill—one dealing with international
trade matters, and another which in-
cludes a substantial test of various alter-
natives to the welfare mess and offers
significant reforms in the programs of
aid,to the aged, blind, and disabled. This
latter part of the bill also reaffirms the
intent of Congress in several areas re-
garding eligibility for welfare—areas
where the courts have misconstrued the
welfare statutes with resulting large in-
creases In welfare caseloads.

These new titles are added to the bill
with a single thought in mind—to ex-
pedite the legislative process. It Is axio-
matic that one bill can be acted on in
less time than three. The committee was
advised that amendments to add the
trade bill and amendments to add the
family assistance plan to this bill would
be offered during the debate on the bill.
They all look, on this social security bill
as a measure that is going to be pre-
sented to the President and that fact
makes the bill a prime target for con-
troversial amendments late in the ses-
sion.

There are Senators on the Finance
Committee who favored these amend-
ments and there are others who oppose
them. We spent considerable time dis-
cussing procedures for acting on the bill
and in the final analysis It was agreed
that we would vote on the questions in
committee. The crucial motion to add
the family assistance plan was rejected
by a 6-to-b vote of the committee. The
crucial vote on the trade bill came as a
motion to separate it from the social
security bill. The motion failed by a vote
of 6 to 11.

So the bill as reported by the commit-
tee does not Include the family assist-
ance plan but It does Include the trade
bill. The basic matters covered by the
trade amendment are not new to the
Senate. Nonetheless, the committee de-
cided unanimously to Interrupt its exec-
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utive sessions and hold 'public hearings
on the trade amendments before we
voted on them.

I had been urged previously by 15 or
so Senators to hold hearings on this bill
before the committee acted. Among those
signing the request was the senior Sen-
ator from New York. During our 2 days
of hearings the committee heard from
the Office of Special Trade Representa-
tive, the Secretary of Commerce, the
Secretary of State, the Director of the
Office of Emergency Preparedness, the
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, and
a number of broad-based trade associa-
tions who had expressed interest in tes-
tifying. While we did not have time to
hear all those whom we would have
wished to hear, the committee members
did get a clear indication of the adminis-
tration's position on this bill and also of
the position of many interested parties.

Let me now describe the significant
features of the committee bill, and I
shall submit for the record a more de-
tailed summary of the provisions of the
bill.

The committee bill provides $6,500,-
000,000 of additional benefits under the
cash portion of the social security pro-
gram.

INCREASE IN SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS

under the committee bill, social secu-
rity payments to the nearly 26 mIllion
beneficiaries on the rolls at the end of
January 1971, and to those who come
on the rolls after that date, Would be
increased by 10 percent, with a new
minimum benefit of $100.

The House-passed bill would have
increased benefits by 5 percent, with a
minimum benefit of $67.20. The com-
mittee Increased the minimum social
security benefit from the $67.20 in the
House bill to $100 In order to provide
substantial help for those who have
the greatest need—those whose social
security benefits are so low that if they
have no other income—and most do not—
they are unable to meet their' basic
everyday needs for food and shelter.

Under present law monthly benefits
for workers who retire at age 65 in
1971 now range from $64 to $193.70;
under the House-passed bill they would
range from $67.20 to $203.40; under the
committee bill they would range from
$100 to $213.10. Benefits for a couple
in January 1971 would average $198 un-
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The committee members studied in-
tently the massive volume of statements
submitted fot the record. We also had
available to us 16 volumes of House hear-
ings on this matter, which took over 1
month of public testimony, the hearings
of the Committee on Finance held in
1967, which covered some 1,200 pages of
testimony, and the committee's oversight
review of U.S. trade policy in 1968 cov-
ering another 1,000 pages of submitted
documents.

Considering the features of the bill
which revise the social security taN.
structure, it is a fair statement that H.R.
17550 literally reaches into every home
in America.

The following chart Indicates the
value of benefits included in H.R. 17550
as reported by the Committee on Fi-
nance, and the number of persons af-
fected by them.

der present law; under the House-
passed bill they would average $217;
under the committee bill they would be
increased to $233. For a widowed
mother with two children, the average
benefit for January 1971 under present
law would be $295; under the House-
passed bill It would be $311; under the
committee bill it would be $331. The
benefit increase would mean additional
benefit payments of $5,000,000,000 in
the first year.

Although the benefit increase will be
effective for January 1971, the Social
Security Administration advises us that
legislation this late In the year makes
it impossible to get the Increased ben-
efits into the hands of the beneficiaries
with the regular check that goes out on
February 3. They need about 3 months
to adjust their records and computers
before they can pay at the new rates.

Therefore, the first check at the new
rates will be sent out on April 3, and
later in the month another check rep-
resenting the retroactive Increase for
January and February will be sent out.
This is the same procedure followed last
year when a benefit increase was effec-
tive for January, but was not paid until
April.

Mr. President, this chart compares the
benefits under the committee bill with
the benefits available under present law
and those which would have applied
under the House bill for a single person
and a married couple with various levels
of earnings.

CHART 1.—INCREASED BENEFITS UNDER HR. 17550

1st full year Cost Number ut persons affected

Social security
Cash benefits $6, 500, 000, 000 26,000,000 beneficiaries.
Medicare 100, 000, 000 20,000,000 persons covered.
Catastrophic illness 2,200,000,000 170,000,000 persons covered.

Subtotal 8,800,000,000

Welfare:
Aid to the aged, blind, and disabled ..,,,...... 300,000,000 3,000,000 aged, btind, and disabled persons.
Child care, family planning, work incenlive program 700,000,000 About 2,000,000 mothers receivisg wellare.

(including tao credit).

Subtotal 1,000,000,000
Veterans' pension increase - 160, 000,000 1,600,000 pensioners.

Total value at beneFits iv HR. 17550 10,000,000, 000
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INCmEASE IN FAMILY MAXIMUMS

The committee bill also corrects a dis-
crimination under which families al-
ready on the rolls at the time of enact-
ment of a social security increase get the
increase while those coming on the rolls
in the future are denied it. Under our bill,
all families will benefit from this increase
and from future increases without regard
to when they become eligible for bene-
fits.

COST-OF LIVING INCREASES

Once the benefits are brought up to
date, they need to be kept up to date. And
while the Congress has in the past acted
to maintain social security benefits at
realistic and adequate levels, there have
been lags irs legislation during times of
rapidly rising prices. The automatic cost-
of-living increases provided in H.R.
17550 will insure that such lags in benefit
increases will not occur in the future.

While the committee is in agreement
with the sense of the House bill as to the
desirability of an automatic adjustment
in social security benefits, the committee
bill revises the House text to stress the
role of the Congress in setting social
security tax and bencfit lcvels. Under the
committee bill, social security benefits
wouid rise automatically as the cost of
living goes up in the event Congress
failed to legislate on social security bene-
fits or taxes. The full cost of the auto-
matic benefit increases would be met
equally by increases in tax rates and in
the tax base which would go into effect
at the same time that benefits are in-
creased, with the strictly actuarial func-
tion of determining the base and the
rates being performed by the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare.

The committee bill provides that the
automatic Increases would go into effect
unless Congress acts otherwise to effect a
change in social security benefit levels,
a change in the schedule of social secu-
rity tax rates, or a change in the social
security tax base. In effect, we are guar-
anteeing that congressional inaction will
not prevent automatic social security
hikes in periods of rising prices.
SPECIAL PAYMxNTS TO PEOPLE AGE 72 AND

OLDER

Under present law, special payments
of $46 a month for an individual and $69
for a couple are made to people age 72
and over who have not worked under the
program long enough to qualify for regu-
lar cash benefits. This is the so-called
Prouty amendment of 1966. Under the
committee bill, as under the House bill,
the payments would be increased Jan-

uary 1, 1971, by 5 percent, to $48.30 a
month for an individual and $72.50 for a
couple.

LIBERALIZATION OF THE RETIREMENT TEST

Another important feature of the com-
mittee bill makes significant improve-
ments in the retirement test. These im-
provements—wh.ich were also in the
House bill—provide an increase from
$1,680 to $2,000 in the amount a bene-
ficiary under age 72 may earn in a year
and still be paid full social security bene-
fits for that year. The change reflects
increases in earnings levels that have
occurred since the present amount of
$1,680 was set in 1967. The bill also pro-
vides for automatic upward adjustments
of the amount in the future as earnings
levels rise, thereby making it unneces-
sary for Congress to act in the future to
keep the earnings exemption in line with
raises in wage levels generally.

Under present law, each $2 earned be-
tween $1,680 and $2,880 results in a $1
reduction.in benefits; each dollar earned
above $2,880 reduces benefits by $1. This
dollar-for-dollar reduction that applies
to earnings above $2,880 reduces incen-
tives for beneficiaries to work. The com-
mittee bill would provide for a $1 reduc-
tion for each $2 earned with respect to all
earnings above $2,000, so that the more
a beneficiary works and earns, the more
spendable income he would have. The
bill would also increase from $140 to
$166.66 the amount of wages the bene-
ficiary may earn in a given month and
get benefits for that month, regardless
of his annual earnings.

In 1971 about 650,000 beneficiaries
would receive additional benefits, and
about 380,000 persons who would receive
no benefit under present law would re-
ceive some benefits as a result of the
retirement test liberalizations. The addi-
tional benefit payments for the first full
year would be about $404,000,000.
INCREASED WIDOW'S AND WIDOWER'S INSURANCE

BENEFITS

Both the House bill and the committee
bill are aimed at providing benefits to a
widow equal to the benefits the widows
deceased husband was receiving or would
have received. Unfortunately, the way
the House bill was written a widow could
actually receive a benefit substantially
higher than her husband received before
his death. Generally, under the commit-
tee bill the widow would receive either
100 percent of the benefit her husband
was actually receiving at the time of his
death, or, if he was not receiving benefits.
100 percent of the benefit he would have
been eligible for at age 65.
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About 2,700,000 wIdows and widowers

on the rolls at the end of January 1971
would receive additional benefits, and
$649,000,000 additional benefit payments
would be made in the first full year.

AGE 62 COMPUTATION POINT FOR MEN

Under the present law, the method of
computing benefits for men and women
differs in that years up to age 65 must be
taken into account in determining aver-
age earnings for men, while for women
only years up to age 62 must be taken
into account. Also, benefit eligibility is
figured up to age 65 for men and up to
age 62 for women. These differences,
which provide special advantages for
women, would be eliminated by applying
the same rules to men as now apply to
women.

Under the committee's bill, there
would be a gradual transition to the new
procedures. The age 62 computation
would apply only to those becoming en-
titled to benefits in the future; the num-
ber of years used in determining Insured
status and in computing benefits for
men would be reduced in three steps so
that men reaching age 62 in 1973 and
later would have only years up to age 62
taken into account in determining in-
sured status and average earnings.

In the first full year, an additional
$6,000,000 in benefits would be paid out
under this provision. This amount will
scale upward In future years, eventually
involving $1,000,000,000. Under the
change in benefit eligibility requirements
for men, some 2,000 people—workers,
their dependents and survivors not eli-
gible under present law—would be
added to the rolls in the first year.

ADOPTIONS

The committee simplified the adoption
rules in present law so that eligibility of
children adopted by retired workers and
children adopted by disabled workers
would be determined under common
rules. Under the committee bill, a child
who is adopted after a worker is entitled
to benefits would be able to get child's
benefits based on the worker's earnings
if: First, the adoption was decreed by a
court of competent jurisdiction within
the United States; second, the child lived
with the worker in the United States for
the year before the worker became dis-
abled or entitled to an old-age or disabil-
ity insurance benefit; three, the child re-
ceived at least one-half of his support
from the worker for that year; and
fourth, the child was under age 18 at
the time he began living with the worker.

These simplified rules will bring con-
siderable equity to a very complex area
of the law and eliminate the need for
many special purpose amendments in the
future.

PROVISIONS RELATING TO DISABILITY

Under present law, there is a 6-month
waiting period before a disabled person
is eligible for social security disability
insurance benefits. However, the month
of disablement does not count as part of
tile waiting period. Also, the check for
the month following the waiting period
is not paid until the next month. This
has caused considerable hardship to dis-
abled people, particularly those suffering
a terminal illness. The committee's bill
would reduce the waiting period from 6

CHART 2.—ILLUSTRATIVE MONTHLY BENEFITS PAYABLE UNDER PRESENT LAW, UNDER THE HOUSE BILL, AND

UNDER THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE BILL
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.

Average monthly earnings Frelonl tow

$76 $64. 00

113 90.60
150 131.70
250 132.30
350 101.50
450 189.80
550 218.40
650 250.70
750

Benefil amount

Worker Couple

House bill
Commitlee

bill Present law House bill
Committee

bill

$67. 20
95.20

106.80
139.00
160.60
199.30
229.40
263.30
283.00

6100. 00 $96. 00
100.00 135.90
111.90 152.60
145.60 198.50
177.70 242.30
208.80 284.70
240.30 327.60
275.80 376.10
296.00

$100. 80
142.80
160.20
208.50
254.40
299.00
344.10
395.00
424.50

$150. 00
150.00
167.90
218.40
266.60
313.20
360.50
413.70
444.00
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months to 4 months. About 140,000 peo-
ple—disabled workers and their depend-
ents and disabled widows and widowers—
would be able to receive a benefit for
January 1971 as a result of this provi-
sion. About $185 million in additional
benefits would be paid out during the
first full year.

DISABILITY OFFSET

The committee deleted the provision
in the House bill which would have raised
the ceiling on income from combined
workmen's compensation and social se-
curity disability insurance benefits from
80 percent to 100 percent of the disabled
worker's average current earnings before
the onset of his disability, The objective
of the offset. provisions is to avoid the
payment of combined amounts of social
security benefits and workmen's comperi-
sation payments that would be excessive
in comparison with the beneficiary's
earnings before he became disabled. Al-
though the committee agrees with the
compassionate objective of the House
bill, it feared the combination of First,
payments equal to past wages, plus, sec-
ond, tax exemption for these amounts,
could result in payments in excess of
prior take-home pay and this could
jeopardize efforts to rehabilitate the
worker and restore him to gainful em-
ployment. The committee was of the
opinion that the best interest of the
disabled worker in his own rehabilitation.

MEDICARE AND MEDICAID

During the past 2 years, the committee
has devoted an extensive and almost dis-
proportionate share of its time to deter-
mining and evaluating the many prob-
lems In the huge medicare and medicaid
programs.

Parenthetically, it might be worth-
while to mention that during our years
of work we have shared with the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means information
we have developed. The Committee on
Ways and Means, in turn, has given us
the benefit of their efforts.

The medicare and medicaid programs
are here to stay. With that in mind, it
was more Important than ever for the
committee to act to correct the problems
which our work revealed. The House, In
its bill, attempted to and did develop
solutions to some of the important prob-
lems. We accepted, and in some in-
stances, improved upon amendments in
the House bill designed to bring medicare
anct medicaid costs under control. We
have also added amendments to further
achieve the common objectives of both
the House and Senate—reasonable and
equitable controls on the costs and utili-
zation of health care services with the
minimum amount of redtape.

We believe the amendments of the
House and those added by the Finance
Committee will go a very long way to-
ward assuring the taxpayers and the mil-
lions of citizens who depend upon medi-
care and medicaid that those programs
will function more effectively and eco-
nomically In delivering quality health
care.

Let me describe the more important
features of this part of the committee's
bill.

PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS REVIEW
ORGANIZATIONS

My distinguished colleague from Utah
(Mr. BENNETT) has worked very hard on
the provision in the committee's bill that
provides for the establishment and use
of professional standards review organi-
zations. I would not wish to let this op-
portunity go by without recognizing his
outstanding efforts in developing this
provision.

Under this provision, professional
standards review organizations would be
established to review the utilization of
health care provided under the medicare
and medicaid programs. The Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare would,
after consultation with national and
local health professions and agencies,
designate appropria.te areas throughout
the Nation for which professional stand-
ards review organizations would be es-
tablished. Areas may cover an entire
State or parts of a State, but generally
a minimum of 3d0 practicing doctors
would be included within one area.

Organizations representing substantial
numbers of physicians in an area, such
as medical foundations and societies,
would be invited and encouraged to par-
ticipate. Where the Secretary finds that
such organizations are not willing or can-
not reasonably be expected to develop
capabilities to carry out professional
standards review organization functions
in an effective, economical, and timely
manner, he would enter into agreements
with such other agencies or organizations
with professional competence as he finds
are willing and capable of carrying out
such functions.

The Secretary would approve those or-
ganizations which can reasonably be ex-
pected to improve and expand the pro-
fessional review process. The initial ap-
proval would be made on a conditional
basis, not to exceed 2 years, with the
review organizations operating concur-
rently with the present review system.
During the transitional period, medicare
carriers and intermediaries are expected
to abide by the decision of the profes-
sional standards review organization
where the professional standards review
organization has acted. This reliance will
permit a more complete appraisal of the
effectiveness of the conditionally ap-
proved professional standards review
organization. Where performance of an
organization is unsatisfactory, and the
Secretary's efforts to bring about prompt
necessary improvement fail, he could
terminate it.s participation.

Provider, physician, and patient pro-
files and other relevant data would be
collected and reviewed on an ongoing
basis to the maximum extent feasible to
identify persons and Institutions that
provide services requiring more exten-
sive review. Regional norms of care
would be used In the review process as
routine checkpoints in determining when
excessive services may have been pro-
vided. The norms would be used in de-
termining the point at which physician
certification of need for continued In-
stitutional care would be made and re-
viewed. Initial priority in assembling and

using data and profiles would be assigned
to those areas most productive in pin-
pointing problems so as to conserve
physician time and maximize the pro-
ductivity of physician review.

The professional standards review or-
ganization would be permitted to employ
the services of qualified personnel, such
as registered nurses, who could, under
the direction and control of physicians,
aid in assuring effective and timely re-
view. They would also be authorized to
use the services of effective hospital utili-
zation review committees and local
medical society review committees in
performing their tasks.

Where advance approval by the review
organizations for institutional admission
is required, such approval would provide
the basis for a pjesumption of medical
necessity for purposes of medicare and
medicaid benefit payments. Failure of
a physician, institution, or other health
care supplier to seek advance approval,
where required, could be considered
cause for disallowance of affected claims.

In addition to acting on their own ini-
tiative, the review organizations would
report on matters referred to them by
the Secretary. They would also recom-
mend appropriate action against persons
responsible for gross or continued over-
use of services, use of services in an tin-
necessarily costly manner, or for inade-
quate quality of services and would act
to the extent of their authority or influ-
ence to correct improper activities.

A National Professional Standards
Review Council would be established by
the Secretary to review the operations
of the local area review organizations,
advise the Secretary on their effective-
ness, and make recommendations for
their improvement. The Council would
be composed of physicians, a majority
of whom would be selected from nomi-
nees of national organizations represent-
ing practicing physicians. Other physi-
cians on the Council would be recom-
mended by consumers and other health
care Interests.

INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR HEALTH
ADMINISTRATION

We on the committee have been In-
creasingly concerned about making sure
that the medicare and medicaid pro-
grams operate effectively and as Con-
gress intends. I know other Members of
the Congress and the people who. admin-
ister these programs have been con-
cerned, too. But these programs are very
complex and far reaching and sometimes
the review processes being used cannot
identify problems or discrepancies as
soon as we all would like. And sometimes
there is no way to promptly correct the
problems that have been found.

I want to commend two distinguished
members of the committee-the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. RIBICOFF), and
the Senator from Delaware (Mr. Wit-
LIAMS)—who sponsored a provision In
the committee bill that will go a long
way to alleviate our concern about these
difficulties. The provision will establish
an Office of Inspector General for Health
Administration within the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare.
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His responsibilities will be patterned
after the successful approach by the
Agency for International Development
and the investigative responsibilities,
with respect to congressional requests,
required of the U.S. Tariff Commission.
In carrying out his responsibilites, he
will not be under the control of any offi-
cer of Health, Education, and Welfare
other than the Secretary, and he will be
provided with sufficient authority to
make sure that medicare and medicaid
function as Congress intends. He will con-
tinuously review these programs, and any
other health programs established under
social secruity, to determine their effi-
ciency and economy of administration,
their compliance with the law, and the
extent to which the objectives and pur-
poses for which they were established are
being realized.

He will recommend ways to correct
deficiencies or to improve these pro-
grams. And he will have the authority
to suspend regulations, or practices or
procedures which he finds not in har-
mony with congressional intent or which
*111 lead to inefficiency and waste.. It is
Important to have a mechanism for dy-
namic and ongoing review of these pro-
grams, and that the person with this re-
sponsibility be at a level where he can
promptly call attention to problems and
deal with them in a timely and effective
fashion. Armed with the authority pro-
vided under this provision, I believe the
voice of the Inspector General will be
effective in Improving the efficiency and
economy with which the medicare and
medicaid programs of the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare are
administered.
WAIVER OF NURSING REQTJIREMENTS ZN RURAL

HOSPITALS

Several members of the committee
were concerned about the problem cre-
ated by the need to assure the availability
of hospital services of adequate quality in
rural areas and the fact that existing
shortages of qualified nursing personnel
generally make It difficult for some rural
hospitals to meet the nursing staff re-
quirements In present law. The commit-
tee has attempted to resolve this problem
by including In the bill a provision that
would allow the Secretary, under certain
conditions, to waive the medicare re-
quirement that a hospital have registered
professional nurses on duty around the
clock. This requirement could be waived
only If, First, the hospital has at least
a registered nurse on the daytime shift,
Second, has made, and is continuing to
make, a real effort to hire enough nurses
to meet the requirements, and Third, is
unable to employ qualified personnel be-
cause of nursing shortages in the area.
Also, the hospital must be located in an
isolated geclgraphical area in which hos-
pital facilities are in short supply and
the closest other facilities are not easily
accessible to people of the area. And
finally, It must be known that nonpar-
ticipation of the hospital would seriously
reduce the availability of hospital services
to medicare beneficiaries living in the
area.

The Secretary would, of course, regu-
larly review the situation with respect to
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each of these hospitals and the waiver
would be granted on an annual basis for
a period of only one year. This waiver
would apply only to the nursing staff
requirements and would expire on De-
cember 31, 1975.

PROFICIENCY TESTING OF HEALTH PERSONNEL

In 1967 the committee recommended
that the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare consult with- appropriate
professional health organizations and
State health agencies to explore, develop,
and apply appropriate means—including
testing piocedures—for determining the
proficiency of health care personnel
otherwise disqualified or limited in re-
sponsibility under regulations of the Sec-
retary.

The Department has taken little or no
action, except with respect to directors
of clinical laboratories, in developing pro-
ficiency testing and training courses. The
personnel problems which existed in 1967
and which the committee sought to cor-
rect have been aggravated as a result of
the Department's continued inaction.

We are all aware of the acute shortage
of nursing personnel in America. This has
forced many hundreds of nursing homes
to cover some shifts with "waived" prac-
tical nurses. These are practical nurses,
who do not have the required formal
training, and Who, In many States, have
been licensed on a walvered basis. Un-
doubtedly, a substantial proportion of
these racticaI nurses, who have years of
experience, are competent, but they do
not meet the medicare and medicaid
charge-nurse requirements, Therefore,
unfortunately, many otherwise-qualified
nursing homes are being or soon may be
forced out of the medicare program be
cause of the unavailability of a registered
nurse or a licensed practical nurse who
meets the medicare requirements. Simi-
lar problems exist with respect to physi-
cal therapists, medical technologists, and
psychiatric technicians.

The committee has therefore added to
the House bill a provision which requires
the Secretary to exploreç develop, and
apply appropriate means of determining
the proficiency of health personnel dis-
qualified or limited in responsibility un-
der present regulations. The committee
expects that the Secretary will regularly
report to it and to the Committee on
Ways and Means of the House of Rep-
resentatives concerning the progress in
this area.
REIMBURSEMENT OF PHYSICIANS IN TEAcHING

HOSPITALS

The committee is aware that a major
problem—of almost scandalous propor-
tions—in medicare administration is the
payment under part B on a fee-for-
service basis for the services of "super-
visory" physicians in teaching hospi-
tals—services which in many instances
were never rendered by the physician in
whose name they were billed. We esti-
mate these payments to be more than
$100,000,000 annually and in general,
such payments were not made prior to
medicare. It certainly was not the intent
of Congress that medicare cover non-
customary charges. The Comptroller
General of the United States has sent
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several disturbing reports to the com-
mittee that document and detail the
problems in this area.

The House bill attempts to deal with
this problem by providing for payment
under part B—physician's bills-for
services of certain teaching physicians
on a cost rather than a charge basis.
Payment on a fee-for-service basis would
only be made if there is general billing
for such services to all patients and col-
lection from those able to pay.

The committee believes, and has
amended the House bill to provide, that
payments for services furnished by su-
pervisory physicians in teaching hospi-
tals should be made on a cost basis under
part A—hospital insurance—unless the
patient is truly a private patient or un-
less the hospital since 1965 has charged
all patients in full, including the medi-
care deductible and coinsurance
amounts, and has collected from at least
half of them. For donated services of
teaching physicians a salary cost would
be imputed equal to the average cost of
salaried physicians.
LIMITS FOR DETERMINENG REASONABLE CHARGES

FOR PHYSICIANS' SERVICES

Another specific concern of the com-
mittee has been the threat that continu-
ing increases in physicians' fees pose to
the effectivness of the medicare program.
We certainly recognize that there are
complex reasons for these increases. Part
of the problem is that more and more
people are seeking medical care and the
number of doctors is not increasing fast
enough to keep up with the demand. But
something must be done.

The House bill which the committee
approves without change moves in the
direction of an approach to reimburse-
ment of physicians that ties recognition
of fee increases to some reasonable index
that reflects what is happening In the
rest of the economy, thereby limiting
recognition of Increases in charges to
amounts that economic data Indicate
would be fair to all concerned. Under this
approach, recognition of fee increases
would continue, but only in relation to
things that are happening in other parts
of the economy that have a bearing on
the physician's cost of doing business.
What is proposed is not a limit on what
a physician may charge under the medi-
care program, but rather a limit on what
the program will recognize as the pre-
vailing fee in the locality. Thus, a limi-
tation would be imposed only where a
physician's charges are significantly
higher than the usual or prevailing
charge in the locality for the same serv-
ice, or where a physician raises his cus-
tomary charge significantly above former
levels.

This is not an effort to penalize any
group in the health care delivery system

to interfere with anyone's right to
receive just compensation for their serv-
ices. The objective is to move toward a
system of determining reasonable
charges which will be related to the
general state of the economy. Indexes
will be developed to give recognition to
such things as the cost of producing
medical services, costs of living, and
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earnings of other professional people.
This approach should provide the mdi.-
vidual physician with an objective meas-
ure of the fairness of increases In his
charges.

LIMITS ON REIMBURSEMENT FOR CAPITAL
EXPENDITURES

The cOmmittee also approved the pro-
vision In the House bill that would au-
thorize the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare to withhold or reduce
reimbursement amounts for depreciation,
interest, and other expenses related to
capital expenditures for plant and equip-
ment In excess of $100,000 where such
expenditures and equipment are deter-
mined to be inconsistent with State or
local health facility plans. This feature Is
similar to a provision in the committee
bill of 1967. Under this program, the Sec-
retary would make agreements with
States to utilize the services of qualified
health planning agencies to help In ad-
ministration of this provision. The agen-
cies will submit findings and recom-
mendations with respect to proposed
capital expenditures that are incon-
sistent with the plans developed by these
agencies

The committee amended the provision
to provide for appeal at the State level
when negative decisions are made by the
planning agencies. This provision would
not Impede the growth and expansion
of hospitals and skilled nursing homes
but would provide guidance to assure
that future growth is achieved in a sensi-
ble, orderly manner. It should have little
or no effect on most hospitals and nurs-
ing homes since additional facilities are
generally constructed only in response to
a need of the community. But this pro-
vision should discourage a hospital from
acting without regard for the needs of
the community.

LIMITATION ON COSTS RECOGNIZED AS
REASONABLE

Under present law, providers of serv-
ices are paid on the basis of reasonable
cost. However, there are a number of
problems that inhibit making a decision
that the costs for a particular provider
are not reasonable.

The committee is mindful of the fact
that costs can and do vary from one in-
stitution to another as a result of dif-
ferences in size, in the nature and scope
of services provided, type of patient
treated, the location of the institution,
and various other factors affecting the
efficient delivery of needed health serv-
ices. It is also true, however, that costs
can vary from one institution to an-
other as a result of variations in effi-
ciency of operation, or the provision of
amenities in plush surroundings. The
committee believes that it is undesirable,
to reimburse health care institutions for
costs that are the result of gross in-
efficiency in operation or provision of ex-
pensive services that are not medically
necessary. These costs cannot properly
be considered "reasonable" for purposes
of payment under medicare and medi-
caid.

Accordingly, the committee approves
the House provision which would give the
Secretary new authority to set limits on
costs recognized for certain classes of
providers In various service areas. This

new authority differs from existing au-
thority in several ways and meets the
particular problems identified above
First, it would be exercised on a prospec-
tive, rather than retrospective, basis so
that the provider would know in advance
the limits to Government recognition of
incurred costs and have the opportunity
to avoid incurring costs tht are not re-
imbursable. Second, relatively high costs
that cannot be justified by the provider
as reasonable for the results obtained
would not be reimbursable. Third, pro-
vision would be made for a provider to
charge the beneficiary for the costs of
items or services in excess of or more
expensive than those that are deter-
mined to be necessary in the efficient de-
livery of needed health services.
ADVANCE APPROVAL OF CARE IN EXTENDED CARE

FACILITIES AND HOME HEALTH CARE

One of the key problem areas in medi-
care has been the substantial number of
retroactive denial of benefits for care
provided in extended care facilities. I
know that I have received many heart-
breaking letters from people faced with
tremendous bills for services they
thought were covered by their medicare
insurance.

To deal with the problem, the com-
mittee has modified the provision in the
House bill which authorizes the- Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare
to establish presumptive periods of cov-
erage on the basis of a physician's cer-
tification for patients admitted to an
extended care facility or started on a
home health plan. Under the committee
amendment, to the greatest extent pos-
sible, prior review and approval of phy-
sicians' certifications of patient need for
extended care would be required. Unless
the doctor's certification was specifically
disapproved in advance, medicare cover-
age would apply and payment would be
made for the lesser of: First, the initially
certified and approved period, second,
until notice of disapproval, or third, 10
days. The committee bill also provides
for a similar advance approval approach
to the determination of coverage and
payment for home health services. The
cOmmittee hopes that this amendment
will help to solve the problem of retro-
active denials that have been so burden-
some to medicare beneficiaries.

ADDITIONAL SAFEGUARDS

The committee bill adds a number of
significant features to the statute to pro-
tect the medicare program from abuses.
One of these facilitates the recovery of
overpayments by authorizing a lien In
favor of the Government In the amount
of the overpayment.

Another provides specific penalties for
fraud and abuse of the program and
makes it a criminal offense to solicit,
offer, or accept bribes or kickbacks—in-
cluding the rebating of a portion of a
medicare or medicaid fee or charge for a
patient referral.

Still another would give the Secretary
authority to terminate payment for
services rendered by an abusive provider
of health and medical services—those
who have made a practice of furnishing
inferior or harmful supplies or services,
engaged in fraudulent activities, or con-
sistently overcharged for their services.

Along with these structural improve-
ments in the medicare program the com-
mittee bill proposes new rules governing
the reimbursement of physical therap-
ists, speech therapists, occupational
therapists, and other specialists such as
social workers, medical records, librar-
ians, and dieticians. Under the bill pay-
ments to these providers will be limited
to a "salary-related" basis. In effect their
payment will not be on a fee-for-service
basis, but will be limited to the amount
generally equal to the salary such a per-
son would reasonably have been paid if
he were an employee. Of course, adjust-
ments are authorized for expenses in-
curred by these people as self-employed
persons—office expenses, travel expenses,
and the like.

A new system of publicizing deficien-
cies in health care facilities is also in-
cluded in the committee bill. This infor-
mation would enable physicians and pa-
tients alike to make sounder judgments
about their own use of available facilities
in the community and should also serve
to speed up the process of correction of
the deficiencies.

HEALTH MAiNTENANCE ORGANIZATIONS

The bill as passed by the House would
provide medicare beneficiaries with an
option to have all covered services fur-
nished or arranged for by a health main-
tenance organization—a group practice
or other prepayment capitation plan.
The administration has strongly advo-
cated this approach to health care pay-
ment and arrangement, expressing the
view that it would provide incentives to
hold medicare costs down. Existing pre-
payment plans such as Kaiser in Cali-
fornia and HIP—Health Insurance
Plan—in New York have demonstrated
an ability to provide comprehensive
health care of good quality efficiently
and economically. The administration in
urging this amendment expressed the
hope that it would expand availability to
older people of the desirable character-
istics of prepaid comprehensive health
care. -

The committee has been concerned
that this new medicare option without
sufficient controls could turn out to be
an area of potential abuse of the pro-
gram rather than a new benefit for older
people. Therefore, the committee has
amended the provision substantially to
include safeguards with respect to re-
Imbursement to health maintenance or-
ganizations and, of great importance,
safeguards to protect and assure that the
interests of medicare beneficiaries who
choose this option are fully protected.

The committee amendments, gen-
erally, speaking, are technical in nature
but their combined effect is to plug po-
tential loopholes in the plan before they
develop. With these amendments and
with the direction to the Inspection Gen-
eral to oversee the implementation of the
health maintenance organization's serv-
ices the committee agrees that the cost-
saving potentials of health maintenance
organizations should be fully explored.

ADDITIONAL MEDICARE BENEFITS

The committee bill again recommends
that the Senate add certain services of
optometrists and chiropractors to the
benefits available under medicare. In
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both instances, safeguards are provided
to assure no deterioration in the quaiity
of care provided under the program.

In addition, the bill provides that aged
persons not eligible for hospital insur-
ance may "buy in" to the program, pay-
ing the full cost of this new protection—
$27 per month at the beginning. State
and local governments could also buy
in for their aged employees or retirees.

We have also provided for payment of
doctor's bills associated with hospitaliza-
tion in a Canadian hospital. This change
should be quite helpful to people living
along the border where local hospitals
are not available.

ADMINISTRATIVE SIMPLIFICATION
The committee bill contains several

features intended to ease and simplify
the administration of the medicare pro-
gram. An important example of this sort
of change is the provision calling for
uniform standards for nursing homes
under medicare and medicaid. Under this
provision a single set of health, safety,
environmental, ad staffing standards
would apply and a siugle State agency
would certify the facility both for medi-
care and medicaid. This change reflects
the essential similarity between the care
provided on a short term basis in ex-
tended care facilities under medicare
and that provided on a long term basis
in skilled nursing homes under medicaid.

Another considerable simplification
concerns the present complex reimburse-
ment formula for paying extended care
facilities on a cost basis, with retro-
active adjustments which cut back on
allowances and makes everyone mad.
Under the committee bill, the medicare
program would be authorized to apply
medicaid's skilled nursing home reim-
bursement rules to its own extended care
facilities. This rule would be available
where medicaid's rates are reasonably
related to costs. It will give nursing home
operators advance assurance of the
amount of pay they can expect to receive
for caring for medicare beneficiaries.

The committee bill also provides for
experimentation with prospective reini-
bursement methods which might offer
Incentives to hold costs down or to pro-
duce services in the most efficient and
effective manner. If these experiments
are successful much of the difficulty with
today's retroactive payment rules could
be solved.

LIMITATION ON MEDICAID REIMSURSEMENT
Like the House, the Committee on

Finance is concerned with the rapidly
rising costs of medicaid and the over-
utilization of medicaid services. How-
ever, the approach taken by the House, of
cutting off Federal matching funds for
long term hospital and nursing home
stays, seemed unnecessarily harsh. An
alternative suggested by the committee
would authorize the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare to reduce selec-
tively the Federal matching rates for
institutional care where professional re-
view and medical audit procedures are
Inadequate or ineffective. States employ-
ing utilization review and medical audit
functions properly would not be affected
by this cutback provision. This appears
to be a more equitable way of containing
the costs of long term institutional care
under medicaid than the House provision
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which would have automatically reduced
Federal matching funds now available to
the States for financing long term insti-
tutional care in general hospitals, mental
hospitals, tuberculosis hospitals, and
nursing homes without permitting the
Secretary to exercise discretionary judg-
ment.

INTERMEDIATE CARE FACILITIES

Another amendment, authorizing in-
termediate care under medicaid rather
than under title XI, as at present, em-
phasizes that intermediate care facilities
are institutions providing health-related
services below the level of skilled nurs-
ing homes. For the first time, it would
make such care, now limited to those
receiving or eligible for cash assistance,
available under medicaid to the medi-
cally indigent. Intermediate care would
cover those requiring institutional care
beyond residential care and who would,
in the absence of such care, require place-
ment in a skilled nursing home or mental
hospital. These facilities would be re-
quired to have at least one full-time
licensed practical nurse on their staffs.
Additionally, subject to appropriate re-
quirements, intermediate care would also
be available to mentally retarded persons
in public Institutions. Because the com-
mittee felt that present review require-
ments are insulllcient, States would be
required to provide assurance to the Sec-
retary that appropriate and effective
utilization review and medical audit pro-
cedures are being applied to intermediate
care, as is already required for patients
in skilled nursing homes.

MENTALLY ILL

One area where we have put off too
long the provision of Federal aid for
badly needed hospital care concerns the
treatment of mentally Ill children. Many
of these poor unfortunates could be
helped to a better life if adequate care
is provided for them in their youth. I
am pleased that the committee agreed
with me when I offered an amendment
to provide medical treatment for them.
Under this amendment Federal matching
payments would be authorized under
medicaid to States for care of mentally
ill children under 21 years of age in
public mental institutions. Such funds
would be available where States main-
tained their present fiscal effort, for pa-
tients in accredited mental hospitals who
are undergoing a program of active medi-
cal treatment. Presently, such Federal
matching is authorized only for persons
65 or over.

MEDICAID'S UNXFORMFrY RULES REVISED

Under present law, all medicaid recipi-
ents in a State must be eligible for the
same scope of services, and the services
must be available throughout the State.
Present title XIX requirements for
"statewideneas" of amount, duration, and
scope of benefits have created problems
for States who want to contract with
organizations, such as neighborhood
health centers or prepaid group prac-
tices, to provide services to title XIX re-
cipients. The services are often broader
in scope than those available under medi-
caid, but are not available throughout
the State.

A committee amendment facilitates ar-
rangements with comprehensive health
organizations and health groups offering
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services different from those in the reg-
ular State medicaid plans.

It also makes it possible for States to
utilize reasonable uniform deductibles
and copayment features in their medic-
aid plans for the medically indigent with-
out requiring that they also apply to the
welfare recipients covered by the plan.
This will help make it possible to con-
trol excess utilization if a State requires
the medically indigent to share a rea-
sonable part of the cost of their own care.

MEDICAID MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT
The committee approved the provision

in the House bill to repeal the require-
ment that all States must move toward
a comprehensive medicaid program by
1977. In addition, the committee bill
would repeal the provision requiring that
States maintain their efforts by not
cutting back on the, amount they spend
for medicaid from 1 year to the next.
The committee believes that States
should be allowed to decide how exten-
sive a medicaid program they desire.

PROTECTION AGAINST CATASTROPHIC ILLNESS

The Committee on Finance is con-
cerned about the devastating effect which
a catastropic illness can have on fam-
ilies unfortunate enough to be affected
by such an illness. Over the past decades
science and medicine have taken great
strides in their ability to sustain and
prolong life. Patients with kidney failure,
which until recently would have been
rapidly fatal, can now be maintained in
relative good health for many years with
the aid of dialysis and transplantation.
Patients with spinal cord injuries and
severe strokes can now often be restored
to a level of functioning which would
have been impossible years ago. Modern
burn treatment centers can keep victims
of severe burns alive and can offer re-
storative surgery which can in many in-
stances erase the after effects of such
burns.

These are but a few examples of the
impact which recent progress in science
and medicine has had. This progress,
however, has had another impact. These
catastrophic illnesses and injuries which
heretofore would have been rapidly fatal
and hence not too expensive financially,
now have an enormous impact on a fam-
ily's finances.

To deal with this situation, the com-
mittee has added to the House bill
an amendment which would establish a
catastrophic health insurance program
beginning in January 1972 for all people
under age 65 who are insured under
social security, as well as their spouses
and minor children. People under 65 who
receive monthly social security benefits
would also be eligible. People over 65
would not be covered since they have
medicare which substantially meets the
needs of all but a very small minority of
beneficiaries.

It is estimated that only 20 to 30 per
cent of our people under 65 have insur-
ance against the costs of catastrophic ill-
ness through major medical or compre-
hensive medical plans. I am very proud
to be the sponsor of this amendment
which I believe will go a long way towards
lifting the financial burden from those
who are already carrying the heavy load
of sickness and despair.

The benefits provided under the catas-
trophic health insurance program would
be the same as those currently provided
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under parts A and B of medicare, except
that there would be no upper limitations
on hospital days, extended care facility
days, or home health visits. The major
benefits excluded from medicare, and
consequently excluded from this pro-
posal, are nursing home care, outpatient
prescription drugs, dental care, and full
inpatient and outpatient psychiatric
coverage.

The deductibles in the plan would
parallel the deductibles under parts A
and B of medicare. There would be a
hospital deductible of 60 days' hospi-
talization for each person and a supple-
mental medical deductible initially es-
tablished at $2,000 per family.

After an individual is hospitalized for
60 days In 1 year. he would become
eligible for payments toward his hospital
expenses beginning on the sixty-first day
of his hospitalization. Any posthospital
extended care services which he sub-
sequently received during that year
would also be eligible for payment. After
the hospital deductible is met, the pro-
gram would pay hospitals substantially
as they are presently paid under medi-
care, with the individual being respon-
sible for a coinsurance payment equal to
one-fourth of the inpatient hospital de-
ductible as determined for medicare pur-
poses. Extended care services would be
subject to a daily coinsurance amount
equal to one-eighth of the inpatient hos-
pital deductible as determined for medi-
care purposes. If the program were in
effect in January 1971 the coinsurance
for a hospital day would be $15 a day, ald
for extended care services $7.50 a day.

The medical deductible would apply to
the entire family. After a family had in-
curred expenses of $2,000 for physicians'
bills, home health visits, physical therapy
services, laboratory, and X-ray services,
and other covered medical and health
services, the family would become eligible
for payments toward these expenses.
Alter the $2,000 medical deductible has
been met, the program would pay for 80
per centum of eligible expenses, with the
patient being responsible for coinsurance
of 20 per centum.

As in the medicare program, these
coinsurance features are intended to lim-
it program costs and to control the uti-
lization of services.

The program would be administered
by using carriers and intermediaries as
In the present medicare program. Medi-
care's quality standardg for Institutions
would also apply. Social security, with
the cooperation of carriers and interme-
diaries, would determine when the de-
ductibles have been satisfied. To keep
the paperwork down, bills would not be
accepted under the supplemental plan
until they totaled $2,000 per family.

The committee estimates that more
than 1 million families of the approx-
imately 49 million families in the
United States incur medical expenses
which will qualify them to receive bene-
fits under the program. The first year's
cost of the program is estimated at $2,-
21)0,000,000 on a cash basis. A separate
catastrophic insurance trust fund with
its own employer-employee tax wouh be
established to focus public and congres-
sional attention closely on the cost and
the adequacy of the financing of the
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program. Like the benefits, the tax
would become effective January 1, 1972.

For people on public assistance and the
medically indigent the catastrophic Ill-
ness insurance program would be sup-
pleinental to the medicaid program in
the same way that it will be supple-
mental to private insurance for other cit-
izens. The benefit structure of medicaid
varies from State to State, but In gen-
eral it is a basic rather than a catas-
trophic benefit package.

I want to thank my fellow committee
members for the very fine cooperation
and assistance they have given me on
this amendment. I believe this is a major
step forward that will benefit all
Americans.

FINANACING PROVISIONS

At the present time, the social security
cash benefits program is in close actu-
arial balance, while the hospital insur-
ance program has an actuarial defi-
ciency. Unless hospital insurance taxes
are raised substantially, the hospital in-
surance trust fund will be exhausted in
1972. To meet the cost of the cash bene-
fits program as it would be expanded
by the bill and to bring the hospital in-
surance program into actuarial balance,
the contribution rates for the programs
would be adjusted and the contribution
and benefit base—the maximum amount
of annual earnings subject to contribu-
tions and used in computing benefits—
would be increased.
INCREASE IN THE CONTRIBUTION AND BENEFIT

BASE

The bill provides for an increase in
the ceiling on taxable and creditable
earnings to $9,000, effective for 1971. This
increase would take account of the in-
creases in earnings levels that have oc-
curred since 1968, when the $7,800 ceil-
ing on earnings went into effect and
would cover the total earnings of an es-
timated 79 per centum of all workers—
the same percentage as the $7,800 base
covered when it went into effect.

People earning amounts between $7,-
800 and $9,000 a year will pay taxes on
an additional $1,200 of earnings. In re-
turn, of course, they will get credit for
more earnings and will thus get higher
benefits. The higher creditable earnings
resulting from the increase in the ceiling
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on earnings will make possible benefits
that are more reasonably related to the
actual earnings of workers at the higher
earnings levels. It the base were to re-
main unchanged, more and more work-
ers would have earnings above the cred-
itable amount and these workers would
have benefit protection related to a
smaller and smaller part of their full
earnings.

CHANGES IN THE CONTRIBUTION RATES

Under the schedule of contribution
rates for cash benefits contained in the
bill, the contribution rates for employers
and employees scheduled for 197 1—72
would be decreased from the 4.6 per
centum provided for under present law
to 4.4 per centum each.

The bill provides for increases in the
contribution rate schedule for the hos-
pital insurance program. The contribu-
tion rate scheduled for 1971—72 would
be increased from 0.6 per centum each
for employees, employers, and the self-
employed to 0.8 per centum for 1971—72.
The additional taxes for this part of the
program will go far toward removing
the large actuarial deficit of the hos-
pital insurance program and would make
that program financially sound.

The bill also provides for a contribu-
tion rate schedule to fully finance the
catastrophic Illness insurance provision
added to the bill by the Finance Com-
mittee. The contribution rate schedule
for catastrophic illness for 1972—74 would
be 0.3 per centum each for employees,
employers, and the self-employed.

For the benefit of Senators and others
who are concerned with the long-range
financing aspects of the social security
anc hospital insurance programs the fol-
lowing charts compare the combined
tax rates and maximum tax payable
under the committee bill, the present law
and the House bill. I call attention to
the fact that the rates undev present
law applies to maximum earnings of
$7,800, while both the House bill and
the committee bill apply to a wage base
of $9,000.

I ask unanimous consent that the
chart showing the tax rates and maxi-
mum taxes be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the chart
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

SOCIAL SECURITY TAX RATES AND MAXIMUM ANNUAL TAXES UNDER PRESENT LAW, THE HOUSE BILL AND THE

Period

Tax rates (percent) Maximum taxes

Present law House bill Committee bill Present law House bill Cummittee bill

EMPLOYER-EMPLOYEE, EACH

1971
1972
1973—74
1975
1976—79
1980—85
1986
1987 and otter

5.2 5.2 5.2
5. 2 5. 2 5. 5
5. 65 5. 2 5. 6
5. 65 6. 0 6. 35
5. 7 6. 0 6. 35
5. 8 6. 5 7. 0
5. 8 6. 5 7. 6
5. 9 6. 5 7. 6

$405.60
405. 60
440. 70
440. 70
444. 60
452. 40
452. 40
460. 20

$468.00
468. 00
468. 00
540. 00
540. 00
540.00
585. 00
585.00

$468.00
495. 00
504. 00
571. 50
571. 50
630.00
684. 00
648. 00

SELF-EMPLOYED

1971
1972
1973—74
1975
1976—79
1980—86 --
1987 and atter

7. 5 7.3 7.4
7. 5 7. 3 7. 7
7.65 7. 3 7. 8
7. 65 8. 0 8. 35
7. 70 8.0 8. 35
7. 8 8.0 8. 50
7.9 8.0 8. 50

5585.00
585. 00
596. 70
596. 70
600.60
608. 40
616.20

$657.00
657. 00
657.00
720.00
720. 00
720.00
720.00

5666.00
693. 00
702. 00
751. 50
751. 50
765.00
765.00
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Mr. LONG. Let me also note for the

record that the combined rate for cash
benefits and hospital Insurance Is the
same under the committee bill as under
present law for 1971 and 1972 and is less
than present law for 1973 and 1974. The
catastrophic Insurance tax is a new fea-
ture, which of course adds to the rate.

We have been assured that the financ-
ing provided under the committee bill is
adequate to pay for all of the benefits—
both the benefits provided under present
law and the new benefits provided under
the bill. Moreover, each of the separate
trust funds will be soundly -financod and
over the next few years the total income
to the program will be nearly $6,000,000,-

FINANCING THE AVTOMATIC PROVISION

Mr. LONG. As I mentioned earlier.
benefits would be automatically adjusted
to take account of Increases in the cost
of living. The cost of this Increase would
be met by increasing both the contri-
bution and benefit base and the contri-
bution rates so that each increase would
meet one-half of the cost. The Secretary
of Health. Education, and Welfare would
determine how much the contribution
and benefit base would have to be In-
creased In order to finance one-half of
the long-range cost of the proposed ben-
efit Increase, and how much contribution
rates would have to be increased In order
to finance one-half of the long-range
cost of the proposed benefit increase.
The Secretary would then publish In the
Federal Register both the new, higher
base and the revised contribution rate
schedule, to be effective beginning Janu-
ary 1 of the year for which the benefit
Increase Is effective.

Mr. President, now let me describe
the additional matters contained In the
committee bill.

THE TRADE ACT 0? 5970

The committee approved the basic
provisions of the House trade bill as an
amendment to H.R. 17550, the social
security legislation. The principal excep-
tions concern the export tax Incentive
called DISC and the repeal of the Ameri-
can selling price system of valuation.

Now, I will discuss the basic provisions
of the amendment dealing with the for-
eign trade which was approved by the
committee.

TRADE AGREEMENT AVFHORITT

The first aspect of the amendment
deals with the extension of further tariff
cutting authority to the President. The
President has been without authority to
reduce tariffs under the Trade Expan-
sion Act since July 1, 1967. This new au-
thority would not be used to enter into
another malor round of trade negotla-
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000 more than outgo, as compared with
the more than $21,000,000,000 excess
which would accrue under present law.

The following table compares the in-
come, and outgo, of the social security
funds over the next 3 years under
present law and under the committee bill.

I would point out that under the com-
mittee bill, the assets and . the reserve
could gradually grow from $44.9 billion
to $47 billion in 1973. I ask unanimous
consent that the chart be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the chart
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

tlons. None are planned. But, there is an-
other reason why this authority is
needed. Under the' rules of the game In
International trade, whenever one coun-
try must increase duties or impose quotas
in order to protect a domestic industry
which Is being Injured by imports, that
country must also offer compensatory
tariff reductions on other Imports of
equivalent value to the country whose
exports would be adversely affected by
the increased duty or quota. The alter-
native would be to face retaliation on the
part of those adversely affected coun-
tries. It is clear that, under other provi-
sions of this bill, the United States will
be Imposing some limited restrictions on
the imports of other countries. For this
reason, it was felt necessary to extend to
the President authority—through July 1,
1975—to cut tariffs by 20 percent In
two stages. The committee made clear
that It does not believe the President
should offer "compensation" to coun-
tries which themselves have illegal tariff
or nontarilT barriers against United
States exports, for which the United
States has not been "compensated". In
other words, in those situations we
should go to the bargaining table and
work out a mutually satisfactory solu-
tion to the question .f compensation.

REVISE UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICE STATUTES

The trade bill also deais with three
unfair trade practice statutes. It revises
sectjon 252 of the Trade Expansion Act
to give the President further authority
to cope with foreign nontariff bar-
riers restricting U.S. exports In In-
dustrial as well as agricultural trade.
This is what he asked for and the reason
Is this: Under present law, the authority
Is confined mainly to agricultural prod-
ucts. This additional authority, requested
by the administration, will strengthen
the President's hands in negotiating
nontartif barriers with other countries.
It will serve 85 a clear warning that the
United States is no longer able to turn
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the other cheek when foreign countries
impose new nontariff barriers against
U.s. products.

In addition, the Senate amendment
agrees with the House that in antidump-
ing and countervailing duty cases, the
Treasury should have some time limits
imposed upon it in making its determi-
nation regarding the imports Involved.
The Antidumping Act deals with injuri-
ous price discrimination, and counter-
vailing duty statute deals with foreign
subsidies. In the case of the antidump-
ing statute, the Treasury would have
4 months to reach a tentative deci-
sion on the question of whether or not
there has been price discrimination, ex-
cept in extraordinarily complicated cases
in which the Secretary may take up to
7 months. In cases under the coun-
tervailing duty statutes, the Secretary
of the Treasury would have 1 year to
make decisions. Both the House and
t.he Senate committee agree that these
time limits will give assurance that de-
cisions will be reached promptly on mat-
ters of vital concern to domestic
industry.

REVISED ESCAPE CLAUSE AND ADJUSTMENT
ASSISTANCE PROVISION

A third major area which the com-
mittee dealt with was In revising the
stringent criteria in present law for pro-
viding adjustment assistance and tariff
adjustment (escape clause) relief to
firms, workers, and Industries which are
seriously injured by import competition.
With respect to the escape clause which
deals with Industrywide injury, present
law provides that tariff concessions must
be found to be the major cause of in-
creased imports, and increased imports
must be found to be the major factor in
causing serious injury. These two tests
have proven so difficult that only one in-
dustry out of over 20 applicants has
qualified for relief since 1962. The ex-
ecutive branch agrees that these tests
are too rigid.

The Finance Committee substantially
altered both tests to make it easier for a
lomestic industry to receive relief. The
Senate amendment would require that
increased imports must be related In
whole or in part to tariff concessions.
This was the same test that existed for
11 years from 1951 to 1962, and it
worked well. The committee agrees with
the House that a "substantial cause" re-
lationship between increased imports and
serious Injury was fairer to all than ei-
ther the present law or the administra-
tion's recommendation, of substituting
the concept of "primary" cause for "ma-
jor" cause in the statute.

The committee considered that the "es-
cape clause" had a substantial cause-
test for 11 years, between 1951 and
1962, and it also worked well. We did not
feel that another possible misinterpre-
tation of our Intention by using the word
"primary" Instead of "major" would be
worth risking. In fact, It appears there
Is a distinction without a difference in the
two terms.

The committee also felt that the defini-
tion of industry should permit separate
consideration to be given to those seg-
ments of a multiproduct corporation for
producing one product which mIght be
seriously Injured by Imports, even though

PROGRESS OF THE OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS INSURANCE. DISABILITY INSURANCE. HOSPITAL INSURANCE. AND

CATASTROPHIC INSURANCE TRUST FUNDS, COMBINED, UNDER PRESENT LAW AND UNDER FINANCE COMMITTEE BILL,

1971—73
ICash basis; in billions of dollarsi

PerIod

Income

Present Committee
law bill

Outgo

Present Committee
law bill

Net increase

Present
law

in funds

Committee
bill

Assets, end

Present
law

of period

Committee
bill

Fiscal year 1972 $49. 0 $52. 8
Calendar year:

1971 47.0 49.0
1912 50. 0 55. 3

1973 56. 9 59. 7

543. 0

41.7
44 2
46. 7

550. 5

47.6
53.3
56.9

$6. 0

5.3
5.7

10. 2

$2. 3

1.3
1.9
2. 8

$51. 0

46.3
52. 0
62. 2

$44.9

42.3
44. 2
47. 0
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other product areas may not be. This is
called the "segmentation principle" and
It too was on the books for 11 years
without any difficulties between 1951 and
1962.

Another area in the escape clause which
the committee did take action on and
which is new, and that is the so-called
"acute or severe" injury test. Under the
committee's amendment, the Tariff Com-
mission must determine whether on the
basis of the substantial cause-test an in-
dustry is being seriously injured by im-
ports. That wouJd be the first finding.
Having made that determination and as-
suming it was positive, the Commission-
ers finding serious injury would also de-
termine whether the injury was acute or
severe. The term "acute or severe" de-
note a degree of injury which is a level
higher than serious injury and which
could, if not immediately corrected,
threaten the very existence of an indus-
try as a viable economic entity in the
United States. Now, under either the ini-
tial determination of serious injury or the
subsequent acute or severe injury deter-
mination, the Tariff Commission would
recommend a remedy. If only the initial
serious injury was found, the President
would consider the remedy suggested by
the Tariff Commission but would be al-
lowed to proclaim any import restriction
he deemed necessary to prevent serious
Injury, unless he determines it is not in
the national interest to impose such re-
strictions. In the latter case, he must
provide adjustment assistance to those
firms and workers which are being seri-
ously injured. If there are two affirina-
tive findings by the Tariff Commission—
one of serious injury and another of
acute or severe injury—the President
would have to impose the remedy recom-
mended by a majority of the Tariff Com-
mission making those determinations,
unless he determines it is not in the na-
tional interest to do so. In other words,
the second test puts a little more pressure
on the President to accept the Tariff
Commission's findings, but the President
retains his flexibility. But if he does not
accept the Tariff Commission's recom-
mendation he must nevertheless provide
adjustment assistance. The committee
deemed that this flexibility was neces-
sary.

With respect to adjustment assistance,
It is only necessary to determine that
imports are contributing to unemploy-
ment or underemployment in the case of
groups of workers, or to serious injury
in the case of firms.

TxXTILES AND FOOTWEAR

Now let me turn to the textile and foot-
wear provisions in the bill.

The textile industry is the largest
manufacturing industry in the United
States with 2.1 million employees, many
of them disadvantaged. The industry
moved from the North to the South, and
now may move across the Pacific unless
relief from low-wage imports is provided.
All the European countries have nego-
tiated voluntary agreements with Japan
and other Asian textile producers to limit
imports of manmade fiber and woolen
textiles into the European market. That
is the in tent of this bill. The United States
has been striving to obtain a similar
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agreement, because we have become the
"dumping ground" for cheap imports,
and our producers are facing severe hard-
ships. But the Japanese do not appear
willing to give us the same consideration
that they gave the Europeans.

The nonrubber footwear industry has
also been hurt by growing imports. Thus,
the bill provides for quantative limita-
tions on the imports of certain textile
and footwear articles equal to the average
annual imports for the 3 calendar years,
1967 through 1969.

However, there is a great deal of flex-
ibility in the bill. For example, the Pres-
ident is authorized to exempt any prod-
ucts from the statutory import quotas:
First, which he determines are not dis-
rupting the United States market, sec-
ond, when he determines that the na-
tional interest requires such action, and,
third, when the supply of any article in
the domestic market is insufficient to
meet the demand at reasonable prices, or,
fourth, when voluntary agreements are
entered into with foreign producing
countries.

The President is specifically authorized
to negotiate agreements with foreign
countries under which imports of textile
and footwear articles would be volunta-
rily controlled. As I have stated imports
covered by such voluntary agreements
would be exempt from the mandatory
quota provisions of the bill. The main
thrust of the legislation, therefore, is to
share our market with foreign goods,
hopefully on a voluntary basis, so that
industry and labor would not be severely
injured by foreign competition.

Textile and footwear imports into the
United States have been Increasing very
rapidly. The average imports of man-
made fiber amounted to 1,390 million
square yards in the 1967—69 base pe-
riod, and for wool textile products it was
184.5 million square yards. As of June
1970, imports of manmade fiber textiles
are running at an alltime record of 2.4
billion square yards. Apparel imports are
also sharply up, and in some product
areas, such as sweaters and shirts, im-
ports have practically taken over the
market. For example, in 1965 imports of
sweaters of manmade fiber were 501,000
dozen. In 1969, imports of such sweaters
had increased to 6,974,000 dozen. That
is more than a tenfold Increase in the
space of 4 years. Such increases In
imports year after year are devastating
our textile and apparel firms. Many re-
sponsible Individuals realize this. In an
article appearing In the September issue
of Fortune magazine the former Minister
of Finance in Japan, the Honorable No-
butane Kuichi made this wise statement:

Confrontation between us and the world
is no good. I'd like to see the growth-rate of
our exports decline from last year's 22 per-
cent to no more than 10 percent, ideally 7
percent. I have told this to the Prime Min-
ister and he doesn't like it because every-
thing Is geared to exports.

Let us not forget that other countries
having much more severe barriers to
imports than the United States, face the
same problems. Japan, for example, has
quotas on 98 products. Western Eu-
rope controls its imports through border
taxes and variable levies, and, in ad-
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dition, has quantitative restrictions on
Japanese and other Asian textile prod-
ucts, which serve to divert them to the
United States. For example, this Nation
absorbs 50 percent of Japan's ap-
parel exports; all Western Europe, with
more than our population, absorbs only
5 percent.

Under these circumstances, they should
not point their finger at us as starting
a trade war. We do not want a trade war.
But we cannot stand idly by and watch
our industries go under and our labor
force decimated by foreign Imports while
nothing is done. These provisions will In-
sure that American industry and Alneri-
can jobs will be protected in a reasonable
way while, at the same time, insuring an
equitable share of our market for foreign
goods.

NATIONAL SECuRITy PROVISION

Another area covered by this bill Is the
revision of the national security provi-
sion of the Trade Expansion Act. Under
the present law, if the Director of the
Office of Emergency Preparedness makes
a finding that imports of a particular ar-
ticle are threatening to impair the na-
tional security, he shall so report to the
President. If the President agrees with
this finding, he shall impose whatever
restrictions he deems necessary to rem-
edy the situation.

The House believed, and the Finance
Committee concurs that wherever na-
tional security findings are involved, a
quota would be a more suitable device
for controlling imports than a tariff.
In the first place, the quota would pro-
vide assurance that Imports could be
kept at a level consonant with the na-
tional security objectives, whereas no
tariff could give that assurance.

If the tariff were set too low, imports
would come pouring In to depress our
market; if the tariff was very high, it
could shut off Imports completely or in-
volve very high costs to the U.S. con-
sumer. In the case of oil, there is the
additional problem of tanker rates,
which are extremely volatile. A tariff
set on Monday might be inappropriate on
Friday if tanker rates had moved up
sharply in the meantime. We cannot
adjust our tariffs to accommodate the
fickle nature of these tanker rate varia-
tions, or to the whims of Arab potentates
who have effective control over prices.

The Director of the Office of
Emergency Preparedness stated before
the Finance Commit that a tariff
would tend to Increase the cost of oil
to the consumer much more than a
quota. The Secretary of State, the Secre-
tary of Defense, the Secretary of the
Treasury, the Secretary of Commerce,
and the Director of the Office of Emer-
gency Preparedness all agree that a
tariff is not a suitable instrument for
controlling oil imports, and have so
advised the President. The President
has accepted that recommendation The
committee bill reflects the same con-
elusion.

WELFARE AMENDMENTS

INTRODUCTION
The goal of working out progressive

and productive proposals in the area of
public welfare has occupied the commit-
tee for many months.
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Looking at the overall structure of our
public assistance system, the committee
concluded that two different approaches
were called for. First, there is no pressing
need to throw out completely our present
programs for the aged, blind, and dis-
abled and start a new program in that
area. These programs, on the whole, have
been working well. They have been re-
sponsive to the needs of poor people, and
the rolls have remained fairly steady.
The committee therefore determined to
make desirable improvements in these
programs, but not at this time to change
their basic direction.

The situation with regard to the pro-
gram of aid to families with dependent
children is far different. The AFDC case-
load has tripled in the last 10 years, and
we now have approximately 9 million
AFDC recipient.s throughout the coun-
try. The rate of growth is continuing un-
abated, and every State is feeling the
consequences. Equally disturbing is the
nature of the growth in the program.
Most of the families being added to the
rolls are eligible because of the absence
of the father from the home. These are
cases largely resulting from desertion,
separation, and illegitimacy. Fully three-
fourths of the families now receiving
AFDC are families In which the father
Is absent, and this percentage will be
increasing if present trends continue.

Faced with this situation, the commit-
tee felt compelled to develop workable
and greatly needed improvements In
those programs created by the Congress
to help AFDC families and to get at the
root cause of dependency. The bill would
make possible Immediate improvement In
the work Incentive and child care pro-
grams, thus assisting many families to
move toward economic Independence.
Along with these proposals to solve prob-
lems which are amenable to rapid im-
provement, the committee is advocating
a broad program of testing which Is
aimed at finding long-range solutions to
the overall problem of welfare depend-
ency.

At this point I would like to describe
In greater detail just what the commit-
tee bill Includes.
ASSISTANCE TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

First of all, the bill proposes a national
minimum income level which would pro-
vide a considerably higher level of assist-
arice for a large percentage of recipients
of aid to the aged, blind, and disabled.
Many of these people, who are among
the most hopeless and helpless of all the
poor in our country, are currently re-
ceiving assistance which is obviously in-
adequate for their needs.

We think it Is urgent that increased
assistance be given to those who are liv-
ing in States where payments are very
low. Thus, the bill would require States
to provide a level of assistance sufficient
to assure persons in these categories a
total monthly Income of at least $130 for
a single person, or $200 for a couple.
States would, of course, have the option
of maintaining or establishing a higher
standard for residents of their State.

To give some Idea of the impact of this
new minimum, let me point out that In
the aged category, this provision would
result In increased asistance for eligible
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single-aged Individuals in about 31
States, and for eligible aged couples In
about 36 States.

The committee bill would also, in ef-
fect, give needy persons in the adult
categories more money In lieu of food
stamps. We all know that many of them
have suffered loss of dignity and pride by
having to use food stamps when they go
out to the local grocery store to do their
shopping. This bill will give them cash.
which they can use as they want, and
when they want.

In addition, the committee wanted to
make sure that those social security ben-
eficiaries who are also public assistance
recipients would share in the benefit of
the social security increases which are
provided in the bill. If present law re-
mained unchanged, any increase in a so-
cial security check would mean an off-
setting decrease in the recipient's public
assistance check. Therefore, the com-
mittee bill requires States to raise their
standards of need for those in the aged,
blind, and disabled categories by $10 per
month for a single individual, and $15
for a couple. These recipients would in
this way be guaranteed an increase in
total Income of at least these amounts.

Recognizing that the rapid growth In
welfare expenditures in recent years has
strained the fiscal capacities of the
States, the committee wanted to make
sure that the States would not have to
bear any additional costs resulting from
these new benefits in the adult cate-
gories. A certain amount of fiscal relief
will accrue to the States to the extent
that welfare grants are reduced because
of the increases which the bill provides
in social security benefits. However, this
relief Is not necessarily distributed In a
way which reflects the relative welfare
burdens of the States under present law
or under the additional requirements im-
posed by the bill.

We have worked out a proposal which.
generally speaking, would assure all
States a 10-percent savings over their
expenditures for adult assistance pro-
grams In 1970. The Federal Government
would pay 100 percent of the cost of ad-
ditional expenditures for the aged, blind,
and disabled which are required by the
committee bill.

Mr. President, it Is my belief that these
changes proposed In the bill will be of
enormous benefit to those Americans who
are in need because o old age, blindness,
or other crippling disability. We have
been able to work out a way of increas-
ing the minimum income level above the
$110 per person level proposed by the
administration and approved by the
House, and to make other needed im-
provements, without going above the
amounts which the administration
stated it was willing to allocate for these
categories of assistance.

TESTING OP WELTARE ALTERNATtVES

Now let me turn to the problem of as-
sistance to needy families with children.
I have already outlined, and there is no
need to further document, the serious-
ness of the growth In the AFDC program.
The committee has studied the present
program. It has studied the proposal.
with Its many variations, which the ad-
ministration made for the establishment
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of a new family assistance plan to be
superimposed on the AFDC program.

In all honesty and sincerity, I would
say that the committee shares the view
of Governor Hearnes of Missouri, who
testified during the hearings on FAP.
Governor Hearnes summed up his own
opinion by stating quite seriously that if
you read what the newspapers said about
the proposal, you would be for it, but if
you read what was actually in the bill,
you had to be against It.

We read the administration's bill. We
had many weeks of public hearings on it.
Nearly everyone who testified endorsed
the principles In the proposal, but nearly
all the witnesses also pointed out weak-
nesses.

As legislators, we know that the per-
fect law is yet to be written. We would
not reject a proposal because of minor
problems or oversights. These, we know,
can be corrected in the course of time.

But when a proposal establishes a new
direction, and goals are established
which in our honest evaluation are un-
attainable under the measures provided,
then it is our responsibility to require a
more thorough examination.

The committee bill would thus require
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare to conduct up to five tests of
possible alternatives to the AFDC pro-
gram. One or two of these tests would
test a 'farni1y assistance" type proposal
for welfare, and one or two of the tests
would test a "workfare" type proposal.
In addition, the bill provides for a test
in which a program of rehabilitation of
welfare recipients would be administered
by vocational rehabilitation personnel.

It is my hope, and the hope of the
committee, that these tests would provide
a sound basis for rational legislative ac-
tion in the welfare area. We would also
hope that each test would produce data
from which there could be estimated for
the various types of programs the cost.
extent of participation, and effectiveness
In reducing dependency on welfare w1ich
could be expected if such programs were
adopted as a substitute for AFDC. The
tests should also provide valuable admin-
istrative experience which would facili-
tate the Implementation of any of the
test proposals which might eventually
be enacted.

The bill would give the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare flexibil-
ity in choosing the areas in which the
tests are to be conducted. However, it
would require that the areas chosen
should be broadly representative of the
country as a whole so that the data from
the tests may serve as a reliable basis for
future congressional action.

The tests are also to be conducted in
such a way that valid comparisons
among the various alternatives can be
made. The bill therefore requires that
the Department conduct the same num-
be'r of "workfare" tests as "family assist-
ance" tests—either one or two of each.
In each pair of tests the beginning and
ending dates of the two tests must be the
same, the number of participants must
be approximately the same, and the
areas in which the two tests are con-
ducted must be comparable as to popu-
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lation, per capita Income, unemployment
level, and other relevant factors.

Tests would have to be conducted with
State cooperation and with State shar-
ing in the costs of the tests.

At all stages in the development of
the tests and in their operation, the
committee would be kept advised and the
Comptroller General would be consulted
regarding testing procedures that would
be utilized.

Two matters that this Senator would
like to see developed by these tests are
whether wage subsidies are one effective
way of increasing the incomes of the
disadvantaged and whether, if they are,
the one-check or the two-check ap-
proach is preferable. The one-check ap-
proach involves passing the subsidy to
the employer who includes It in his wage
to the worker. The two-check approach
envisions a wage supplrmented by a pay-
ment directly from the welfare office.

Mr. President, we believe this program
of testing is both a responsible and a
responsive way of meeting our present
welfare crisis. We agree that the present
system Is bad, but we do not agree that
It is so bad that any untested alternative
would be preferable merely because it
Is new or different. We want to find some
real answers to the welfare problem. And
we believe that the way to do this is
through careful experimentation.

At the same time, we recognize that
there are changes in the present legisla-
tion which should be made immediately,
and we seek in the bill to correct some
of the wprst and most obvious defects.

WORI< INCENTIVE PROGRAM

The committee and the administration
are in substantial agreement as to the
obligation of a.pnropriate welfare recipi-
ents to work. The thrust of any welfare
reform proposal must encompass the
basic proposition that able-bodied wel-
fare recipients should be required to
work if child care and meaningful man-
power training are provided—and that
actual jobs must be available for such
people after training.

Mr. President, I think the Congress
has now reached the point where it is
reluctant to support any more training
programs. that do not result in jobs for
participants. Moreover, the disadvan-
taged people of this country share this
disenchantment—they say in increasing
numbers "no more training programs
without jobs."

The committee bill adopts almost all
of the administration's requests for im-
provement of the work incentive pro-
gram. It provides more favorable match-
ing for manpower training expenses and
for welfare services which support train-
ing, including the vitally important day
care. It also provides registration with
the employment service as a condition
of welfare eligibility and puts into effect
uniform Federal standards for referral
of welfare recipients to WIN. All of these
elements have been cited by the admin-
istration as crucial deficiencies in the
work incentive program.

But the bill goes further—and here,
I would be remiss in not pointing to the
great contributions of the junior Senator
from Georgia, Senator TALMADGE. It
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comes to grips with some of the basic
reasons for the failure of WIN which
have been very disturbing to the com-
mittee. The Cqmmittee on Finance was
the principal architect of the WIN pro-
gram—I believe I was the initial sponsor
of that amendment—and was responsible
for the basic decision—that the Depart-
ment of Labor would administer the
manpower training program. However,
the committee has been greatly disap-
pointed in the implementation of the
program.

The points of emphasis the Finance
Committee thought were made abun-
dantly clear in the 1967 amendments
have been paid lipservice or totally ig-
nored. A meaningful program of on-the-
job training continues to be an unful-
filled Labor Department promise. The
legally required program of special work
projects—public service employment—is
a reality in only one State. Lack of Labor
Department and Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare cooperation and
that of their counterparts at the local
level has been a major problem in the
referral process and in the provision of
necessary supportive services for recip-
ients in work and training. The main
thrust of the WIN program as it exists
today remains In the direction of basic
education and classroom training, which
our experience with manpower training
over the last decade shows does not re-
suit in the placement of people in jobs,
but rather in a growing skepticism of
both welfare recipients and the public
as to the worth of such endeavors.

Mr. President, this situation must
change. More effective administration
must be provided, and WIN's on-the-job
training and public service employment
components must become a vital part of
the program.

It is for this reason the committee bill
includes a provision which would require
heavy emphasis on these two compo-
nents. Also, a tax credit mechanism is
provided which will link manpower train-
ing to the actual provision of jobs.

I might say there has been a severe
disappointment in the performance of
the Department of Labor in accordance
with its duties under the law..

The task of training welfare recipients
for jobs and actually placing them in
employment on a permanent basis is ad-
mittedly one of the most difficult tasks
facing Government. The committee
believes that the changes it is proposing
for WIN are important, albeit some of
these could have been made without
changes in the. statute. But we are also
aware that regardless of what the Con-
gress does in this area the ultimate suc-
cess of the program will, in large meas-
ure, be dependent on the dedication of
administrators at the Federal, State, and
local level and the resources they are
allocated. Thus, we believe it is incum-
bent upon the Department of Labor to
show its commitment to WIN and to
provide staffing at the Federal level
which is commensurate with its respon-
sibilities as the primary administrator of
the program. The WIN program must
receive the kind of implementation its
importance deserves.

CHILD CARE

The bill also includes proposals which
would greatly expand the availability of
child care resources throughout the Na-
tion. At the present time the lack of ade-
quate child care represents perhaps the
single largest impediment to the efforts
of poor families, especially those headed
by a mother, to achieve economic inde-
pendence. The committee bill would seek
to remove this impediment fo the poor,
while at the same time promoting child
care facilities for all families which need
them, by creating a Federal Child Care
Corporation.

Although the Committee on Finance
and the Congress, through past amend-
ments to the Social Security Act, have
attempted to meet the need for child
care we have been unable to overcome
the great lack of organization, initiative,
and know-how which exists in the child
care area. We have provided money, but
we have found that money alone will not
do the job. We need a mechanism at the
Federal, State, and local levels which
will respond to both national and local
needs for child care. We believe the Fed-
eral Child Care Corporation will be such
a mechanism.

The Corporation would have as its first
priority making available child care serv-
ices to children of parents eligible for
such services under the AFDC program,
and who need them in order to partici-
pate in employment or training. However,
it would also have the broader function
of making child care available for any
family which may need it, regardless of
welfare status.

The Corporation .would work in an
uncomplicated way. Under the commit-
tee bill, $50 million would be given to the
Corporation to provide initial working
capital. This amount would be in the
form of a loan by the Secretary of the
Treasury and would be placed In a re-
volving fund. The money would be used
by the Corporation to begin arranging for
child care services. Initially, the Corpo-
ration would contract with existing pub-
lic, private nonprofit, and proprietary
facilities to serve as child care providers.
To expand services, the Corporation
would also give technical assistance and
advice to organizations interested in es-
tablishing facilities under contract with
the Ccrporation. In addition, the Corpo-
ration could provide child care services in
its own facilities.

Fees would be charged for all services
provided or arranged for by the Corpora-
tion. The fees would go into the revolving
fund to provide capital for further devel-
opment of services and to repay the ini-
tial loan. They would be set at a level
which would cover the costs to the Cor-
poration of arranging child care.

We have provided in the bill for con-
struction authority for the Corporation,
and would authorize the issuance of
bonds for this purpose if new construc-
tion is needed. We envisage, however,
that this authority will be used sparingly,
and that every effort will first be made
to utilize existing facilities.

I am deeply concerned about the qual-
ity of care which children are to receive,
and I therefore want to emphasize that
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the bill includes provision for Federal
child care standards, to assure that ade-
quate space, staff, and health require-
ments are met. In addition, facilities used
by the Corporation would have to meet
the Life Safety Code of the National Fire
Protection Association.

The bill includes inservice training au-
thority, and the committee expects that
this authority, along with the training
programs under the WIN program, will
be used to train welfare mothers, inso-
far as possible, to work in child care pro-
grams. This will mean that while some
mothers are being freed for work, others
will be provided employment directly in
child care facilities.

The Corporation, while providing a
mechanism for expanding the availabil-
ity of child care services, would not pro-
vide funds to subsidize child care. Those
who are able to pay would be charged the
full cost of services. The cost of child
care needed by families on welfare would
be paid by State welfare agencies.

Here, too, the committee bill makes a
significant improvement in present law
by providing for an increase from 75 per-
cent to 90 percent in the Federal match-
ing share for child care services. The bill
would authorize payment of 100 percent
of the cost of services for a temporary
period if the Secretary determined that
necessary services would not otherwise
be available. The 90 percent matching
rate would be available to the States for
child care for families receiving AFDC
and also for past and potential
recipients.

FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES

Mr. President, the committee bill pro-
vides for a major advance in enabling
welfare recipients to obtain free family
planning services by authorizing 100 per-
cent Federal funding for State family
planning programs, including both in-
formation and the provision of medical
services.

As under present law, States would be
required to offer family planning services
to all appropriate recipients of AFDC, in-
cluding, on an optional basis, former re-
cipients and those who are likely to be-
come recipients of welfare. Acceptance of
services, as under present law, would be
voluntary with the recipient.

A beginning has been made as the re-
suit ofcongressional action in 1967 when
'75 percent Federal matching funds was
authorized for this purpose. The progress
which has been made imder those
amendments, however, has not met the
committee's expectations.

The provisions of the committee bill
are consistent with the aims of the ad-
ministration, as expressed by the Presi-
dent in a speech in July 969:

Most of an estimated five million low in-
come women of childbearing age in this
country do not have adequate access to
family planning assistance, even though their
wishes concerning family size are usually the
same as those of parents of higher Income
groups.

It is my view that no American woman
should be denied access to family planning
assistance because of her economic condi-
tion. I believe, therefore, that we should es-
tablish as a national goal the provision of
adequate family planning services within the
next five years to all those who want them
but cannot afford them. This we have the
capacity to do.
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The committee shares the goal of the
President and believes that this is an
appropriate step in its fulfillment. It
notes that, according to testimony of
Planned Parenthood Federation, full
family planning services can be provided
for about $60 per woman per year. This
seems a small price to pay for the per-
sonal, social, and economic benefits
which can be achieved as the result of an
effective nationwide family planning pro-
gram.
EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE TO MIGRANT FAMILIES

Some of the most disadvantaged citi-
zens in our country can be found among
migrant workers. When children are in-
volved, the situation calls even more
urgently for action, and this action must
be of a national nature which is com-
mensurate with the national problem.

Under existing law, emergency assist-
ance may, at the option of the States, be
provided to needy migrant families with
children and be provided either state-
wide or in part of the State. Fifty per-
cent Federal matching is provided.

The committee bill establishes a more
meaningful program by amending exist-
ing law: first, to require all States to pro-
vide such a program; second, to require
that it be statewide in application; and,
third, to provide Federal matching of its
cost at the 75 percent level.

OBLIGATIONS OF DESERTING FATHER

Mr. President, when we discuss wel-
fare reform, we should always remem-
ber some of the root causes of the pres-
ent crisis.

The facts are startiing:
In 1969, three out of four families re-

ceiving AFDC were eligible because of
the father's absence from the home.
Think of that—75 percent. One out of six
families is on welfare because of the
father's desertion. With about 9 mil-
lion AFDC recipients, this means that
about 1,500,000 mothers and children
are receiving welfare today because the
father of the family has deserted.

An illustration of the impact of de-
sertion on a city's AFDC rolls is New
York where between 1961 and 1968 the
cases of deserted or informally sepa-
rated wives grew by 412 percent.

Nationally, the largest single cause of
dependency among children is illegiti-
macy. In 28 percent of the families re-
ceiving AFDC, the mother is not married
to the father of the child.

Congress, particularly in the 1967
amendments, attempted to deal with this
aspect of the dependency problem.
These measures, however, have failed to
stem the explosive growth of the welfare
rolls in the past 3 years, a growth largely
consisting of families in which there
either never was a father or in which
the father has deserted the family or is
otherwise separated from the mother.

During the hearings on the welfare
bill, Secretary Richardson was asked his
opinion about direct Federal action in
desertion cases. He replied:

We would support legislation which made
It a Federal crime to cross State lines for the
purpose of evading parental responsibil-
Ity. ' * * From the standpoint of our De-
partment to make this a Federal crime
would help to reduce the problem, we think,
and to that extent we would be for It.
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The committee considers the provi-

sions of present law useful and feels they
should be retained. However, it is clear
that further action is necessary to per-
mit more extensive involvement of the
Federal Government in cases where the
father is able to avoid his parental re-
sponsibilities by crossing State lines.

Thus, the committee bill would make
it a Federal misdemeanor for a father
to cross State lines in order to avoid his
family responsibilities. The penalty un-
der this new amendment would be im-
prisonment for up to 1 year.

Second, the committee bill wOuld pro-
vide that an individual who has deserted
or abandoned his spouse, child, or chil-
dren shall owe a monetary obligation
to the United States equal to the Federal
share of any welfare payments made to
the sopuse or child during the period of
desertion or abandonment.

The bill also provides that Information
regarding the whereabouts of the desert-
ing individual would be furnished, on
request, by the Federal Government to
the deserted spouse where a judgment
for support has been obtained.

Daniel P. Moynihan has stated:
Now, a working-class or middle-class

American who chooses to leave his family Is
normally required first to go through elab-.
orate legal proceedings and thereafter to
devote much of his Income to supportilig
them. Normally speaking, society gives him
nothing. The fathers of AFDC families, how-
ever, simply disappear. Only a person Invin-
cibly prejudiced on behalf of the poor would
deny that there are attractions in such free-
dom of movement.

It is my hope that the measures con-
tained in the committee biL will equate
the responsibilities of a father of APDC
children with those of the father of a
working-class or middle-class'family.

THE couR'r AND WELFARE LAW

Some major changes in welfare law
have been' made in recent years not by
the Congress, but by the Judiciary, These
decisions have played a major role in the
phenonmenal growth of the welfare rolls
in the last 3 years. In some cases, the
Court decisions have been made on the
basis of an interpretation of congres-
sional Intent and in some cases the de-
cision has been based on an Interpreta-
tion of the Constitution. Cothmon to
many of these cases seems to be an as-
sumption that welfare is a "property
right" rather than a "gratuity" granted
as a privilege by the Congress and sub-
ject to such eligirnlity conditions as the
Congress, through the legislative process,
decides to impose:

Health, Education, and Welfare Secre-
tary Elliot L. Richardson disagrees with
this view of welfare as a vested right.
Under Secretary Veneman disagrees with
this view. The Committee on Finance
disagrees with this view. Underlying the
committee's action on the welfare
amendments in the bill is the funda-
mental policy that the "right to welfare"
is a statutory right, dependent on legis-
lation enacted by the Congress, and not
a vested, Inherent, or inalienable right
to benefits.

The committee's view is that the right
to welfare Is no more substantial, and
has no more legal effect, than any other
benefit conferred by a generous legisla-
ture. The welfare system as we know It
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today is authorized under the Social
Security Act, and the statutory rights
granted under that act can be extended,
restricted, altered, amended, or even
repealed by the Congress. It is this ability
to change the nature of a statutory right
which distinguishes it from a property
right or any other right considered In-
violate under the Constitution.

Consistent with this view the commit..
tee bill includes provisions reasserting
the intent of Congress with respect to the
residency requirements, the man in the
house rules, payments. of welfare bene-
fits during appeals, the requirement that
States seek to establish the paternity of
Illegitimate children applying for wel-
fare and allowing caseworkers to enter
the home of welfare recipients at reason-
able times and with reasonable notice.

In addition the bill would prevent the
use of Federal funds in financing future
efforts to nullify any feature of the
Social Security Act.

TAX AMENDMENTS

This bill also contains several tax
amendments closely related to the pro-
grams dealt with by the bill.

INFORMATION REPORTING

An Important feature of the commit-
tee bill is the provision calling for infor-
mation reports to be submitted to the
Internal Revenue Service of payments
made by insurance companies to health
care providers. In the case of federally
financed health programs like medicare
and medicaid the amendment calls for
reports both of payments made direct to
the provider and those made to the ben-
eficiary in reimbursement of his bills.
In the case of private insurance policies,
however, the amendment would require
reporting only of payments made direct
to the provider.

BRIBES AND KICKBACKS

Another committee amendment cor-
rects an unintended effect of the Tax
Reform Act of 1969 allowing a tax de-
duction for illegal bribes and kickbacks.
The 1969 Act required that there be a
criminal Conviction or guilty plea before
such a payment could be disallowed. The
committee bill substantially restores the
prior law and disallows a deduction If
the payment is illegal under Federal or
State law. This disallowance rule also ap-
plies to medical referral fees under the
medicare and medicaid programs since
another provision in the bill makes such
payments illegal.

RETIREMENT INCOME CREDIT

The committee bill also upgrades the
retirement income credit—a tax re!ief
provision for retired persons—by in-
creasing the amount of retirement in-
come eligible for the credit. This action,
together with the recent announcement
by the Internal Revenue Service that it
would compute the retirement Income
credit for persons who request it,
should go far toward making this credit
generally more useful.

Mr. President, in connection with that,
I want to give credit to the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. RIBIC0FF) for his dili-
gence In this area in assuring that an
adequate tax relief provision for retired
persons would be a provision of the bill.
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WORK INCENTIVE TAX CREDIT

Another amendment recommended by
the committee provides f or a tax credit
for employers of persons trained or
placed through the work incentive pro-
gram. The tax credit will amount to 20
percent of the employee's salary for
the first year of employment, but it
would be recaptured if the employee
should be discharged in the first 2
years of employment. The committee felt
that this amendment, part of a compre-
hensive revision of the work incentive
program, would stimulate jobs for people
who today must depend on the welfare
system for their sustenance.

VETERANS PENSION INCREASE.

The Committee on Finance, in its de-
liberation on this bill, has continued, as
in the past, to be mindful of the special
needs of veterans. The committee bill
includes the text of S. 3385, a pension
increase bill introduced by Senator HER-
MAN E. TALMADGE, chairman of the Sub-
committee on Veterans' Legislation. The
Talmadge bill, Incorporated as a com-
mittee amendment, would increase
pension benefits by $160,000,000 above
present law, effective January 1971.

Pension benefits are related to need.
As social security payments are in-
creased, the veterans need for a pension
decreases, although by a considerably
smaller amount than the rise in social
security benefits. The committee amend-
ments substantially offset these reduc-
tions.

CONCLUSION

Mr. President this concludes my pre-
pared statement on the committee bill.
I urge that it be approved.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a summary of the
principal provision of the bill.

There being no objection, the sum-
mary was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
II. SUMMARY OP PRINCIPAL PROVISIONS OF THE

Bn.x.
A. SOCIAL SECURITY CASH BENEFITS

1. ProvisIons of the House bill changed, and
new provisions added by the committee

The committee made a number of changes
in the provisions of the House-pa.sseci bill
affecting the social security Cash bene-
fit programs. In a number of eases, the com-
mittee bill would modify or eliminate
provisions of the House bill affecting select
groups of beneficiaries: these changes would
help make possible a 10-percent across-the-
board benefit increase compared with the
5-percent increase in the 1-louse bill. Other
provisions In the committee bill include a
$100 minimum benefit, an increase In the
benefits for widows and widowers, an age-
62 Computation point for men, liberalization
of the retirement test, an increase In the
maximum benefits payable to a family, a
reduction in the waiting period for disabil-
ity benefits, and other less far-reaching but
nonetheless important changes.

Increase in Social Security Benefits
Social security payments to the nearly 26

million beneficiaries on the rolls at the end
of January 1971. and to those who come on
the rolls after that date, would be increased
by 10 percent, with a new minimum benefit
of $100. (The House-passed bill would have
increased benefits by 5 percent, with a mm-
ixnum benefit of $67.20.)

The benefit Increase would be effective for
the month oX January 1971, but would not be
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paid until April, and would mean addi-
tional benefit payments of $5.0 billion in the
first full year.
Increased Widows' and Widowers' Insurance

Benefits
Under present law, when benefits begin

at or after age 62 the benefit for a widow
(or dependent widower) Is equal to 82y2
percent of the amount the deceased worker
would have received If his benefit had started
when he was age 65. A widow can get a
benefit at age 60 reduced to take account cf
the additional 2 years in which she would
be getting benefits.

Both the House bill and the Committee
bill are aimed at providing benefits to a
widow equal to the benefits her husband was
receiving, or would have received, It was
brought to the committee's attention, how-
ever, that in some cases the widow, under
the House bill, would actually receive a
benefit substantially higher than her hus-
band received before his death. Under the
House bill, a widow would be entitled to
100% of the amount her deceased husband
would receive if he became a beneficiary
after reaching age 65. On the other hand,
if he actually began receiving benefits before
reaching age 65, his benefits would be ac-
tuarially reduced. For example, a man eli-
gible for $150 monthly if he retires at age
65 will receive reduced benefits of $135 when
he retires 18 months before reaching age 65.
Under the House bill, his widow age 65 or
older would be eligible for monthly benefits
of $150: under the committee bill, she would
receive $135, as did her husband. Generally,
under the committee bill the Widow would
receive either 100% of the benefit her hus-
band was actually receiving at the time of
his death or, if he was not receiving benefits,
100% of the benefit he would have been eli-
gible for at age 65.

About 2.7 million Widows and widowers on
the rolls at the end of January 1971 would
receive additional benefits, and $649 million
in additional benefit payments would be
mde in the first full year.

Effective date.—January 1. 1971,
COSt-of-Living Increases

The House-passed bill Would have pro-
vided for cost-of-living increases in benefits
and for related increases in the tax base and
in the exempt amount under the retirement
test which would have subordinated the role
of Congress in determining benefit levels. The
committee has revised these provisions in
order to stress the role of the Congress in
setting social security tax and benefit levels.
Under the committee bill, social security
benefits would rise automatically in the event
the cost or living goes up and Congress failed
to legislate on social security benetfis or
taxes. The social security earnings limitation
would increase automatically as covered
earnings increase. The full cost of these auto-
matic increases would be met equally by in-
creases in tax rates and in the tax base, with
the function of determining the base and
the rates performed by the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare. The Com-
mittee bill would provide that the automatic
benefit increases would not go into effect
if In the year befgre the year in which the
increase was to be effective Congress and
the President had agproved a change in social
security benefit levels, or a change in the
schedule of social security tax rates, or a
change in the social security tax base.

Age 132 Computation Point for Men
Under present law, the method of comput-

ing benefits for men and women differs in
that years up to age 65 must be taken into
account in determining average earnings for
men. while for women, only years up to age
62 must be taken into account, Also, benefit
eligibility is figured up to age 65 for men
and up to age 62 for women. These differencee
which provide special advantages for women
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would be eliminated under the committee
bill and under the House-passed bill by ap-
plying the same rules to men as now apply
to women.

The House-passed change would apply im-
mediately to those already on the rolls as
well as to those coming on In the future.
Under the..commlttee's bill, there would be
a gradual transition to the new procedures
so that the provision would apply only to
those becoming entitled in benefits i-n the
future; the number of years used In deter-
mining insured status and in computing ben-
efits for men would be reduced in 3 steps
so that men reaching age 62 in 1973, and
later, would have only years up to age 62
taken Into account in determining Insured
status and average earnings.

In the first full year, an additional $6 ml!-
lion in benefits would be paid out under this
provision. Under the change in benefit eligi-
bility requirements for men, some 2000 peo-
ple—workers, their dependents, and survivors
not eligible under present law—would be
added to the rolls In the first year.

Effective date—January 1, 1971.
Increase in Maximum Family Benefits

The committee bill provides that families
coming on the rolls after a benefit Increase
Is enacted, as well as families already on the
rolls at the time the increase is enacted,
would be guaranteed the full amount (10
percent under the committee bill) of the
current and future general benefit increases.
Under the committee bill, maximum family
benefits would range from 1.5 to 1.88 times
the worker's benefit amount payable at
age 65.

Effective date —January 1, 1971.
Actuarial Reduction for Women

Under present law when a woman applies
before age 65 for a retirement benefit based
on her own earnings, her benefits are actu-
arially reduced to take account of the longer
period over which benefits will be paid. If
she subsequently applies for a wife's benefit
after reaching age 65, her wife's benefit is
also reduced to reflect the fact that she
began to receive benefits before age 65. The
House-passed bill would eliminate actuarial
reduction In such cases; the committee bill
would retain the provisions of present law.

Benefits for Divorced Women
The committee bill retains the provisions

of present law which require that in order
to qualify for benefits as a divorced wife,
divorced widow or a surviving divorced
mother a woman must show that: (1) she
was receiving at least one-half of her support
from her former husband, or (2) she wa.s
receiving substantial contributions from her
former husband, or (3) there was a court
order in effect providing for substantial con-
tributions to her support by her former
husband.

The House-passed bill would delete these
requirements.

Waiting Period for Disability Benefits
Under present law there is a six-month

waiting period before a disabled person is
eligible for social security disability insur-
ance benefits. The committee added to the
House bill a provision to reduce the waiting
period for disability benefits by two months,
80 that benefits would be payable on the
basis of a four-month waiting period, rather
than a six-month period.

About 140,000 people—disabled workers
and their dependents and disabled widows
and widowers—Would be able to receive a
benefit for January 1971 as a result of this
provision. About $185 million In additional
benefits would be paid out during the first
full year.

Effective date.—January 1, 1971.
Childhood Disability Benefits

The committee bill, like the House bill,
would provide childhood disability benefits
for the disabled child of an insured retired.
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deceased, or disabled worker, if his disability
began before age 22, rather than before 18 as
under present law. The committee added a
new provision to permit a person who was
entitled to childhood disability benefits to
become re-entitled if he again becomes dis-
abled within 7 years after his prior entitle-
ment to such benefits was terminated.

About 13,000 people—disabled children and
their mothers—would immediately become
eligible for benefits, primarily as a result of
extending the age limit to 22. About $13 mil-
lion in additional benefits would be paid
out during the first full year.

Effective date.—January 1, 1971.
Disability Benefits Affected by the Receipt

of Workmen's Compensation
The committee deleted the provision in the

House bill modifying the workmen's com-
pensation offset provisions to raise the ceiling
on Income from combined workmen's com-
pensation and disability Insurance benefits
from 80 percent to 100 percent of the dis-
abled worker's average current earnings be-
fore the onset of his disability.

Disability Insurance Benefits for the
Blind

The House-passed bill contained a provi-
sion which would eliminate the general
recency-of-work requirement for people who
meet the definition of blindness in the Social
Security Act. The committee bill revises the
requirements for paying disability Insurance
benefits to blind people. Under the committee
revision, disability insurance benefits would
be payable to any blind person (as defined
in the law) who has credit for 6 quarters of
social security coverage, without regard to
his ability to work.

About 225,000 people, blind workers and
their dependents, would become immediately
eligible for monthly benefits. About $225
million in additional benefits would be paid
out during the first full year.

Effective date—January 1, 1971.
Adoption of Child by Retired or

Disabled Worker
The committee broadened the provision of

the House-passed bill which would change
the provisions of present law relating to the
payment of benefits to a child (other than
a natural child or a stepchild) who is adopted
by a disability insurance beneficiary after the
latter becomes entitled to benefits. Under the
committee bill, the child, adopted when a
disabled or retired worker is entitled to bene-
fits, would be able to get child's benefits
based on the worker's earnings if: (1) the
adoption was decreed by a court of competent
jurisdiction within the United States, (2)
the child lived with the worker in the United
States for the year before the worker became
disabled or entitled to an old-age or dis-
ability Insurance benefit, (3) the child re-
ceived at least one-half of his support from
the worker for that year, and (4) the child
was under age 18 at the time he began living
with the- worker.

Effective date—January 1, 1971.
Refund of Social Security Tax to Members

of Certain Religious Faiths Opposed to
Insurance
Under present law, members of certain re-

ligious sects, who have conscientious objec-
tions to social security by reason of their
adherence to the established teachings of the
sect, may be exempt from the social secuirty
self-employment tax provided they also
waive their eligibility for social security ben-
efits. This exemption was written largely to
relieve the 010 Order Amish from having to
pay the social security tax when, because of
their religious beliefs, they would never draw
social security benefits.

The committee bill would extend the ex-
emption (by a refund or credit against in-
come taxes at year end) from social security
taxes to members of the sect who are "em-
ployees" covered by the Social Security Act
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as well as the "self-employed" members of
the sect. The employee would have to file an
application for exemption from the tax and
waive his eligibility for social security and
medicare benefits as the self-employed mem-
bers must presently th. The provision spe-
cifically provides that there would be no
forgiveness of the employer portion of the
social security tax as the committee believes
this would create an undesirable preference
in the statute.
Trust Fund Expenditures for Rehabilitation

Services
The committed added to the House bill a

provision to authorize an increase in the
amount of social security trust fund monies
that may be used to pay for the costs of re-
habilitating social security disability bene-
ficiaries. The amount would be increased
from 1 percent of the previous year's dis-
ability benefits to 11/4 percent for fiscal year
1972 and to 1'/ percent for fiscal year 1973
and subsequent years.

Underpayments
The committee added a provision to the

House bill under which additional relatives
(by blood, marriage, or adoption) would be
added to the present categories of persons
listed in the law who may receive social se-
curity cash payments due a deceased bene-
ficiary under title H of the Social Security
Act,
Wage Credits for Members of the Uniformed

Services
Present law provides for noncontributory

social securit.y wage credits of up to $100
a month, In addition to credit for basic pay,
for military service performed after 1967.
The committee bill, like the House bill, would
provide that the additional wage credits
would be extended to service in the period
from 1957 (when military service was first
covered under social security) through 1967.
In addition, the committee bill would make
a change in the way the additional credit
is computed from $100 for each month of
service to $300 for each quarter of service.
The additional wage credits would affect ap-
proximately 130,000 beneficiaries immedi-
ately; about $35 million In additional bene-
fits would be paid out in the first full year.

Effective date—January 1, 1971.
2. ProviSions 0/the House bill that were not

changed by the committee
Special Payments to People Age 72 and Older

Under present law the special payments
of $46 a month for an individual and $69
for a couple made to people age 72 and over
who have not worked under the program long
enough to qualify for regular cash benefits.
Under the bill, the payments would be in-
creased by 5 percent to $48.30 a month for
an individual and $72.50 for a couple.

The benefit increase would be effective for
the month of January 1971 but would not
be paid until April.
Reduced Benefits for Widowers at Age 60

The 1965 amendments lowered from 62 to
60 the age of eligibility for widows but left
the age of eligibility for dependent widowers
at age 62. The bill provides that widowers
who have attained age 60 would be eligible
for reduced benefits, as widows are under
present law.

Effective date—January 1, 1971.
Liberal of the Retirement Test

The committee bill, like the House bill,
provides an increase from $1,680 to $2,000
in the amount a beneficiary under age 72
may earn In a year and still be paid full social
security benefits for the year.

Under present law, each $2 earned between
$1,680 and $2,880 results in a $1 reduction In
benefits; each dollar earned above $2,880 re-
duces benefits by $1. The bill would provide
for a $1 reduction for each $2 earned with
respect to all earnings above $2,000, not just
those between $2,000 and $3,200.
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For 1971 about 650.000 beneficiaries would

receive additional benefits, and about 380,000
persons who would receive no benefits under
present law would receive some benefits.
Additional benefit payments for the first full
year would be about $404 million.

Effective date.—Taxable years ending after
1970.
Disability Insurance Benefits Applications

Filed Alter Death
The committee bill would permit disability

insurance benefits (and dependents' benefits
based on the worker's entitlement to disabil-
ity benefits) to be paid to the disabled work-
er's survivors if an application for benefits
is filed within 3 months after the disabled
worker's death.

Effective date—Deaths in and after year
of enactment.
Penalty for Furnishing False Information To

Obtain a Social Security Number
Under present law, penalties are not pro-

vided for individuals who give false Informa-
tion in order to secure multiple social secu-
rity numbers with an intent to conceal their
true identities. This has led to a number of
problems in private industry and in the ad-
ministration of Government programs.
Therefore, the committee bill, like the House
bill, would provide criminal penalties if an
individual willfully furnishes false informa-
tion with the intent to deceive the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare for the
purpose of obtaining more than one social
security number or of establishing a social
security record under a different name. Upon
conviction, an Individual shall be fined not
more than $1,000, or imprisoned for not more
than one year. or both.

Other Cash Benefit Amendments
The committee also deleted the House-

passed amendment providing social security
coverage for Federal Home Loan Bank em-
ployees and adopted amendments relating
to widows who remarry, retroactive payments
for certain disabled people, temporary em-
ployees of the Government of Guam, po-
licemen and firemen In Idaho and police-
men in Missouri, certain public hospital em-
ployees in New Mexico, registrars of voters
in Louisiana, certain U.S. citizens who are
self-employed outside the United States and
certain part-time and student employees of
State and local governments in Nebraska.
Other amendments included in the commit-
tee's bill relate to the treatment of earn-
ings of self-employed people paying taxe8
on a fiscal year basis, recomputation of bene-
fits based on combined railroad and social
security earnings and payment to a child en-
titled on the record of more than one
worker.

B. MEDICARE AND MEDICAID

1. Provisions 0/the Hou3e bill that were not
substantially changed by the committee

Relationship between Medicare and Federal
employees benefits

The committee bill would require that ef-
fective January 1, 1972, no payment would
be made under medicare for the same 8erv-
ices covered under a Federal employees health
benefits plan, unless in the meantime, the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare certifies that the Federal employees
health benefits program has been modified
to make available coverage supplementary to
medicare benefits and that Federal employees
and retIrees age 65 and over will continue to
have the benefit of a Government contribu-
tion toward their health insurance prem-
iums.

Hospital Insurance for the Uninsured
People reaching age 65 who are ineligible

for hospital insurance benefits under medi-
care would be able to enroll, on a voluntary
basis, for hospital insurance coverage under
the same condItions under which people can
enroll under the supplementary medical in-
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surance part of medicare. Enrollment for
supplementary medical Insurance is also re-
quired. Those who enroll would pay the full
cost of the protection—estimated at $27 a
month at the beginning of the program, and
rising as hospital costs rise. States and pub-
lic organizations, through agreements with
the Secretary, would be permitted to pur-
chase such protection on a group basis for
their retired (or active) employees age 65
or over.

Limitation on Recognition of Physicians'
Fee Increases

Charges determined to be reasonable un-
der the present criteria in the medicare,
medicaid, and maternal and child health law
would be limitd by providing: (a) that after
enactment of the bill medical charge levels
recognized as prevailing may not be in-
creased beyond the 75th percentile of actual
charges in a locality during the previous
elapsed calendar year; (b) that for fiscal
year 1972 and thereafter the prevailing charge
levels recognized for a locality may be in-
creased, in the aggregate, only to the extent
justified by indexes reflecting changes in
costs of practice of physicians and In earn-
ings levels; and (c) that for medical sup-
plies, equipment, and services that, in the
judgment of the Secretary, generally do not
vary significantly in quality from one sup-
plier to another, charges allowed as rea-
sonable may not exceed the lower levels at
which such supplies, equipment and services
are widely available in a locality.
Termination of Payments to Suppliers of
Services Who Abuse the Medicare Program

The Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare would be given authority to termi-
nate payment for services rendered by a
supplier of health and medical services found
to be guilty of program abuses. Program re-
view teams would be established to furnish
the Secretary professional advice in carry-
ing out this authority.
Repeal Of. Medicaid Provision Requiring Ex-

panded Programs
The requirement in present law that States

have comprehensive medicaid programs by
1977 would be repealed.
Stato Determination of Reasonable Hospital

Costs
States would be permitted to pay hospitals

on the basis of their own determination of
reasonable cost, provided there is assurance
that the medicaid program would pay the
actual cost of hospitalization of medicaid re-
cipients.
Government Payment No Higher Than

Charges
Payments for institutional services under

the medicare, medicaid, and maternal and
child health programs could not be higher
than the charges regularly made for those
services.
Federal Matching for Modern Claims Process-

ing Systems
Federal matching at the 90-percent rate

would be available under medicaid for the
States to set up mechanized claims process-
ing and informational retrieval systems. Fed-
eral matching for the continuing operation
of such systems would be at the 75-percent
rate.

Prohibition of Reassignments
Medicare (part B) and medicaid payments.

to anyone other than a patient, his physi-
cian, or other person providing the service,
would generally be prohibited, unless the
physician (or, in the case of medicaid, an-
other type of practitioner) Is required as a
condition of his employment to turn over his
fees to his employer or unless there is a con-
tractual arrangement between the physician
and the faculty in which the services were
provided under which the facility bills for
all such services.
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Utilization Review in Medicaid

Hospitals and skilled nursing homes par-
ticipating in the medicaid and maternal and
child health programs would be required to
have the same type of utilization review
committee with the same functions as are
required in the medicare program. (Any such
conunittee actually performing such func-
tions for medicare purposes would apply
these to medicaid cases.)

Medicaid Deductibles for the Medically
Indigent

Present law requires medicaid cost sharing
provisions for the medically-indigent to vary
directly with the amount of the recipient's
income.

This has created an impossible adminis-
trative situation for States desiring to apply
uniform reasonable copayment requirements
(for exampie, 50 cents or $1 per prescription).

The amendment would permit States to
employ reasonable Cost sharing provisions
with respect to health services for the medi-
cally indigent without requiring variations
because of differences in income levels of
different medically indigent recipients.

Terminating Payment Where Hospital Ad-
mission Not Necessary Under Medicare

If the utilization review committee of a
hospital or extended care facility, in its sam-
ple review of admissions, finds a case where
institutionalization Is no longer necessary,
payment would be cut off after 3 days. This
provision parallels the provision in present
law under which long-stay cases are cut off
after 3 days when the utilization review Com-
mittee determines that institutionalization t
no longer required.

Role of State Health Agencies in Medicaid
State health or other appropriate State

medicaid agencies would be required to per-
form certain functions under the medicaid
and maternal and child health programs re-
lating to the quality of the health care fur-
fished to recipients.

Retroactive Coverage Under Mcdicaid
States would be required to cover under

medicaid the cost of health care provided to
an eligible individual during the 3-month
period before the month in which he applied
for medicaid.

Certification of Hospitalization for Dental
Care

A dertist would be authorized to certify
to the necessity for hospitalization to pro-
tect the health of a medicare patient who is
hospitalized for noncovered dental pree-
dures.

Christian Science Sanatoriums Under
Medicaid

Christian Science sanatoriurns would be
exempted from the medicaid requirement
that they have a licensed nursing home ad-
ministrator and from other inappropriate
skilled nursing home requirements.
Grace Period for Paying Medicare Premium

Where there is good cause for a medicare
beneficiary's failure to pay supplementary
medical Insurance premiums, an extended
grace period of 90 days would be provided.
Extension of Time for Filing Medicare Claims

The time limit for filing supplementary
medical insurance claims would be extended
where the medicare beneficiary's delay is due
to administrative error.
Waiver of Enrollment Requirements in Cases

of Administrative Error
Where an individual's enrollment rights

under part B of medicare have been preju-
diced because of inaction or error on the part
of the Government, the Secretary would be
authorized to provide equitable relief to the
Individual.

Enrollment Under Medicare
Eligible individuals would be permitted to

enroll under medicare's supplementary med.t-
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cal insurance program during any prescribed
enrollment period. Beneficiaries would no
longer be required to enroll within 3 years
following first eligibility or a previous with-
drawal from the program. Relief would be
provided where administrative error baa
prejudiced an individual's right to enroll in
medicare's supplementary medical insurance
program.

Waiver of Medicare Overpayment
Where incorrect medicare payments were

made to a deceased beneficiary, the liability
of survivors for repayment could be waived
if the survivors were without fault in In-
curring the overpayment.

MedIcare Pair Hearings
Pair hearings, held by medicare carriers in

response to disagreements over amounts paid
under supplementary medical insurance,
would be conducted only where the amount
In controversy is $100 or more,
Collection of Medicare Premium by Railroad

Retirement Board
Where a person is entitled to both railroad

retirement and social security monthly bene-
fits, his premium payment for supplementary
medical insurance benefits would be de-
deducted from his Railroad Retirement ben-
efit in all cases.
2. Provisions of the House bill modified by

Ike committee
Limitation on Federal Payment for Disap-

proved Expenditures
Reimbursement amounts to providers of

health services under the medicaid, medi-
care, and maternal and child health pro-
grams for capital costs, such as depreciation
and interest, would not be made with respect
to large capital expenditures which are In-
consistent with State or local health facility
plans. The committee added a provision
which would require States which apply this
provision to establish an appeals mechanism
at the State level for purposes of considering
adverse decisions.
Experiments and Projects in Prospective Re-

imbursement and Incentives for Economy
The Secretary of Health, Education, and

Welfare would be required to develop ex-
periments and demonstration projects de-
signed to test various methods of making
payment to providers of services on a pros-
pective basis under the medicare, medicaid
and maternal and child health programs. In
addition, the Secretary would be authorized
to conduct experiments with methods of
payment or reimbursement designed to in-
crease efficiency and economy. The commit-
tee added a provision which would allow the
Secretary to include in such projects com-
munity mental health centers, and ainbula-
tory care facilities.
Limits on Costs Recognized as Reasonable

The Secretary of Health. Education, and
Welfare would be given authority to estab-
lish and promulgate limits on provider cot8
to be recognized as reasonable under medi-
care based on comparisons of the cost of
covered services by various classes of pro-
viders in the same geographical area. Ho6-
pitals and extended care facilities could
charge beneficiaries for the costs of services
in excess of those that are necessary to the
efficient delivery of needed health services
(except in the case of an admission by a phy-
sician who has a financial Interest in the fa-
cility). The committee added a provision
which would further define unreasonshle
coats as including those resulting from gross
inefficiency.
Limitation Ofl Federal Medicaid Matching

The House bill provided for a one-third
cutback in Federal medicaid matching alter
a medicaid patient had received 90 days of
care In a skilled nursing home or 90 days
in a mental hospital or 60 days in a general

hospital in a year. The committee substi-
tuted for the House section a provision which
would authorize the Secretary of HEW to
reduce the matching selectively In those
States where he finds inadequate medical
audit and utilization review. The cutback In
matching would be related to the degree of
excessive costs resulting from Inadequate
review and audit.

Payment for Supervisory Physicians In
Teaching Hospitals

The committee modified the provision In
the House bill which would provide for pay-
ment for services of certain teaching physi-
cians on a cost basis and would make lee-
for-service reimbursement contingent on
general billing for such services to all pa-
tients and collection from those able to pay.
Under the committee modification, reim-
bursement of physician time In the teaching
serlvce would be determined Ofl a cost or
coat-equivalent basis. Reimbursement for
such services would be made on a reason-
able-charge basis if the hospital had, in the
2-year period ending in 1967, and subse-
quently, customarily charged all patients
and collected from a majority of patients
on a fee-for-service basis, or If a bona.fide
private patient relationship had been estab-
lished.

Institutional Planning and Budgeting
Health institutions under the medicare

program would be required to have a written
plan reflecting an operating budget and a
capital expenditure budget. The committee
clarified this provision to stipulate that the
operating budget would not have to be a de-
tailed Item budget.
Modifications in Extended Care and Home

Health Benefits
The committee modified the provisions of

the Rouse bill which would ,authorize the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
to establish presumptive periods of coverage
on the basis of a physician's certification for
patients admitted to an extended care facility
or started on a home health plan. The com-
mittee provides that, to the extent feasible,
pre-admiSsiOn review of extended care ad-
missions would be required and unless dis-
approved, coverage upon admission would
continue for the lesser of (1) the Initially
certified period, (2) until notice of disap-
proval, or (3) 10 days. Where certifications
and evidence were provided in a timely basis,
any subsequent determination (for purposes
of determining medicare payments liability)
that the patient no longer required covered
care would be effective 2 days after notifica-
tion to the facility. The committee provides
for a similar approach to the determination
of coverage of home health services.

Payments to Health ifaintenaflCe
Organizations

Medicare beneficiaries could choose to
have their care provided by a health main-
tenance organization (a prepaid group health
or other capitation plan). Medicare would
contract with such organization, and would
reimburse them on a capitatlon basis at a
rate equivalent to 95 percent of the per
capita costs of medicare beneficiaries in the
area with actuarial adjustments taking into
account variations in patient mix. Profits
accruing to the organization beyond their
retention rate for non-medicare members
would be passed to the medicare enrollees in
the form of expanded benefits. The com-
mittee substantially tightened the provision
so as to define more specifically the quality
standards and reimbursement mechanisms
which would apply to the organizations 'i
well as including additional safeguards
against potential abuse and exploitation.
Physical and Other Therapy Services Under

Medicare
The committee removed the provision In

the Rouse bill which would authorize reim-
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bursement up to $100 for physical therapy
services in a therapist's office.

The committee modified the limitation on
reimbursement for institutional therapy
basis, and also extended the limitation from a
"salary equivalent" to a "salary related"
basis, and also extended the limitation to
apply to other therapists, dieticlans, social
workers and medical records librarians for
their services provided in an institutional
setting.
Medicare Benefits for People Living Near

U.S. Border
The House bill provides that medicare ben-

eficaries living In the border areas of the
United States would be entitled to coveerd
inpatient hospital care if the hospital they
use is closer to their residence than a com-
parable U.S. hospital and if It has been
accredited by a hospital approval program
with standards comparable to medicare
standards. The committee added to the
House bill a provision extending coverage
In these cases to physicians' and ambulance
services furnished In conjunction with
covered foreign hospital care.
3. New provisions added by the committee

Profeasional Standards Review Organizations
The committee provided for the establish-

ment of Professional Standards Review
Organizations formed by organizations rep-
resenting substantial numbers of practicing
physicians in local areas to assume responsi-
bility for comprehensive and ongoing review
of services provided in the medicare and med-
icaid programs. The purpose of the amend-
ment Is to assure proper utilization of care
and services provided In medicare and medic-
aid through a formal professional mechanism
representing the broadest possible cross-
section of physicians in an area. Appropriate
safeguards are Included so as to adequately
provide for protection of the public interest
and to prevent pro forms. assumptIon and
carrying out of the vitally important review
activities in the two highly-expensive pro-
grams. The amendment provides for the use
by the PSRO of effective utilization review
committees In hospitals and medical orga-
nizations.

Conform Medicare and Medicaid Standards
for Nursing Facilities

The committee added to the House bill a
provision which would require that health,
safety, environmental, and staffing standards
for extended care facilities be uniform with
those established for skilled nursing homes
under medicaid.
Inspector General for Health Administration

An Office of Inspector General for Health
Administration would be established within
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare. The Inspector General would be
appointed by the President, would report to
the Secretary, and would be responsible for
reviewing and auditing the social security
health programs on a continuing and com-
prehensive basis to determine their efficiency.
economy, and consonance with the law.

Proficiency Evaluation of Otherwise Dis-
qualified Health Care Personnel

The committee bill would require the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare to
develop and employ proficiency examinations
to determine whether health care personnel.
not otherwise meeting specific formal criteria
now included In medicare regulations, have
sufficient training, experience, and profes-
sional competence to be considered qualified
personnel for purposes of the medicare pro-
am.

Penalty for Fraudulent Acts Under the
Medicare and Medicaid Programs

The committee added to the House bill a
provision which would broaden the present
penalty provisions relating to the making of
a false statement or representation of a mate-
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rial fact in any application for medicare pay-
ments, to include the soliciting, offering, or
acceptance of kickbacks or bribes, including
the rebating of a portion of a fee or a charge
for a patient referral, by providers of health
care services: The penalty for such acts, as
well as the acts currently subject to penalty
under medicare, would be Imprisonment up
to one year, a fine of $10,000, or both. In
addition, the committee bill provides that
similar penalty provisions apply under medic-
aid.

The committee also provided that anyone
who knowingly and Willfully makes, or in-
duces. the making of, a false statement of
material fact with respect to the conditions
and operation of a health care facility or
home health agency in order to secure medi-
care or medicaid certification of the facility
or agency, would be guilty of a misdemeanor
punishable by up to 6 months' imprison-
ment, a fine of not more than $2,000, or both.
Inclusion of American Samoa and the Trust

Territory of the Pacific Islands tinder
Title V
The committee bill would include the

Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands and
American Samoa as eligible to receive funds
under the maternal and child health and
crippled children programs (title V).
Provide for Reasonable Approval of Rural

Hospitals
The committee added to the House bill a

provision which would authorize the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare to
waive, on an annual basis, the requirement
that an access hospital have registered pro-
fessional nurses on duty around the clock,
but only if he finds that the hospital: (a)
has made, and is continuing to make, a bona
fide effort to comply with the nursing staff
requirement but is unable to employ the
qualified personnel necessary because of
nursing personnel shortages in the area and
has an RN on the daytime shift; (b) is 10-
cated in a geographical area in which hos-
pital facilities are in short supply; and (c)
nonparticipation of the "access" hospital
would seriously reduce the availability of
hospital services to beneficiaries residing in
the area. The waiver authority would expire
December 31, 1975.

Consultants for Extended Care Facilities
The committee added to the House bill a

provision to authorize State agencies to pro-
vide consultative services to those extended
care facilities which request them in such
specialty areas as maintenance of medical
records and the formulation of policies gov-
erning the provision of dietary and social
services. Medicare payment would be made
directly to the State agency for the costs in-
curred in rendering these consultative serv-
ices. The provision of such services by the
State would satisfy the medicare require-
ments relating to the use of consultants in
the appropriate specialty areas.

Public Access to Records Concerning
Institutions' Qualifications

The committee added to the House bill a
provision under which the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare would be
required to make reports of an institution's
significant deficiencies (such as deficiencies
in the areas of staffing, fire, safety, and sani-
tation) a matter of public record readily
and generally available at social security
district offices if, a.fter a reasonable lapse of
time (not to exceed 90 days). such deficien-
cies were not corrected.
Simplified Reimbursement of Extended Care

Facilities
The committee provision would authorize

the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare to adopt (and adjust as specified),
as reasonable-cost payments for extended
care facilities in any State, the rates de-
veloped in that State under medicaid for
reimbursement of skilled nursing care, if
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the Secretary finds that they are based upon
reasonable analyses of costs of care in com-
parable facilities.
Authority for Establishing Liens to Permit

Recovery of Overpayments
The committee added a provision to the

House bill to facilitate the recoupment of
overpayments to providers of services by
authorizing the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, when he determines it
to be necessary for purposes of recovering
an overpayment to a provider, to estab-
lish a lien in favor of the Government In
the amount of the overpayment, preserving
in the course of such action the right of
the provider to contest the amount of the
overpayment and to seek release of the lien
to clear title.

Direct Laboratory Billing
The committee bill woud authorize direct

payment to laboratories for diagnostic tests
at a negotiated rate provided that such rate
does not exceed the amount which is pay-
able under present law.

Refunding of Excess Medicare Premiums
The committee bill would authorize the

refunding of excess medicare premiums
paid prior to a beneficiary's death.
Waiver of Recovery of Erroneous Payment

The committee provisions would limit
medicare's right of recovery, of an errone-
ous payment to a three-year period from the
date of the ayment, where the institution
or person involved acted in good faith. Sim-
ilarly, the Secretary of HEW. would specify
a reasonable period of time (not to exceed
3 years) after which medicare would not be
required to accept claims for underpayment
or nonpayment.

Provider Reimbursement Appeals Board
The committee amendment would estab-

lish an appeals board to hear appeals on re-
imbursement decisions made by Interme-
diaries, under certain conditions, and where
the amount at issue was $10,000 or more.
Prosthetic Lenses Furnished by Optometrists

The committee amended the definition of
physician In medicare to include a licensed
doctor of optometry, but only with respect
to establishing the medical necessity of pros-
thetic lenses.

Chiropractors
The committee amendment would delete

the study of chiropractic services called for
in the House bill and would substitute a
provision which would provide for the cover-
age under medicare of services involving
manipulation of the spine by licensed chiro-
practors, if the chiropractor meets certain
minimum standards established by the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare.
The same limitations on chiropractic services
would also be applicable to States providing
such care under medicaid.

Colostomy Supplies
The committee provided for the inclusion

of materials directly related to the care of
colostomies as a reimbursable expense under
medicare,

Section 1902(d)
The committee added a provision to the

House bill which would repeal section 1902
(d) which requires States to maintain their
level of fiscal expenditures from year-to-
year In their medicaid programs.

Separately, the committee also provided
that the 1902(d) maintenance of fiscal ef-
fort provision would not apply to Missouri
effective for the year beginning July 1, 1970.

Increase in Maximum Federal Medicaid
Matching for Puerto Rico

The $20 million ceiling on Federal medi-
caid matching for Puerto Rico would be
raised to $30 million under the committee
provision.
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Health Screening of Children

The committee would authorize the Secre-
tary to establish orderly priorities in the
implementation of the presently required
health care screening for children programs,
with initial priority being given to pre-
school children.

Relationship Between Medicaid and Com-
prehensive Health Programs

The committee bill would permit a State
to make arrangements with comprehensive
health care programs for the delivery of serv-
ices on a pre-paici basis to medicaid recip-
ients, subject to the approval of the Secre-
tary.

Intermediate Care Facilities
Under the committee amendment, the in-

termediate care provision would be trans-
ferred from title XI to title XIX. An ICF
would be required to have at least one full-
time licensed practical nurse on its staff, and
care in ICF's would be subject to professioaal
audit and utilization review requirements,
The mentally retarded receiving active treat-
ment in public institutions meeting appro-
priate standards established by HEW. would
be eligible for Federal matching funds.
Termination of Nursing Home Administrators

Advisory Council
The committee would terminate the Ad-

visory Council on December 31, 1970. Under
present law the council would be terminated
December 31, 1971.

Coverage of Mentally Ill Children Under
Medicaid

The committee bill would authorize cover-
age of inpatient care in State and local
mental institutions for medicaid recipients
under age 21, provIded that the care con-
sists of active treatment, that is provided
in an accredited institution, and that the
State maintain its own level of fiscal expendi-
ture for care of the mentally ill under 21.

Definition of "Physician" in Medicaid
The committee bill would define "phy-

sician" in title XIX to mean a doctor of medi-
cine or a doctor of osteopathy.
75 Percent Medicaid Matching Funds for

Professional Medical Personnel
The present 75 percent Federal medicaid

matching rate for professional medical per-
sonnel in State agencies would be expanded
to also include such personnel who, on a
contract or similar basis, undertake inde-
pendent professional and medical audits of
medicaid patients.
C. CATASTROPHIC HEALTH INSURANCE PROGRAM

The committee added to the House bill an
amendment which would establish a pro-
gram of catastrophic health insurance un-
der the Social Security Act for all persons
under age 65 who are insured under social
security, their spouses and dependent chil-
then, as well as all persons under age 65 who
are entitled to retirement, survivors, or dis-
ability benefits under title II of the act. The
health services to be Covered, and the ap-
plicable exclusions, are the same as under
the medicare program, except that there
would be no upper limit on covered hospital
or extended care days or home health visits,
Under the catastrophic health insurance
program, benefits would be payable toward
the costs of inpatient hospital services and
post-hospital extended care services above
an annual deductible of 60 days of in-
patient hospital care for each individual, sub-
ject to a daily coinsurance amount. The
program would also cover 80 percent of rea-
sonable costs incurred for home health care
and hospital outpatient services, and 80 per-
cent of reasonable charges incurred for other
covered medical services above an annual de-
ductible amount which would initially be set
at $2,000 per family and which would rise in
accordance with any increases in the physi-
cians' services component of the Consumer
Price Index. The program could be adminis-
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tered through regular medicare administra-
tive procedures and subject to all utiliza-
tion. cost, quality and administrative con-
trols applicable under that program. Cover-
age under the program would be effective
beginning January 1, 1972, and the financing
provisions necessary to pay for the additional
benefits would become effective at the same
time.
0. FINANCING OF SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUNDS

In order to pay for the additional costs of
the social security changes proposed in the
committee bill, including the new catastro-
phic illness insurance and the existing actu-
arial deficit in the hospital insurance pro-
gram, the social security tax base would be
increased from $7,800 a year to $9,000 a year,
starting January 1, 1971, as in the House-
passed bill.

In addition, a new schedule of taxes would
be provided. Like the schedule of taxes pro-
posed in the Rouse bill, the committee bill
would decrease the taxes paid under the cash
benefits program over the next few years,
and increase the taxes paid under the hoe-
pitai Insurance program. Also, the commit-
tee bill provides an additional tax of 0.3 per-
cent in 1972, rIsing to 0.4 percent in 1980 to
pay foe' the catastrophic illness insurance
provided in the bill.

E. TRADE ACT OF 1970
Purposes

The committee's trade amendment (Title
III of this bill) is derived, with changes,
from HR. 18970 which passed the House of
Representatives on November 19, 1970.

In brief, the general purposes of the Com-
mittee's trade amendment are:

(1) To provide to the President limited
tariff-reducing authority for compensatory
purposes until July 1, 1975;

(2) To strengthen our unfair trade prac-
tice statutes and thus enable industy and
workers who are adversely affected by unfair
foreign trade practices to receive a fair op-
portunity for relief;

(3) To revise the adjustment assistance
an tariff adjustment procedures and criteria
in the Trade Expansion Act of 1962, and
provide a fair opportunity for injured Indus-
tries, firms, and workers to receive adequate
and prompt relief;

(4) To establish import quotas on textiles
and footwear, unless: (a) the President finds
them not to be in the national interest or
(b) voluntary agreements limiting such im-
ports are consummated with foreign govern-
ments, or (c) the President finds that Im-
ports do not disrupt the U.S. market;

(5) To revise the national security pro-
visions of the Trade Expansion Act to pre-
clude the use of duties or tariffs whenever
the President has determined that imports
of a particular product or material are
threatening to impair the national security;

(6) To strengthen the independent status
of the U.S. Tariff Commission; and

(7) To make various other changes in our
tariff and trade laws which will streamline
the procedures dealing with specific import
or export problems.

Trade Agreement Authority
The President's trade agreement authority

under the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 ter-
minated at the close of June 30, 1967. The
President has been without such authority
since that time and in his trade message to
the Congress, of November 18, 1969, he re-
quested renewal of the authority, including
new authority to reduce duties.

The committee amendment would extend
the President's authority to enter into new
trade agreements under, the Trade Expan-
sion Act of 1962 to July 1, 1975. The Presi-
dent is given new authority to reduce duties
by 20 percent, or 2 percentage points, below
the rates of duty which will exist when the
final stage of the Kennedy Round reduction
becomes effective on January 1. 1972, The

committee amendment would limit the Presi-
dent's authority to enter into and carry out
new trade agreements to those situations in
which compensatory concessions are neces-
sary to offset the effects of an increase in
U.S. duties or imposition of other restrictions
by the U.S. Government on the products of
a foreign country which were bound under a
trade agreement. Should reductions in duty
under the new authority be agreed to prior
to the final stages of the Kennedy Round,
the remaining stages of Kennedy Round re-
ductions and the new reductions agreed to
are to be aggregated and made effective in at
least two stages.

Other Presidential Authority
Concern has been expressed about the bar-

riers to trade which have developed despite
the Kennedy Round of trade negotiation. In
1962, the Committee on Finance added sec-
tion 252 to the Trade Expansion Act to pro-
vide new authority and direction to the
President to act against import restrictions
or other acts of foreign, countries which un-
justifiably or unreasonably burden or dis-
criminate against U.S. commerce. The Trade
Act of 1970 broadens the President's author-
ity to deal with foreign trade barriers and
streamlines the procedures for handling spe-
cific complaints.

The Trade Act of 1970 also amends the
President's authority to safeguard the na-
tional security by providing that any adjust-
ment of imports under the national security
authority shall not be accomplished by the
imposition or increase of any duty or of any
fee or charge having the effect of a duty. In
addition, time limitations are Imposed on
the Director of the Office of Emergency Pre-
paredness in making determinations on ap-
plications for action under the national se-
curity provision.

Tariff Adjustment and Adjustment
Assistance

The need for making less rigid the criteria
for determining serious injury from increased
imports is met in title III both for tariff ad-
justment for industries and adjustment as-
sistance in the case of firms or groups of
workers.

Tariff Adjustment—In present law, the
criteria for determining serious injury are
the same for tariff adjustment for industries
and for adjustment assistance for firms and
workers. The committee agrees with the
House' and the Administration that the pres-
ent criteria are too stringent. Under the new
provisions, the Tariff Commission, in the case
of tariff adjustment, or the President, in the
case of adjustment assistance, is to deter-
mine whether increased imports "contribute
substantially" toward causing or threatening
to cause serious injury. In the case of tariff
adjustment, the committee provided that in-
creased imports must be related in whole or
in part to the duty or other customs treat-
ment reflecting tariff concessions agreed to
by the United States.

If serious injury Is found to an industry.
those Commissioners finding injure are to
make an additional determination under the
new provision. This additional determination
will be In the affirmative if the Commission
finds that imports of the article are: (1)
acutely or severely injuring a domestic in-
dustry or (2) threatening to acutely or
severely injure a domestic industry.

A majority of the Comnissioners present
and voting is to be required for an affirma-
tive injury determination and a majority of
those Commissioners finding injury under
the criteria provided must determine the
type of import restriction required to remedy
the injury.

When the Commission finds and reports
to the President an affirmative injury deter-
mination, the President is required to take
such action as he deems necessary to prevent
or remedy the injury so found unless he de-
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termines that such action is not in the na-
tional interest. In the case of an additional
affirmative determination by the Commission
on the question of acute or severe injury,
the President is required to impose the im-
port restrictions found by the Commission
to be necessary to prevent or remedy the
acute or severe injury unless he determines
that such action would not be in the na-
tional interest. As is presently provided, if
the President does not make effective the
remedy determined by the Tariff Commis-
sion, he must report to the Congress within
60 days of the receipt of the Tariff Commis-
sion's report and findings. In such case, the
existing provisions of law with respect to
Congressional implementation of the Tariff
Commission finding as to the action neces-
sary to prevent or remedy the Injury would
continue to apply.

Section 352 of the Trade Expansion Act
with regard to orderly marketing agreements
is amended to provide that the President may,
at any time, negotiate such agreements on
articles subject to tariff adjustment or upon
which he has received an affirmative injury
determination.

New review procedures on pending tariff
adjustment action are provided. In any re-
port by the Tariff Commission reviewing
such tariff adjustment actions, it must in-
chide information on steps taken by firms
in the industry to compete more effectively
with imports. In addition, in any review of
tariff adjustment actions by the Tariff Com-
mission, as a result of which the President
may determine to extend, In whole or in
part, or terminate such action, the Commis-
sion will be required to determine whether
the existing restrictions on imports are suf-
ficient to prevent or remedy injury to the
domestic industry.

Adjustment Assistance—The Trade Act of

1970 also revises the procedures for petitions
by firms or groups of workers to provide that
petitions by firms or groups of workers are
to be made to the President rather than the
Tariff Commission. The Tariff Commission
will continue to provide the President with
a factual report to assist the President in
making his determination as to eligibility
of firms and groups of workers to apply for
adjustment assistance.

The amendment provides increased trade
adjustment allowances payable to adversely
affected workers. Under existing law, the al-
lowance is 65 percent of the worker's aver-
age weekly wage or 65 percent of the average
weekly manufacturing wage, whichever is
lower. The amendment increases each of
these percentages to 75 percent.

The amendment provides that if the Pres-
ident does not provide tariff adjustment for
an industry after an affirmative injury de-
termination by the Tariff Commission, he is
required to provide that the firms and work-
ers in that industry may request certifica-
tion of eligibility for adjustment assistance.

The Committee also provided the Tariff
Commission with a period of 90 days after
the date of enactment of this Act to make the
necessary changes in its rules and regulations
and to so organize its staff to expeditiously
process the tariff adjustment and adjustment
assistance petitions filed under the provi-
sions of this Act. No new petition may be
filed under section 301(a) of the Trade Ex-
pansion Act until the Tariff Commission is-
sues new rules and regulations, which must
be within 90 days after enactment.
Quotas on Certain Textile and Footwear

Articles
We believe that the tariff adjustment

amendments described above will be suffi-
cient to deal with competitive situations fac-
ing many domestic producers In the economy.
However, the effects of rapidly increasing
imports on two basic industries are such
as to require extraordinary measures. Part B
of title III of this bill deals with the cx-
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tremely serious threat to the textile and ap-
parel industry and to the nonrubber footwear
industry.

Under part B of title III, the total quanti-
ties of imports of certain textile and foot-
wear articles are to 'be limited by category
and by country beginning in the year 1971.
For that year, imports are to be limited to
the annual average quantities imoorted dur-
ing the three calendar years 1967 through
1969. For the years after 1971, the total
quantity of imports of each category of tex-
tile articles or footwear articles is to be
limited to the quantity determined for the
foreign country for the preceding year plus
an increase determined by the President.
Any such increase is to be limited to a per-
centage not over 5 percent of the total quan-
tity permitted to be entered in the Immedi-
ately preceding year as the Prcsdnt deter-
mines to be consistent with the purposes of
the quota provisions.

The President is authorized to exempt
from quotas imports of articles: (1) whIch
he -determines are not disrupting the U.S.
market, (2) when he determines that the
national interest requires such action, or (3)
when he finds that the supply of such articles
In the domestic market is insufficient to meet
demand at reasonable prles.

In addition, the President is authorized
to negotiate agreements under which imports
of textiles and footwear would be controlled
on a voluntary basis. Imports covered by
such agreements would also be exempt from
quantitative limitations as would imports of
cotton textile articles as a result of the
existing Long Term Arrangements on Cotton
Textiles.

Determinations with respect to the est.ab-
lishment of or change in quantitative limita-
tions or exemptions from such limitations.
other than determinations made by the Pres-
ident for national interest reasons, would be
subject to the rulemaking provisions of the
Administrative Procedure Act,

The quota limitations provided in the bill
would terminate on July 1, 1976, unless the
President-finds that the extensien of the
quantitative limitations for periods not to
exceed 5 years would be in the national
Interest.

Other Tariff and Trade Provisions
The magnitude and the nature of U.S.

foreign trade has changed remarkably over
the past decade. Although both imports and
exports separately account for about 4 per-
cent of the gross national product, they now
exceed $80 billion. The committee is con-
cerned that the rules of competition govern-
ing this volume of trade be fair to all con-
cerned. Consequently, the committee has
tightened the domestic procedures with re-
spect to such international trade practices
as dumping and subsidization of exports.
Greater recognition as to the role of the
Tariff Commission as an independnt agency
Is emphasized in amendments mode to the
Tariff Act of 1930. The committee directs the
Executive and the Tariff Commission to con-
duct a series of studies aimed at developing
basic principles of free and fair trade, in-
suring reciprocity for U.S. commerce, and
fair international labor standards. Provision
is also made for the solution of specific trade
problems which cannot be remedied under
existing provisions of law.

Antidumping Act of 1921
The Antidumping Act is amended to prod

vide that the Secretary of the Treasury must
take initial action within 4 months after
the question of dumping has been presented
to him. In exceptional cases the Secretary
would have an additional 90 day period to
reach such a finding. if he published in
the Federal Register, within 60 days after
the complaint is received, the reasons why
additional time is absolutely necessary.
Under the committee amendment, this would
require the withholding of appraisement
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within that period should the Secretary of
the Treasury have reason to suspect that
sales at less than fair value are. or are likely
to be, taking place. Should the Secretary of
the Treasury's initial action involve a tenta-
tive negative determination, the Secretary
would be authorized to withhold appraise-
ment within three months after the notice
of negative determination has been made if
he should reverse his initial negative deter-
mination. In addition, the Antidumping Act
is amended to provide criteria for a determi-
nation of dumping with regard to imports
from State controlled economies. The
amendnent reflects existing Customs prac-
tices.

Countervailing Duty Provision
The countervailing duty provision is

amended to require the Secretary of the
Treasury to make a determination within
12 months arter the question is presented to
him as to whether a bounty or grant has
been bestowed on imports into the United
States.

Under the bill, subsidized duty-free im-
ports are also to be subject to the counter-
vailing duty provisions but only if the Tariff
Commission should determine that such
subsidized imports are injuring a domestic
industry. The countervailing duty provision
is also amended to provide the Secretary of
the Treasury with discretionary authority
with respect to the imposition of a counter-
vailing duty on an article subject to quan-
titative limitation or subject to agreements
under which the volume of exports to the
United States, is limited. Copntervailing
duties would be imposed when the Secretary
determines that such limitations are not an
adequate substitute for a countersailing
duty with respect to the article in question.

Tariff Commission
In view of the added Investigative and sta-

tutory burden on the Tariff Commision
which will result from this' legislation and In
view of the concern of the committee to pro-
tect the independent nature of the Tariff
Commission, the committee provided, in ef-
fect, that the Tariff Commission's budget
shall be directly appropriated by the Con-
gress (as is the budget of other Independent
agencies such as the General Account.ng Of-
fice), and that the Executive shall not have
authority to reorganize the Commission. The
committee bill also would direct the Tariff
Commission to do a number of studies whlch
could lay the groundwork for a fresh ap-
proach to U.S. trade problems and agree-
ments.
Comprehensive Studies by the President and

Tariff Commission
There are a number of outstanding prob-

lems in the field of international trade which
require intensive study. One such problem
is the apparent lack of balance and recip-
rocity in the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade. The presently constituted GATT
agreement contains certain provisions that
were written in 1947 when the United States
had an overwhelmingly dominant position in
world trade. They were designed at that time
to put more dollars into the hands of the
then war-torn European countries. The in-
ternational economic positions of Europe,
Japan. and the United States have changed
so radically since the end 01 World War II
that a new executive agreement incorporat-
ing the provisions of commercial reciprocity
in all trade and investment mtters appears
to be desirable, As a first step toward the
realization of this goal, the committee's bill
authorizes and directs the executive branch
and the Tariff Commission to conduct a se-
ries of studies dealing with the U.S. position
in world trade and the rules under which
trading nations can freely and fairly com-
pete in world markets. It would be expected
that this series of studies will lead to con-
crete negotiating proposals to the Congress
and ultimately to new agreements and ma-
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chinery for coping with all trade and in-
vestment problems.

Foreign Trade Statistics
The committee trade amendment also pro-

vides for the collection and publication of
U.S. import statistics which will show cit.
value and thus include the cost of insurance,
freight and other charges associated with
elf, value. This is the practice recommended
to all countries by the United Nations and
tfie International Monetary Fund for com-
puting balance of trade statistics. Over 100
countries have adopted the so-called ci.!.
baste of measuring imports; only the United
States and a few other countries use the
free cm board (fob,) system, under which
imports are tabulated on the basis of their
value at the foreign port. The committee
felt that the c.i.f. system will be more
comparable to the method of publishing
import statistics used by most other coun-
tries. Moreover, the committee's bill provides
that U.S. exports, which are financed directly
by Government grants and credits, should be
shown separately from other exports on all
monthly statistics which are published by
the Department of Commerce.

Miscellaneous Trade Provisions
The committee trade amendment also

would provide certain tariff-rate quota con-
trols on imports of glycine and related prod-
ucts and on mink furskins.

The committee also provided a quarterly
alloca'ion of meat Import quotas and closes
a loophole concerning "prepared" fresh,
chilled, and frozen beef and veal. The com-
mittee amendment does not extend the
moat quota provisions to any other products
not currently under quota.

The committee amendment also provides
that additional invoice information will be
required from foreign shippers for the pur-
peas of statistical classification of imports.

The committee amendment also would re-
duce the rate of duty on parts of ski bind-
ings.

A new provision of law would authorize
the President to impose a suspension of
trade with a nation which permits the un-
controlled or unregulated production of or
t.rafficki:g in certain drugs in a manner to
permit there drugs to fall into illicit corn—

-

rnerce for ultimate disposition and use in
this country.

F. AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC PROGRAMS AND
WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAM

1. Aid to the aged, blind, and disabled
Nation'tl Minimum Income Standards for the

Needy Aged, Blind, and Disabled
The committee bill would establish a na-

tional minimum income level for persons
Who receive cash assistance under federally
matched State welfare programs for the
needy aged, blind, and disabled. States would
be required to provide a level of assistance
sufficient to assure persons In these catego-
ries a total monthly income from all sources
of at least $130 for a single inividual or $200
for a couple. In the aged category this pro-
vision would result in increased assistance
for eligible single aged individuals In about
31 States and for eligible aged couples in
about 36 States. Concurrently with establish-
ing these national minimum standards for
as;istance to the aged, blind, and disabled,
the committee bill would make persons re-
ceiving such assistance ineligible to par-
ticipate in the food stamp program. In ef-
fect, the bill would give needy persons more
cash in lieu of food stamps.
Pass-Along of Social Security Increases to

Welfare Recipients
Under other provisions of the bill, social

security benefits would be increased by 10
percent, with the minimum basic social se-
curity benefit increased to $100 from its pres-
ent $64 level. If no modification were made
in present welfare law, however, many needy
aged, blind, and disabled persons would get
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no benefit from these substantial increases
in social security since offsetting reduc-
tions would be made In their welfare grants.
To assure that such individuals would en-
joy at least some benefit from the social se-
curity increases, the committee bill requires
States to raise their standards of need for
those in the aged, blind, and disabled catego-
ries by $10 per month for a single individual
and $15 per month for a couple. As a result
of this provision, recipients of aid to the
aged, blind, or disabled, who are also social
security beneficiaries, would enjoy an in-
crease in total monthly income of at least
$10 ($15 in the case of a couple).
DEFINITIONS OF BLINDNESS AND DISABILITY
The committee bill provides for the es-

tablishment of nationally uniform defini-
tions of blindness and disability for purposes
of the federally matched programs of assist-
ance to the blind and disabled. The defini-
tions adopted are those already applied in
the disability insurance program established
under title II of the Social Security Act.

The term 'disability" would be defined by
the committee bill as "inability to engage in
any substantial gainful activity by reason of
any medically determinable physical or
mental impairment which can be expected
to result in death or has lasted or can be
expected to last for a continuous period of
not less than 12 months," with further clari-
fication of the meaning of "substantial gain-
ful activity."

The term "blindness" would be defined as
"central visual acuity of 20/200 or less in the
better eye with the use of correcting lens."
Also included in this definition would be
the particular sight limitation which is re-
ferred to as "tunnel vision."

Under present law each State is free to
prescribe its own definition of blindness and
disability, and the committee bill would per-
mit States to continue assistance to individ-
uals who are now on the rolls under the
existing State definition, but who would not
be considered blind or disabled under the
new Federal definitions.
Prohibition of Liens in the Program of Aid to

the Blind
The committee bill would prohibit any

State from imposing a lien on a blind in-
dividual's property as a condition of his re-
ceiving Federally-matched Aid to the Blind
welfare payments. Present law leaves the
matter of liens up to the discretion of the
States.

Fiscal Relief for the States
The committee bill includes a provision

which generally would not require States in
future years to spend more for assistance to
the aged, blind, and disabled than 90 per-
cent of their expenditures for this purpose
in calendar year 1970. The 10 percent say-
ings would be paid from Federal funds as
would the full amount of any increased ex-
penditures resulting from mandatory pro-
visions of the bill (such as the $10 pass-
along of social security increases and the
$130 national minimum standard for as-
sistance to the aged, blind, and disabled).
Increases In caseloads resulting from normal
program growth would also be fully paid for
with Federal funds, but increased expendi-
tures resulting from liberalizations in State
welfare programs not required by Federal law
would not be covered by the 90 percent
limitation. Such optional State liberaliza-
tions would be financed in accord with the
regular Federal -State matching provisions.

2. Child Care
Although present law includes provisions

designed to make child care services avail-
able to needy families with children, these
services are still unavailable to many who
need them. The lack of child care is particu-
larly serious for those Who wish to partici-
pate in work or training programs, or who
undertake employment in an effort to become
economically independent. The committee
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bill would promote the development of ad-
ditional services both by providing for more
favorable matching to the States for child
care services and by establishing a new
mechanism for the delivery of these serv-
ices, the Federal Child Care Corporation.

Federal Matching Sharg
The bill provides for an increase from 75

percent to 90 percent in the Federal matching
share for child care services provided by the
States under title IV part A of the Social
Security Act. The Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare would be authorized to pay
100 percent of the cost of child care for a
limited period of time in cases where he de-
termined that necessary care would other-
wise be unavailable. The 90 percent matching
rate would be available to the States for child
care for families receiving Aid to Families
with Dependent Children and also for past
and potential recipients, If the State has
adopted the optional program for these
groups. States would be required to maintain
their present efforts so that additional Fed-
eral funds would result in expanded child
care services.

Federal Child Care Corporation
As a mechanism to expand the availability

of child care services, the bill would establish
a Federal Child Care Corporation. The Cor-
poration would have as its first priority mak-
ing available child care services to children
of parents eligible for such services under the.
AFDC program and who need them in order
to participate in employment or training.
However, it would also have the broader
function of making child care available for
any family which may need it, regardless of
welfare status.

The bill provides for $50 million as initial
working capital for the Corporation. This
amount would be In the form of a loan by
the Secretary of the Treasury and would be
placed in a revolving fund. The money would
be used by the Corporation to begin arrang-
ing for child care services. Intially, the Cor-
poration would contract with existing public,
private nonprofit, and proprietary facilities
to serve as child care providers. To expand
services, the Corporation would also give
technical assistance and advice to organiza-
tions Interested in establishing facilities un-
der contract with the Corporation. In addi-
tion, the Corporation could provide child care
services in its own facilities.

Fees would be charged for all services pro-
vided or arranged for by the Corporation.
The fees would go into the revolving fund to
provide capital for further development of
services and to repay the initial loan. They
would be set at a level which would cover the
costs to the Corporation of arranging child
care.

The bill also Includes a provision which
authorizes the Corporation to issue bonds for
construction if, after the first two years of
operation, the Corporation feels that addi-
tional funds fof capital construction of child
care facilities are needed. Up to $50 million
in bonds could be issued each year, with an
overall limit of $250 million on bonds out-
standing. Construction is to be undertaken
only if child care services cannot be provided
in existing facilities.

Federal child care standards are specified
in the amendment to assure that adequate
space, staff and health requirements are met.
In addition, facilities used by the Corpora-
tion would have to meet the Life Safety
Code of the National Fire Protection Asso-
ciation. Any facility in which child care is
provided by the Corporation, either directly
or by contract, would have to meet the Fed-
eral standards, but would not be subject to
any licensing or other requirements Imposed
by States or localities.

The Corporation, while providing a mecha-
nism for expanding the availability of child
care services, would not provide funds to
subsidize child care. Those who are able to
pay would be charged the full cost of serv-
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ices. The cost of clild care needed by fam-
ilies on welfare would be paid by State wel-
fare agencies.

State welfare agencies would be free to use
the services of the Corporation in providing
child care to welfare recipients, but would
not be required to do so.

The Corporation would also have the au-
thority to conduct programs of in-service
training, either directly or by contract.

The bill requires the Corporation to sub-
mit a report to each Congress on the activi-
ties of the Corporation, including the data
and information necessary to apprise the
Congress of the actions taken to improve
the quality of child care services and plans
for future improvement.

The Corporation would be headed by a
Board of Directors consisting of three mem-
bers, to be appointed by the President with
the consent of the Senate. The members of
the Board would hold office for a term of
three ygars.

A National Advisory Council on Child
Care would be established to provide advice
and recommendations to the Board on mat-
ters of general policy and with respect to
improvements in the administration of the
Corporation. The Council would be com-
posed of the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare, the Secretary of Labor, the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and 12 indIviduals, appointed by the
Board.

3. Improvements in the work incentive
program

The Work Incentive Program was created
by the Congress as a part of the Social Se-
curity Amendments of 1967. It represents an
attempt to cope with the problem of rapidly
growing dependency on welfare by provid-
ing welfare recipients with the training and
job opportunities needed to help them be-
come financially independent.

Experience under the program has shown
that a number of modifications are desirable.
The committee's bill is designed to
strengthen and improve the program.

On-the-job training and public service
employment

A major criticism of the present Work
Incentive Program has been the lack of de-
velopment of on-the-job training and public
Service employment. On-the-job training and
public service employment offer the best op-
portunity for employment of welfare recipi-
ents because they provide training in actual
job situations. Unfortunately, less than two
percent of the welfare recipients enrolled
in the Work Incentive Program today are
participating in on-the-job training and
public service employment. The committee
amendment would require that at least 40
percent of the funds spent for the Work
Incentive Program be used for on-the-job
training and public service employment.

The committee bill would also simplify
the financing and increase the Federal share
of the cost of public service employment
(formerly called special work projects) by
providing 100 percent Federal funding for
the first year and 90 percent Federal shar-
Ing of the costs in subsequent years (if the
project was In effect less than three years.
Federal sharing for the flrst year would be
cut back to 90 percent).
Tax Incentive for Hiring WIN Participants

As an incentive for employers in the pri-
vate sector to hire individuals placed In em-
ployment through the Work Incentive Pro-
gram, another feature of the amendment
would provide a tax credit equar to 20 per-
cent of the wages and salaries of these indi-
viduals. The credit would only apply to
wages paid to these employees during their
first 12 months of employment, and it would
be recaptured if the employer terminated
employment of an individual during the
first 12 months of his employment or before
the end of the following 12 months. This
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recapture provision would not apply if the
employee became disabled or left work vol-
untarily. (The tax credit is described more
fully in Part H of this summary.)
Registration of Welfare Recipients and Re-

ferral for Work and Training
Under present law, all 'appropriate" wel-

fare recipients must be referred by the wel-
fare agency to the Labor Department for
participation In the Work Incentive Pro-
gram. Certain categories of persons are stat-
utorily considered inappropriate. Persons
may volunteer to participate in the Work
Incentive Program even if the State welfare
agency finds them Inappropriate for manda-
tory referral.

Another criticism of the program has been
that the State application of those standards
of "appropriateness" for the program have
resulted In widely differing rates of referrals
and program participation. The committee's
bill would eliminate this situation with a
series of amendments. First. It would require
welfare recipients to register with the La-
bor Department as a condition of welfare
eligibility unless they fit within one of the
following categories;

1, Children who are under age 16 or at-
tending school;

2. Persons who are ill, incapacitated or of
advanced age;

3. Persons so remote from a WIN project
that their effective participation is pre-
cluded;

4. Persons whose presence in the home is
required because of illness or Incapacity of
another member of the household; and

5. Mothers with children of preschool age.
At least 15 percent of the regitrants in

each State would be required to be prepared
by the welfare agency for traIning and re-
ferred to the Work Incentive Program each
year; States failing to meet this percentage
would be subject to a decrease in Federal
matching funds for aid to famliles with de-
pendent children. The committee bill would
also establish clear statutory direction in
determining which individuals would re-
ceive employment or training by generally
requiring the Department of Labor and
Health, Education, and Welfare to accord
priority in the following order, taking into
account employability potential:

1. Unemployed fathers;
2. Dependent children and relatives age 16

and over who are not in school, working or
in training;

3. Mothers who volunteer for participation;
and

4. All other persons.
Thus, under the amendment, mothers

would not be required to paric1pate until
every person who volunteered was first
placed,
Liberalized Federal Matching for Training
The committee bill increases from 80 per-

cent to 90 percent the rate of Federal match-
ing for WIN training expenditures. Welfare
agency expenditures for social. vocational re-
habilitation, and medical services which are
provided to directly support an individual's
participation in WIN would also be matched
at the 90 percent rate. Under existing law,
these services are now generally matched by
the Federal Government at the 75 percent
rate.

Labor Market Plandlng and Program
Coordination

The committee bill would require the Sec-
retary of Labor to establish local labor mar-
ket advisory councils whose function would
be to identify present and future local labor
market needs. The findings of these coun-
cils would have to serve as the basis for local
training plans under the Work Incentive Pro-
gram to assure that training was related to
actual labor market demands.

The committee also mandates coordination
between the Departments of Labor and
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Health, Education, and Welfare and tl:eir
counterparts at the local level. The commit-
tee bill would require a separate WIN unit
in local welfare agencies and joint partici-
pation by welfare and manpower agencIes
in preparing employability plans for WIN
participants and in program planning gen-
erally.

Earned Income Disregard
Under present law States are required, in

determining need for Aid to Families with
Dependent Childrest, to disregard the first 30
monthly earned by an adult plus one-third of
additional earnings. Costs related to work
(such as transportation costs) are also de-
ducted from earnings in calculating the
amount of the welfare benefit.

Two problems have been raised concerning
the earned income disregard under present
law. First, Federal law neither defines nor
limits what may be considered a work-re-
lated expense, and this has led to great var!-
atlon among States and to some cases of
abuse. Second, some States have complained
that the lack of an upper limit on the earned
income disregard has the effect of keening
people on welfare even alter they are working
full-time at wages well above the poverty
line.

The committee bill would deal with both of
these problems by modifying the earnings
disregard formula and by allowing only day
care as a separate deductible work expense
(with reasonable limitations on the amount
allowable for day care expenses). Under the
committee bill, States would be req ured to
disregard the first $60 earned monthly by an
individual working full-time ($30 in the case
of an individual working part time) plus one-
third of the next $300 earned plus one-fifth
of amounts earned above this.

4. Family planning services
Under present law, family planning serv-

ices must be offered all appropriate welfare
recipients; 75 percent Federal matching is
available in meeting the cost of family plan-
ning services. The committee bill would pro-
vide 100 percent Federal funding for family
planning services offered recipients of Aid
to Families with Dependent Children. In
addition, there would be 100 percent Federal
funding, at the State's option, for those who
were once welfare recipients or who are likely
to become welfare recipients.

5. Emergency assistance for migrant
families

The bill would require the States to estab-
lish State-wide programs to provide emer-
gency assistance to needy migrant families
with children. The Federal matching rate
would be 75 percent. Under present law the
establishment of programs for migrant I am-
ilies is optional with the States, and the
Federal share is 50 percept. As under the
existing program, assistance could be in the
form cf money payments or payments in
kind. Assistance would be lImited to a pe-
riod not to exceed 30 days in any 12-month
period.

6. Obligation of a deserting fathcr
Present law requires that the State welfare

agency undertake to establish the paternity
of each child receiving welfare who was born
out of wedlock and to secure support for him;
if the child has been deserted or abandcnecj
by his parent, the welfare agency is required
to secure support for the child from the
deserting parent, utilizing any reciprocal ar-
rangements adopted with other States to ob-
tain or enforce court ordels for support. The
State welfare agency is further required to
enter into cooperative arrangements with the
courts and with law enforcement officIals
to carry out this program. Access is author-
ized to both Social Security and Internal Re-
venue Service records in locating deserting
parents.

The committee added to these provisions an
amendment which would make it a Federal
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misdemeanor for a father to cross State
lines in order to avoid his family respon-
sibilities.

In addition, the committee bill also pro-
vides that an individual who has deserted or
abandoned his spouse, child, or children
shall owe a monetary obligation to the United
States equal to the Federal share of any wel-
fare payments made to the spouse or child
during the period of desertion or abandon-
ment. In those cases where a court has is-
sued an order for the support and mainte-
nance of the deserted spouse or children, the
obligations of the deserting parent would be
limited to the amount specified by the court
order. If the State has obtained a court order,
the Federal Government would attempt to re-
cover both the Federal and non-Federal share
of welfare payments to the deserting fa-
t.her's family. If the State has not obtained
a Court erder, the Federal Government would
only attempt to recover the Federal share
of the welfare payments. The deserting par-
ent's obligation could be collected in the
same manner as any other obligation against
the United States.

The bill also would authorize Federal of-
ficials knowing the whereabouts of a desert-
in.g parent to furnish this information to
such parent's spouse (or to the guardian of
his child) in caset in which a court order for
child support has been issued against him.

7. Clarification of congressional Intent
regarding welfare statutes

Denial of eligibility for aid to families with
dependent children where there is a con-
tinuing parent-child relationship
Under present law, aid to families with de-

pendent children is available to children who
have beon deprived of parental support by
reason of the "continued absence from the
home" of a parent. In a recently decided
opinion, the Supreme Court ruled that a
State could not consider a child ineligible
for weifare when there was a substitute par-
ent with no legal obligation to support the
child. The Court stated; "We believe Con-
gre"s intended the term 'parent' in section
406(a) of the act * * * to include only
t"oe persons with a legal dssty of support."

The committee bill would clarify Congres-
sioai intent by permitting States to take
into account the presence of a man in the
house if there exists between the man and
the dependent child a continuing parent-
child reiationship. For purposes of determin-
ing whether such relationship exists between
a child and an adult individual, only the fol-
lowing factors could be taken into account:

LI) They are frequently seen together in
public:

(2) The Individual is the parent of a half-
brother or half-sister of the child;

(3) The individual exercises parental con-
trol over the child;

(4) The individual makes substantial gifts
to the child or to members of his family;

(5) The individual claims the child as a
dependent for Income tax purposes;

(6) The individual arranges for the care
of the child when his mother is Ill or absent
frona the home;

(7) The individual assumes responsibility
for the child when there occurs in the child's
life a crisis such as Ulness or detention by
public authorities;

(8) The individual is listed as the parent
or guardian of the child in school records
which are designed to indicate the identity
of the parents or guardians of children;

(9) The individual makes frequent visit
to the place of residence of the child; and

(10) The individual gives or uses as his
address the address of such place of residence
in dealing with his employer, his creditors,
postal authorities, other public authorities,
or others with whom he may have dealings,
relationships, or obligations.
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A child-parent relationship could be de-

terminated to exist only on the basis of an
evaluation of these factors taken together
with any evidence which may refute any
Inference related to these factors.

Duration of Residence Requirement
The committee bill requires States to Im-

pose a one-year duration of residence re-
quirement in determining eligibility for wel-
fare. However, Federal matching would not
be denied solely because a State failed to
meet this requirement. If a welfare recipient
moved to a State with a one-year duration
of residence requirement, his State of origin
would be required to continue his welfare
payments (as long as he remained eligible)
for up to 12 months, by which time the
individual could establish eligibility for wel-
fare In his new State of residence.
Limitation on Duration of Welfare Appeals

Process
Recently the Supreme Court ruled that

assistance payments could not be determined
before a recipient is afforded an evidentiary
hearing. The committee bill would require
that States reach decisions on an individual
appeal within 30 days. The committee bill
also requires the repayment of amounts
which It Is determined a recipient was not
entitled to receive. Any amounts not repaid
could be considered an obligation of the
recipient to be withheld from any future
assistance payments to which the individual
may be entitled.
States Permitted to Seek to Establish Name

of Putative Father
A recent court decision held that a mother's

refusal to name the father of her illegitimate
child could not result in denial of aid to
families with dependent children (AFDC).
The applicable State regulation was held to
be inconsistent with the provision in Federal
law that AFDC be "promptly furnished to
all eligible individuals" on the grounds that
the State regulation imposed an additional
condition of eligibility not requred by Fed-
eral law. The Court reached this conclusion
despite the explicit requirement in Federal
law that States attempt to establish pater-
nity when a child is born out of wedlock.

The committee's bill would clarify con-
gressional intent by specifying that the re-
quirement that welfare be furnishefi
"promptly" may not preclude a State from
seeking the aid of a mother in Identifying
the father of a child born out of wedlock.
Requiring Welfare Recipient to Permit Case-

worker in the Home
The committee amendment permits States,

if they wish, to require as a condition of
welfare eligibility that recipients allow a
caseworker to visit the home. Home visits
would have to be made at a reasonable time
and with reasonable advance notice.
8. Regulations of the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare
The committee bill Would curb the regu-

latory authority of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare in several
particulars.
"Declaration Method" of Determining Eligi-

bility Permitted But Not Required
The Committee bill would preclude the

S3cretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
from requiring by regulation that States use
a simplified declaration method in determin-
Ing eligibility for welfare. As under present
law. States would be free to use this method
if they so wished, but they could not be
required to do so by regulation.

Definition of Unemployment
Under present law, Aid to Families with

Dependent Children may be paid to a family
headed by an unemployed father, at the
option of the State (23 States now offer such
assistance). However, there Is no Federal de-
finition of "unemployment" in the statute.
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The committee approved an amendment de-
fining a father as unemployed for welfare
purposes if he has worked less than 10 hours
in the last week or less than 80 hours in the
last 30 days.

9. Use of Federal funds to undermine
Federal programs

The committee added a section to the gen-
eral provisions of the Soical Security Act
specifying that no Federal funds may be used
to pay, directly or indirectly, the compensa-
tion of any individual who in any way par-
ticipates in Federally supported legal action
designed to nullify congressional statutes or
policy under the Social Security Act.

10. Use of Social Security numbers
The Committee bill requires that on and

after January 1, 1972, State welfare agencies
use the social security numbers of each wel-
fare recipient as an identification number
in the administration of public assistance
programs.

11. Testing 0/welfare reform alternatives
The committee bill provides for a broad

program of testing of various approaches
to reform of the welfare System. The Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare
would be authorized to conduct up to four
tests of possible alternatives to the AFDC
program. One or two of these tests would
involve "family assistance" type programs,
and one or two of the tests would involve
'workfare" programs. In addition, the bill
provides for a pilot project of a program of
rehabilitation of welfare recipients to be
administered by vocational rehabilitation
personnel.

The "family assistance" tests would fol-
low the traditional welfare approach of pro-
viding money payments to families with in-
comes below certain levels, but would ex-
tend this assistance to all families with
fathers including so-called 'working poor"—
low-income families headed by a fully em-
ployed male—who are not eligible for AFDC.
As under AFDC, a portion of earnings would
be disregarded to provide work incentives,
and nondisabled adults (With certain exemp-
tions) would h required to accept employ-
ment or trainhi:g.

The 'won lrre" tests would make a sharp
distinction between welfare and 'workfare."
Families with preschool age children where
the father is dead, absent, or disabled would
be presumed unemployable and would be
eligible for cash welfare payments. Other low
income families would not be eligible for
such payments but would be guaranteed
work opportunity, with training and other
preparation for employment where necessary.
Participants in these "workfare" programs
would have their wages supplemented If
they are below the minimum wage. Allow-
ances would also be paid to those in training.
Child care and other services would be pro-
vided as necessary.

The pilot project to test the administra-
tion of welfare programs by vocational re-
habilitation personnel would involve assist-
ance payments according to regular AFDC
standards. These payments would, however.
be administered through the facilities and
personnel of the Rehabilitation Services
Administration wihch would also apply its
rehabilitation techniques to welfare recip-
ients in an attempt to encourage and assist
adult individuals with a potential for work
to prepare for and obtain employment,

The various tests would run for a minimum
of two years, Involve State sharing in costs at
a level not in excess of State sharing in the
costs of AF'DC, and involve continuing con-
sultation among the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare which would con-
duct the tests, the General Accounting Of-
fice, and the Congress. Each test wàuid have
to cover all eligible families within a State
or a part of a State, and for the duration of
the test no AFDC payments could be made
to familles residing in the test area. Each
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'family assistance" test would have to run
concurrently with a workfare" test and the
two test areas would have to be comparable
with respect to various relevant factors in-
cluding population, per Capita income, and
unemployment rate,

G, VETERANS' PENSION INCREASE

The committee bill incorporates the text of
S. 3385, a bill to Increase pension benefits to
veterans and widows by up to 9 percent. The
committee bill would also increase the In-
come limitations, from $2,000 to $2,300 in the
case of a veteran or widow alone, and from
$3,200 to $3,600 In the case of a married vet-
eran or widow with a child.

H. MISCELLANEOUS. AMENDMENTS

1. Tax amendments
Denial of Tax Deduction With Respect to

Certain Medical Referral Payments
Present law provides that no tax deduction

is to be allowed for illegal bribes or kickbacks
where, as a result of the payment, there is
successful criminal prosecution. If the bribe
or kickback does not constitute a criminal act
(presumably even if there Is a loss of license),
or LI the taxpayer is not successfully prose-
cuted, the deduction is allowable.

This provision deletes the requirement in
present law of a criminal conviction in the
case of bribes and kickbacks before a deduc-
tion for such a payment is denied. In lieu
thereof, the provision provides that no deduc-
tion is to be allowed for a bribe or kickback
which is illegal under either Federal or State
law, If these laws subject the party involved
to liability for criminal or civil penalties tin-
cluding the loss of license). In the case of a
payment which Is illegal under State law,
the deduction will be denied on the basis of
such illegality only If the law is generally
enforced. Other sections of this bill provide
that medical referral fees under the medicare
or medicaid programs are illegal. It is made
clear that referral fees are to be treated as
bribes or kickbacks for purposes of this
provision.
Required Information Relating to Excess

Medicare Tax Payments by Railroad Em-
ployees
Present law provides that a railroad em-

ployee whose work is covered by railroad
retirement and who is also employed in
other work covered by social security is
entitled to receive a credit or refund of the
excess medicare tax he may have paid be-
cause of this dual employment status. To
enable a railroad employee to claim his ex-
cess medicare tax is a credit on his income
tax return, all railroad employees are re-
quired to include on the W—2 forms given to
their employees the amount of compensa-
tion covered by railroad retirement and the
hospital tax deducted.

Because of the inability of most railroads
to furnish the required information by Jan-
uary 31 (primarily because of a broader wage
concept under railroad retirement) and the
fact that only a relatively few employees are
eligible for this refund, this provision changes
the requirement that railroad employers
supply separate hospital tax information on
the W—2 forms for all of their employees.
In lieu thereof, the provision reqtlires that
railroad employers include on, or with, the
W—2 form furnished to its employees, a
notice with respect to the allowance of the
credit or refund of the tax on railroad-cov-
ered wages in those cases where the em-
ployee has also received other wages covered
under the social security program. Upon the
request of an employee, railroad employers
are required to furnish to the employee a
written statement showing the amount of
the railroad tax coverage, the total amount
deducted as tax, and the portion of the
total amount which is for the financing of
the coat of hospitalization insurance under
the medicare program.
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Reporting of Medical Payments

Present law provides that a person who
makes specified kinds of payments in the
course of a trade or business to another per-
son, amounting to $600 or more in a calen-
dar year, must file an information return
showing the amount paid and the name, ad-
dress, and identifying number of the recip-
ient. Although, under this general require-
ment, persons engaged In a trade or business
are required to report direct payments to
providers of health care services (often de-
scribed as "assigned" payments), there is no
authority under present law to require the
reporting of payments made to patients
themselves ('unassigned" payments), even
though In the normal circumstances, they
are paid over to providers of health care
services, or represent reimbursement of ear-
lier payments.

The bill provides specifically, in addition
to the general requirement of present law,
that all payments in the course of a trade or
busIness made to providers of health care
services in the case of direct or 'assigned"
payments must be reported., Further. In the
case of "unassigned" or indirect payments,
reporting will be required in those cases
where the Federal Government administers
the health program or funds the program to
a substantial extent. The reporting require-
ment specifically includes professional serv-
ice corporations. proprietary hospitals, and
other payees who may act as conduits for
providers of health care services.

The provision also requires the Secretary
of the Treasury and the Secretary of Health.
Education, and Welfare to study the extent
to which "unassigned" and "assigned" claims
are used to obtain payments.from insurance
organizations and to report each year to the
Senate Committee on Finance and the House
Committee on Ways and Means any signifi-
cant shift from the use of "assigned" claims
to "unassigned" claims. In addition, the pro-
vision requires that the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare keep records show-
ing the identity of each provider of medical
or health care items or services under the
medicare or medicaid programs, the types of
items or services provided and the aggregate
amounts paid to the providers under each
program. Health care providers are required
to he identified by their taxpayer identifying
numbers, The Secretary of Health. Educa-
tion, and Welfare must submit to the Senate
Committee on Finance and the House Com-
mittee on Ways and Means annually a report
Identifying each person who is paid a total
of $25,000 or more during the preceding year
under the medicare and medicaid programs.

These reports are due to he submitted for
the calendar year, beginning With 1970. not
later than June 30 of the following calendj.r
year.
Tax Credit for Portion of Salary Paid Partici-

pants In Work Incentive Programs
Under present law there are no special tax

provisions relating to the costs of employee
training programs, These costs are treated as
any other business expense and may be de-
ducted if they are ordinary nd necessary In
carrying on the taxpayer's trade or business,

This provision provides a special tax incen-
tive for employers who hire individuals under
a work incentive program (WIN) established
under section 432(b) (1) of the Social Secur-
ity Act. The taxpayer Would be allowed, as
a credit against his income tax liability, and
in addition to his regular business deduction,
an amount equal to 20% of the wages and
salaries paid to the employee during the first
12 months of his employment. Any unused
tax credits could be carried back to the three
preceding taxable years (but only to a tax-
able year beginning after December 31, 1988)
and then could be carried forward to the
next seven succeeding taxable years,

However, If the taxpayer terminated the
employment of the individual at any time
during the first 12 months of employment,

or at any time during the next 12 months,
any tax credit allowed under this provision
would be recaptured. The credit would be
recaptured by Increasing the taxpayer's tax
liability, in the year of termination, by an
amount equal to previous tax credits allowed
with respect to the employee. The recapture
provision would not apply if the employee
voluntarily left the employment of the tax-
payer, or If the employee became disabled.
Further, a credit would not be allowed for
any expenses of training outside the United
States or If the employee is closely related to
the taxpayer.

RETIREMENT INCOME CREDIT

Present law provides a retirement income
credit of 15 percent of eligible retirement in-
come up to a maximum of $1,524 for a single
person and $2,286 for married couples where
each is fully eligible In his or her own right,
The credit Is designed to provide comparable
tax treatment to those who receive tax-
exempt social security benefits and those
who receive taxable pensions, Consequently.
the maximum base for the credit is reduced
by social security benefits received and by
earnings in excess of $1,200—a reduction of
50 cents for each dollar of earnings between
$1,200 and $1,700 and dollar for dollar for
earnings in excess of $1,700.

Because of Increases in social security
benefits since the present maximum base for
the credit was established, this provision in-
creases the base for the credit to more closely
approximate the current levels of social se-
curity benefits. It increases the $1,524 to
$1,872 and the $2,286 to $2,808. In addition,
the amount that can be earned without re-
ducing the base for the credit is raised from
$1,200 t $1,680 and the rgnge within which
the Base is reduced 50 cents for each dollar
o1 earnings is raised to $1,680 to $2,880.

2. Other Amendments
The commitee also added provisions relat-

ing to the authorization of the managing
trustee of the social security trust funds to
accept gifts made unconditionally to the So-
cial Security Administration, authorizing
loans for the installation of sprinkler systems
necessary for facilities to meet medicare
standards, increasing the grade level of the
Commissioner of Social Security, requiring
the consent of the Senate to future appoint-
ments to the position of Administrator of
Social and Rehabilitation Services, and ex-
tension of the provision for disregarding cer-
tain social security benefit increases under
welfare programs.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I will yield
for a question.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana state what he
understands the procedure to be on the
consideration of the bill? Will it come
up in the period from 9 to 3 or In the
period from 3 to 9, or does the Senator
know? Perhaps we could ask for the
attention of the majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.
Mr. HARRIS. I have asked the man-

ager of the bill whether the considera-
tion of this bill would come from 9 to
3 each day or from 3 to 9, or do we know?

Mr. MANSFIELD. It will be in the sec-
ond shift each day. The pending bus!-
ness from 9 to approximately 3 will be
the conference report on the Department
of Transportation appropriations bill.

Mr. HARRIS. Will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. LONG. I yield for a question.
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, does the

Senator intend to ask unanimous consent
that the committee bill as reported be

considered as original text for the pur-
pose of amendment to the second degree
thereafter?

Mr. LONG. I would like to do so, be-
cause I know that it would expedite the
consideration of the bill. I am led to be-
lieve, however, that such a request will
be objected to. However, I intend to do
it, and just for the purpose of discussion,
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the committee amendment.s be re-
garded as original text for the purpose of
considering further amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, reserving the right to object,
I have told the Senator from Louisiana
that I thought we could get such a re-
quest with the exception of three or four
major items of the bill which I think
deserve a rollcall vote or special atten-
tion. As soon as we can get those marked
in the bill, we will be able to reach them.

For example, there is a committee
amendment that deals with changing
the social security benefits from the 5
percent provided in the House bill to the
10 percent which was approved by the
Senate Committee.

Another committee amendment
changes the minimum of $100 a month
limitation.

Then there is the question of whether
we do or do not approve an escalating
cost-of-living provisions.

Then there is the question of cat,as-
trophic health insurance amendment.

I cite those four examples. I am sure
that some Senator will want to vote on
the Trade Act as well.

I am saying there are four or five of
those items, and with the exception of
those items which will require roilcall
votes we will be able to reach a unazl-
mous-consent agreement.

I have asked the staff to mark up a
bill for me with respect to those partic-
ular amendments and how much would
be included in them so that at the ap-
propriate time we can agree to the con-
sideration of all committee amendments
except those. If the Senator wishes to
make that request I think I could have
that information tomorrow so we could
agree. I believe there are about 100 items.
and many of them do not amount to
much; they are technical amendments.
I would say that except for the four or
five votes we could get down to business.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am glad
the Senator has raised the question. I
would be inclined to agree to that type
procedure if it could be agreed upon. I
am sure everyone realizes if we can agree
to accept the commitee amendments en
block, reserving the right of any Senator
to amend in both the first degree and
second degree, which is the same as
agreeing that the bill simply be re-
garded—all of it—as being original text,
it really preserves to every Senator the
right to offer as many amendments as
he wants to offer and that is the proce-
dure that is usually adopted. It will help
to exped.ite consideration of the bill.

No one forfeits any right under that
arrangement and when that agreement
is made it offers to the sponsors of the bill
the availability of a motion to table in
order to get on with the business, so it
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confers an advantage on Senators, which
everyone should recognize, when that
arrangement is agreed to, because if
someone is against the bill or if someone
is adamantly opposed to its passage, if a
particular part of the bill is agreed to
then, of course, he would have the right
to insist that every amendment be the
subject of debate, explanation, and a roll-
call vote and insist on the presence of a
quorum during all the consideration.
While it is not unusual, I believe it would
very much expedite procedure on the bill.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, before the Senator yields, will
he yield to me for just a moment?

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator from
Delaware.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I agree fully with the chairman. I
have discussed the matter with him ear-
lier and said '1 thought we could get this
consent agreement. For example, the
first committee amendment merely
changes the title and renumbers. That
amendment Is just a routine amendment.
The next amendment Is a question of
whether we raise social security benefits
by 5 percent, or to $100. I would sug-
gent we could agree on the first commit-
tee amendment, and the next committee
amendment could go over until tomor-
row. We would know what the next
amendment would be and we could have
a vote tomorrow.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the first committee amendment
be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
a unanimous-consent request pending.

Mr. HARRIS. That was withdrawn.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That has

been withdrawn.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent that the first committee amend-
ment be agreed to. It amends the titles.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears no objection
and the first committee amendment Is
agreed to.

The first committee amendment was
agreed to, as follows:

TABLE OF CONTENTS
TITLE I—PROVISIONS RELATING TO OLD

AGE, SURVIVORS. AND DISABILITY IN-
SURANCE

Sec. 101.

Sec. 102.

Sec. 103.
Sec. 104.

Sec. 108.
Sec. 106.

Increase In old age, survivors, and
disability Insurance benefits.

Increase in benefits for certain In-
dividuals age 72 and over.

Automatic adjustment of benefits.
Increased widow's and widower's

Insurance benefits.
Age 62 computation point for men.
Election to receive actuarily re-

duced benefits in one category
not to be applicable to certain
benefits in other categories.

Sec. 107. LIberalization of earning, test.
Sec. 108. ExclusIon of certain earnings In

year of attaining age 72.
Sec. 109. Reduced benefits for widowers at

age 60.
Bee. 110. Entitlement to childs' Insurance

benefits based on disability which
began between 18 and 22.

Bee. 111. ElImination of support require-
ment as condition of benefits for
divorced and surviving divorced
wives.
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Sec. 112. ElimInation of disability Insured
status requirement of susbtantlal
recent covered work In cases of
Individuals who are blind.

Sec. 113. wage credits for members of the
uniformed services.

Sec. 114. Applications for disability insur-
ance benefits filed after death of
insured Individual.

Sec. 115. Workmen's compensation offset for
disability Insurance beneficiaries.

Sec. 116. Coverage of Federal Home Loan
Bank employees.

Sec. 117. Policemen and firemen in Idaho.
Sec. 118. Coverage of certain hospital em-

ployees in New Mexico.
Sec. 119. Penalty for furnishing false Infor-

mation to obtain social security
account number.

Sec. 120. Guarantee of no decrease in total
family benefits.

Sec. 121. Certain adoptions by disability and
old age insurance benefits.

Sec. 122. Increase of earnings counted for
benefit and tax purposes.

Sec. 123. AutomatIc adjustment of the con-
tribution and benefit mall.

Sec. 124. Changes in tax schedules.
Sec. 125. AllocatIon to disabillty insurance

trust fund.
TITLE ri—PROVISIONS RELATING TO

MEDICARE, MEDICAID, AND MATERNAL
AND CHILD HEALTH

PART A—COVERAGE UNDER MEDICARE PROGRAM

Sec. 201. Payment under medicare program
to Individuals covered by Fed-
eral employees health benefits
program.

Sec. 202. Hospital Insurance benefits for un-
insured individuals not eligible
under present transitional provi-
sions.

PART B—IMPROVEMENTS IN THE OPERATING
EFFECTIVENESS OF THE MEDICARE, ManIc-
MD, AND MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH
PROGRAMS

Sec. 221.

Sec. 222.

Limitation on Federal participa-
tion for capital expenditures.

Report on plan for prospective re-
imbursement; experiments and
demonstration projects to de-
velop incentives for economy in
the provision of health services.

Limitations on coverage of costs
under medicare program.

Limits on prevailing charge. levels.
Establishment of incentives for

States to emphasize outpatient
care under medicaid program.

Sec. 226. Payment for services of teaching
physicians under medicare pro-
gram.

Sec. 227. Authority of Secretary to termi-
nate payments to suppliers of
services.

Sec. 228. ElimInation of requirement that
States move toward comprehen-
sive medicaid programs.

Sec. 229. fleterm.ination of reasonable cost
of inpatient hospital services un-
der medicaid and maternal and
Child health programs.

Sec. 230. Amount of payments where cus-
tomary charges for services fur-
nished are less than reasonable
cost.

Sec. 231. Institutional planning under med-
icare program.

Sec. 232. Payments to States under medic-
aid programs for installation
and operation of claims process-
ing and Information retrieval
systems.

Sec. 233. Advance approval of extended care
and home health coverage under
medicare program.

Sec. 234. ProhibItion against reassignment
of claims to beneflt&
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Sec. 235. Utilization review requirements

for hospitals and skilled nursing
homes under medicaid and ma-
ternal and child health programs.

Sec. 236. EliminatIon of requirement that
cost sharing Charges imposed on
individuals other than cash re-
cipients under medicaid be re.
lated to their income.

Sec. 237. Notification of unnecessary admis-
sion to a hospital or extended
care facility under medicare pro-
gram.

Sec. 238. Use of State health agency to per-
form certain functions under
medicaid and maternal and child
health programs.

Sec. 239. Payments to health maintenance
organizations.

PART C—MISCELLANEOUS AND TECHNICAL
PROVISIONS

Sec. 251. Coverage prior to application for
medical assistance.

Sec. 252. Hospital admissions for dental
services under medicare pro-
gram.

Sec. 253. Exemption of Christian Science
sanatoriums from certain nurs-
lag home requirements under
medicaid programs.

Sec. 254. Physical therapy services under
medicare program.

Sec. 255. Extension of grace period for ter-
mination of supplementary med-
ical insurance coverage where
failure to pay premiums is due to
good cause.

Sec. 256. Extension of time for filing claim
for supplementary medical in-
surance benefits where delay is
due to.. administrative error.

Sec. 257. Waiver of enrollment period re-
quirements where individual's
rights were prejudiced by admin-
istrative error or Inaction.

Sec. 258. Elimination of provisions prevent-
ing enrollment In supplementary
medical insurance program more
than three years after first oppor-
tunity.

Sec. 259. Waiver of recovery of incorrect pay-
ments from survivor who is with-
out fault under medicare pro-
grain.

Sec. 260. Requirement of minimum amount
of claim to establish entitlement
to hearing under supplementary
medical Insurance program.

Sec. 261. Collection of supplementary medi-
cal insurance premiums from in-
divicluals entitled to both social
security and railroad retirement
benefits.

Sec. 262. Payment for certain inpatient hos-
pital services furnished outside
the United tSates,

Sec. 263. Study of chiropractic coverage.
Sec. 264. MIscellaneous technical and clerical

amendments.
TITLE III MISCELLANEOUS

PROVISIONS
Sec. 301. Meaning of term "Secretary".

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, the next committee amend-
ment deals with social security increases.
There will be no vote on that tonight.
Tomorrow there will be a vote on social
security.

Mr. hARRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield for a question.
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I thank

the Senator for yielding. I would like to
have the attention of the Senator from
Delaware, as well. I understand the posi-
tion of the Senator from Delaware. I
commend him for his willingness to agree

Sec. 223.

Sec. 224.
Sec. 225.
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later on to portions of the committee bill
being amendable in the second degree.
There will be objection to title III, the
trade portion of the bill.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct.

Mr. HARRIS. My intention is that we
should try to get a vote this week on the
welfare reform bill, the amendment to be
offered by the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. RIBICOFF) and the Senator from
Utah (Mr. BENNETT), in amendable form,
so that I can before its final considera-
tion offer amendments to it, and that we
also get down to the social security bill
this week.

Would the Senator have any objection
at the appropriate time to the welfare
section of the committee bill being con-
sidered as original text? I understand he
would not object to that.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. When we
get to the welfare section?

Mr. HARRIS. Yes.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. As far as

I am concerned I do not think there
would be objection. I know what the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has in mind, so
when it is offered it would be subject to
an amendment, and I think it should be.

Mr. HARRIS. The Senator is correct,
that is, so that the Ribicoff -Bennett
amendment will be subject to amend-
ment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am in
agreement with what the Senator seeks
to achieve. I do not think there would be
objection. I think that is the appropriate
way to proceed.

The only exception I was making Is
that, for example, the trade section
would have to be voted on, catastrophic
insurance is a section unto itself, and
social security insurance would have a
vote. I would say there would be a half
dozen votes and we would be pretty much
down to the serious arguments.

Mr. LONG. If there Is no objection to
that part of it, I believe in moving ahead
any way we can, provided it does not
prejudice the rights of anyone. I would
not want to prejudice anyone's rights. I
do not see how It would prejudice any-
one's right if we agreed now on the wel-
fare portion being original text.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If the
Senator will withhold that until tomor-
row I think we could work out something
that Is agreeable, something that would
be acceptable. As the Senator knows,
they want a vote on the trade section.
I can understand their position on that.
I have mentioned catastrophic insur-
ance. In a couple of hours we could call
the roll on that and perhaps vote tomor-
row on that particular point.

I would like to see us proceed and get
this out in a proper manner. I would like
to complete this matter up or down, one
way or another, between now and the end
of the year.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield so that I may place a state-
ment in the RECORD.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I may yield to the
Senator from Oklahoma for the purpose
of placing a statement In the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, It Is so ordered.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the answers of the Senator from
Louisiana and the Senator from Dela-
ware. I hope that we will be able to act
on this bill, with the exception of title
III, dealing with trade, so that we can
get a vote on social security and welfare
reform, this week.

I am very hopeful the Senate will act
promptly to enact much needed in-
creases and improvements in the social
security, medicare, and medicaid pro-
grams, and real welfare reform. I have
worked toward that end in the Com-
mittee on Finance.

Mr. President, I have set forth my
position concerning HR. 17550 in sep-
arate views printed in the committee re-
port, and I ask unanimous consent to
have my views printed at this point in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the separate
views of Mr. HARRIS were ordered to be
printed in the RECORD, as follows:

SEPARATE VIEWS OF MR. HARRIS
INTRODUCTION

The initial objectives of HR. 17550 were to
provide more adequate social security bene-
fits and to make needed improvements In
medicare, medicaid and maternal and child
health programs.

The objective of HR. 16311 was to effect
urgently needed reform of a falling welfare
system.

These objectives are highly laudable. How-
ever, by the addition of unrelated matters,
unwise amendments and weak substitutions
for some provisions, these criginal objectives
have been made hostage to other, less noble,
alms.

The Trade Act of 1970 was added as an
amendment to HR. 17550.

Various amendments to the present wel-
fare laws were agreed to which can only be
characterized as regressive and punitive.

An amendment to establish a Federal Child
Care Corporation, which would represent a
substantial and objectionable change in child
care programs, was adopted.

I, therefore, voted against reporting the
bill. My reasons for doing so are here set
forth in detail.

SOCIAL SECURITY

A. Increase in benefits and minimums
The committee made several greatly needed

improvements in the social security provi-
sions of HR. 17550.

The 5 percent Increase in benefits, adopted
by the House, was stepped up to a 10 per-
cent increase. The committee also rightly
voted to provide a $100 minimum social secu-
rity benefit level.

With these increases, HR. 17550 became an
acceptable advance this year toward Tairness
in our social security program.

B. Workmen's compensation offset
The committee made certain other changes

in the House bill provisions regarding social
security which were undesirable.

The provision in the House bill, amend-
ing present law which requires social secu-
rity disability benefits to be reduced when
workmens compensation is also payable and
when the combined payments exceed 80 per-
cent of average current earnings before dis-
ablement, was stricken.

The House bill called for a reduction in
benefits by the amount by which the com-
bined payments under both programs exceed
100 percent of average current earnings be-
fore disability. This provision should be
restored.

C. Financing
When the committee finished its work, it

had voted approximately $10 billion in addi-
tional benefits. It then turned to financing.

I believe the committee was mistaken in
not properly taking into account the pres-
ently regressive nature of the social security
tax system and in not fully considering the
economic Impact of the financing arrange-
ments which it approved.

The social security tax system is not as
nearly based upon ability to pay as is the
Federal Income tax. There Is an upward
limit—presently $7,800. and $9,000 under
the committee bill—on the amount of salary
which is taxed. The tax is in a fiat rate basis;
it is not graduated.

I believe that the payroll tax under social
security has reached the saturation point. I,
therefore, supported an effort to finance a
portion of benefits from general revenue.
This effort failed.

Alternatively, I offered a financing plan
which would make the social security tax
system more progressive by raising the wage
base to $12,000 in 1971. This allows actuarial
soundness with less of an Increase in the
tax rate over a period of years. The following
table shows the financing plan which I of-
fered and which was rejected by the com-
mittee. As indicated, in addition to providing
actuarial soundness over the long term in
each of the funds involved—OASDI, health
insurance and the new catastrophic health
insurance—the plan which I offered would
avoid a cash deficit in any year in any of the
funds.

tin percenti

OASDI Hi Ci Total

1971
1972—74

4.1 0.7 4.8

1975-79
4.1 .8 0.3 5.2

1980-84
.9 . 35 6.25

1985 plus 5.85
—.15

1.0
1.0

—.06'

.35

.4
+.02

6.85
7.25

Note: The excesses ot income over outgo resulting trooi this
schedule tollow:

tin millions ot dotiarsj

OASDI Hi CI

Fiscal year 1972 1,079 1,044 589
Calendar year 1971 97 560
Calendar year 1972 I, 5i9 1, 303 565
Calendaryearl973 2,843 851 403

The financing plan which I offered would
also provide an additional and very impor-
tant economic impact. It would postpone an
increase in the tax rate from 4.8 to 5.2, which
is otherwise scheduled to go Into effect in
January 1971 under present law. Unless thie
rate increase is postponed, it will have ft
seriously dampening effect on consumer de-
mand at a time when the economy is much
too sluggish and unemployment intolerably
high. Stimulation of consumer demand
through postponement of the presently
scheduled tax rate increase and through in-
creased benefits would not be inflationary
by serving to cause expanded production
volume, allowing some reduction in unit
costs.

The revised manner In which Federal
budgets are now made up and presented, tak-
ing into account income and expenditures
from social security and other trust funds,
more clearly points up the fiscal impact of
decisions concerning social security benefits
and rates.

In addition to the right of social security
beneficiaries to more adequate benefits, the
payment of increased benefits will provide a
much-needed increase in consumer demand.
aiding economic recovery. This fiscal impact
should not be offset by immediate rate in-
creases, primarily the way in which the au-
tomatic adjustment of the benefits vent an
annual deficit in the various funds or to
provide general actuarial soundness.

D. Cost-of-living increase
The committee worked long and hard on

the problem of how to Insure that the pur-
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chasing power of social security benefits is
maintained. On the whole the committee
acted wisely in this regard; however, I dis-
agree with some aspects of the automatic ad-
justment provisions—primarily the way in
which the automatic adjustments of the
benefits is financed.

The committee made some major changes
in the automatic adjustment provisions that
were proposed by the administration and
passed by the House of Representatives.
Many of the changes are reasonable, but
some aspects of the provisions agreed to by
the committee should be changed if they
are to be fully acceptable and are to op-
erate smoothly.

There are two major difficulties with the
committee provisions concerning automatic
adjustment of social security benefits and
automatic financing.

First, the committee bill would require the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
to promulgate increases in both social secli-
rity tax rates and the earnings base in order
to finance the automatic increases in bene-
fits, even though such increases in social
security taxes would be unnecessary and
would greatly over-finance the program.
Under the committee bill, whenever an auto-
matic cost-of-living increase in benefit oc-
curs, the Secretary would be required to in-
crease social security taxes. Such increases
in taxes would not be necessary because a
large part of the cost of the automatic bene-
fit increase would be met from rising earn-
ings levels without increasing either the tax
rate or the earnings base.

Second, the provision for automatic in-
creases In the earnings base as wages rise,
proposed by the administration and passed
by the House, does not constitute a discre-
tionary delegation to the executive branch,
The increases would be automatic and the
determination of the amount, would be rou-
tine on the basis of social security wage
record statistics.

Under the committee revision, on the other
hand, It would be necessary for the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare, as a part
of the automatic provisions, to determine
both the short-range and long-range "cost"
of each automatic benefit increase, and we
would in effect be turning over to the Secre-
tary of Health. Education, and Welfare the
tax-setting function of the Congress.

The provision approved by the House
would merely carry out automatically the
policy which the Congress has been follow-
ing on an ad hoc basis since 1950—that is,
periodically increasing the social security
earnings base so as to cover the same propor-
tion of payroll as had been covered earlier,
when wage levels were lower. As wages have
risen, the $3,600 base that became effective
in 1951 has been, changed by the Congress,
'In steps, to $7,800—as it would have been
under the automatic provisions. It is impor-
tant to increase the base to keep up to date
with rising wages, not only from the stand-
point of the Income of the program but to
prevent a deterioration in the coverage of
the program. For example, a job which paid
$3,600 in 1950 pays around $9,000 today. If
the base had not been increased over the
years the benefits payable to a man in such
a job would provide a much smaller propor-
tion of wage replacement than they were
originally Intended to. and there would have
been a major deterioration in the protection
afforded by the program. If the base is kept
up to date with rising wage levels, there will
be little if any need for an Increase in the
tax rate to cover the cost of the automatic
cost-of-living Increase.

The House provisions in this regard are,
therefore, preferable to the provisions adopt-
ed by the Senate, and they should be restored.

The House bill requires the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare to Increase
social security benefits any January, com-
mencing January 1973, 11 he finds that the

cost of living has increased by 3 percent or
more between the last July-to-September
calendar quarter preceding a secretarially de-
termined benefit increase and the most re-
cent July-to-September quarter. The auto-
matic increases would be in addition to any
increases which might be passed by Congress.
The taxable wage base would increase auto-
matically every 2 years based on increases in
the average taxable wages after 1971.

MEDICARE AND MEDICAID

A. Health maintenance organizations
Medical costs have risen enornously. There

are many causes for this. One cause is the
greatly increased demand for medical services
without a concurrently increased supply in
personnel and facilities.

It is imperative that there be a massive
increase in medical and paramedical person-
nel and in medical facilities. The shortages
are already acute, and they are growing
alarmingly.

It is also vital that there be much better
use of existing personnel and facilities. To-
ward that end, the committee approved the
health maintenance organization concept
contained In HR. 17550. Under this provision,
medical payments can be made to physicians
on a per capita basis, rather than on a fee-
for-service basis only.

This provision is an important step forward
toward encouraging prepayment for group
medical practice and toward greater em-
phasis on preventative medicine.

B. Professional standards review
organisation

The committee adopted a proposal to es-
tablish professional standards review organi-
zations at local and State levels throughout
the country to review such functions as ex-
amination of patient and practitioner pro-
files; independent medical audits; on-site
audits; and the development and application
of norms of care and treatment.

The Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare would be required to enter into
agreements with qualified professional stand-
ards review organizations, principally local
medical societies, to review the totality of
care rendered or ordered by physicians for
medicare and medicaid patients. Where med-
ical societies are unable or unwilling to un-
de take the responsibility, the Secretary
could contract with States or local health
departments or other suitable organizations.

This provision has a laudable purpose: to
Insure quality care and to hold down un-
necessary costs.

However, the proposal contains many un-
known and unpredictable factors. Further,
there are serIous objections that it grants
organized medicine too much control over
utilization of facilities.

The proposal should be tested before Con-
gress puts It into effect on a total basis as
the committee bill would do. I am not satis-
fied that this proposal will result In the
savings whIch have been claimed by its pro-
ponents, nor am I satisfied that the review
procedure is the best and most workable
which can be devised.

The House provisions on peer review should
be strengthened, and the Senate committee
provisIons should be stricken.

C. Stale maintenance of effort
Under present law States are required to

maintain their present financial efforts In
support of medicaid and are required to build
toward comprehensive medicaid programs by
1077.

The State of Missouri asked the commit-
tee to pass legislation giving it a special one-
time exemption from the maintenance of ef-
fort requirement. The committee could have
granted this special request, based upon uni-
que circumstances, without upsetting the
present law.

But the committee went far beyond the
Missouri request and repealed the entire

section 1902(d) of the present law. under
which States are required to maintain their
financial efforts under medicaid. The House
of Representatives had previously stricken
section 1903(e) whIch requires States to en-
act comprehensive medicaid programs by
1977.

The repeal of both these sections is most
unfortunate. The poor people covered by
medicaid are entitled to better medical at-
tention and care-—not less. Their needs
should not be ignored in order to slow the
rising Costs of this program and medical care
generally. Section 1902(d) and section 1903
(e) should be restored in the bill.

D. Physical therapy
The House bill provides for reimbursement

of up to $100 of the Cost of physical therapy
on an outpatient basis in the office of an in-
dependent piactitloner under part B of med-
icare. This provision was rejected by the
Senate committee.

A great many beneficiaries need the serv-
ices of a physical therapist, and these serv-
ices can often best be performed in the office
of the therapist. The limited reimbursement
that the House approved, which Ia effect puts
it on a trial basis, should be reinstated in
the bill.

E. Blood replacement
The committee rejected a proposal to

eliminate the requirement In the present
law for a medicare patient to pay for or
replace the first three pints of blood used
by such patient. This requirement seems un-
reasonable. It places an undue burden on
medicare patients, and it should be elim-
inated.

F. Medicare premium increa.ces
The premium for part B, supplementary

medical Insurance, under medicare has in-
creased by more than 80 percent in the last
4 years. Originally the premium was $3 a
month per person. It was increased from
$4 to $5.30 on July 1, 1970. For those liv-
ing on social security, this increase Is al-
most prohibitive and it should be eliminated
if the aim of the medicare is to be real-
ized.

WELFARE REFORM

A. Need for reform
During the past few years, the need for

reform of our welfare system has assumed
crisis proportions. Three parallel develop-
ments ave dramatized the urgency; sharply
increasing welfare rolls, growing recognition
of the inefficiency and failures of the system
itself, and ever more crippling fiscal burdens
on States and localities.

Neither the poor—a group that is widening
every day In the current economic climate—
the Nation's Stability, nor any pretense to
sound social policy can wait longer for a
rational income maintenance system.

This case has been made so often and so
convincingly by mayors. Governors, welfare
administrators, recipients, social scientists,
and political figures of every persuasion that
there is no need for it being made again.

Toward this end, I Introduced with seven
other Senators the National Basic Income
and Incentive Act, S. 3433. ThIs bill calls for
the federalization of the presently outdated,
unworking, and Inhumane welfare system,
replacing it with a Federal income mainte-
nance system. It represents a significant de-
parture from our present thinking about
welfare and represents true reform.

I had hoped that improvements in H.R.
16311 could be made that would move the
family assistance plan closer to the concepts
of the National Basic Income and Incentive
Act and real reform. Unfortunately, the com-
mittee moved in the opposite direction and
was willing to approve only a test of various
pilot reform programs.

Passage of a test proposal alone will surely
delay congressional consideration of real re-



December 16, 1970
form for at least 3 years. I do not believe
that the Nation can wait.

There is good reason to predict that the
number of families and individuals requir-
ing financial aid will continue to increase,
that State and local funds crucially neede•1
for programs to reduce dependency will be
drained by the demands of public assistance,
that the inequities of the present sl'stem will
continue to demean recipients so as to de-
stroy their incenive, and that the entire Na-
tion will suffer from a welfare system that
must be revised.

B. Requirements for real reform
Perhaps if the administration had been

willing to make progressive changes in the
House-passed version of the family assistance
plan, rather than regressive changes during
the consideration of the bill by the commit-
tee, something more substantial than a test
would have been reported by the committee.
Elimination of mandatory coverage of fami-
lies headed by an unemployed father (AFDC—
UP) and elimination of the requirement that
States maintain current benefit levels for
families with income, provisions that were
in the President's original welfare reform
proposal, weakened support for the bill in
the committee by those of us who were ad-
vocating more meaningful reform of our wel-
fare system.

A failure to recognize the importance of
requiring the minimum or prevailing wage,
whichever is higher, also weakened support
for the bill.

While I do not believe that the adminis-
tration has gone as far as it should, I am
pleased that it has now agreed to some of
the changes in the family assistance plan
which Senator Mccarthy, Senator Ribicoff
and I and others advocated. The changes
the administration has now approved are
embodied in the amendments offered by Sen-
ator Ribicoff and Senator Bennett.

I believe that additional improvements
can and should be made.

Recognizing that congress Is not willing
to completely federalize the welfare system
at this time, a goal should nevertheless be
established for moving Within a time certain
toward a welfare system that is federally fi-
nanced and administered. Included within
the goal should be a commitment to move
the level of payment to an adequate income.
Our goal Is to assist people in getting out
of poverty, but a floor at a low level, instead
of raising families out of poverty, means only
continued poverty with little prospects for
breaking out.

Any system of reform should also require
that the prevailing or minimum wage,
whichever is higher, should be paid for those
who are forced to take a job. Otherwise, a
captive work force with insufficient stand-
ard of wage to be paid will he available to
employers, and the effect will be to keep
wages so low that millions will remain in
poverty though working full time.

Any version of the family assistance plan
that is adopted by the Senate should not
require mothers with school-age children
to work. Mothers should have some control
over whether day care centers are good
enough for their children.

Furthermore, a provision to provide for
cost-of-living increases in payments to re-
cipients should be adopted. We have recog-
nized this principle with regard to those whO
are recsiving social security payments, and
the same arguments can be made in support
of providing cost-of-living increases forthose on public assistance.

Any system of welfare reform should also
fully protect the rights of present recipients
and of applicants to insure that the newlaw doss not create different classes ofcitizens.

A national system of income maintenance,
recognizing the needs of the working poor,
setting uniform national minimums of as-

sistance and removing present barriers to
incentive and initiative is desperately
needed.

These principles can and must be embod-
ied in real welfare reform, together with
programs which assure that, through ex-
panded public service jobs and otherwise,
people have a real chance to get a job.

C. Regressive amendments
Unfortunately, the committee adopted a

number of amendments to our present sys-
tem that are regressive.

The most disappointing action of the com-
mittee was the barring of legal service law-
yers from representing welfare recipients.
Much of the work of these lawyers in the
past few years has been to secure benefits
guaranteed by law, but not received by poor
people due to illegal regulations and adntin-
istrative practice.

During the past 3 years welfare recipients
and lawyers associated with federally funded
legal service programs have compiled a re-
markable record of service to poor people.
Significant court decisions have begun to
nudge the welfare system toward a more
equitable and enlightened program. Cruel
and demeaning regulations, Irrelevant to the
purposes of the Social Security Act, have
been overturned in the courts.

The Finance Committee has proposed that
this record of progress be nullified. This
restrictive amendment, adopted by the com-
mittee, should be defeated.

Other undesirable amendments were
adopted by the committee.

The committee would make the leaving of
a family and moving across State lines a
Federal misdemeanor. This Is an unwar-
ranted extension of Federal police power into
intimate aspects of family life and, in view
of the State laws now regulating this sub-
ject, would prove to be unworkable.

The action taken by the committee in
instituting a 1-year residency requirement
for people In need of assistance was likewise
regrettable. The committee provision is in
conflict with the Supreme Court's opinion
in Shapiro v. Thompson, 394 U.S. 618, In
which it was held that citizens hiave a
constitutional right to travel throughout
the States and that welfare eligibility regu-
lations should not Impede that right. The
committee position would restrict the right
to travel precisely in the manner prohibited
by the Court.

The committee was also mistaken, in my
opinion, in resurrecting the onerous man-
in-the-house rule. This rule, knocked down
by court decision, would base eligibility not
on actual resources but on imagined income
from people not legally obligated to support
the children involved.

Provisions were also adopted that require
the return of amounts paid to welfare re-
cipients who do not prevail at hearings;
that eliminate progress made In the declara-
tion system; that cut back on the Federal
assistance now available to families with afather in the home; and that provide eligi-
bility requirements wholly unrelated •to theneed of poor children.

Adoption of these provisions represents astep backward in our efforts to devise a more
workable and humane system of welfare—
an entreflchmemt of old myths about welfareand welfare recipients that should have beencast aside years ago.

D. Aid to aged blindS and disabled
The committee made substantial changesIn the House bill with regard to benefits forthe aged, blind and disabled. The House billprovided for a minimum of $110 a monthfor single individuals and $220 for couples.

The committee approved $130 for single in-
dividuals and $200 for couples, cashing outfood stamps.

Taking Into consideration the fact that anIncrease in social security benel'its reduces
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Federal, and State expenditures for the aged,
blind and disabled—and considering their
great and growing needs—the Senate should
provide for a minimum of at least $130 for
single individuals and $230 for couples, not
cashing out food stamps for these individ-
uals.

E. Catastrophic health insurance plan
A critical problem has arisen because of

the rapidly increasing costs of medical care
that have left 90 percent of all Americans
medically indigent. No -one questions the
need to provide a better means for the
average Amncrican citizen to finance his
health care.

While I agree with the objective of the
catastrophic health insurance plan, I voted
against attaching the plan to HR. 17550.
When the plan was presented to the commit-
tee for consideration, HR. 17550 was already
heavily loaded with extra, and in some in-
stances nongermane amendments, and it did
not seem appropriate to add to the bill such

massive new health program.
The problem which the catastrophic health

Insurance plan seeks to meet Is pressing and
must be solved. But it does seem that the
problem could be more appropriately solved
in a broader context of national health in-
surance and by considering the whole matter
In a more deliberate and careful fashion.

There is little chance that any such new
program as this can be adopted this late in
the postelection session In any event, and
the attachment of the measure to the already
overburdened social security bill may tend
to defeat the bill to which It is attached.

The chairman Is to be congratulated for
offering a solution to the crisis and for urging
prompt action. With his interest and his
strcng desire to see legislation enacted, the
committee should give this matter prompt
attention at the beginning of the next ses-
sion. At that time there will be full oppor-
tunity to give attention to the financing of
catastrophic illness costs and to the financing
of all health care, including the need for an
urgent and massive increase In medical and
paramedical personnel and facilities.

F. Federal child care corporation
There Is a great shortage of quality child

care facilities and services. We need to do
more to promote the development of in-
creased facilities and services. But the estab-
lishment of a Federal Corporation is not the
way to achieve the needed results.

The Corporation under the committee bill
would have the responsibility for arranging
for child care services in the various com-
munities of each State. Existing public, pri-
vate nonprofit, and proprietary facilities
would be contracted with by the Corporation
to serve as child care providers. Pursuant to
the terms of the provision adopted by the
committee, the Corporation could provide
child care services in its own facilities.

A fee would be charged by the Corporation
for its services, to be paid either by the con-
sumer of services or by r public agency.

I have grave concern about this approach
to quality child care, child care Is a proper
subject for local community concern and
planning. The Federal Child Care Corpora-
tion approaches child care needs from the
top.

Parental Involvement Is crucial in early
childhood programs. If the parent is actively
Involved, there wiiJ be a positive overlap In
the home and the community. I feel that
this would be unlikely under the operation
of the Federal Child Care Corporation.

I question whether the standards set out
in the bill are high enough. These standards,
coupled with the striking down of local and
State regulations, could lead to purely cus-todial child care.

I am also concerned that with a growing
number of commercial franchisers entering
the day care field, a great tendency Would
exist for the Federal Child Care Corporation
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to contract with these franchise operations.
If so, this could lead to a depersonalization
of child care services and eliminate or reduce
community control and parental involve-
ment-—-the hallmarks of good child care.

Child care has not received proper atten-
tion from the Congress. It should be a matter
of top priority for the next session of the
Congress, We must soon enact major legisla-
tion which will provide quality child care on
a universal basis, not stigmatized by welfare
alone, not controlled by private business, but
controlled by the local community and with
full involvement of the parents.

The provision In the present bill does not
meet these crucial tests.

TRADE ACT OF 1970

I strongly opposed the attachment of the
Trade Act of 1970, HR. 18970, to the social
security amendments, Not only did I object
to the Trade Act on its merits, but I also
thought it unfortunate to reduce the
chances of passing much-needed welfare re-
form and increases in social security by
attaching nongermane legislation.

I have general objections to the overall
thrust of the Trade Act, as well as specific
objections to its provisions. First, I will set
forth my general reservations about the act.

A. Balance of trade
It is presently estimated that in 1970 we

will have a healthy surplus of over $3 billion
in our trade balance. Last year, the surplus
was under $1 billion. In other words, this
year our exports have been growing consid-
erably more rapidly than imports.

The argument that U.S. industry is be-
coming increasingly noncampetitlve, which
is often made In support of the Trade Act
of 1970, is invalidated by these figures. This
would therefore seem to be an especially poor
time to risk loss of xport markets by cur-
tailing imports.

Another effect of quotas which would be
imposed under this bill would be the retar-
dation of economic growth in developing na-
tions. This is at odds with our larger foreign
policy to encourage the strength and growth
of these less developed countries.

B. Cost to consumers
Recently. Federal Reserve Board Governor,

Andrew Brimmer, said that the textile and
shoe quotas In this bill would cost the con-
sumer an extra $3.7 billion, and that these
costs would be borne disproportionately by
the poor beacuse they must spend a larger
share of their income on shoes and clothing
than do more affluent citizens. Whatever the
merits of the industries' case—and I want to
return to this—it would seem that the con-
sumer would have to pay a very heavy price
Indeed for these quotas.

These costs could multiply If other Con-
sumer items were subjected to quotas under
the liberalized escape clause.

C. Impact of inflation
Much attention has rightly been focused

on the economy in recent weeks. The infla-
tion alert, the President's speech to the
NAM—all focus on the real danger of infla-
tion. Mr. Arthur Burns, in speaking on meas-
ures to combat inflation last week. suggested
the relaxation of existing quotas on imports.
This conies at a time when new inflationary
quotas would be imposed by the trade bill.
We obviously cannot have it both ways. We
must draw the line and choose between coil-
trol of inflation and protectionism.

Another voice raised in opposition to the
import restrictions of the bill Is that of the
Chamber of Commerce of the United States.
The Chamber has urged that a more con-
structive course on trade, legislation he
charted in the next session of Congress.

D. Danger of retaliation
I have also noted in the press an increas-

ing nurnber of statements made by officials
of foreign governments, including some of
our best customers—Canada, Germany, Latin

America, Britain, and Mexico, to name a
few—concerning the possible adverse conse-
quences of the enactment of the trade bill.
One can, of course, dismiss these statements
as bluffing, on the assumption that other
countries either could not or would not dare
to curtail our exports. But is this assump-
tion necessarily correct? In many instances,
other countries would be able to obtain the
same goods of comparable quality from alter-
native sources. Moreover, other countries
watch their trade balance with the United
States very carefully and would be very prone
to reduce their purchases from us if we were
to restrict their exports to this country.
Finally, I think the element of national pride
would be at work here. If they feel—as they
seem to—that the textile and shoe quotas,
for example, are unjustified, then they will
naturally want to strike back. The risk of an
old-fashioned trade war Is, in my judgment,
severe. If that happens, no State will be
immune from its effects. In testimony before
the Finance Committee, the National Cham-
ber attributed 4 million American Jobs to
total United States exports. The wheat farm-
ers of western Oklahoma have made Okla-
homa the No. 3 wheat exporting State in the
Nation. A generation of eastern Oklahomans
have pinned high hopes on the Arkansas
River Basin project which the late Senator
Kerr spent so many years helping to develop
into a navigable access to world commerce.
All of these stand in real jeopardy in the
face of restrictive trade policies.

S. Renewal 0/textile negotiations
The trade bill was approved by the House

Ways and Means Committee after the Secre-
tary of Commerce announced that the United
States-Japanese textile negotiations had
broken down and that the administration
therefore reluctantly supported legislative
quotas. In the past weeks, however, these
negotiations have been resumed. There Is ad-
niittedly no assurance that these negotia-
tions will be successful either in the short
or long run. But the fact of their resump-
tion is surely significant and affords further
reason for pause in considering the trade
bill. The Japanese Government feels an early
voluntary agreement is desirable because If
there is no agreement and no legislation Is
passed this year, Congress may pass even
more restrictive legislation next year.

F, Textile and shoe quota
To the best of my knowledge, there has

been rio objective determination that Im-
ports are causing or threatening serious in-
july to the domestic textile Industry. Of
course, the industry itself makes vehement
allegations of jobs eliminated and produc-
tion lost because of imports. But has any
reasonable independent body like the United
Slates Tariff Commission ever come to that
conclusion? I would emphasize that I am
not asserting that there are no parts of the
textile industry that may be Injured by Im-
ports. I am rather asking for evidence that
there is a serious import-related problem af-
fect i ng the en tire industry.

In the face of such evidence, action Is car-
thinly required. Full use of present legal rem-
edies should be made. Stronger and more
agressive diplomatic initiatives by the admin-
istration could result in voluntary limita-
tions on specified imports,

However, statistics from the American
'rextile Manufacturers Institute reflect that
annual textile exports have expanded by $200
million over the past 12 years. More U.S. em-
ployees are engaged in making textile hlll
products now than in any year except 1968.
The number of employees engaged in ap-
parel manufacturing is at an all time high.
Net sales, both in textiles and apparel, are
the highest ever, nearly doubling 1960 figures.
Taken as a whole, these facts do not support
allegations of a severely depressed industry,
requiring emergency legislation. In the ab-
sence of impartial evidence of harm from

imports, I must question the need for, and
the wisdom of, unilateral textile quotas, es-
pecially in view of their cost to the consumer
and the possibility that the United States-
Japanese negotiations may be successful.

As for shoes, a task force of the adminis-
tration itself concluded just several months
ago that there is no justification for quotas.
Nevertheless, the President has asked the
Tariff Commission to determine whether
Imports are causing or threatening serious
injury to the domestic Industry. This Is the
proper way in my judgment to develop a
sound basis for Informed and intelligent ac-
tion concerning imports.

G. Escape clause provis'ions
Another provision of the trade bill that Is

very troublesome Is the amended escape
clause, which has traditionally authorized
the President to Impose higher tariffs or
quotas on imports found to be Injuring a
domestic industry. The following aspects of
the new escape clause are open to serious
question.

First, under the trade bill the Tariff Com-
mission would have to determine whether
imports are a "substantial" cause of serious
injury. Instead of "substantial," present law
reads "major" and the administration's bill
would have substituted "primary." These
may sound like semantic quibbles, but the
difference between "primary" and "substan-
tial" could spell the difference between a
reasonable and a promiscuous use of the
escape clause.

Second, the bill resurrects the concept of
geographic segmentation, which permits the
Tariff Commission to carve up an Industry
and artificially select just that portion that
will maximize the chance of an aiflrmatlve
finding of injury. The Tariff Commission
would be given the license to. do so even
though it made no economic sense and even
though the companies and workers con-
cerned were in fact able to make a successful
adjustment to whatever Import problem may
have existed. One of the Important features
of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 was Its
repeal of the geographic segmentation pro-
vision. Its resurrectiosi is a major threat to
an enlightened foreign trade policy.

H. Foreign import restrictions
The committee has gone even further than

the House bill in making sectIon 252 of the
Trade Expansion Act of 1962 a protectionist
device. At the present time, sectIon 252 au-
thorizes—but does not require—the Presi-
dent to impose new restrictions on Imports
from countries that are Illegally or unrea-
sonably restricting our exports. The key Is-
sue, of course, is who determines whether a
foreign import restriction is illegal or un-
reasonable. The right of any member of the
GAP'S to impose slew restrictions Is severely
restricted by that agreement—as it should
be if any order in international trade Is tobe preserved.

Under the committee's bill, the Secretary
of Commerce would determine if a foreign
Import restriction is illegal or unreason-
able, If he made an affirmative finding, the
President would be authorized to work out a
solution with the foreign country concerned.
If he could not in 3 months, then he would
have to take retaliatory action. This Is—
pure and simple—another radical violation
of the GATT and another example of a blind
attitude that somehow the United States
can flout the rules of the game and get away
with it.

I. Status 0/ GATT
The committee struck the new separate

authorization for appropriations to finance
our annual contribution to the GATr. This
will probably not seriously jeopardize future
appropriations, since there is a general au-
thorization available in tile organic legisla-
tion of the Department of State. But It Is
obviously a vote of no confidence In the only
International organization that offers any
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hope of maintaining and strengthening a
fair world trading system.

The committee struck the provision on the
ground that it would give 'statutory recogni-
tion of the GAI"I', which has never been sub-
mitted to the Congress for approval." The
fact is that the GATT is a valid executive
agreement, concluded pursuant to the au-
thority of section 350 of the Tariff Act of
1930. As a statutory executive agreement, It
need not, of course, be submitted to Con-
gress for approval. This question dealt with
extensively in a 1956 memorandum of the
Legal Adviser of the State Department to
the then chairman of the Ways and Means
Committee (see H. Rept. 2007, 84th Cong.,
second sess., 113—131 (1956) ).

J, American selling price
The committee struck the provision in the

House version that would have provided for
the elimination of the American selling price
(ASP) system of customs valuation as it
relates to benzenold chemicals. This system
has been found to be without justification
by both the Johnson and Nixon administra-
tions, and the United States Is pledged to
seeking its abolition in one of the agreements
concluded in the Kennedy Round. If this
system is not to be abolished, there is little.
If any, hope of making further progress for
some years to come in the field of nontariff
barriers. Once again, the blind approach Is at
work: Let other countries remove their non-
tariff barriers, while we stand pat.

K. Failure to take posUive action
Beyond the positive and enormous harm

done by the bill, it also fails to seize critical
opportunities to move ahead:

(1) Tariff-Reducing Authority.—The House
bill by clear legislative history and the
committee's blU by express statutory
language would give the President new tariff
reducing authority only for the purpose of
granting compensatory tariff concessions
when we Increase import restrictions under
the escape clause or by some other means.
In other words, this is an authority that
at best permits us to stand in the same
place, but envisages no further net reduc-
on in tariffs.

The Kennedy Round was concluded In
1967 and the last tariff reductions agreed
to will take place on January 1, 1972. Isn't
it time to give the President the authority
to start moving again in lowering trade bar-
riers? How can the momentum of trade
liberalization be maintained 11 the past lead-
er of that effort is powerless? And especially
in the trade field, the absence of progress
only invites retrogression.

(2) Non-Tariff Barriers—Even with the
provision authorizing the elimination of
ASP, the House bill failed to provide for
negotiations on nontariff barriers, though
everyone agrees that this is the single most
serious problem In the trade field. As it
stands now, the President must act at his
peril if he acts at all. On the one hand, he
can negotiate on nontariff barriers without
any prior congressional approval and sim-
ply hope that the Congress will provide the
necessary implementing legislation after the
fact. The handling of ASP, of course, affords
little encouragement. On the other hand,
the President can request specific authority
before beginning any particular negotiations
on non-tariff barriers. The Congress may
then so circumscribe his authority as to
render it valueless or give him none at all.
since it has not yet seen what reciprocal
advantages it might afford the United States.

The only way I can see out of this dilem-
ma is to have the Congress give the Pres-
ident, perhaps In the form of a resolution.
the "license" to negotiate, while teserving
nil of its authority to pass upon any neces-
sary implementing legislation. This would
at least give the President the encourage-
ment he does not now have to tackle non-
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tariff barriers and attempt to commence an
international negotiation on the subject.

L. Conclusion
The total effect of the trade bill is, in

my judgment, antagonistic to constructive
ways of dealing with the current problems
in International trade. It assumes that the
United States can take unjustified and in-
dccci illegal actions and somehow get away
with them, without provoking retaliation or
undermining the world trading system. This
seems to me to be a hopelessly naive and
false assumption. It is my opinion that if
the Senate will seriously consider how harm-
ful the present trade bill is and how great
is the need for a constructive trade bill,
then we may still have the time to avert
the appalling consequences of a return to
protectionism both in this country and
throughout the world.

I re-emphasize that I am concerned about
the allegations of serious injury resulting
from imports being voiced by the textile and
other industries. Present law provides for
remedies in such cases. Full use of present
provisions should be employed where need is
indicated. Adjustment assistance should be
used to ease the conversion of industries and
jobs in cases requiring such relief. Diplo-
matic negotiotions should be pressed. Lastly,
the Congress should carefully and deliberately
consider additional thoughtful trade legisla-
tion, which is in keeping with our past pol-
icies of free trade and which does not violate
international agreements which we have pre-
viously made.

I attempted twice in the committee to have
the trade bill stricken from the social secur-
ity bill. I will renew this effort on the floor
of the Senate. Should this motion fail, I
intend to offer a series of amenciments to
improve the Trade Act.

Final conclusion
All of the legislative proposals included

In HR. 17550 are in need of thoughtful legis-
lative consideration. My opposition to spe-
cific proposals in the bill by no moans in-
dicated a lack of concern fOr responsible ac-
tion on the problems raised thereby. But,
it is too late in this post-election Congress
to hope for any fruitful action on so many
diverse issues placed under the same um-
brella.

Therefore it is imperative, as I have set
forth in these separate views, that the Son-
ata in the remaining days devote its time to
improving our social security and related
prorams and to meaningful reform of our
failing welfare system. The other matters
can and should be set aside for consideration
by the next Congress.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. PresIdent, I ask
unanimous consent that certain amend-
ments I intend to propose to H.R. 17550
be printed and lie on the table, and that
cei'tain amendments I intend to pro-
pose to the welfare refol'm amendment
to be offered by the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. RIBICOFF) and the Senator
from Utah Mr. BENNETT) be printed and
lie on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will be received and
printed, and will lie on the table.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Pi'esidcnt, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield,
Mr. MILLER. Ml'. President, I merely

want to state that I fully support the pro-
posal of the Scnator from Oklahoma that
we try to make the portion of this bill
relating to welfare reform original text
so that any amendments offered to it will
be subject to amendment in the second
degree. I hope that procedure can be
worked out. I think naost of us would like
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that approach rather than an approach
that has no possibility of it being amend-
ed. I hope this arrangement will be
worked out.

Mr. LONG. I thank the Senator.



S 20440 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE December 17, 1970

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1970

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, under the
agreement of yesterday. Calendar No.
1443. HR. 17550. be laid before the Sen-
ate and be made the pending business.

The PRESIDINO OFFIC (Mr.
JORDAs of Idaho). Is there objection?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill (HR.
17550) to amend the Social Security Act
to provide increases in benefits, to im-
prove computation methods, and to raise
the earnings base under the old-age.
survivors, and disability insurance sys-
tern, to make improvements in the mcdl-
care, medicaid, and maternal and child
health programs with emphasis upon im-
provements in the operating efTectiveness
of such programs, and for other pur-
poses.
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SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1970

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 17550) to amend the
Social Security Act to provide increases
in benefits, to improve computation
methods, and to raise the earnings base
under the old-age, survivors, and dis-
ability insurance system, to make Im-
provements in the medicare, medicaid,
and material and child health programs
with emphasis upon improvements in
the operating effectiveness of such pro-
grams, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to the previous order, the Senator from
Delaware is recognized.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, during the further considera-
tion of HR. 17550 I ask unanimous con-
sent that two members of my staff, Miss
Eleanor Lenhart and Mr. Robert Daven-
port be permitted on the floor of the
Senate.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, the pending amendment, the
next committee amendment, is on page
4, beginning with line 7.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
Beginning on page 4, after line 7, strike

out the table on pages 4, 5 and 6 and Insert
tables on pages 7 and 8.

The language sought to be stricken is
as follows:

TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS

I II Ill IV V I II III IV V

(Primary (Primary
insurance insurance

(Primary insurance amount (Primary (Maximum (Primary insurance amount (Primary (Maximum
benefit under 1939 under (Average insurance family benefit under 1939 under (Average insurance family
act, as modified) 1967 act) monthly wage) amount) benefits) act, as modified) 1967 act) monthly wage) amount) benefits)

And the And the
maximum maximum
amount of amount of

benefits benefits
It an individual's Or his payable (as If an individual's Or his payable (as
primary insurance primary Or his average The amount provided in primary insurance primary Or his average The amount provided in
benefit (as deter- insurance monthly wage (as referred to Sec. 203(a)) benefit (as deter- insurance monthly wage (as referred to Sec. 203(a))
mined under amount determined under in Ihe on the basis mined under amount determined under in the on the basin
subsec. (d)) is— (as deter- subsec. (b)) is— preceding of his wages subsec. (d)) is— (as deter- subsec. (b)) is— preceding of his wages— mined — paragraphs and self- — mined paragraphs and setf-

But not under But not of this employment But not under But not of this employment
more subsec. more subsection income more subsec. more subsection income

At least— than— (c)) is— At least— than— shall be— shall bu— At least— than— (c)) is— At least— than— shall be— shall be—

$64.00 $76 $67.20 $100.80 26.41 $26.94 $90.60 $110 $113 $95.20 $142.80
$16.21.... 16.84 65.00 $77 78 68.30 102.50 26.95 27.46 91.90 114 118 96.50 144.8016.85_.. 17.60 66.40 79 80 69.80 104.70 27.47 28.00 93.30 119 122 98.00 147.0017.61.... 18.40 67.70 81 81 71.10 106.70 28.01 28.68 94.70 123 127 99.50 149.3018.41.... 19.24 68.90 82 83 72.40 108.60 28.69 29.25 96.20 128 132 101.10 151.7019.25.... 20.00 70.30 84 85 73.90 110.90 29.26 29.68 97.50 133 136 102.40 153.6020.01.... 20.64 71.60 86 87 75.20 112.80 29.69 30.36 98.80 137 141 103.80 155.7020.65.... 21.28 72.80 88 89 76.50 114.80 30.37 30.92 100.30 142 146 105.40 158.1021.29.... 21.88 74.20 90 90 78.00 117.00 30.93 31.36 101.70 147 150 106.80 160.2021.89_... 22.28 75.50 91 92 79.30 119.00 31.37 32.00 103.00 051 155 168.20 162.3022.29.... 22. 68 76. 80 93 94 80. 70 121. 10 32.01 32.60 104. 50 156 160 109. 80 164.7022.69.... 23.08 78.00 95 96 81.90 122.90 32.61 33.20 105.80 161 164 111.10 166.7023.09.... 23.44 79.40 97 97 83.40 125.10 33.21 33.88 107.20 165 169 112.60 168.9023.45.... 23. 76 80.80 98 99 84. 90 127.40 33.89 34. 50 108.60 170 174 114. 10 171.20

23.77_... 24.20 82.30 100 101 86.50 129.80 34.51 35.00 110.00 175 178 115.50 173.3024.21.... 24.60 83.50 102 102 87.70 131.60 35.01 35.80 111.40 179 183 117.00 175.5024.6!.... 25.00 84.90 103 104 89.20 133.80 35.81 36.40 112.70 184 188 118.40 177.6025.01.... 25.48 86.40 105 106 90.80 136. 20. 36.41 37.08 114.20 189 193 120.00 180.00
25.49_ - - - 25.92 87. 80 107 107 92.20 138. 30 37.09 37.60 115.60 194 197 121.40 182. 1025.q ... 26.40 89.20 lOB 109 93. 70 140. 60 37.61 38.20 116.90 198 202 122.80 184.20
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TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCEAMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BEnEFITS—Continued

II III IV V I II III iV V

(PrIm*ryihUrance
benefit under 1939
act, as modiflé)

(Prltfl*fy
Insec4nc.

amount
under

1967 act)
(Average

monthly wage)

(Primary
insurance
amount)

(Maximum (Primary insurance
family benefit under 1939

benefits) act, as modified)

(Primary
insurance

amount
under

1987 act)
(Average

monthly wage)

(Primary
insurance
amount)

(Maximum
family

benefits,

If an individual
prlmay Insurance
benefit (as deter-
mIned under
nubsec. (d)) Ii

.

But not
more

Atteast— than—

Or his
primary

insUrance
amount

(CO deter-
mined
under

subsec.
(c)) Is—

Orhis average
monthly wage ças
determined unoer
subsec. (b)) is—

-

But not
more

At teast— than—

The amount
referred to

in the
preceding

paragrapts.
of than

Oubsection
shall br—

And the
maximum
amount of

beflefits
payable (as
provided In
sec. 203(aP

on the basis
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
determune4 an er
subsec. (b)) is—

But not
more

Atleast— 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
shall be—

t2l..
3L13..
39. 69...
40.3&
41.13...
41:7L..
42.45.....
43.21.._.
43.77...
4&45 -- -
44.89..--

$3912
3968
40.33
41.12
41.76
42.44
43.20
43.76
44.44
44.88
45.60

$118.40
119.80
121.00
022.50
123.90
125.30
126.70
12120
129.50
130.80
132.30
133.70
134.90
135.40
137.80
139.20
140.60
142.00
143.50
144.70
146:20
147;60
148.90
150.40
t517P
153:00
154.50
155.90
157.40
15860
060.00
161.50
062.80
164.30
165.60
166.90
168.40
169.80
171.30
172.50
173.90
175.40
176.70
178.20
179.40
180.70
182.00
183.40
184.80
185,90
187.30
188.30

I9j
192.40
$3.10
180.00

194.90
200.30
2oo:

$203
208
212
217
222
226
231
236
240
245
250
254
259
264
268
273
278
282
287.
292
296
301
306.
310
335
320
324.
329
334
338
343
348
352
35
362
'386
371
376
380
385
390
394
399
404
408
413
418
422
427
432
437
'441
'444

460
465

?4
479
483
48d

$207
211
216
221
225
230
235
239
244
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
384
389
393
398
403
407
412
417
421
426
431
436
440
445
450
454.
459
464
468
.473
478
482
487
492

$124.40
125.80
127.10
128.70
130.10
131.60
133.10
134.70
136.00
137.40
139.00
140.40
141.70.
143.30
144.70
146.20
147.70
149.10
150.70
152.00
153.60
155.00
156.40
15800
159.30
360.10
162.30
163.70
16530
166.60
168.00
169.60
171.00
172.60
173.90
175.30
176.98
178.30
179.90
181.20
182.60
184.20
185.60
187,20
188.40
189.80
191.10
192.60
193.90
195.20
1%. 70
198:00
199,30
200.80
202.10
203.40
204.80
206$Q
207.50
208190
210.40
211.60

$185.60
188.70
190.70
193.10
195.20
197.40
199.70
202.10
204.00
206.10
208.50
210.60
212.60
215.00
217.60
221.60
224.80
228. 80
232.80
236.00
240.00
244.00
247.20
251.20
255.20
258.40
262.40
266.40
269.60
273.60
277.60
280.80
284.80
288.80
292.00
296.00
300.00
303.20
307.20
311.20
314.40
318.40
322.40
3Z5.60
329.60
333.60
336.80
340.80'
344.80
348.80
350.40
352.40
354.40
356
358
360.011
361.eu
363.60'
355.60
361.20
369.20
371.20

'

$202.80
204.20
205.40
206.70
208.00
209.30
210:60
211.90
21330
214.50
215.80
217.20
218.40
219.70
220.89
222.00
223. 10
224.30
225.40
226.60
227.70
228.90
230.00
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

•

$493
497
502
507
511
516
521
525
530
535
539
544
549
554
557
561
564
568
571
575
578
582
585
589
592
596
599
603
606
610
613
617
621
624
628
631
635
638
642
645
649
651
656
661
666
671
676
681
686
691
696
701
706
711
716
721
726
731
738
741
746

$496
501
508
510
515
520
524
529
534
538
543
548
553
556
560
563
567
570
574
577
S1
584
588
591
595
598
602
605
609
612
616
620
623
627
630
634
637
641
644
648
650
655
660
665
670
675
680
685
690
695
700
705
710
715
320
725
130
735
740
745
.750

$213.00
214.50
215.70
217.10
218.40
219.80
221.20
222.50
224.00
225.30
226.60
228.10
229.40
230.70
231.90
233.10
234.30
235.60
236.70
238.00
239.10
240,40
241.50
242.80
244.00
245.20
248.40
247,60

.248.80
250:10
251.20
252.50
253.60
254.90
256.00
257.30
258.50
259.70
260.90
262.10
263.30
264.00
265.00
266.Q0
287.
268.00
269.00
270.00
271.00
373.00
213.09
274.00
275.00
276.00
217.00
278 00
27900
280.00
281.00
282.00
283......

$372.80
374.80
376.80
378.40
380.40
382.40
384.00
386.00
388.00
389.60

'391.60
393.60
395.60
396.80
398.40
399.'60
401.20
40. 40
404 00
4O: 20
406.80
408.00
409.60
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
436.40
438.40

0.40
442,40
444.40
446.40
448.40
450.40
452.40
454.40
456.40
458.40
460.40
462.40
464.40
46640
468.40
470.40
472.40
474.40
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The language to be substituted is as follows:

TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS

II II IV V I It III IV

(Primary
insurance

(Primary insurance amount (Primary (Maximum
benelit under 1939 under (Average insurarce family
act, as modified) 1967 act) monthly wage) amount) benefits)

And the
manimum
amount of

benefits
It an individual's Or his payable (as
primary insurance primary Or Iris average The amount provided in
benefit (as deter- insurance monthly wage (as referred to sec. 203(a))
mined under amount determined under in the no the basis
subsec. (d)) is— (as deter. subsec. (b)) is— preceding of his wages
—— mined paragraphs and self-

But not under But nut of this employment
more subsec. more subsection income

At least— than — (c)) is— At least— than—- shall be— shall be—

V

(Primary
insurance

(Primary insurance amuunt (Primary (Maximum
benefit under 1939 under (Average i000rance family
act, as modified) 1967 act) monthly wage) amount) benetitn)

And the
maximum
amount of

benefits
If an individuals 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 defer- subsec. (b)) is— preceding of his wages
—— ——— mined ——-— paragraphs and sell-

But ant under But not of this employment
more subsec. more subsection income

At least— than— (c)) is—- At feast— than— shall be— shall be—

$90.60
or lens

$2695..... 27.46 91.90 $114
27.07... 28.00 93.30 119
28.01 - - - - 28. 68 94. 70 123
28.69.... 29.25 96.20 128
29,26... - 29.68 97.50 133
29.69.... 30.36 98.80 137
30.37.... 30.92 100.30 142
30.93.... 31.56 101.70 147
31.37.... 32.00 103.00 15!
32,0!.... 32.60 104.50 156
32.61.... 33.20 105.80 161

33.21.... 33.88 107.20 165
33.89.... 34.50 108.60 170
34.5L... 35.00 110.00 175
35.01.._ 35.80 111.40 179
35.8!.... 36.40 112.70 184
36.4)..._ 37.08 114.20 189
37.09.... 37.60 115.60 194
37.61.... 38.20 116.90 198
38.21.... 39.12 118.40 203
39.13.... 39.68 119.80 208
39.69.... 40.33 121.00 212
40.34_ 41.12 122.50 217
41.13.._ 41.76 123.90 222
4.77 - - - 42.44 125.30 226
42.45.._ 43.20 126.70 231
43.21.... 43.76 128.20 236
43.77.... 44.44 129.50 240
44.45.... 44.88 130.80 245
44.89.... 45.60 132.30 250

133.70 254
134.90 259
136.40 264
137.80 268
139.20 273
140.60 278
142.00 282
143.50 287
144.70 297
146.20 296
147.60 301
148.90 306
150.40 310
151.70 315
153.00 320
154.50 324
155.90 329
157.40 334
158.60 338
160.00 343
161.50 348
162.80 352
164.60 357
165.60 362
166.90 366
168.40 37!
169.80 376
171.30 380
172.50 385
175.90 390
175.40 394
176.70 399
178.20 494
197.40 408
180.70 413
182.00 418
183.40 422
184.60 427
185.90 432
187.30 437

$113 $100.00

118 101.10
122 102.70
127 104.20
132 105.90
136 107.30
14! 108.70
146 110.40
150 111.90
155 113.30
160 115.00
164 116.40
169 118.00
174 119.50
178 121.00
183 122.60
188 124.00
193 125.70
197 127.20
202 128.60
207 130.30
211 131.80
216 133.10
221 134.80
225 136.30
230 137.90
235 139.40
239 141.10
244 142.50
249 143.90
253 145.66
258 147.10
263 148.10
267 150.10
272 151.60
277 153.20
281 154.70
286 156.20
291 157.90
295 159.20
300 160.90
305 162.40
309 163.80
314 165.50
319 166.90
323 168.30
328 170.00
333 171.50
337 173.20
342 174.50
347 176.00
35! 177.70
356 179.10
361 180.80
365 182.20
370 183.60
375 185.30
379 186.80
384 188.50
389 189.80
393 191.30
398 193.00
403 194.40
407 196.10
412 197.40
4!? 198.80
421 200.20
426 201.80
431 203.10
436 204.50
440 206.10

$150.00

151.70
154.10
156.30
158.90
161.00
163.10
165.60
167.90
170.00
172.50
174.60
177.00
179.30
181.50
183.90
186.00
188.60
190.80
192. 90
195.50
197. 70
199. 70
202.20
204. 50
206.90
209.10
211.70
214.80
219.20
222. 70
227.10
231.50
235.00
239. 40
243. 80
247, 30
251.70
256.10
259.60
264. 00
268. 40
272. 00
276.40
280. 80
284.30
288.00
293.10
296.60
301.00
305.40
308.90
313. 30
317. 70
321.20
325.60
330. 00
333.60
338. 00
342. 40
345.90
350.30
354.70
358.20
362.60
367. 00
370. 50
374.90
379.30
383.70
385. 50

$188.50 $44! $445 $207.40 $387.70
189. 80 446 450 208.80 389.90
191.20 45! 454 210.40 391.60
192.40 455 459 211.70 393.80
193.70 460 464 213.10 396.00
195.00 465 468 214.50 397.80
196.40 469 473 216.10 460.00
197.60 474 478 217. 46 462.20
198.90 479 482 218.80 404. 00
200. 30 483 487 220.40 4%. 2
201.50 488 492 221.70 408.4
202.80 493 496 223.10 410.10
204.20 497 501 224.70 412.30
205. 40 502 5% 226.00 414.50
206.70 507 510 227.40 416.30
208.00 511 515 228.80 418.50
209. 30 516 520 230.30 426.70
210.60 52! 524 231.70 422.40
211,90 525 529 233.10 424,60
213.30 530 534 234.70 426.80
214.50 535 538 236.60 428.60
215.80 539 543 237.40 430.80
217.20 544 548 239. 00 433.00
218.40 549 553 240.30 435.20
219.70 554 556 241.70 436.50
220. 80 557 560 242.90 438.30
222. 00 561 563 244. 20 439.60
223. tO 564 567 245.50 441.40
224. 30 568 570 246. 80 442.70
225.40 571 574 248.00 444.40
226.50 575 577 249.30 445.80
227. 70 478 581 250. 50 447. 50
228.90 582 584 251.80 448.80
230. 00 585 588 253. 00 450.60
231.20 589 591 254.40 451.90
232. 30 592 595 255.60 453.70
233. 50 596 598 256.90 455. 00
234. 60 599 602 258. 10 456. 80
235.80 603 605 259.40 458.10
236.90 606 609 260.60 450.80
238.10 610 612 262.00 461.20
239. 20 613 616 263. 20 462.90
240.40 617 620 264.50 464.70
241.56 621 623 265.70 466.00
242. 70 624 627 267.00 467. 80
243. 80 628 630 268. 20 469. 40
245.00 631 634 269.50 471.70
246.10 635 637 270.80 473.90
247.30 638 641 272.10 476.20
248. 40
249. 60
250. 70

642
645
649
651
656
661
666
67!
676
68!
686
691
696
70!
706
711
716
72!
726
73!
736
74!
746

644
648
650
655
660
665
670
675
680
685
690
695
700
705
710
715
720
725
730
735
740
745
750

273. 30
274. 60
275. 80
276.80
277.80
27880
279.80
280.80
281.80
282. 80
28380
284.80
285. 80
286.80
287.80
288.80
289.80
290.80
291.80
292,80
293.80
294.80
295.80

478. 30
480.60
482.70
484.40
486. 20
487.90
489.70
49140
493.20
494.90
496. 70
498.40
500. 20
501.90
503.70
505.40
507.20
508.90
510.70
512.40
514.20
515.90
517.70

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Increased them to 10 percent. They Senate when this particular amend-President, the pending amendment deals raised the minimum social security pay- ment is voted upon. As indicated yester-with the proposed changes in the in- ment of $100. day, I tried to get a unanimous consentcrease for social security benefits. Under The two amendments appear corn- agreement in order to move along on athe bill as passed by the House these bined in this amendment, and when consideration of the various features ofbenefits were increased by 5 percent, merged the result of the action of the the bill, some of which I support andwhich would have cost in 1971 $1.7 Finance Committee is a cost of $5 bil- some of which I do not. However, I didbillion, lion over existing law, or $3.3 billion
The Finance Committee by a majority more than that which was provided in feel that the Senate had a right to work

vote increased these benefits. Instead of the House bill, its will and that after reasonable debate
leaving the benefits at 5 percent, they That will be the question before the we should be able to proceed to a vote.
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That effort is a matter of record and
history now.

We were unable to get such a consent
agreement. I do not criticize those who
felt they could not consent. I am sure
they had good and valid reasons.

I am going to make another effort
here to get some semblance of reason-
able order in consideration of this mas-
sive piece of legislation. The bill itself
covers 546 pages.

The Finance Committee has worked
on this bill for many months.

I have never seen that committee, in
the period of my 20 years in which I have
been a Member, devote more time to a
study and analysis of a bill than it has
to the various sections of this bill and all
of its ramifications.

The bill is now before the Senate. It
has been pointed out that we have a sit-
uation here dealing with some very high-
ly controversial measures. We have the
question in the bill involving the catas-
tophic insurance. We have the question of
the trade act, which is title 3 of the bill.
This is something about which Members
of the Senate on both sides of the ques-
tion have very strong feelings. Others
have very strong feelings about the f am-
ily assistance plan.

We are in this situation parliamentary-
wise. Any of the amendments—the trade
amendment, the family assistance
amendment, or any other amendment—
could be offered to one of the committee
amendments.

The problem is, however, that If they
are offered to any committee amend-
ment, that would be an amendment in
the second degree. Therefore, it would
not be subject to any modification or
verification even though in the discus-
sion it may be pointed out to the mem-
bership and even the sponsors of the
amendment that there should be
changes in the amendment.

In the discussion last night with both
the chairman of the committee and the
Senator from Oklahoma, who had some
amendments that he wished to offer to
the Bennett-Riblcoff amendment, It was
pointed out that he would be precluded
from offering them under such a par-
liamentary situation.

I, too, would have some amendments
to offer. I would also be precluded. I
think it would be mOst unfortunate for
the Senate to get itself into such a
parliamentary situation.

Mr. President, in order to show the
Senate what kind of a parliamentary
snarl we can get into, and almost got
into at this time, I know at least
two proposals that Senators were con-
sidering offering as amendments to the
first committee amendment on pages
1, 2, 3, and 4. The Committee amend-
ments have no substance. They merely
change the section number.

It has been suggested that at the
end of that amendment the Trade Act
could be offered and would be in order.
or the family assistance plan could be
offered and would be in order. Neither
would be subject to an amendment. They
would be voted on on the merits.

Some might say that Is simple enough
to get a vote. However, after the yeas
and nays have been ordered on an
amendment to an amendment all any

one Senator would have to do would be
to stand up and ask for a division. We
would then have had exactly 68 votes
before we could vote on the amendment.
Those committee amendments after the
division would require a vote on each
line, because they are separable. Each
one is to strike out a different line.

True, it does not mean anything, but
it would have required a rollcall vote
and would have put the Senate in a more
silly posture than it is now, if that is
possible.

For that reason, last night I made a
unanimous-consent request that ap-
proved this amendment and prevented
the Senate from getting into that ridicu-
lous situation.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if I cor-

rectly understand the situation, if a
Senator wanted to amend the first com-
mittee amendment, which would simply
strike the table of contents in the bill, he
could have insisted on a motion to sepa-
rate. That would have required the Sen-
ate to have a separate vote to strike on
every single item in the table Of con-
tents. That alone would have required
68 rolicall votes, if it had been insisted
on.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen-
ator is correct. And after that they would
be subject to a quorum call between each
one and a motion to table on that. We
would have two rollcall votes. So there
would be 136 rollcall votes and 136 quo-
rum calls.

I point that out to show how we could
get into such a ridiculous picture.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if a Senator
wanted to:offer an amendment to the
simple committee amendment to strike
the table of contents, any Senator who
did not want that amendment to come
to a vote could insist on 136 rollcall votes
and 136 quorum calls before we ever got
to a vote on the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. He could.
But it is even simpler than that because
whoever offered that amendment to the
amendment, whether It be on the trade
section or family assistance, would want
a rollcall vote and that would be appli-
cable to the entire package; and all they
would have to do would be to request a
division, and we would have 68 rollcall
votes. I hope that will not happen and
that we can proceed In an orderly man-
ner. If such an amendment, whether It
be for family assistance or an amend-
ment dealing with any other subject, is
offered to any committee amendment
that Is in the second degree It is not sub-
ject to any amendment or any variation.
This Is not good legislative practice.

Last night the chairman mentioned,
and It had been mentioned in committee.
the possibility of getting unanimous con-
sent to have amendments considered en
bloc. In that case any Senator who got
recognition could offer his amendment
and have It voted on up or down; his
amendment then would be subject to
amendment In the second degree—the
family assistance plan or whatever it
might be, would be, in effect, to the orig-
inal text because that is the way we

would be considering it. That would give
an opportunity to the Senator from Ok-
lahoma or anyone else who wanted to of-
fer amendments to amendments; they
could offer them to the committee bill
as we have done many times before.

There are proposals in this measure
that I do not like and that I hope will
not be agreed to. I shall discuss those
in due course. It is in recognition of this
fact that I have worked over night arid
talked with several members, and I
think we have somewhat of a concensus
of opinion. I have not talked to every-
one, but I believe we have somewhat of
a concensus of opinion that it would be
better for all concerned to have the
unanimous consent granted that the
committee amendments be considered
and agreed to en bloc and as agreed to
be considered as original text for the
purpose of amendment.

I have asked the Parliamentarian to
write out this request so it would be in
the usual form. In that manner anyone
who has the floor could have his amend-
ment offered.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
without losing my right to the floor.

Mr. RrBICOFF. The Senator from
Utah (Mr. BENNETT) and I are very
anxious to have a definitive vote on the
family assistance plan. We recognize the
parliamentary situation that if these
amendments are not adopted en bloc and
made original text that the amendment
we would offer would not be subject to
amendment. The family assistance plan
is so complex and has so many facets
that I do not have a feeling of self-
righteousness that we should deprive
other Senators from offering their own
concepts and ideas. I know the Senator
from Oklahoma has many thoughts of
his own. The Senator from Idaho has
many thoughts of his own, and other
Senators have thoughts on how this
amendment should be reported.

Consequently, in all fairness to the
Senate and to this measure, we would
hope that the proposal of the Senator
from Delaware would be agreed to
without objection. If this were the case,
then the amendment I would offer—and
I would hope to receive recognition from
the Chair at the earliest possible mo-
ment—would be an amendment in the
first degree, giving each Senator an op-
portunity to offer his amendment and In
this way we could have a complete dis-
cussion of a most complex subject.

I believe this is the fairest way to han-
dle the proposal and to that end we
could go forward to a vote on the family
assistance program before we adjourn
sine die on January 3.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I will
yield in a moment but I do want to point
out that I am not doing this necessarily
to expedite that particular proposal. As
the Senator knows I would just as soon
see that proposal defeated. However, I
am perfectly willing to take my chances
on why I think that proposal would not
be good. I am perfectly willing to do that
and let the Senate vote.
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But in the meantime, if it is going to
be adopted it would be better to have it
improved if we find improvements can
be made. It is better to be in a posture
where we can make a change in it, and
under the other situation we would be
almost locked in.

Mr. RIBICOFF. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I appre-
ciate what the Senator has just said. As
I said, every Member of the Senate would
be on equal footing so he could get rec-
ognition and offer whatever amendment
he wanted to offer.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Oklahoma, and I would like to ask
to yield to anyone else who wants to com-
ment on this without my losing my right
to the floor.

I yield to the Senator from Oklahoma.
Mr. HARRIS. I thank the distinguished

Senator. The Senator, has, indeed, talked
with a number of Senators, including me,
and he has indicated his intention to
make this request today to adopt the
committee amendments en bloc and
make them original text. I think that is
the orderly way to proceed.

I hope we can pass the social security
related matters in the bill and that we
can pass welfare reform—real welfare
reform—this year, and get the amend-
ment of the Senator from Connecticut
and the Senator from Utah in amend-
able form. What the Senator Is asking
for is a way to do that in an orderly
manner; and then, those of us who want
to amend various sections of the bill,
and strike the trade provision, as I do,
would have that opportunity to do so.

I join in the request of the Senator
from Delaware and I hope it can be
agreed to as the orderly way to proceed.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank
the Senator. Some Senators, and to be
frank, I, personally, was reluctant to en-
ter into this, as the chairman knows dur-
ing discussions In committee, because
there are a few sections on which I
wanted direct roilcall votes.

There Is this difference which we all
recognize. It takes one more vote to strike
something from a bill than to put it in.
Then, if it is going to rise or fall on one
vote I do not know that it is important.
The main thing is to get it to a vote.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President. will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I yield to the Senator from
New York on the same conditions.

Mr. JAVITS. I would like to advise the
Senator that I shall object to his request
and if he will allow me, I would like to
state the reasons. Will the Senator yield
for that purpose?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes, I
yield without losing my right to the floor.

Mr. JAVITS. I understand.
In the first place, let me state that I

was not informed of this unanimous-
consent proposal, and that I heard of It
because one hears about everything In
this Chamber. I hope very much that In
the course of the debate on this bill, when
there will be lots of things asked for by
me and other Senators, that we should
really, in all fairness, start the practice

of advising Members who other Members
know are deeply interested in whatever
is going to be proposed.

We were told yesterday by the ma-
jority leader there need to be no worry
on that score. This is hardly an auspici-
ous beginning.

Second, I did not concoct the plan to
include social security, medicare, medic-
aid, a massive and historic trade bill, and
family assistance all in one bill. Nor did
I develop the idea of not filing a clean
bill, which the committee could have
done, but filing a bill which is full of
amendments so that you block the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS), me,
and any other Member who may have an
amendment because as the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. RIBIcoFF) mentioned
it is all done in the third degree.

So the doctrine of original sin does
not make me feel guilty at all. This is
the way the Senate Finance Committee
wanted it. If the view of the Senate is
going to be expressed in a fair way it is
going to be fair to both sides. The Sen-
ate Finance Committee wanted it this
way, this is the way the Committee on
Finance reported the bill-to the floor. The
members of the committee must now be
prepared to live with their decision. You
asked for every one of these amendments
to be voted on. You did; I did not. There-
fore, if I require you to adhere to your
original intention what is wrong with
that? The Members of this Chamber
know full well I want the family assist-
ance plan considered as well as social se-
curity. But I will not be and I do not
think anybody. else should be "over
weaned"—to use a kind word, because
the trade bill is very bad legislation and
we are being denied the opportunity to
acquaint the country with this fact and
being denied the opportunity to consider
trade legislation in the way that it should
be considered.

With all respect to- the Senator, who
is trying to make the best of a bad situa-
tion, I ajn compelled to object.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If I may
reply, I reply to the Senator from New
York, my colleague and friend, with
mixed emotions. What he is saying he
wants done is exactly what I would like
to accomplish, but I do not want to take
the responsibility for underwriting a
filibuster to defeat the bill. When the
trade bill was offered on this bill I voted
against it. I thought it was wrong to take
a bill which came from the House and
add it to the social security bill. I voted
that way and will be voting that way on
the Senate floor. There is no question
about that.

On the other hand, I also voted against
attaching the family assistance plan.
which was rejected by our committee on
three occasions, one time being rejected
by a vote of 14 to 1, another time by a
vote of 10 to 6, and I forget the rollcall
vote the third time, but the majority of
the committee refused to approve that
bill.

The Senator from New York, much as
I respect him, is trying to add the family
assistance plan to this bill, which plan
was defeated by our committee, but he
is not willing to abide by the majority

will of the committee which put the
other one in. I am willing to abide by
the will of the majority of the committee
and the Senate in both cases.

I personally know no easier way to de-
feat the bill—in fact, there is no easier
way—than to have a vote on every sepa-
rate amendment. There are 280—odd
amendments in this measure. The Sen-
ator can sit down and count them
himself.

If the Senator from New York insists
I know it will be carried out, because I
respect him highly. If that is his wish
then I will carry out his instructions, and
when we get through we will have had
280 rollcall votes which will be recon-
sidered, and the number of rollcail votes
will double to 560. I hope, if the Senator
from New York wants to filibuster the bill
he will do it differently than by rollcall
votes.

I am only pleading with him to go
along. I will support a motion to strike
this trade section, and I do not see why
he would object. I have been here only 24
years, and I do not claim to know as
much about the parliamentary situation
as the Senator from New York, but I just
might hazard a guess that he might de-
feat his purpose by insisting on object-
ing to this request.

I would hate to see us get into such a
snarl, and I plead with him to reconsider
his position.

Before I yield to the Senator from
Louisiana .(Mr. LONG) let me add that
certainly the leadership of the Senate is
not necessarily on my side in these mat-
ters. The Presiding Officer Will be the
one to recognize Senators. I shall not
control that. I do not have as much con-
trol over who is recognized as he will
have. I am going to make my brief re-
marks here today, and I am trying to re-
store some semblance of order.

I call attention to the fact that yes-
terday we almost got into the situation
where we would have had to have 135
rollcall votes before we got to the meas-
ure, just because of what could have hap-
pened. I do not want to see the Senate get
in a posture which, as I said earlier,
would make us appear more silly than
that posture in which we are now ap-
pearing with five filibusters running at
the same time. I would say we are going
to have to get hats for the filibusters. We
are going to have to get five different
hats with different colors, and we are go-
ing to have to number the filibusters be-
cause we are getting to a situation where
we do not know which side we are on
and whether we are for them or not. I
have never seen such a state of confusion
as exists in the Senate today. I know that
if this procedure is insisted upon we will
be in an even greater state of confusion.

I have said repeatedly I am not going
to filibuster this bill. I think there Is logic
enough in the argument I can present
that it will persuade the Senate to defeat
the family assistance plan, or what is
better referred to as the guaranteed an-
nual income. I am an optimist. I think
I can defeat It. I will take my chances,
and if I do not I shall congratulate the
Senator from Connecticut. But I am per-
fectly willing to abide by the decision
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of the Senate. I would consider it an
indication of weakness on my part if I
were afraid to face the Senate on a vote.
I am not. I welcome the opportunity.•

My position vs sustained in the Fi -
nance Committee. The plan was defeated
by a 14-to-i ratio, and each time the
Finance Committee overwhelmingly rec-
ognized the argument against starting on
such an unsound plan as this. The com-
mittee sustained my position. I think
the Senate will do likewise. If I am wrong
I shall congratulate Senators and peg-
haps go home and, who knows, we may
all live on welfare.

I say let us vote. If Senators are not
afraid of their positions let us vote. I am
not afraid to vote on it. I will vote against
it, but I will be there. But I say let us
vote, whatever the results.

I yield to the chairman of the com-
mittee.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, just to make
clear that what the committee has done
is the usual way of doing business, may
I remind the Senator and the Senate
that last year we had a revenue bill
in which we had so many amendments
that the Senator from Louisiana, the
chairman of the committee, asked that
the whole bill be drafted as a substitute
package for the House-passed bill. We
did it that way last year. Some did not
agree with that procedure. That is not
the usual way of doing business, I must
admit.

In that case Senators then proceeded
to offer amendments first to the House
bill. We had two tiers of amendments,
amendments in the first and second de-
gree being offered to the House bill, and
then amendments in the first and second
degree being offered to the committee
bill, with the result that we had two tiers
of amendments, each with a second tier
on top of them, all of them being sub-
ject to to be called up and debated. That
proved to be a much more cumbersome
way of proceeding than the way that is
being proposed.

With regard to revenue bills, the Com-
mittee on Finance cannot report out a
clean bill because the Constitution does
not permit the Senate to originate reve-
nue bills. They must originate in the
House. The Senate Is limited to the
power to amend. What the Senate Fi-
nance Committee can do, within the
power to which the Senate Is limited, is
to amend such bills, be it in the nature
of a committee substitute or be it through
amendments. The bill Is subject to
amendment, and the amendment is sub-
ject to amendment in both tiers, depend-
ing on the order in which Senators want
to call their amendments up.

So the fact Is that on a big revenue
bill, one as controversial as this one is,
with so many matters to be considered
the possibilities of amendments are limit-
less, and even though we in the commit-
tee limit ourselves, we cannot limit Sen-
ators. They have a right to offer amend-
ments.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
right. I would like to point this out fur-
ther, which Is a parliamentary fact of
life fr'om whicli we cannot escape. We
can proceed any way we wish—the fam-
fly assistance plan can be offered at
the end of some comjnlttee amendment

at this time or whenever a Senator gets
recognized, but there is no possible par-
liamentary situation that can he ob-
tained in the Senate whereby this bill can
pass without Senators standing up and
voting on the trade section. There is no
way it can be done except by unanimous
consent to strike out that section; and
we know that consent will not be ob-
tained so there is no possible way to do it.

So if all certain Senators want is a
vote on the family assistance plan with
the clear understanding and knowledge
that it is not going to become law, then
they are doing so with tongue in cheek,
voting for something they never intend
to become law. I say let them stand up

sand acknowledge their hypocrisy pub-
licly, because that would be the most
hypocritical action that could be taken.

I repeat, there is no possible way—
and I will yield to any Senator who can
challenge that statement—even if the
family assistance plan is added to the
bill, to get a vote on final passage of the
bill without first standing up and voting
on the trade and other sections. It can-
not be done.

There is no way it can be done. So
Senators would not be yielding any rights
that they have by this agreement. In my
opinion, to proceed otherwise would be
to acknowledge that all we want is a vote
on the family assistance plan with the
full knowledge and consent that it is
going down the drain; and 1 will be a
party to no such hypocrisy.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. LONG. The Senator recognizes,

does he not, that simply to agree to the
committee amendments en bloc does not
mean that the Senate is for the com-
mittee amendments? It just means that
we will regard them as original text so
as to expedite the completion of action
on this bill.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Certainly
not, because some of the amendments, as
the Senator knows, I would be voting
against; and I shall be offering amend-
ments to strike out some of these sec-
tions, because, as the Senator knows, I
do not support some of them, and I have
not changed my opinion. When an
amendment to strike out the trade sec-
tion is in order I expect to support it.

But that is not the issue here. We have
a right to vote, whether we expect to win
or lose, and I can certainly see us get-
ting into a parliamentary snarl here.
That is the reason why, as I said before,
I arranged to be recognized first here
today because I hope I can persuade the
Senate of the logic of what I shall sug-
gest.

Whoever the Chair recognizes in the
days ahead under this procedure can
move to table any amendment that is
offered. A Senator can make a motion
to lay it on the table immediately after
it is offered, and the Chair can recognize
the next man.

I shall be frank with the Senator that
I do not see where he is gaining much
by objecting to this request. I should like
to have votes on four or five of commit-
tee amendments; and in fact, as I have
stated, I shall insist on it. I shall be

happy to designate those amendments
which I should like to vote on and have
a time limitation on the particular
amendments; but I can get recorded be-
fore this bill is passed by offering an
amendment to strike. That is easy, and
the only thing I have lost is one vote;
and I am optimistic that we have enough
votes anyway.

I yield to the Senator from Con-
necticut.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, it is
ironical to have a supposed enemy of this
program, who desires to defeat family
assistance, trying to work out a program
to give us an opportunity to vote, and
the distinguished Senator from New
York, who is an outstanding friend and
supporter of the family assistance pro-
gram, putting the Senate in the position
where the family assistance program
will be defeated.

The Senator from Delaware, from the
start, has been consistently against the
family assistance program. The Senator
from New York has indicated that he de-
sires to be a cosponsor of the family as-
sistance program. The irony of the entire
situation is that it is a Republican Pres-
ident who has sent this proposal to Con-
gress, and it is a Democrat on this side
who is doing everythinghe can to see that
the family assistance program is passed.
The Senator from Delaware had been
adamant from thetart about having a
series of votes and using the parliamen-
tary procedure to prevent a vote on the
family assistance plan.

After conversation and discussion
among many of us who were interested,
we tried to work out a method of proce-
dure to give every Member of this body
an opportunity to try to perfect this pro-
posal. I know that the Senator from New
York would like to see adopted many
of the proposals that the Senator from
Oklahoma would like to submit. That is
my understanding, and if I mistake the
Senator from New York I would like to
be corrected. I was aware at all times
that the Senator from Oklahoma had a
series of amendments on which the Sen-
ator from New York saw eye to eye with
him. I thought, out of fairness to every
Member of this body, we had to get our-
selves into a parliamentary situation to
give the Senator from Oklahoma and
every Member of this body an oppor-
tunity to have a vote on this amendments,
up or down.

Now we are in a situation, of course,
where we have come back to where we
started. I shall still try to get recogni-
tion, if unanimous consent is not agreed
to, to offer the Ribicoff-Bennett propo-
sal. If it is done that way, then we can
only debate the Ribicoff-Bennett pro-
posal; It is not subject to amendment
by any other Member of this body.

I have a telegram that was sent to
me, signed by six former Secretaries of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Repub-
lican and Democratic: Oveta Cuip Hob-
by, Marion B. Folsom, Arthur S. Flem-
ming, John W. Gardner, Wilbur J. Co-
hen, and Robert H. Finch, telling me
that they approve the Ribicoff-Bennett
proposal, and they believe it to be a ma-
jor step toward the urgently needed re-
form of the current welfare system.
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J cannot agree with the Senator from

Delaware when he says that this is all
a charade. I recognize how slim the
chance will be to finally adopt the fam-
ily assistance program, or any other
part of this bill. The clock is indeed run-
ning out on us. But here is a program
that the President of the United States
has had before Congress and the coun-
try for a year and a half. It has been
a controversial program. Hearings have
been held in the House of Representa-
tives and in this body, and much time
has been spent.

I believe it becomes very important for
the country to find out how the Senate
actually feels. I would hope that this bill
could be passed in sufficient time for a
conference, but if it cannot be passed
sufficiently in advance to permit a con-
ference and for final approval by Jan-
uary 3, at least we will have indicated
sufficiently to the Nation that Congress
with the President of the United States,
makes a commitment toward eliminating
poverty which would enable us, early in
the next session, in January or February,
without further hearings, to take up the
Social Security and Family Assistance
programs.

I would sin'erely hope that the dis-
tinguished Senator,from New York, who
does not have to yield to any man in his
concern for those in poverty, those peo-
ple on welfare, and the most unfortu-
nate part of our population, would con-
sider what is happening as a result of his
objection. I would hope the Senator
would reconsider his objection to per-
mitting these amendments to be adopted
en bloc, and then letting the Senate pro-
ceed in an orderly way to discuss, to de-
bate, and to amend the family-assistance
program, and proceed to a final vote.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I certainly hope the Senator
and I can obtain that agreement. I do
not see how it can possibly ever get to a
vote unless there Is some kind of agree-
ment here in the Senate. As I pointed
out before, surely we can get to a vote on
the family assistance plan. Senators can
offer amendments to anything which
may come before the Senate. But we
cannot get away from the fact that we
cannot vote on title IV until after the
vote on title III if we follow the regular
procedure, or vote on title V until we
have disposed of the other four.

I am just trying to get some order and
get it where at least we may be able to
achieve the results of a vote.

I would like not to be tied up here all
of Christmas week, but I am afraid if we
do not follow such a procedure that Is
what Is going to happen. I shall yield in
a moment to the Senator from Iowa. He
Is one Senator I have been talking with
who has made the point that he did not
want any agreement entered Into that
would preclude him from the right to of-
fer amendments to the Bennett-Rlblcoff
amendment; and other Senators, If they
have amendments to be offered, have a
right to be heard and have them con-
sidered. I hope we can obtain this agree-
ment.

But I yield now to the Senator from
Iowa, without relinquishing my right to
the floor.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from Delaware. I commend the
Senator from Delaware for what he is
trying to do. However, in view of the
comments from the Senator from New
York, I would suggest—and I hope the
Senator from New York will comment
on it—that instead of going whole hog, so
to speak, and asking the Senate to con-
sider all of the committee amendments
en bloc, we proceed by asking unanimous
consent to consider the committee
amendments en bloc by title, so that the
concern of the Senator from New York
about the trade title can be made mani-
fest in due course.

In the meantime, we can make' some
progress by taking up the other preceding
titles, giving us a chance to debate the
family assistance plan and welfare re-
form, and if the Senator from New York
will agree to that, then I think we car
start moving.

Of course, if he will not agree to it, we
are right back where we started from.
I suggest that this may be a midground
on which we could all agree.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The dif-
ficulty with that is we cannot ask unan-
imous consent to consider title 4 until
we hit title 3, and the Trade Act is in
the middle; that cannot be changed. It
is there. I can see why the Senator from
New York or those who oppose the
Trade Act would noe want to agree
to titles 1 and 2 en bloc, because if we
did the Trade Act would immediately
be before the Senate. I am not trying to
fool anyone on this.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield,
without losing my right to the floor.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have
heard with the greatest of interest the
views of ray colleagues, and I am not ob-
durate or difficult at all.

As to the gentle irony of the Senator
from Connecticut, I respect and admire
him greatly, and I yield to no one in my
affection for him. But it is not unusual to
put the screws on a Member who has the
temerity to stand up against other Mem-
bers who want to do something they want
to do. The Senator from Connecticut may
not have the same feeling I do about the
trade title, which I think could be dis-
astrous to our country. I believe that I
cost the aged nothing—indeed, I get them
something: because, instead of being tied
up in a whole package which is bound
to have a disastrous effect, they ultimate-
ly will be extracted from it and will have
their social security; and I hope very
much that we will have that and the
family assistance plan for the poor of
the country considered, as they should be,
alone and on their merits, without be-
ing used as a Judas goat for the trade
bill.

I understand the feeling of every Sen-
ator, and he has an absolute right to say
what he does and to make It as tough
for me as possible. But every Senator
hasto obey his conscience as to what he
considers to be the highest Interests of
the people in his State and of the Nation,
and I think I have done so In this.

As to the statement made by my
friend, the Senator from Delaware, as to

the state of confusion, this is war. War is
always confused. Yet, somehow or other,
great captains have emerged. Somehow
or other, when the'confusion is over,
something decisive has happened. I have
deep confidence that something decisive
is going to happen here, but there will
be a little confusion to start with.

So, with all respect, I am not at all dis-
mayed by these pleas and entreaties. I
know that the Senators know they do
not have to make them to me. It does
not make any difference, anyway But I
should like to explain my own position,
because I think that is owed to the Sen-
ate and is important.

In the first place, I do not stand alone,
and I knew nothing about this until this
minute, except by rumor. Therefore, the
very least—and it is always the most
profitable way one could do it—would be
to tell a Member such as myself: "We
are going to ask for this. We think It is
good for you. Call a meeting of your sup-
porters and find out whether or not they
agree with you, and come to the floor
with a position which is reflective of the
view of your side."

This was not done. I am caught flat-
footed as it were. I have to object or
not object, or the cow is out of the barn.

Second, this is a lameduck Congress.
A new Congress has been elected, which
will come into office on January 3. Yet,
the attempt is being made to decide mas-
sive questions of national policy within
a few days, and that is all we have in a
lame duck Congress, the meeting of
which itself is highly questionable—cer-
tainly on such profound issues as those
we face now.

It is one thing to complete our busi-
ness. We have appropriation bills or
other bills on which we have been work-
ing a long time, which were voted by the
House and the Senate and on which the
judgment has been made, and we are
trying to reconcile differences, and so
forth. But these are brand new things,
enormous things, of greatest consequence
to the future history of our country and,
in the case of the trade bill, perhaps the
world. Yet, we are now under great pres-
sure. Otherwise, we would be unkind to
the poor, who have to live in this world,
too, unless we go right along now and
vote these things out under limitation of
debate of hours or by arrangements such
as the Senator suggests, without even an
opportunity to consult one's colleagues
who are similarly minded.

I would most respectfully suggest that,
instead of putting Senators such as my-
self on the spot, which is not fair, but I
will object—I am telling the Senate now
that I will object.

I think It Is very unwise and unfair,
and I think that Senators such as myself
should have an opportunity to get to-
gether with their fellows and come in
tomorrow and say whether we agree or
disagree and why, In some kind of co-
ordinated way, Instead of being faced
with this on the floor; and then there
are entreaties and the fact that I, too,
am devoted to the FAP, and so forth,
on the theory that one has to yield hIs
judgment and his conscience and say,
"Yes."

I am terrible sorry, but my people did
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not send me here to have that kind of
brain or that kind of will.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I should
like to reply to the Senator from New
York.

I am going to make a copy of his speech
and use it later when we get into debate
on the family assistance plan because he
has expressed my sentiments exactly
about how unsound it is to bring up pro-
posals which have been rejected by the
committee and which are not germane
to the bill before the Senate. I thank
him, because it is a much better speech
than I shall be able to prepare, and I am
going co deliver it, with his consent of
course, and I will credit him later.

He has made a strong argument
against approving the family assistance
plan.

As to the question that confusion will
result and that the cow will be out of
the barn, I will say that if this objection
persists I am afraid it will not be a mat-
ter of the cow out of the barn hut the
bulls in the china shop before we get
out of here today, because I can see a
mess created.

I would repeat this point. We cannot
get final passage on the family assistance
plan, the social security increases, or any
other proposal in this bill until the Sen-
ate first calls the roll on the Trade Act.
It cannot be done. There is no possible
way under Senate Rules unless there is
unanimous consent to strike the Trade
Act out and there is unanimous consent
that no one will offer any amendments
dealing with the Trade Act. We know
that that is not possible.

If we are going to be on notice that
this is going to be filibustered regardless
of whatever we do this late in the ses-
sion I would most respectfully suggest
to the leadership to pull this bill down
unless we can get an agreement that
there is going to be some orderly process
here. I would dislike sitting here for the
next 12 or 14 days—I will not mind it
so much because I have quite a little time
ahead of me in which to rest and enjoy
it while the rest of the Senators are back
here working, I do not see the idea of
sitting here the next 12 or 14 days, spin-
ning cur wheels at Christmastime, giving
the impression to 13 or 14 million elderly
people, We're going to give you a 10-
percent increase in your social security
benefits: we're going to raise your mini-
mum to a hundred dollars; we're going
to give you a cost of living escalation:
we're going to give you the family assist-
ance plan," when 100 Senators know that
is not going to develop. Let us not kid
them. This is Christmas. It is cruel to
these people who have no knowledge as
to what we are doing: it is cruel to mis-
lead them. I think it is a hoax.

I hope that the Senate in the closing
days of this session will have more
Christmas spirit in its bones than to
promise this to a lot of people who need
it and to whom Senators know they will
not be able to deliver it.

I say let us lay it aside If we are not
going to vote on It. I am willing to vote
on it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. MANSFIELD. I think it is about

time for the Senator to stop, because my
heart is beginning to bleed.

All I want to say is that the leader-
ship will not pull this bill down. We will
stay with it until a decision, if possible, is
reached one way or the other.

In the meantime, because of the time
we are wasting and the filibustering go-
ing on, and the filibustering within the
filibusters, the minutes fly by, the hours
are passing, and the days are rapidly fad-
ing into the distance of the new year.
We have approximately 10 days left in
which to attend to this matter and other
matters. We have at least six filibusters,
perhaps seven now, of various sorts going
on. We are looking foolish.

I find no fault in serving in a lameduck
Congress, may I say, because evei'y Mem-
ber is elected to serve as a representa-
tive of the people until noon on the 3d of
January next year. I do not denigrate
any Member who is serving out his last
months—in this instance, his last days—-
because he is carrying out his respon'
sibilities; he is performing his duties as
he is supposed to.

I am wholeheartedly in accord with the
proposal made by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Delaware that the committee
amendments be considered and approved
en block. In that way, we can make some
progress and stand a small chance of
disposing of the proposed legislation.
Without that, there is no chance.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I do not know that it would
serve any purpose, but I should like to
try. I am going to suggest the absence
of a quorum, if I may, without losing my
right to the floor, in order that we may
discuss this subject a little further with
some Senators, in the hope that we may
reach an agreement. But if we cannot, I
will call off the quorum and will resume
my remarks.

I ask unanimous consent that I may
be permitted to suggest the absence of a
quorum without losing my i'ight to the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I sug-
gest 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. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the order foi' the quorum call be re-
scinded.

The PRESING OFFICER. Without
objection, it Is so ordered. SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS

OF 1970
The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill (H.R. 17550) to
amend the Social Security Act to pro-
vide increases in benefits, to Improve
computation methods, and to raise the
earnings base under the old-age, survi-
vors, and disability insurance system, to
make improvements in the medicare,
medicaid, and maternal and child health
programs with emphasis upon Improve-
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ments in the operating effectiveness of
such programs, and for other purposes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, without too much hope of getting
it agreed to, I send to the desk a unan-
imous-consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pro-
posed unanimous-consent request will be
stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

I ask unanimous consent that the com-
mittee amendments be considered and agreed
to en bloc, and as agreed to be considered
as original text for the purpose of amend-
ment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection

is heard. The unanimous-consent request
is not agreed to.

The Senator from Delaware is recog-
nized.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I regret very much that we are
placed in this position because I think
it would have been the most orderly
procedure to have offered the amend-
ments as they came before the Senate. I
was perfectly willing, as I said before,
to debate the family assistance plan
when It was before us. Other Senators
could have gotten recognition as far as
I am concerned immediately after I re-
lease the floor, which would have been
In very short order, and whoever is rec-
ognized could have been recognized. I
told the Presiding Officer that the Sena-
tor from Connecticut wanted to be rec-
ognized next, and he could have
presented his family assistance plan and
it would have been before the Senate
in an orderly manner. In that way it
could have been debated, amended, or
whatever the Senate saw fit to do. I re-
spect the right of Senators to proceed as
they see fit. I would take the same posi-
tion If I felt as they do. But we are con-
fronted with this situation.

It Is obvious we are not going to get
this bill enacted until we face the ques-
tion of what we do or do nct do with
the trade agreement section. There Is
no polb1e parliamentary situation that
could develop In the Senate where the
Senate could vote on final passage of the
bill without first having accepted or
stricken from the bill the trade agree-
ment section, whIch Is title m. There
Is no possible way that could be done
so we will have to face this issue first.

The reason I would have liked to have
this agreement is that I think It Is most
unfortunate If the roll were called on
the question of raising social security
benefits by 10 percent and raising the
minimum to $100, together with all the
other benefits, and have that news go
over the country so that the people would
believe they are going to get those in-
creases just a few days before Christmas,
when every single Member knows it will
not become law under those circum-
stances uniess we can settle the trade
Issue In the Senate.

Therefore, since this situation has
developed, we should face the Issue. As
I said before, I voted against placing the
trade section In this bill. I would hate to
see the Senate take that step. I know a
majority of the committee, and a sub-
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stantial majority of the committee, voted
to put this section in the bill as title
3. I respect the decision of the majority
of the committee. The majority of the
committee by a vote of 14 to 1 rejected
the family assistance plan on one occa-
sion, by a vote of 10 to 6 on another oc-
casion, and I forgot the vote on a third
occasion but It was by a substantial mar-
gin. So we have that situation.

I am willing to face all of this but I
am a great believer that if we are going
to have a lot of filibuster let us have it
and get it over and either settle the issue
or not.

Therefore, even though I am opposed
to and object to the trade section, I am
going to submit an amendment to the
bill that provides that at the end of the
committee amendment we insert an
amendment which Is the Trade Agree-
ment Act, We will settle that Issue right
now and then proceed with the rest of
the bill in an orderly fashion, I hope.

Therefore, Mr. President, I send to the
desk an amendment to be inserted at the
end of the pending committee amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
further reading of the amendment be
dispensed with. It Is just the title of the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.
* * * * *
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* * * * *
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield for a parliamentary in-
quiry?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield,
with the understanding that I do not lose
my right to the floor.

Mr. JAVITS. Yes, with the under-
standing that the Senator does not lose
his right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, as I heard
the amendment read, it did not make
any change in the original committee
amendment—that the wording is the
same as title III of the bill. Therefore, I
ask the Chair whether such an amend-
ment is in order. I realize something may
be added to it. The Chair has it there
for examination. I did not hear that it
made any change in the original com-
mittee amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no rule that prevents its being offered.
Later, if it appeared to be redundant, a
motion could be offered to withdraw it
or to strike. The committee amendments
are not a part of the bill until they are
agreed to on the floor.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a further
parliamentary inquiry.

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

Mr. JAVITS. My inquiry is directed to
whether a point of order would lie against
this amendment because it does not ac-
tually amend any part of the committee
amendment. The Chair has the amend-
ment before him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is of the opinion that a point of
order would not lie at this time.

Mr. JAVITS. Could the Senator from
New York have the Chair's reason, ac-
cording to the Parliamentarian?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, may I comment? It would not lie
for the same reason that a point of order
would not lie against the family assist-
ance plan. I checked into both of them.
I think it would have been better if we
had done otherwise, but the Parlia-
mentarian very clearly stated that the
amendments are in order. The family as-
sistance plan would be in order as the

Senator from Connecticut was going to
offer it.

Mr. President, this amendment is be-
ing offered on behalf of the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE) and the Sena-
tor from Arizona (Mr. FANNIN). I am in
this position. I disagree, as I told the
Senators, with the trade section in this
bill, but I do think that if we are going
to have to face it before anything is
done, I want it faced head on and I do
not want to disillusion a lot of these
people. I am reserving the right to vote
against this amendment.

I would be willing to withdraw this
amendment—and the Senator knows I
have bent over backward to get an
agreement. This is not a threat; I am
not offering it in that way—if we could
have unanimous consent to let this go
over until tomorrow, when Senators
could have time to think this over, and
maybe we could get together. I would
withdraw this amendment and would be
the first to renew my request if we could
have that unanimous-consent agree-
ment. I hope it can be done. I think
this would be the better way to proceed.

I am caught in the situation. I have no
choice, because the minute I release the
floor I know the family assistance plan
will be offered, which is another unre-
lated bill, not subject to a point of order
again, as the Senator points out.

If we are going to face this decision
later let us just face It now.

If we can get unanimous consent to
lay this bill aside until tomorrow at tha
3 o'clock session with the understanding
that I resume my right to the floor so
there will be the same parliamentary sit-
uation I shall withdraw that amendment
and express the hope that with Sena-
tors who agree to this trade section we
would reach an agreement on the
amendments.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. I did not ask my question

with a view to challenging the Senator. I
wanted to get, the parliamentary situa-
tion for other amendments which I or
other Senators may offer.

I might say, as I said earlier, Provi-
dence may be leading us by the hand.
The trade amendment is the sticking
point in the bill, and the Senator has
properly tabbed it, and let us have it out.
Let the administration face it and let us
face it. Let us try to find our way out of
this maze. It may be the best thing to do.

I ask nothing from the Senator at all.
He has offered an amendment.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield without los-
ing the floor?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. GRIFFIN. The Senator from Del-

aware has offered an amendment to the
pending committee amendment. I ask
this as a parliamentary inquiry. For the
information of the Senate, is the Sena-
tor from Michigan correct that no fur-
ther amendment may be offered to the
trade amendment which the Senator now
has before the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is of the opinion that this is an
amendment in the second degree and Is

therefore not open to further amend-
ment.

Mr. GRIFFIN. So if we proceed to a
vote on this amendment, we will have to
vote it up or down?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That Is
correct.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I agree
wtth that ruling. That is as I understand
it. It is most unfortunate, but that is the
situation.

I am only offering this trade amend-
ment to point up the situation we would
be in with the family assistance plan.
The same thing would be true.

I hope the Senate will not get into
this posture on either of these bills. I
want them voted up or down.

If the Senator made a motion to strike
out this trade section and it were in
order I would expect to support it. Any
Senator can offer such a motion. It may
be amended in a form that both the Sen-
ator and I wo.uld be supporting. Perhaps
we would not.

Mr. SCOT'F. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. SCOTT. I am aware of what the

distinguished Senator has in mind, and
I would be hopeful, under the com-
plexities of the situation, that he would
proceed as he is doing. I do not think the
leadership on either side is making any
suggestion that we go over untIl 3
o'clock tomorrow.

Mr. MANSFIELD. No. I think we ought
to stay on the pending measure. I am
sorry that in my absence—not because
of my absence—but in my absence the
request of the distinguished Senator
from Delaware, which would have
brought about the acceptance of all com-
mittee amendments and would have In
effect presented us with a clean bill, was
not agreed to. I think that what he sug-
gested was proper and was the appropri-
ate and efficient way to proceed. This
way we are getting the cart before the
horse.

Frankly, I do not know what position
we are getting into, but we ought to get
accustomed to being confused. I think
we ought to take advantage of whatever
hours are 1eft and do what we can to act
on the President's program.

Mr. SCOTT. My purpose is to get those
measures In the President's program
which can be enacted, If at all possible,
written into law. I do not see anything
to be gained by going over until 3 o'clock
on this or any other amendment.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield for an ob-
servation, with the understanding that
he does not lose the floor and that his
speech will not be counted as a second
speech?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
with that understanding.

Mr. CURTIS. I would like to point out
that there are many things in this vol-
uminous bill. There are many improve-
ments in many of our social programs.
There are improvements in the medicaid
program. There are improvements In the
medicare program.

If we labor for days and perfect this
bill, and then in the end see It all come
to naught because of extended debate
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on the trade portion of the bill, then the
whole Senate has wasted its time. It has
labored for nothing. It was held out to
the country that certain acts would be
taken and certain things would be cor-
rected and èertain problems would be
solved, but then we would come to the
end of the line and there would be no leg-
islation because of the filibuster on the
trade bill.

So since that is the only one feature
where it appears there might be a fili-
buster, I think the thing to do is to face
up to it now rather than labor here for
days, improving or rejecting or approv-
ing family assistance and all the other
provisions in the bill only to have the
entire bill come to naught.

Suppose we got a social security, medi-
care, and welfare bill that met with the
approval of the majority of the Senate,
after long hours and days of work; then,
face a filibuster over trade, it is better
that we face that threat right now. I
thank the distinguished Senator for
yielding. I believe that it is the interests
of the time of all the Senators that we
faces this issue of the trade portion of
this bill. I did not support all of the
trade portion. I am inclined to support
that which is within or near the purview
of that recommended by the administra-
tion.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Senator yields without losing his right
to the floor.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I should
like to point out to those who have made
comments that the President of the
United States, in a letter to the Senator
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCOTT) dated
December 10, 1970, stated that he says
he is strongly against this measure.

The President wrote:
The well-being of the United States re-

quires this trade legislation. I must urge,
therefore, that the Senate examine these
matters with great care, in an endeavor to
put this legislation into acceptable form. I
would hope that such legislation could be
passed at this session of Congress.

So the President himself, Mr. Presi-
dent, has invited very careful considera-
tion of the matter. He has flagged its
critical importance, and, as I said a min-
ute ago, it may very well be that Provi-
dence is leading us by the hand in re-
spect to what the exigencies have com-
pelled the Senator from Delaware to do.

I should like to make, in conclusion,
just one further parliamentary inquiry,
Mr. President, if I may have the atten-
tion of the Presiding Officer and the
Parliamentarian.

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

Mr. JAVITS. If this amendmen1t, Mr.
President, is rejected either by tabling or
by rejection on a vote, does that displace
in any way title Ifl of this bill, the so-
caUed trade title?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It does
not.

Mr. JAVITS. So title III would still
remain to be voted up or down, no matter
what we did about this amendment?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague.
Now may I say to the Senator frorli
Delaware that though I think, as I say,
that Providence may have led us all by
the hand in the right direction, I shall
nevertheless take the occasion, when, as,
and if we adjourn tonight, to gather my
colleagues together and, still without any
assurance that it may or may not be
done, give the Senate our best judg-
ment as to how we think the Senate and
its work may be facilitated and our con-
sciences and our principles sustained in
respect to this matter. I thank the Sen-
ator very much for his kindness in yield-
ing.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield to
the Senator from Nebraska for a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

Mr. CURTIS. Under unanimous con-
sent that he not lose the floor or any of
his rights.

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

Mr. CURTIS. Suppose the amendment
now offered by the distinguished Senator
from Delaware is agreed to by the Sen-
ate, and thereafter, when the committee
amendment dealing with trade is pre-
sented, it is voted down; does the Wil-
liams amendment still remain in the
bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SAX-
BE). It would remain if thereafter the
bill was passed, with the Williams
amendment, as agreed to, as a part of
the original bill.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I have checked this point, and I
agree with the ruling of the Chair. It
would be redundant because to a cer-
tain extent it would be repetitious, and
since there was nothing in the bill itself
when it went to conference, one of the
sections could be dropped.

Mr. President, as I said, I regret the
parliamentary situation in which we find
ourselves, but I think we should face this
issue. I say again that if, tomorrow when
we reconvene, this matter has not been
disposed of, and we can get an agree-
ment on these amendments en bloc, I
shall be the first to support a withdrawal
of this amendment, so that we can pro-
ceed in an orderly fashion, because I
think it would be much better.

However, since we cannot, I feel that
we have no choice here, because I think
we had just as well face up to the issue.

To make sure that we do, I ask for the
yeas and nays on my amendment. I
yield the floor.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is

this to vote on the pending amendment?
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the Senator

try to get a time limitation, so we
can get on with the bill?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, we do not need a time limitation,
because I, too, think we should get on
with the bill. I ask that the clerk call
the roll.

Several Senators addressed the Chair,
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Mr. JAVITS. I did not hear that. What

was the the unanimous-consent request?
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am just

trying to expedite the work of the Sen-
ate. I said, "Let's call the roll."

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, Mr. Pres-
ident, I yield the floor.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. JAVITS. 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,
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SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1970

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 17550) to
amend the Social Security Act to provide
increases in benefits, to improve compu-
tation methods, and to raise the earnings
base under the old age, survivors, and
disability insurance system, to make im-
provements in the medicare, medicaid,
and maternal and child health pro-
grams with emphasis upon improve-
ments in the operating effectiveness of
such programs, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 1147

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself, Senator YARBOROUGH,
Senator SAXBE, Senator MATHIAS, Sena-
tor HART, Senator HUGHES, Senator Mc-
GOVERN, and Senator MONDALE, I send to
the desk an amendment to the cata-
strophic health insurance provisions of
H.R. 17550, and I ask that the amend-
ment may be ordered to lie on the table
and be printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table.

Mr. KENNEDY. The purpose of the
amendment is to launch a new Federal
"seed" program to improve the Nation's
existing health care system, and to help
prepare the system to meet the extra-
ordinary new demands that will be made
upon it by the catastrophic health in-
surance program.

The measure to provide Federal In-
surance against the cost of catastrophic
illness is one of the most significant pro-
visions added by the Senate Finance
Committee to the social security bill. I
share the committee's concern over the
critical problem of catastrophic illness.
Indeed, I believe that one of the most
serious aspects of our national health
crisis for millions of our citizens is the
very real fear of financial ruin because
of serious illness.

At the same time, however, such a pro-
gram, if enacted by itself, runs the risk
of substantially increasing the existing
imbalances in our health system. I believe
that if a program of insurance against
catastrophic illness is to be enacted at
this time, it should also include pro-
visions dealing with the equally serious
problcms of the organization and delivery
of health care in the Nation. In other
words, I feel that any new major health
insurance program cannot be simply a
financing mechanism. It cannot be per-
mitted simply to increase the effective
demand for health care, without at the
same time taking the essential steps
that are necessary to insure that the new
demand can be met, and that high qual-
ity health services will actually be avail-
able.

The amendment I have proposed would
establish a "Health Resources Develop—
ment Account" in the Catastrophic
Health Insurance Trust Fund, to help
solve the critical problems of manpower,

December 17, 1970
facilities, and other resources in the Na-
tion's health care system.

The Health Resources Development
Account would be financed by earmark-
ing 10 percent—approximately $220 to
$250 million a year, based on present
estimates—of the funds In the Cata-
strophic Health Insurance Trust Fund for
the purposes of the account. The funds
in the account would be used as "front
end" money to supplement other Gov-
ernment health development efforts.
They would pay for establishing new
group practices, for manpower training
and education, for creating and develop-
ing new categories and skills in the
health field, for strengthening health
planning activities in States and local-
ities, and for a wide variety of other in-
novative programs.

Funds from the account would not re-
place the regular appropriations for sup-
port of ongoing health services, such as
aid to medical schools and hospitals.
Rather, the funds will be applied as a
catalyst for innovation in all parts of the
health system. In making this commit-
ment, Congress will recognize its respon-
sibility to the American people to assure
the availability of health services, not
merely to provide a payment mechanism
for such services.

The approach adopted in this amend-
ment has been specificolly endorsed by
many experts In the health field, includ-
ing the report last June of the adminis-
tration's Task Force on Medicaid.

In addition, a similar "resources de-
velopment fund" approach is contained
in part F of S. 4297, the bill that Sena-
tor YARBOROUGH, Senator SAXRE, 14 other
Senators, and I have introduced in this
Congress to establish a program of com-
prehensive national health insurance for
the United States.

At this time, however, I would like to
emphasize as strongly as I can that the
amendment we are offering today is in
no sense tailored to any particular ver-
sion of Federal health insurance. Rather,
it offers a program designed to develop
the health resources needed to meet the
new demand that will be made on the
health systems by any extension of ex-
isting Federal health insurance programs,
whether it be the catastrophic illness
insurance program in the committee bill
or any other program.

Mr. President, today's Washington
Star carries a perceptive article by Judith
Randall emphasizing the importance of
including resources development provi-
sions in health insurance legislation.
Otherwise, as she states, the reach of
such legislation will surely exceed its
grasp.

Mr. President, I hope that this amend-
ment will be accepted by Congress as part
of the pending legislation. I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment may
be printed at this point in the RECORD,
together with the article by Miss Randall.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment and article were ordered to be
printed in the RECORD, as follows:

AMENDMENT No. 1147
On page 402, lIne 11, delete the quotation

mark.
On page 402, Insert after line 11 the fol-

lowing:
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'HEALTH RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT ACCOUNT

"SEC. 2011. (a) There is hereby created in
the Federal Catastrophic Health Insurance
Trust Fund a Health Resources Development
Account.

"(b) (1) For each fiscal year there shall be
transferred from the Federal Catastrophic
Health Insurance Trust Fund to the Health
Resources Development Account 10 per cen-
turn of the amount available In such Trust
Fund for obligation during that year.

"(2) In addition to the funds made avail-
able under paragraph (1) of this subsection,
there are hereby appropriated to the Health
Resources Development Account in the Fed-
eral Catastrophic Health Insurance Trust
Fund the amount of $100,000,000 from the
Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund.

"(3) Funds in the Health Resources Devel-
opment Account shall be used exclusively for
the purpose of this Section, and shall remain
available for such use until expended.

'(c) The purposes of this section are (1)
to inaugurate an Innovative program to
strengthen the nation's resources of health
personnel and facilities and its system of or-
ganization and delivery of health services, in
order to meet the rising demand for health
care, (2) to expand and intensify the health
planning process throughout the United
States, with primary emphasis on preparation
of the health delivery system to meet such
demand, (3) to provide financial and other
assistance in alleviating shortages and mal-
distributions of health personnel and facili-
ties, in order to increase the supply of serv-
ices, and (4) to improve the organization of
health services in order to increase their ac-
cessibility and effective delivery and restrain
their increasing cost.

(d) The Secretary is authorized to carry
out the purposes of this section by a program
of grants, contracts, loans, or other arrange-
ments, as may be prescribed in regulations.
In carrying out such purposes, the Secretary
shall give priority to—

"(I) the development and support of a con-
tinuous process of health service planning,
In coordination with State and local planning
agencies, for the purpose of improving the
supply and distribution of health personnel
and facilities and the organization of health
services, including identification of acute
shortages and maldistributions of health
personnel and facilities and serious defi-
ciencies in the organization or delivery of
health services;

(2) improving and expanding the avail-
able resources for, and assuring the accessi-
bility of, health services to ambulatory pa-
tients which are furnished as part of coordi-
nated systems of comprehensive health care;

"(3) a program for the recruiting and
training of professional, subprofessional, and
non-professional health personnel, with em-
phasis on (A) the development of new kinds
of health personnel, (B) the encouragement
of persons disadvantaged by poverty, inade-
quate education, or membership in ethnic
minorities to enter the health professions,
and (C) the development of health personnel
for urban and rural poverty areas.

(e) Expenditures made to carry out the
purposes of this section shall not be used to
replace other Federal financial assistance, or
to supplement the appropriations for such
other assistance except to meet specific needs
of programs developed under this section.

iFrom the Washington Star, Dec. 17, 19701
NIXON'S TARDY HEALTH PROGRAM

(By Judith Randal)
Why—when no one at last week's televised

news conference asked him specifically about
the issue—did President Nixon single out
health as "one of the highest priority pro-
grams" he will submit to Congress next year?

The answer is that, while the White House
has Ignored the matter for 18 months (ever
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since the President said in July 1969 that he
foresaw a "massive crisis"), the legislators
wham It would now bend to its will have not.
Accordingly, the administration is in the
uncomfortable position of being a late added
starter in an already crowded race eager to
make up for lost time.

It is apparent, for example, that an insur-
ance proposal for the coverage of the expense
of catastrophic illness sponsored by Sen.
Russell B. Long, D-La., is the same in princi-
ple, if not in detail, as a plan the adminis-
tration is mulling over. Long's bill has little
chance of passage before the 91st Congress
ends this month, but it will likely be re-
introduced by Long in the 92nd Congress,
thus casting the President in a "me-too" role.

There is, furthermore, a fundamental diffi-
culty with both proposals which their Re-
publican and Democratic advocates alike will
be hard put to explain after their Initial
political popularity begins to wear off: The
measures provide for federal payment o!
medical bills with no thought whatever of
how to control costs, insure quality care or
meet the additional demand for services they
would create—three matters that already
have evoked the nation's concern.

It might seem that this lesson had been
learned from medicare, but apparently it
has not, for there is nothing in either the
$2.5 billion Long bill or anything the adniin-
istration has said that would indicate more
than lip-service interest in measures to aug-
ment the supply of health manpower or tend
to make the health care system more effi-
cient.

Indeed, to cite just one example, the num-
ber of medical students receiving federal
loans has dropped by more than 8.000 since
the President took office, which hardly bodes
well for the easing of the doctor shortage.

The irony of all this is that the adminis-
tration, after dragging its feet for nearly two
years in the health care field, has resisted
proposals—like that of Sen. Edward M. Ken-
nedy, D-Mass.—f or comprehensive national
health insurance, arguing that personnel and
facilities for such a system are lacking.

As a matter of fact, the Kennedy proposal,
which has bipartisan support, makes provi-
sions for the expanded plant, equipment and
personnel which national health insurance
would require.

A "toolingup" period of three years before
the plan went into operation would be de-
voted to creating—at a total cost of about
$800 million—some 2.000 fully staffed and
equipped group medical practices and. other
facilities to care for 60 million people now
without adequate medical attention.

After the preparatory period, a portion
of the system's revenue would be set aside
each year to enable the nation to keep pace
with the inevitable growth of its case load.
Nothing in either Long's bill or anything the
administration is considering is anywhere
near so thoroughly thought out from the
viewpoint of either resources or costs.

The administration.has opposed the meas-
ure on the ground, among others, that it is
not in the American tradition: It would seem,
however, that what Kennedy proposes could
easily be justified as "research and develop-
ment" which, if the space program and
atomic energy are any Indications, are as
American as apple pie.

Even if Congress chooses to ignore the rest
of the Kennedy proposal and enacts a cata-
strophic-illness measure that provides a sub-
sidy only for large medical bills, It should
certainly contain something very like the
"toolingup period." Without it, the reach
of any health care legislation, present or f u-
ture, will almost surely exceed its grasp.

Meanwhile, the President is going to have
to acknowledge, to himself at least, that he
has an enormous credibility gap to close
when he seeks to play the statesman in the
health care field.
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Mr. SAXBE, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield to the Senator
from Ohio.

Mr. SAXBE. I am glad to be associated
on this amendment with the Senator
from Massachusetts, for the reason that
I feel that if we go into an extensive
insurance program, however well-inten-
tioned, we will simply add to the already
difficult situation of expenses that can-
not be avoided today with high-priced
hospital beds, and not trying to keep
people out of the hospital by preventive
medicine, by having preventive facilities,
and by having trained personnel who can
be available to persons who otherwise
would wind up in the hospital.

I feel very strongly that our health
distributio: method In this country at
the present time is sadly in need of re-
view, and that to dump good money after
bad on this catastrophic system, with-
out putting money into the training of
personnel and the providing of preven-
tive facilities, will not solve any prob-
lem; it will simply raise the cost and in-
crease the crowding and the load upon
our physicians.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Ohio. To-
gether with Senator YARBOROUGH, he was
one of the initial sponsors of our national
health insurance program. He realizes
that to obtain quality health care, what
really to do is to improve the organiza-
tion and delivery of health care, as well
as the financing. If we are going to pro-
vide quality health care, we must ap-
proach the problem in this multifaceted
manner.

I commend the amendment that was
offered in the Finance Committee with
respect to catastrophic illness insurance,
because it does meet one of the extremely
critical needs of our health system. Many
citizenr who have built up savings over
the course of their lives are threatened
with the loss of their entlre'savings be-
cause of catastrophic illness, We must
begin now to attack this problem, but we
must also begin to come to grips with
the problem of the shortage of health
manpower in this country and all the
other inadequacies of our health de-
livery system,

The whole thrust and purpose of this
amendment is to take a small but im-
portant step forward to try to alleviate
that shortage. I think It is a responsible
approach, I think it Is extremely reason-
able in terms of resources. It will not
take additional commitments of resour-
ces. It will utilize the existing resources
that will be raised under the amend-
ment of the Finance Committee with
respect to catastrophic Illness.

It Is not an amendment that will re-
quire additional funding for this pro-
gram. That should be understood at this
time. But it Is something that will help
provide additional manpower and other
health resources. As a result, hopefully,
we will begin to reduce the inflationary
trend that has been rampant in the en-
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tire health service area In recent years.
Inflation in the health area is between 2
and 3 times as much as it Is generally in
our economy. I think that one of the
principal reasons for this excessive in-
flation is that in programs like medicare
and medicaid, the Federal Government
has increased the demand for health
care, without providing any means to
increase the supply of health services. It
is for this reason that the Senator from
Ohio and I and other Senators have
offered this amendment.
* * * * *
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ceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 1443, H.R. 17550, under the agree-
ment.

The PRESIDrNG OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
H.R. 17550, to amend the Social Security

Act to provide Increases In benefits, to Im-
prove computation methods, and to raise
the earnings base under the old-age, sur-
vivors, and disability Insurance system, to
make Improvements in the medicare, medi-
caid, and maternal and child health pro-
grams with emphasis upon Improvements In
the operating effectiveness of such programs,
and for other purposes.

Without objection, the Senate resumed
the consideration of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the distinguished
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LONG) lS
now recognized.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President,—
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, may we

have order in the Senate.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Seii-

ate will please come to order.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I have not

informed the Senator from Delaware
what .1 am about to say, but I had in-
formed the Senator from Georgia and I
had mentioned the matter to the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island; namely, that I
intend to move to table the pending
amendment to the committee amend-
ment when the bill Is laid before the
Senate.

Having made that explanation, Mr.
President, I now move that the pending
amendment—

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield?'

Mr. LONG. I yield only for a question.
Mr. JAVITS. I ask theSenator this

question. In view of the fact that Mem-
bers have not been notified, and I know
of at least one Member who is on his
way here, having heard the rumor. Does
not the Senator feel some little time, say,
30 mifiutes, or a small amount of time,
should be granted Members who are
within reach but cannot get here—

Mr. LONG. I would be willing, if I
could obtain unanimous consent to do so,
without prejudice to myself or losing my
right to the floor, to suggest the absence
of a quorum in order that—

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, we have debated this long enough.
Let us face the issue. I would regret If it
were tabled. As I said earlier, I did not
support putting this provision in, but
the Senate should stand up and vote on
this trade proposal and I would hope they
would not table it now. We could call
the roll immediately and vote on it now.

On a direct vote I will vote against
the measure.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. After
that, they can offer the family assistance
plan which I object to, as Senators
know, and we can go to a rollcall on
that in a short time. I.et us do our busi-

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF
1970 behind a tabling motion—and I say

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask that with all due respect to the opinions
unanimous consent that the Senate pro- of all. Let us face up to it like men. This
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is a committee amendment. Let us vote
for it on its merits, up or down. I would
be willing to call the roll right now to
save time.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr. LONG. If Senators want to have
some additional time, that is all right,
but the motion is going to be made, and
I will ask it in a moment.

I ask unanimous consent that I might
suggest the absence of a quorum with-
out prejudicing the rights of the Sena-
tor from Louisiana to the floor, I do not
want to lose the floor as it might deny
me my right to make my motion.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FAN-
WIN). The Senator from Louisiana could
make his motion to table and still call
for a quorum.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President—
Mr. LONG. Does the Senator wish me

to yield to him for a question or a state-
ment?

Mr. MONDALE. I would like to ask
the Senator a question prior to making
the motion.

Mr. LONG. I yield for a question.
Mr. MONDALE. My question Is this:

The Senator is aware, I assume, that the
amendment which he seeks to table was
only offered yesterday afternoon, and
that at this point those who oppose the
legislation have not had 1 minute to dis-
cuss the merits of this revolutionary
change in trade legislation. Does not the
Senator from Louisiana think, in light
of the fact that one side of this major
issue has not been heard, that it might
make the making of this motion some-
what premature?

Mr. LONG. What the Senator says, of
course, has great logic. When I first came
to the Senate, I liked to think, on mat-
ters of this sort, that an eloquent speech
could change the vote. But this measure
has been voted on a number of times, so
I do not believe the most eloquent speech
ever made in the history of this body
would change a single vote. Thus, this
Senator feels that this matter should be
voted on, and if we could have unani-
mous consent to vote at some particular
moment, I would be willing to consider
a unanimous-consent request, but we
cannot even get consent to accept the
committee amendments en bloc, which is
customary. So we must proceed the best
way we can.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield for a question.
Mr. PASTORE. Would the Senator

from Louisiana consider a half hour on
agreed time, to take a vote at the termi-
nation of the half hour on the merits of
this particular amendment as suggested
by the Senator from Delaware? We could
have a unanimous-consent agreement for
one-half hour, with 15 minutes to a side,
to discuss this matter just as a recapitu-
lation, because it has been talked to
death, and then we would have a vote on
the merits. What is wrong with that?

Mr. LONG. Well, Mr. President, if I—
Mr. PASTORE. Then the American

people would know—if I may conclude

my question please—exactly how the
Senate feels about the textile Industry.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that I might make a unani-
mous-consent request, without prejudice
to my rights to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. is there
objection?

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
nious consent that there be 1 hour, to be
equally divided between the proponents
of the Williams amendment and the op-
ponents of the Williams amendment, the
time to be controlled by the Senator from
Georgia or the Senator from Delaware If
he desires—

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen-
ator from Georgia can do that.

Mr. LONG. In favor of the amendment,
and the time In opposition to be control-
ed by the Senator from New York; and
at the conclusion of that 1 hour we will
vote on the amendment.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I will sup-
port the motion to table the amendment
of the senior Senator from Delaware be-
cause I believe it discriminates against
other American industries facing similar
economic hardships as a result of import
policies and increased competition from
abroad.

The textile and shoe industries are
being seriously hurt by imports, and
while I am in sympathy with the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Dela-
ware, we must remember there are other
American industries and American work-
ing men and women suffering financial
hardships. I, therefore, believe we should
act on their behalf also.

I urge the rejection of the amendment
and the adoption of such trade legisla-
tion as will fairly protect all industries
which are being injured by foreign com-
petition.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I now move
that the pending amendment be laid on
the table.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion to
table—

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana asked for the yeas
and nays. Is there a sufficient second?

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-

tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LoNG) to
table the amendment.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

CALL OF THE ROLL
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll;
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Aiken Gore Murphy
Alien Gravel Muskie
Ailott Griffin Nelson
Baker Gurney PackwoOd
Bayh
Beilmon

Hansen
Harris

Pastore
Pearson

Bennett Hart Pell
Bthle Rartke Percy
Boggs
Brooke
Burdick

Holland
Hollings
Hruska

Prouty
Proxmlre
Randolph

Byrd Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon

Hughes
Inouye
Jackson

Ribicofi
Saxbe
Schweiker

Case Javits Scott
Church
Cook

Jordan, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho

Smith
Sparkman

Cooper
Cotton
Cranston

Kennedy
Long
Magnuson

Spong
Stennis
Stevens

Curtis Mansfield Stevenson
Dole
Eagleton
Eastland

McCarthy
McClellan
McGovern

Symlngton
Talmadge
Thurmond

Ellender
Ervin

McIntyre
Metcalf

Tower
Williams, N.J.

Fannin Miller Williams, Del.
Fong Mondale Yarborough
Fulbrlght
Goldwater

Montoya
Moss

Young, N. Dak.
Young, Ohio

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
SON), the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
DODD), the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
MCGEE), and the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. RUSSELL) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS) Is absent
on official business.

Mr. GRIF'FIN. I announce that the
Senator from New York (Mr. GOODELL),
and the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HAT-
FIELD) are absent on official business.

The Senator from Colorado (Mr. DOM-
INICK) and the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because of
illness.

The Senator from Maryland (Mr. MA-
THIAs) is detained on official business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A
quorum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion of the Senator from Louisiana
to lay on the table the amendment of
the Senator from Delaware (Mr. WIL-
LIAMS). On this question the yeas and
nays are ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. MURPHY (after having voted in

the negative). Mr. President, on this vote
I have a pair with the Senator from Ore-
gon (Mr. HATFIELD). If he were present
and voting he would vote "aye." If I were
at liberty to vote I would note "nay." I
without my vote.

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
SON), the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
DODD), the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
MCGEE), and the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. RUSSELL) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS) is absent
on official business.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New York (Mr. 000DELL),
and the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HAT-
FIELD) are absent on ofcial business.

The Senator from Colorado (Mr. DOM-
INICK), and the Senator from South
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Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because
of illness.

The Senator from Maryland (Mr.
MATHIAs) is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from New York (Mr. GOODELL) would
vote "yea."

The pair of the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HATFIELD) has been previously an-
nounced.

On this vote, the Senator from Mary-
land (Mr. MATHIAS) is paired with the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. DoMINICK).
If present and voting, the Senator from
Maryland would vote "yea" and the Sen-
ator from Colorado would vote "nay."

The result was announced—yeas 31,
nays 58. as follows:

[No. 437 Leg.]
YEAS—3 1

Aiken Hart Packwood
Bellmon Hughes Percy
Bennett Inouye Ribicoff
Burdick Jackson Saxbe
Cooper Javits Scott
Cranston Kennedy Stevens
Fong Long Stcvenson
Fulbrtght Mansfield Yarborough
Gravel
Griffin

McGovern
Miller

Young, Ohio

Harris Mondale
NAYS—58

Allen Church Gore
Allott Cook Gurney
Baker Cotton Hansen
Bayh Curtis Hartke
Bible Dole Holland
Boggs Eagleton Hollings
Brooke Eastland Hruska
Byrd, Va. Ellender Jordan, N.C.
Byrd, W. Va. Ervin Jordan, Idaho
Cannon
Case

Fannin
Goldwater

Magnuson
Mccarthy
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Symington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Williams, N.J.
Williams, Del.
Young, N. Dak.

Mr. LONG'S motion to lay on the table
the amendment (No. 1158) of Mr. WIL-
LIAMS of Delaware was rejected.

Mr. SCO'I1' and Mr. LONG addressed
the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CooK). The Chair recognizes the Sen-
ator from Pennysivania.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield briefly?

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield to
the distinguished majority leader.

Might I yield first to the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PAsT0RE) without
losing my right to the floor?

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the mo-
tion was rejected.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mrb SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield to
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the distinguished majority leader, if I
may do so without losing my right to
the floor.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
Chamber is getting a little crowded, and
I would hope that there would be a little
clearing out of the Chamber so that
Senators can find their way around. I
do not like the idea of attaches sitting
on the floor in this Chamber. I would
suggest that the Sergeant at Arms be in-
structed to make sure that those who
have no business here go; therest can
stay.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Sergeant at Arms is in-
structed to follow the order of the Sen-
ate.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask that the
clerk read it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will read the amendment.

The legislative clerk read the amend-
ment, as follows:

At the bottom of page 6, insert the 101-
lowing: "at the end of the table proposed to
be stricken out."

At the bottom of page 6, insert the follow-
ing:

"There shall be added to the primary insur-
ance amount of each individual and the
maximum amount of benefits payable on the
basis of his wages and self-employment in-
come, computed as provided above, amounts
.equal to those necessary to increase such
primary insurance amount and maximum
amount, respectively, to the amounts which
would result from use of the following table
instead of the preceding table:

'TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS

McClellan Pell
McIntyre Prouty
Metcalf Proxmlre
Montoya Randolph
Moss Schweiker
Muskie Smith
Nelson Sparkman
Pastore Spong
Pearson Stennis
PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR AS

PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—i
Murphy, against.

NOT VOTING—lO
Anderson
Dodd
Dominick
Goodell

Hatfield
Mathias
McGee
Mundt

Russell.
Tydings

II

(Primary
insurance

amount
under

1967 act)

Ill IV V

(Primary
insurance
amount)

(Primary innurance
benefit under 1939
act, as modified)

It an individual's
primary insurance
benefit (as deter
mined under
subsec. (d)) is—

But not
more

At least— than—

(Average
monthly wage)

Or his average
monthly wage (as
determined under

subsec. (b)) is—

Or his
primary

insurance
amount

(as deter-
mined
under

nubsec.
(c)) is— At least—

(Manimum
fam ly

benefits)

And the
maximum
amount of

benefits
payable (as
provided in
sec. 203(a))
on the basis
of his wages

and self-
employment

incnme
shall be—

The amount
referred to

in the
preceding

paragraphs
But not of this

more subsection
than— shall be—

"I II Ill IV V

(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 deter-
mined under

Or his
primary

insurance
a oust

Or his average
monthly wage (as
determined under

The amount
referred to

in ffie

payable (as
provided in
sec. 203(a))

on the basis
of hissubsec. (d)) is—

But not
more

At feast— than—

(as deter-
mined
under

subsec.
(c)) is— At

ssbsec. (b)) is—

But not
more

least— than—

preceding
paragraphs

of this
subsection
shall be—

wages
and self-

employment
income

sha I be—

$26.94 $90.60
or less

$113 $100.00 5150.00

526.95
27.47

27.46
28.00

91.90
93.30

8114
119

118
122

101.10
102.70

151.70
154.10

28.01 28.58 94.70 123 127 104.20 156.30
28.69 29.25 96.20 128 132 105.90 158.90
29.26 29.68 97.50 133 136 107.30 161.00
29.69 30.36 98.80 137 141 108.70 163.10
30.37 30.92 100.30 142 146 110.40 165.60
30.93 31.36 101.70 147 150 111.90 167.90
31.37 32.00 103.00 151 155 113.30 170.00
32.01 32.60 104.50 156 160 115.00 172.50
32.61 33.20 105.80 161 164 116. 40 174.60
33.21 33.88 107.20 165 169 118.00 177.00
33.89 34.50 108.60 170 174 119.50 179.30
34.51 35.00 110.00 175 178 121.00 181.50
35.01 35.80 111.40 179 183 122.60 183.90
35.81 36.40 112.70 184 188 124.00 186.00
36.41 37.08 114.20 189 193 125.70 188.60
37.09 37.60 115.60 194 197 127.20 190. 80
37.61 38.20 116.90 198 202 128.60 192.90
38.21 39. 12 118.40 203 207 130.30 195. 50
39.13 39.68 119.80 208 211 131.80 197.10
39.69 40.33 121.00 212 216 133.10 199.70
40. 34 41. 12 122. 50 217 221 134.80 202.20
41.13 41.76 123.90 222 225 136.30 204.50
41. 77 42.44 125.30 226 230 137.90 206.90
42.45 43.20 126.70 231 235 139.40 209.10
43.21 43.76 128.20 236 239 141.10 211.70
43. 77 44.44 129. 50 240 244 142. 50 214.80
44.45 44.88 130.80 245 249 143.90 219.20
44.89 45.60 132.30 250 253 145.60 222.70

5133.70
134.90

$254
259

$258
263

$147.10
148.40

$227.10
231.50
235.00136.40 264 267

272 151.60 239.40137.80
273 277 153.20 243.80139.20

154.70 247.30140.60
156.20 251.70142.00 282

291 157.90 256.10143.50
295 159.20 259.60144.70
300 160. 90 264.00146.20

162. 40 268. 40147.60 301
163.80 272.00148.90 306

276.40150.40 310 314
166.90 280.80151.70
168.30 284.30153.00
170.00 288.00154.50

333 171.50 293.10155.90
337 173.20 296.60157.40

174.50 301.00158.60 338
176.00 305.40160.00 343
177.70 308.90161.50 348
179.10 313.30162.80

361 180.80 317.70164.30
362 365 182.20 321.20165.60

183. 60 325. 60166. 90
185.30 330.00168.40 371
186.80 333.60169.80 376
188.50 338.00171.30

342.40172.50 385 389
191.30 345.90173.90 390

350. 30175.40 394 398 193.
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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 avnrage 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

minnd — paragraphs and self-
But net under But not of this employment

more subsec. more subsection income
At least— than— (c)) is— At least— than— shall be— shall be—

"TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS
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—I II III 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
masimum
amount of

benefitn
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 nubsec. more subsection income
At least— than— (c)) is— At least— than— shall be— shal be—

$178. 20 $404 $407 $196. 10 $358.20
197.40 408 412 197.40 362.60
180.70 413 417 198.80 367.00
18200 418 421 200. 20 370. 50
183.40 422 426 201.80 374.90
184.60 427 431 203. 10 379.30
185.90 432 436 204. 50 383. 70
187.30 437 440 306. 10 385. 50
188. 50 441 445 207.40 387. 70

$189.80 $446 $450 $208.80 $389.90
191.20 451 454 210.40 39L60
19240 455 459 211.70 393.80
193.70 460 464 213.10 396.00
195.00 465 468 214. 50 397.80
196.40 469 473 216.10 400.00
197.60 474 478 217.40 402. 20
198.90 479 482 218.80 404.00
200.30 483 487 220.40 406.20

"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
fan 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 sebsec. 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 (Masiioum
benefit under 1939 under (Average insurance family
act, unmodified) 1967 act) monthly wage) amount) benefits)

And the
masimnm
amount ol

benefits
It an individual's Or his payable (as
primary insurance primary Or his average he amount provided in
benefit (as deter- insurance monthly wage (as referred to sec. 203(a))
mIned under amount determined under in the on thu basis
sabsec. (d)) is— (as deter. sabsec. (b)) is— preceding of his wages

mined paragraphs and self-
But nut under But not of this employment

more subsec. more subsection income
At least— than— (c)) is— At least— than— shall be— shall be—

$90.60 $113 $100.00
or less

$26.95 27.46 91.90 $114 118 101.10
27.47 28.00 93.30 119 122 102.70
28,01 28.68 94.70 123 127 104.20
28.69 29.25 96.20 128 132 105 90
29.26 29.68 97.50 133 136 107.30
29.69 30.36 98.80 137 141 108.70
30.37 30.92 100.30 142 146 110.40
30.93 31.96 101.70 147 150 111.90
31. 37 32.00 103.00 151 155 113.30
32.01 32.60 104.50 156 160 11500
32.61 33.20 105.80 161 164 116.40
33.21 33.88 107.20 165 169 11800
33.89 3450 108.60 170 174 119.50
34.51 35.00 110.00 175 178 121.00
35.01 35.80 111.40 179 183 122.60
35.81 36.4G 112.70 184 188 124.00
36.41 37.08 114.20 189 193 125.70
37.09 37.60 115.60 194 197 127.20
37.61 3820 11690 198 202 128.60
38.21 39.12 118.40 203 207 130,30
39.13 39.68 119.80 208 211 131.80
39.69 40.33 121.00 212 216 133,10
40.34 41.12 122,50 217 221 134.80
41. 13 41.76 323.90 222 225 136. 30
41.77 42.44 125.30 226 230 137,90
42.45 42.20 126.70 231 235 139.40
43.21 43.76 128.20 236 239 141.10
43.77 44.44 129. 50 240 244 142. 50
44.45 44.88 130.80 245 249 143.90
44.80 45.60 132.30 250 253 145,60

133.70 254 258 147. 10
134, 90 259 263 148, 40
13640 204 267 150.10
137.80 268 272 151.60
139.20 273 277 153.20
140.60 278 281 15&70
142, 00 282 286 156.20
143.50 287 291 157.90
144.70 292 295 159.20

$150.00

151.70
154. 10
156. 30
158.90
161.00
163. 10
165.60
167.90
170.00
172. 50
174.60
177.00
179, 30
181. 50
183.90
186.00
188.60
190, 80
192.90
195.50
307.70
199. 70
202.20
204. 50
206.90
209.10
211.70
214.80
219.20
222.70
227.10
231.50
235.00
239.40
243.80
247. 30
251.70
256. 10
259. 60

t146.20
147.60

$296
301

$300
305

$160.90
162.40

$264.00
268.40

148.90 306 309 163.80 272.00
150.40 310 314 165.50 276.40
151.70 315 319 166.90 280.80
153.00 320 323 168.30 284.30
154.50 324 328 170.00 288.00
155.90 329 333 171.50 293.10
157.40 334 337 173.20 296.60
158.60 338 342 174.50 301.00
160.00 343 347 17600 305.40
161.50 348 351 177.70 308.90
162.80 352 356 179. 10 313.30
164.30 357 361 18080 317.70
165.60 362 365 182.20 321.20
166.90 366 370 183.60 325.60
168.40 371 375 185.30 330.00
169.80 376 379 1.86.80 333.60
171.30 380 384 18&50 338.00
172. 50 385 389 189.80 342.40
173.00 390 393 19L30 345.90
175.40 394 398 193,00 350.30
176.70 399 403 194.40 354. 70
178.20 404 407 196. 10 358.20
117.40 408 412 197.40 362.60
180.70 413 417 198,80 361,00
182.00 418 421 200.20 370. 50
183.40 422 426 201. 80 374,90
184,80 427 431 203.10 37930
185.90 432 436 204. 50 383.70
187.30 437 440 206. 10 385. 50
188.50 441 445 207.40 387.70
189. 80 446 450 208. 80 389.90
191.20 451 454 210. 40 391.60
192. 40 455 459 211, 70 39380
193.70 460 464 213. 10 396.00
195. 00 465 468 214. 50 397.80
196.40 469 473 216.10 400.00
197.60 474 478 217. 40 402. 20
198.90 419 482 218. 80 404. 00
200.30 483 487 220. 40 406. 20

Mr. scorr. Mr. President, this is a Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I send The LEGISLATIVE CLERX. The Sen-
perfecting amendment to the House to the desk an amendment to the amend- ator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBIcoFF)
language proposed to be strlcken and I ment offered by the Senator from Penn- proposes an amendment to the amend-
propose to put Into effect a minor change sylvania (Mr. Scorr) and ask for Its Im- ment of the Senator from Pennsylvania,
upward to the effected changes by the mediate consideration, to add new language at the end
Senate committee In the social security The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk thereof—
charts, will state the amendment. Mr. RiBICOFF. Mr. President, I ask
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unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with. The
amendment at the desk is the family
assistance plan which has been at the
desk since December 9, with renumber-
ing of sections.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, may I ask the Senator
from Connecticut a question? Will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield for a question.
Mr. MILLER. Do I understand that

the way the amendment is now before
the Senate, it is an amendment in the
second degree and therefore no amend-
ments to it arepossible?

Mr. RIBICOFF. That is correct.
Mr. MILLER. I object to the unani-

mous-consent request.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will read the amendment.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will

the Senator withhold that for a while?
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, may we

have order so we can hear every word of
the amendment being read?

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a request? The amend-
ment is at the desk and it is about to be
read and It is the pending business.
Would the Senator consent to yielding
for a moment, and I will ask unanimous
consent for a colloquy with the distin-
guished majority leader on a matter of
the highest importance?

Mr. RIBICOFF. Provided that I do not
lose the floor.

Mr. SCOTT. I would like to ask the
lstinguished majority leader, because
this is a matter of the very greatest in-
terest to all Senators here.—

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I object to
the request. The Senator cannot hold
the floor and farm it out. It is all right
with me to give consent, but I do not
think any Senator can hold the floor
while it goes on..

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry. Is It in order for the
reading of the amendment to be inter-
rupted?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
had not started to read the amendment
yet.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I can only
repeat, this Is a matter of the greatest
importance, which all Senators will want
to hear.

Mr. HANSEN. I am sure they will.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. It Is the

ruling of the Chair that the request for
dispensing with the reading of the
amendment was made by the Senator
from Connecticut and was objected to
by the Senator from Iowa. The clerk wlU
read the amendment.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mom consent that the majority leader
be recognized for 2 minutes prior to the
reading of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, from the
last objection, I understood that the Sen-
ator would not consent to dispense with
the reading of the amendment.

Mr. LONG. No. I am only asking
unanimous consent that prior to the
reading of the amendment the majority
leader be recognized for 2 minutes.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it Is so
ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, may
we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate wiil be in order. Will Senators take
seats, or at least walk in silence?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
distinguished minority leader and I have
had several meetings over the last few
days discussing the situation in which
the Senate finds itself in the declining
days of this Congress.

We are disturbed at the image which
this body is showing to the American
people, but we are more disturbed at the
image we are showing to ourselves. We
are facing a most difficult period in the
history of the Senate and the Nation—.
and the two are synonymous—and we
think that it is vital that we have a meet-
ing to discuss this impasse, and it is the
intention of the distinguished minority
leader and me to ask for an executive
meeting of the Senate at the conclusion
of the vote on cloture tomorrow.

Mr. SCOTT. Which would take place
at 11 o'clock, on the assumption that we
are convening at 10 a.m. tomorrow, is
that correct?

Mr. MANSFIELD. We are convening
at 9. The first hour is set aside. Then the
vote is to take place at 11 am. with the
hour commencing at 10 am, under con-
trolled time.

The purpose is that the leadership
wants to lay the problem before the Sen-
ate and seek its advice as to what the
Senate wants done to get out of the Im-
passe in which we find ourselves. We
will have a list of filibusters now in be-
ing and of filibusters proposed, and we
will try to lay out to our colleagues just
what the consequences will be If we do
not get together and do what has to be
done collectively. Alone, the leaders
have no power—only that grace which
Senators give them.

We want your advice and counsel. We
are not disturbed about the image out-
side, but we are very disturbed about
the image of the Senate to the Senate
itself; and we would hope, on the basis
of your considering this matter tonight,
that when the meeting is called tomor-
row, we will be able to get together and
work ourselves, in some fashion, out of
the impasse in which this body—and this
body alone—finds itself at the present
time. I think that the Senate owes the
country no less.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, would the
distinguished majority leader permit me
to make an observation? I simply want
to say that I agree. Tomorrow we can
meet with the fihibusterers and those
who would be the busters of the filibust-
ers, and see whether or not it Is pos-
sible for the Senate to begin to make
sense this late in the day

Several Senators addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time

of the Senator from Montana has ex-
pired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. May we have 1 more
minute?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
obiection?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the Sena-.
tor from Rhode Island.
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Mr. PASTORE. Does not the majority

leader think it would be more expeditious
that we hold such an executive meeting
tonight, before the cloture vote is taken?
I am afraid the cloture vote is going to
stiffen a situation that is already too
stiff: If we could have it before that clo-
ture vote, maybe we could resolve some
differences.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the hour
of 7 o'clock this evening, the Senate go
into a closed executive session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection

is heard.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

wish to announce that at the hour of
7 o'clock tonight, I will make a motion
that the Senate go into closed session.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may ask the
Senator from Connecticut a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MILLER. May I have the atten-
tion of the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Any time is all
right with me, if we will just face up to
our responsibilities and get away from
this charade we have been going through.
The Senator from Rhode Island wants it
tonight.

Several voices. Five o'clock.
Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from

Iowa wants it some other time.
Mr. MILLER. No. I want to ask the

Senator from Connecticut a question.
Several voices. Right now.
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I call for

the regular order.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg-'

ular order has been caned for, and the
clerk will read the amendment.

Mr. STENNIS. The regular order is
that the Senator from Montana has the
floor.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, did not
the Chair rule that unanimous consent
had been granted for the Senator from
Iowa to ask the Senator from Connecti-
cut a question?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I be-
lieve I have the floor on the sufferance of
the Senator from Connecticut and the
Senate, and I wish to announce that at
the hour of 5 o'clock there will be an ex-
ecutive session.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

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

Mr. CURTIS. What is the status of the
Williams amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Wil-
liams amendment is a pending amend-
ment. It is a pending amendment, but
the amendment by the Senator from
Pennsylvania and the one by the Senator
from Connecticut take precedence over
that amendment at the present time.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield me 2
minutes?

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, do I have
unanimous consent to ask the Senator
from Connecticut a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?
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Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I would
like to ask the Senator from Connecti-
cut whether he would consider making
a unanimous-consent request that his
pending amendment be open to amend-
ments, and preferably with a time lim-
itation.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, let me
explain to the Senator from Iowa why
this cannot be done.

As the Senator realizes, yesterday
when the Senator from Delaware made
his unanimous-consent request, I was
quick"to accede to it, after discussions
with the Senator from Delaware. I was
most anxious to give every Member of
this body an opportunity to file amend-
ments and vote on the amendments to
the family assistance program.

The unanimous-consent request to the
Senator from Delaware was objected to.
Then we found ourselves with the trade
amendment. Now, If I make this unani-
mous-consent request, the family assist-
ance program would then be open to
any other kind of amendment, so we
would be back in the same impasse where
we were before.

I was reluctant to be in a position to
offer family assistance on a take it-or-
leave-it basis, but the attitude of many
Members of this body was such that
we had no alternative. I have had fre-
quent discussions with my cosponsor, the
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT); and
I have had frequent discussions with
the leadership, and with the Senator
from Delaware and the Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS); and we thought
we had worked out a procedure, keeping
in mind the Interests of the Senator from
Iowa and the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. HARRIS); but unfortunately what
we tried to do we were frustrated in, and
we now find that under the parliamen-
tary procedures and the rules, we have
no alternative but to follow the proce-
dure that we have followed, in order to
try to bring the family assistance pro-
gram to a vote, and that is why I regret
that i am unable to accede to the Sena-
tor's request at this time.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, may I
ask unanimous consent that I may ask
a further question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Coox). The Senator's question has been
asked and answered, and the clerk will
proceed with the reading of the amend-
ment.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, a point
of order. Is It not in order for the Chair
to entertain a unanimous-consent re-
quest concerning the pending amend-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
rules that the clerk had started to read
the amendment. Hee should not have
been interrupted, and the amendment
will be read.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, a point
of order. I thought I heard the Chair
state that the clerk had not begun read-
ing the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
never had that opportunity, I might say
to the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, may we
have the reporter read back the RECORD
on that'polnt?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Offi-
cial Reporter may do 60.

Mr. LONG. Regular order, Mr. Presi-
dent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg-
ular order having been requested, the
regular order is that the clerk shall read
the amendment. So the clerk may pro-
ceed to read the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
Strike out title V of the bill and insert in

lieu thereof the following:
SHORT TITLE

(1) The following paragraphs of this sub-
section with the following table of contents
may be cited as the "Family Assistance Act
of 1970".

TABLE OF CONTENTS

(11) Establishment of family assistance
plan.

'PART D—FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN
"Sec. 441. Appropriations"

•Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, may we
hvc order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was the
request of the Senate that the amend-
ment be read. I would hope the Mem-
berr of the Senate meant what they said
and that they would do the clerk the
courtesy of listening to the amendment.

Mr. 'WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, may we have the clerk start over
again?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I think
the clerk should be allowed to continue
to read where he left off.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
"Sec. 442. Eligibility for and amount of

family assistance benefits.
"(a) Elgibility.
"(b) Amount.

(c) Period for determination of benefits.
(d) Special limits on gross income.

"(e) Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and
Guam.

"Sec. 443. Income.
"(a) Meaning of income.
'(b) Exclusions from income.
"Sec. 444. Resources.
"(a) Exclusions from resources.
'(b) Disposition of resources.
"Sec. 445. Meaning of family and child.
"(a) Composition of family.
"(b) Definition of child.
"(c) Income and resources of noncontrib-

uting individual.
"(ci) Recipients of aid to the aged, blind,

and disabled ineligible.
"Sec. 446. Payments and procedures.
"(a) Payments of benefits.

(b) Overpayments and underpayments.
"(c) Hearings and review.
"(d) Procedures; prohibition of assign-

ments.
'(c) Applications and furnishings of in-

formation by families.
"(f) Furnishing of information by other

agencies.
"(g) Application for other benefits or pay-

ments".

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will suspend.

The Members of the Senate will please
take their seats. Conversations should
take place outside the Chamber.

The Clerk will proceed.
The legislative cleark read as follows:
"Sec. 447. Registration and referral of

family members for manpower or rehabilita-
tion services, training, and employment.

"Sec. 448. Denial of benefits in case of re-
fusal of manpower or rehabilitation services,
training, or employment.

"Sec. 449. Transfer of funds for on-the-job
training programs.
"PART E—STATE SUPPLEMENTATION OF FAMILY

ASSISTANCE BENEFITS

"Sec. 451. Paynents under titles IV, V,
XVI, and XIX conditioned on supplementa-
tion.

"Sec. 452. EligIbility for and amount of
supplementary payments.

"Sec. 53. Payments to States.
"Sec. 454. Failure by State 'to comply with

agreement.
"Sec. 455. Definitions.

"PART F—ADMINISTRATION
"Sec. 481. Agreements with States.
"Sec. 462. Penalties for fraud.
"Sec. 483. Report, evaluation, research and

demonstrations, and training and technical
assistance.

"Sec. 464. ObligatIon of deserting parents.
"Sec. 465. Treatment of family assistance

benefits as income for food stamp purposes"
(12) Manpower services, training, employ-

ment, and child care programs,
"PART C—MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, EM-

PLOYMENT, AND CHILD CAiu PROGRAMS FOR
RECIPIENTS OF FAMILY ASSISTANCj BENEFITS
OR SUPPLEMENTARY PAYMENTS

"Sec. 430. Purpose,
"Sec. 431. Operation of manpower services,

training, and employment programs.
"Sec. 432. Allowances for individuals un-

dergoing training.
"Sec. 433. Utilization of other programs.
"Sec 434. Rules and regulations.
"Sec. 435. ApproprIations; and non-Federal

share,
"Sec. 436. ChUd care.
"Sec. 437. Supportive services.
"Sec. 438. Advance funding.
"Sec. 439. Reports to Congress",
(13) Conforming amendments relating to

assistance for needy families with children.
(14) Changes in headings.
(15) Pretesting and evaluation of family

assistance.
(21) Grants to States for aid to the aged,

blind, and disabled,

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I am not
following the clerk. It appears to me that
some parts are being skipped, I think
this is a very important bill. Senators
are going to be called upon to vote on
something about which most of them do
not know. All they know Is what they
have read in the paper. I should like to
observe that I think it is important that
we follow the text.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would inform the Senator from
Wyoming that in the amendment pro-
posed by the Senator from Connecticut
certain sections have been stricken out
in the amendment as proposed by the
Senator, and these appear in the reading
by the clerk. If they are not stricken
out In the copy that the Senator from
Wyoming has, he will consider them as
having been stricken out if the clerk does
not read them.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary Inquiry.

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

Mr. HANSEN. Is the section which wa.s
just read, "Grants to States for aid to
the aged, blind, and disabled," nuni-
bered?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator from Wyoming come to the
clerk's desk with the clerk and the copy
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submitted by the Senator from Con-
necticut?

The Chair might suggest to the Mem-
bers of the Senate that the Senator from
Connecticut has modified his amendment
in relation to the amendment that the
Senators have on their desks. The clerk
is reading the modification.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESiDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state It.

Mr. CURTIS. When the vote comes
up on the Ribicoff-Bennett amendment,
will that vote be limited to voting up
or down the language that the clerk has
read? We are told that the amendment
was to be read In full and that no amend-
ment to the amendment would be al-
lowed. My question is, When the vote is
taken, will it be limited to the words that
the clerk has read?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's assumption is correct—that the
vote will take place on the language as
read by the clerk in the modified amend-
men.t as submitted by the Senator from
Connecticut.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware and Mr.
ERVIN addressed the Chair.

Mr. CURTIS. No other language'
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is

correct. He may modify that amendment
himself until the Senate takes some ac-
tion on it.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

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

Mr. RIBICOFF. Is the clerk reading
the titles or Is he reading the full text?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He Is
reading the full text of the amendment
as submitted by the Senator from Con-
necticut.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
Ident—

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum—

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
Ident—

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the clerk
was reading the amendment, and I there-
fore insist on the regular order because
the reading by the clerk is being Inter-
rupted to suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COOK). By unanimous consent it could
be, otherwise the clerk will proceed to
read the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The regu-
lar order having been called for, the clerk
will proceed to read the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident—

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment as follows:
"TITLE XVI—ORANTS TO STATES FOR
AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

"Sec. 1601. Appropriations,
"Sec. 1602. State plane for financial assist-

ance and services to the aged, blind, and dis-
abled.

"Sec. 1603. DetermInation of need.
"Sec. 1604. Payments to States for aid to

the aged, blind, and disabled.
"Sec. 1606. Alternate provision for direct

Federal payments to individuals.
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"Sec. 1606. Overpayments and underpay-
ments.

"Sec. 1607. Operation of State plans.
"Sec. 1608. Payments to States for services

and administration.
"Sec. 1609. Computation of payments to

States.
"Sec. 1610. Definition".
(22) Repeal of titles I, X, and XIV of the

Social Security Act.
(23) Transition provision relating to over-

payments and underpayments.
(24) TransitIon provision relating to defi-

nitions of blindness' and disabiUty.
(31) Amendment to section 228(d).
(32) Amendments to title XL
(33) Amendments to title XVIII.
(34) Amendments to title XIX.

PART 0—GENERAL

(41) Effective date.
(42) Saving provision.
(43) Special provisions for Puerto Rico, the

Virgin Islands, and Guam.
(44) Additional aupergrades for Depart-

ments of Health, Education, and Welfare and
Labor.

(45) References in other Acts..
(46) AdditIonal remedies for State non-

compliance.
(47) Amendments to title IV. part A.
(48) Meaning of Secretary and fiscal year.

DECLARATION OP GOAL

The Congress hereby establishes a national
goal of assuring all citizens, through work or
assistance, in this decade, an income ade-
quate to sustain a decent level of life and to
eliminate poverty among our people.

(11) 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:

"PARr D—FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN
"APPROPRIATIONS

"Szc. 441. For the purpose of providing a
basic level of financial assistance throughout
the Nation to needy families with children,
in a manner which will strengthen family
lire, encourage work training and self-sup-
port, 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 ex-

cluded pursuant to section 443(b), Is at a
rate of lees than—

"(A) $500 per year for each of the first
two members of the family, plus

"(B) $300 per year for each additional
member, 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 paid a family assistance benefit.

"Amount
'(b) The family assistance benefit for a

family shall be payable at the rats of—
"(1) $500 per year for each of the first

two members of the family, plus
"(2) $300 per year for each additional

member, reduced by the amount of income,
not excluded pursuant to section 443(b), of
the members of the family.

"Period for Determination of Benefits
"(c) (1) A family's eligibility for and its

amount of family assistance benefits shall be
determined for each quarter of a calendar
y-ar, beginning with the quarter in which
application for such benefits is made and
within 30 days following the date upon
which auch application is initially filed.
Such determination shall be made on the
basis of the Secretary's estimate of the fant-
Ily's income for such quarter. and such esti-
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mate shall in turn be based on income for a
preceding period unless he baa reason to
believe that modifications In Income have or
are likely to occur on the basis of changes
in conditions or circuliistance8, The Secre-
tary shall redetermine eligibility for and
amount of benefits of a family for a quarter
if at any time durIng such quarter he has
reason to believe that there have been
changes affecting such eligibility or amount
of benefits and such redetermination shall
be effective beginning with the month f ol-
lowing the month In which such changes
occurred.

(2) In the case of an application for fam-
ily assistance benefits which Is filed after the
first day of a quarter, the amount deter-
mined pursuant to paragraph (1) for such
quarter shall be reduced by an amount which
bears the same ratio to the amount deter-
mined pursuant to such paragraph as the
number of days in the quarter preceding the
date on which the application was filed bears
to the total number of days in such quarter.

"(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 pe-
riod In earning Income) shall, for purposes
of determining eligibility for and amount of
family assistance benefits, be considered as
received (or incurred) In another period or
periods.

"Special Limits on Gross Income
"(d) The Secretary may, in accordance

with regulations, prescribe the circumstances
under which the gross income from a trade
or business (including farming) will be
considered sufficiently large to make such
family ineligible for such benefits. For the
purposes of this subsection, the term 'gross
income' has the same meaning as when used
in the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (20
U.S.C. 1 et seq.).
"Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam

"(e) For special provisions applicable to
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam,
see section 1108(e).

"INCOME

"Meaning of Income
"Sxc. 443. (a) For purposes of this part, In-

come means both earned income and un-
earned Income and—

"(1) earned Income means only—
"(A) remuneration for services performed

as an employee (as defined in section 210(j)),
other than remuneration to which section
209 (b), (c), (d), (f), or (Ic), or section 211
would apply; and

"(B) net earnings from self-employment,
as defined In section 211 (withoUt the ap-
plication of the second and third sentences
following clause (C) of subsection (a) (9)),
including earnings for services described in
paragraphs (4), (5), and (6) of subsection
(C); and

(2) unearned income means all other in-
come, including—

(A) any payments received as an annuity.
pension, retirement, or disability benefit, in-
cluding veteran's or workmen's compensation
and old-age, survivors, and disability insur-
ance, railroad retirement, and unemployment
benefits:

"(B) support and alimony payments,
"(C) rents, dividends, interest, and royal-

ties; and
"(D) regularly recurring payments ex-

cluded from earned Income under clause
(1) (A), which are Intended to replace
earned income, whether for a temporary or
Indefinite period of time.

"Exclusions From Income
"(b) In determining the income of a fam-

ily there shall be excluded—
"(1) subject to limitations (as to amount

or otherwise) prescribed by the Secretary,
the earned income of each child in the fam-
ily who is, as determined by the Secretary



December 18, 1970
under regulations, a student regularly at-
tending a school. college, or university, or a
course of vocational or technical training
designed to prepare him for gainful employ-
ment;

"(2) (A) the total unearned income of all
members of a family In a calendar quarter
which is received too infrequently or irreg-
ularly to be included. if such income so re-
ceived does not exceed $30 in such quarter.
and (B) the total earned income of-all mem-
bers of a family in a calendar quarter which
is received too infrequently or irregularly to
be included, if such income so received does
not exceed $30 In such quarter;

"(3) an amount of earned income of a
member of the family equal to the cost in-
curred by such member for child care which
the Secretary deems necessary to securing or
continuing in manpowr training, vocational
rehabilitation, employment, or self-employ-
ment except that such amount may not ex-
ceed the cost, established for purposes of
section 436(c), of child care of the same type
as that provided pursuant to section 436;

(4) the first $720 per year (or proportion-
ately smaller amounts for shorter periods)
of the total of earned Income (not excluded
by the preceding paragraphs of this sub-
section) of all members of the family plus
one-half of the remainder thereof;

"(5) food stamps or any other assistance
(except veterans' pensions) which is based
on need and furnished by any State or po-
litical subdivision of a State or any Federal
agency, or by any private agency or organi-
zation exempt from taxation under section
501(a) of the Internal Revenue Code (26
U.S.C. 601(a)) as an organization described
in section 501(c) (3) or (4) of the Internal
Revenue Code (26 U.S.C. 501(c) (3) and
(4));

"(6) allowances under section 432(a) or
under section 437(d);

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
reading of the amendment be temporar-
ily suspended—

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, objection.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware (continu-

ing). In order that I might ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard. The clerk will resume the read-
ing of the amendment.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, Is that the
only purpose?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That Is
the only purpose.

Mr. LONG. I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection

has been heard. The clerk will resume the
reading of the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I thought they wanted to vote.

The legislative clerk resumed the read-
ing of the amendment as follows:

'(7) any portion of a scholarship or fel-
lowship 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) any amounts received for the foster
care of a child who is living in the same
home as the family but is not a member of
the family.

"azsovaczs
"Exclusions From Resources

"SEC. 444. (a) In determining the resources
of a family there shall be excluded—

(1) the home, household goods, and per-
sonal effects; and

"(2) other property which, as determined
in accordance with and subject to limitations
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in regulations of the Secretary. Is so essential
to the family's means of self-support as to
warrant its exclusion.

"Disposition of Resources
"(b) The Secretary shall prescribe regula-

tions 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
a family's eligibility for family assistance
benefits. Any portion of the family's benefits
paid for any such period shall be conditioned
upon such disposal; and any benefits so paid
shall (at the time of the disposal) be con-
sidered overpaymenta to the extent they
would not have been paid had the disposal
occurred at the beginning of the period for
which such benefits were paid.

"MEANING OP FAMILY AND CHILD

"Composition of Family
'SEC. 445. (a) Two or more 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 their own home,

(3) who are residents of the United States,
and

"(4) at least one of whom is a child who
(A) is not married to another of such indi-
viduals and (B) is In the care of or depend-
ent upon another of such individuals,
shall be regarded as a family for purposes
of this part and parts A, C. and E. A parent
(of a child living In a place of residence
referred to in paragraph (2)), or a spouse of
such a parent, who is determined by the
Secretary to be temporarily absent from such
place of residence for the purpose of engag-
ing In or seeking employment or self-employ-
ment (including military service) shall
nevertheless be considered (for purposes of
paragraph (2)) to be living in such place
of residence.

"DEFINrIION 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 eighteen, or (2)
under the age of twenty-one and (as deter-
mined by the Secretary under regulations)
a student regularly attending a school, col-
lege, or university, or a coure of vocational
or technical training designed to prepare him
for gainful employment.
"Income and Resources of Noncontributing

Individual
"(c) For purposes of determining eligibility

for and the amount of family assistance
benefits for any family there shall be ex-
cluded the income and resources of any
individual, other than a parent of a child
(or a spouse of a parent in cases in which
under applicable State law such spouse is
responsible for the support of the child),
which, is not available to other members of
the family; and for such purposes such
Individual—

"(1) in the case of a child, shall be re-
garded as a member of the family for pur-
poses of determining the family's eligibility
for such benefits but not for purposes of de-
termining the amount of such benefits,
and

"(2) in any other case, shall not be con-
sidered a member of the family for any
purpose.
"Recipients of Aid to the Aged, BUnd, and

Disabled Ineligible
"(d) If an individual is receiving aid to th

aged, blind, and disabled under a State plan
approved under title XVI, or if his needs are
taken into account in determining the need
of another person receiving 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 purposes of deter-
mining the amount of the family sssistanoe

S 20625
benefits of the family and his income and re-
sources shall not be oounted as income of
a family under this part.

"PAYMENTS AND PS0CUR
'Payments of Benefits

"Sac. 446. (a) (1) Family assistance benefits
shall be paid not less frequently than month-
ly, except that such benefits may be paid
quarterly In any case in which the Secre-
tary determines that the amount of such
benefits for a quarter will not exceed $30.

"(2) Payment of the 'family assistance
benefits of any family may be made to any
one or more members of the family, or. if
the Secretary finds, after reasonable notice
and opportunity for hearing (which shall
be held in the same manner and subject U'
the same conditions as a hearing under sec-
tion 446(c) (1) and (2)) to the family mem-
ber or members to whom the family assist-
ance benefits are (or, but for this provision,
would be) paid, that such member or mem-
bers have such inability to manage funds
that making payment to such member or
members would be contrary to the welfare of
the child or children in such family, he may
make payment to any person, othcr than
a member of such family, who is interesetd in
or concerned with the welfare of the family.
If the Secretary makes payment to a person
who is not a member of the family, he shall
review his finding under the preceding scn-
tence periodically to determine whether the
conditions justifying such finding still exist,
and, if they do not, he shall discontinue
making payments to any person who is not
a mmeber of the family. If it appears to
the Secretary that such conditions are like-
ly to continue beyond a. period specified by
him, he shall attempt to secure the appoint-
ment of a guardian or other legal repre-
sentative for the family member with re-
spect to whom such finding is made, and
take any other steps he may find appro-
priate to protect the welfare of the child or
children in the family.

"(3) The Secretary may by regulation es-
tablish ranges of incomes within which a
single amount of family assistance benefit
shall apply,

"Overpayments and Underpayments
(b) Whenever the Secretary finds that

more or less than the correct amount of
family assistance benefits has been paid with
respect to any family, proper adjustment or
recovery shall, subject to the succeeding pro-
visions of this subsection, be made by ap-
propriate adjustments in future payments
to the family or by recovery from or payment
to any one or more of the individuals who
are or were members thereof, unless such
adjustment or recovery (in the case of an
overpayment) would defeat the purposes of
this part, or be against equity or good con-
science, or (because of the small amount
involved) Impede efficient or effective admin-
istration o'! this part.

"Hearings and Review
(c) (1) The Secretary shall provide reason-

able notice and opportunity for a fair hear-
ing to any individual who is or claims to be
a member of a family and is in disagrisment
with any determination under this part with
respect to eligibility of the family for family
assistance benefits, the number of members
of the family, or the amount of the benefits,
if such individual requests a hearing on the
matter in disagreement within thirty days
after notice of such determination Is received,,
Until a determination is made on the basis
of such hearing or upon disposition of the
matter through default, withdrawal of the
request by the individual or revision of the
initial determination by the Secretary, any
amounts which are payable (or would be pay-
able but for the matter In disagreement) to
any individual who has been determined to
be a member of such family shall continue to
be paid; but any amounts so paid.for periods
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prior to si.ich determination or disposition
shall be considered overpayments to the ex-
tent they would not have been paid had such
determination or disposition occurred at the
same time as the Secretary's initial determi-
nation on the matter in disagreement if there
would have been no matter in disagreement
but for the fraudulent statements or willful
misstatements of such individual or any
other person who has been determined to be
a member of a family. For purposes of hear-
ings under this subsection, the Administra-
tive Procedure Act shall not apply.

"(2) Determination on the basis of such
hearing shall be made within ninety days
after the individual requests the hearing as
provided in paragraph (1) or within thirty
days following the final day of the hearing,
whichever is sooner.

"(3) The final determination of the Secre-
tary after a hearing under paragraph (1)
shall be subject to judicial review as provided
in section 205(g) to the same extent as the
Secretary's final determinations under sec-
tion 205.
"Procedures; Prohibition of Assignments
"(d) The provisions of sections 206(a)

(other than the penultimate sentence there-
of) and 207 and subsections (a), (ci), (e),
and (f) of section 205 shall apply with re-
spect to this part to the same extent as they
apply in the case of title III.
'Applications and Furnishings of Informa-

tion by Families
"(e) 1 The Secretary 'shall prescribe regu-

lations applicable to families or members
thereof with respect to the filing of applica-
tions the furnishing of other data and mate-
risi, and the reporting of events and changes
in circumstances, as may be necessary to
determine eligibility for and amount of
family assistance benefits.

"(2) In order to encourage prompt report-
ing of events and changes in circumstances
relevant to eligibility for or amount of family
assistance benefits, and more accurate esti-
mates of expected income or expenses by
members of families for purposes of such
eligibility and amount of benefits, the Sec-
retary shall 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 members 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 payments of
such benefits for the period involved.

"Furnishing of Information by Other
Agencies

"(f) The head of any Federal agency shall
provide such information as the Secretary
needs for purposes of determining eligibility
for or amount of family assistance benefits,
or verifying other information with respect
thereto.
"Application for Other Benefits or Payments

"(g) For purposes of determining the
amount of family assistance benefits to which
a family is entitled, the Secretary shall not
consider as a member of the family any
individual who refuses to take all steps nec-
essary (excluding acceptance of any employ-
ment which would not be determined to be
suitable for such individual under section
448(b)) to apply for and (if eligible) obtain
unemployment benefits, old-age, survivors,
and disability insurance, or any other pay-
nients of the type enumerated in seétion
443(a) (2) (A) for which the Secretary deter-
mines it is likely that such applicant or
family or family member may be eligible.
"REGISTRATION AND REFERRAL or FAMILY MEM-

BERS FOR MANPOWER OR REHABILITATION
SERVICES, TRAINING, AND EMPLOYMENT
"SEc. 447. (a) Every individual who is a

member of a family which is found to be eli-

gible for family assistance benefits, other
than a member to whom the Secretary finds
paragraph (1), (2), (3), (4),or (5) of sub-
section (b) applies, shall register for man-
power 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 is found by the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, after reason-
able notice and opportunity for hearing
(which shall be held in the same manner and
subject to the same conditions as a hearing
under section 446(c) (1) and (2)),to have
failed to so register, he shall be regarded
as a member of a family but no family as-
sistance benefits shall be payable to such
family with respect to such member. In the
case of such a finding such member, or, if
there are two or more such members of a
family to whom such a finding is applicable
at the same time, the first and second mem-
bers of such family with respect to whom
it is so applicable, shall be treated as, re-
spectively, the first member and first and
second members of such family for purposes
of section 442(b). No part of the family as-
sistance benefits of any such family may be
paid to such individual during the period for
which the second sentence of this subsection
is applicable to him; and the Secretary may,
if he deems it appropriate, provide fr pay-
ment 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.

"(b) An Individual shall not be required
to register pursuant to subsection (a) if the
Secretary determines that such individual
is—

"(1) unable to engage in work or training
by reason of illness, incapacity, or advanced
age;

"(2) a mother or other relative of a child
under the age of six who is caring for such
child;

"(3) the mother or other female caretaker
of a child, if the father or another adult
male relative is in the home and not ex-
cluded by paragraph (1), (2), (4), or (5) of
this subsection (unless the second sentence
of subsection (a), or section 448(a) is appli-
cable to him);

(4) a child who is under the age of six-
teen or meets the requirements of section
445(b)(2); or

"(5) one whose presence in the home on a
substantially continuous basis is required
because of the illness or incapacity of an-
other member of the household. An individ-
ual who would, but for the preceding sen-
tence, be required to register pursuant to
subsection (a), may, if he wishes register as
provided in such subsection.

(c) The Secretary shall make provision for
the furnishing of child care services in such
cases and for so long as he deems appropriate
in the case of (1) individuals registered pur-
suant to subsection (a) who are, pursuant to
such registration, participating in manpower
services, training, or employment, and (2)
individuals referred pursuant to subsection
(d) who are, pursuant to such referral, par-
ticipating In vocational rehabilitation.

"(d) In the case of any member of a family
assistance benefits who is not required to
register pursuant to subsection (a) because
of such member's Incapacity, the Secretary
shall make provision for referral of such
member to the appropriate State agency ad-
ministering or supervising the administra-

ion of the State plan for vocational rehabili-
tation services approved under the Voca-
tional RehabiUtation Act, and for a re-
view of such member's incapacity and
his need for and utilization of the rehabili-
tation services made available to him under
such plan as frequently as may be appro-
priate, as determined by the Secretary taking
into consideration the nature of the indi-
vidual's Incapacity and the likelihood of a

change in his condition. If and for so long
as such member is found by the Secretary,
after reasonable notice and opportunity for
hearing (which shall be held in the same
manner and subject to the same conditions
as a hearing under section 446(c) (1) and
(2)), to have refused without good cause to
accept rehabilitation services available to
him under such plan, he shall be treated as
an individual to whom subsection (a) is ap-
plicable by reason of refusal to register for
manpower services, training, and em-
ployment.
'DENIAL OF BENEFITS IN CASE OF RE)"USAL OF

MANPOWER OR REHABILITATION SERVICES,
TRAINING, OR EMPLOYMENT

"Szc. 448. (a) For purposes of determining
eligibility for and amounts of family assis-
tance benefits under this part, an Individual
who has registered as required under section
447(a) shall be treated as an individual to
whom section 447(a) applIes by reason of re-
fusal tç register for manpower services, train-
ing, and employment, it and for so long as he
has been found by the Secretary of Labor.
after reasonable notice and opportunity for
hearing (which shall be held in the same
manner and subject to the same conditions
as a hearing under section 446(c) (1) and
(2)), to have refused without good cause to
participate or continue to participate in Suit-
able manpower services, training, or employ-
ment, or to have refused without good cause
to accept suitable employment in which he
is able to engage which is offered through
the public employment 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 dde offer
of employment.

"(b) (1) In determining whether any em-
ployment is suitable for an individual for
purposes of subsection (a) and part C, the
Secretary of Labor shall consider the degree
of risk to such individual's health and safety.
his physical fitness for the work, his prior
training and experience, his prior earnings.
the length of his unemployment, his realistic
prospects for obtaining work based on his
potential and the availability of training op-
portunities, and the distance of the availabie
work from his residence.

(2) In no event shall any employmeni be
considered suitable for an individual—

(A) if the position offered is vacant due
directly to a strike, lockout, or other labor
dispute;

"(B) if the wages, hours, or other terms or
conditions of the work offered are contrary to
or less than those prescribed by Federal,
State, or local law or are substantially less
favorable to the individual than those pre-
vailing for similar work in the locality, or If
the wages for the work offered are at an
hourly rate of less $1.20; or

"(C) if, as a condition of being employed,
the individual would be required to join a
company union or to resign from or refrain
from joining any bona dde labor organiza-
tion.

"(c) No family shall be denied benefits un-
der this part, or have its benefits under this
part reduced, because an individual who is
a member of such family refuses work, if
such individual is the mother, or other rela-
tiveof a child (which child is a member of
the family) who is caring for such child, un-
less child care provided pursuant to sect ion
436, or child care of the same type and rea-
sonably equivalent cost (as determined in
accordance with criteria of the Secretary), is
available for such child.
"TRANSFER OF FUNDS FOR ON-THE-JOB TRAININO

PROGRAMS

"SEC. 449. The Secretary shall, pursuant to
and to the extent provided by agreement with
the Secretary of Labor, pay to the Secretary
of Labor amounts which the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare estimates
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would be paid as family assistance 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 partici-
pating in such training. Such amounts shall
be available to pay the costs of such pro-
grams.
"PART E—STATE SUPPLEMENTATION OF FAMILY

ASSISTANCE BENEFITS

"PAYMENT UNDER TITLES IV, V, XVI, AND XIX,
CONDITIONED ON SUPPLEMENTATION

"SEc. 451. In order for a State to be eligible
for payments pursuant to title V, XVI, or
XIX, or part A or. 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 (1) make supplementary pay-
ments, as provided in this part and part F,
to any family, residing in the State other
than a family in which both parents of the
child or children are present, neither parent
is incapacitated, and the male parent is not
unemployed.
"ELIGIBILITY FOR AMOUNT OF SUPPLEMENTARY

PAYMENTS

"SEc. 452. (a) The amount payable under
the agreement with any State under this part
to any family described in section 451 shall,
subject to the succeeding provisions of this
section, be no less than the difference be-
tween—

"(1) the payment level in such State, and
'(2) the family assistance benefits payable

under part D without regard to any reduction
in such benefits required by section 447 or
448 plus any other income (earned or unearn-
ed) not excluded under section 443 (b) (ex-
cept paragraph (4) thereof) or under sub-
section (b) of this section.
The payment level in each State for any fam-
ily shall be determined by the Secretary after
consultation with such State. The payment
level so determined shall be so designed that
as nearly as practicable, payments under the
agreement (when added to benefits payable
under part D) to families with no other in-
come will be equal to the maximum payment
(exclusive of amounts designed to meet
shelter needs) which families of the same
Size (and which were eligible for no addi-
tional payments to meet extraordinary needs,
determined in accordance with criteria pre-
scribed by the Secretary) would have received
for November 1970 under the plan of such
State: (1) which is in effect for such month
(or in effect for January 1971 if the State
has adopted prior to November 1, 1970, a
change in the amount of such payments ef-
fective after November 1970) and (ii) which
complies with the requirements for approval
under part A as in effect for such month
plus a uniform amount to meet shelter needs
(adjusted as may be necessary to reflect dif-
ferences in shelter costs between different
areas of the State); except that this section
shall not be construed to require a State to
make payments with respect to that amount
by which its payment level exceeds the pov-
erty level (as defined in section 543(c)) ap-
plicable to such family.

"(b) For purposes of an agreement under
this part—

"(1) the provisions of, and the rules and
regulations under, sections 442(a) (2), and
(d), 443(a), 444, 445, 446 (to the extent the
Secretary deems appropriate), 447, and 448
shall be applied,

(2) in the case of earned Income to
which paragraph (4) of section 443(b) ap-
plies, there shall be disregarded $720 per year
(or proportionately smaller amounts for

shorter periods), plus one-third of the re-
mainder, and,

(3) in the case of any State the plan of
which, as In effect in December 1970. com-
plies with the standards for approval under
part A as then In effect and provides for

meeting less than 100 per centum of its
standard of need or provides for considering
less than 100 per centum of requirements In
determining need, there shall be disregarded,
with respect to any family, an additional
amount of income (whether earned or un-
earned) equal to the amount which (A) is
in excess of the income which would have
been disregarded pursuant to section 402(a)
(8) as then in effect and (B) could have
been received by a family of the same size
whose needs were being met in such month
under such plan without a resultant reduc-
tion In the assistance payment under such
plan.
For special provisions applicable to Puerto
Itico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam, see sec-
tion 1108(e).

(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 agreement to any individual
whose claim for supplementary payments is
denied or is not acted. upon with reason-
able promptness;

"(4) provide (A) such methods of admin-
Istration (including methods relating to the
establishment and maintenance of person-
nel standards on a merit basis, except that
the Secretary shall exercise no authority
with respect to the selection, tenure of of-
fice, and compensation of any individual em-
ployed in accordance with such methods) as
are found by the Secretary to be necessary
for the proper and efficient operation of the
agreement in the State, and (B) for the
training and effective use of paid subprofes-
sional staff, with particular emphasis on the
full- or part-time employment of recipients
of supplementary payments and other per-
sons of low income, as community services
aides, in carrying out the agreement and for
the use of nonpaid or partially paid volun-
teers;

(5) provide that the State agency carry-
ing out the agreement will make such re-
ports, In such form and containing such in-
formation, as the Secretary may from time
to time require, and comply with such pro-
visions 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 supplemen-
tary payments to purposes directly connected
with the administration of this title:

"(7) 'provide that all individuals wishing
to make application for supplementary pay-
ments shall have opportunity to do so, and
that supplementary payments shall be fur-
nished with reasonable promptness to all
eligible individuals;

"(8) provide that no lien will be Imposed
against the property of any member of a
family or his estate on account of payments
made under the agreement (except pursuant
to the judgment of a Court on account of
payments incorrectly made to such family),
and that there will be no adjustment or any
recovery of payments correctly made under
the agreement; and
"(9) provide—
(A) (i) for the development and imple-

mentation, of a program under which the
State will attempt—

"(I) In the case of a child born out of wed-
lock who is receiving assistance to needy fam-
ilies with children, or payments under the
agreement, to establish the paternity of such
child and secure support for him.

(II) in the case of any child receiving
such assistance or payments who has been
deserted or abandoned by his parent, to Be-

cure support for such child from such parent
(or from any other person legally liable for
such support), utilizing reciprocal arrange-
ments adopted with other States to obtain
or enforce court orders for support, and

"(III) in the case of any parent (of a child
referred to in clause (II)) receiving such as-.

sistance or payments who has been deserted
or abandoned by his or her spouse, to secure
support for such 'parent from such spouse
(or from any other person legally liable for
such support), utilizing any reciprocal ar-
rangements adopted with other States to ob-
tain or enforce court orders for support and

"(ii) for the establishment of a single or-
ganizational unit in the State agency or local
agency carrying out the agreement in each
political subdivision which will be respon-
sible for the administration of the program
referred to in clause (1);

"(B) for entering into cooperative ar-
rangements with appropriate courts and law
enforcement officials (I) to assist in admini-
stering the program referred to in clause
(A) (i), including the entering into of fin-
ancial arrangements with such courts and
officials in order to assure optimum results
under such program, and (ii) with respect
to any other matters of common concern to
such courts or officials and the State agency
or local agency administering such program;

(C) that the State will report to the Secre-
tary, at such times (not less often than once
each calendar quarter) and in such manner
as the Secretary may prescribe—

(i) the name, and social security account
number, if unknown, of each .parent of a
child referred to in clause (A) (i)—

(I) against whom an order for the sup-
port and maintenance of such child ha
been issued by. a court of con)petent juris-
diction but who Is not making payments in
compliance or partial compliance with such
order,. or against whom a petition for such
an order has been filed in a court having
jurisdiction to receive such petition, and

"(II) whom it has been unable to locate
•after requesting and utilizing information
included in the files of the Department of

Health, Education, and Welfare maintained
pursuant to section 205,

"(ii) the last known address of such par-
ent and any information it has with respect
to the date on which such parent could last
be located at such address, and

"(iii) such other information as the Sec-
retary may specify to assist in carrying out
the provisions of section 407;

"(D) that the State will, in accordance
with standards prescribed by the Secretary,
cooperate with' any other State carrying out
an agreement under this part—

'(i) in locating a parent residing in such
State (whether or not permanently) against
whom a petition has been filed in a court f
competent jurisdiction of such other State
for the support and maintenance of his child
receiving assistance to needy families with
children or payments under the agreement
of such other State, and

"(ii) in securing 'compliance or good faith
partial compliance by a parent residing In
such State (whether or not permanently)
with an order Issued by a court of competent
Jurisdiction against such parent for the sup-
port and maintenance of such child;

"(10) provide for arrangements to assure
that there will be made a non-Federal con-
tribution to meet the cost of manpower
services, training, and employment and op-
portunities provided for IndivIduals regis-
tered pursuant to section 447, in cash or
kind, equal to 10 per centum of such cost;
and

"(11) provIde, in the case of any individ-
uals who are members of a family receiving
supplementary payments and who refuse—

(A) to register as reqhired under section
447(a),

"(B) to accept vocational rehabilitation
services as required under sectIon 447(d), or
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"(C) without good cause, to participate or

continue to participate in manpower serv-
ices, training, or employment, as required
under section 448(a), or to accept suitable
employment as described in such section,
that such supplementary payments will be
reduced by an amount which bear the same
ratio to such payments as the number of
such individuals bears to the total number
of members In the family.

'PAYMENTS TO STATES

"SEC. 453. (a) (1) The Secretary shall pay
to any State which has in effect an agree-
ment under this part, for each fiscal year,
an amount equal to 30 per centum of the
total amount expended during such year
pursuant to its agreement as supplementary
payments to families not counting so much
of the supplementary payment made to any
family as exceeds the amount by which (with
respect to the period involved) —

"(A) the family assistance benefit pay-
able to such family under part D, plus any
income of such family (earned or unearned)
not disregarded in determining the amount
of such supplementary payment, is less than

"(B) the applicable poverty level as pro-
mulgated and in effect under subsection (c).

"(2) The Secretary shall also pay to each
such State an amount equal to—

"(A) the cost of carrying out the require-
ments of sectIon 452(c) (9), plus

"(B) 50 per centur' of its other adminis-
trative costs found necessary by the Secre-
tary for carrying out its agreement.

(b) Payments under subsection (a) shall
be made at such time or times, in advance
or by way of reimbursement, and in such
installments as the Secretary may deter-
mine; and shall be made on such conditions
as may be necessary to assure the carrying
out of the purposes of this title.

"(c) (1) For purposes of this part, the
'poverty level' for a family group of any given
size shall be the amount shown for a fam-
ily group of such size in the following table,
adjusted as provided in paragraph (2):

"Family size: Basic a'ntount
One $1,920
Two 2,520
Three 3,120
Four 3,720
Five 4,270
Six 4,820
Seven 5,320
Eight 5,820
Nl.e 6,270
Ten 6,720
Eleven or more 7,170

"(2) As soon after enactment of the Family
Assistance Act as may be feasible, and there-
after between July 1 and September 30 of
each year, the Secretary (A) shall adjust the
amount shown for each size of family group
in the table In paragraph (1) by Increasing
such amount by the percentage by which
the average level of the price index for the
months in the most recent preceding calen-
dar year exceeds the average level of the
price index for months in calendar year
1969, and (B) shall thereupon promulgate
the amounts sO adjusted as the poverty level
for family groups of various sizes which shall
be conclusive for purposes of this part for
the fiscal year beginning July 1 next suc-
ceeding such promulgation.

"(3) As used In this subsection, the term
'price Index' means the Consumer Price In-
dex (all items—United States city average)
published monthly by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics.

"FAILURE BY STATE TO COMPLY WITH
AGREEMENT

"SEC. 454. If the Secretary, after reason-
able 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 or with any requirement
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Imposed by or pursuant to this part, he shall
withhold all, or such portion as he deems
appropriate, of the payments to which such
State is otherwise entitled under this part
or Part A or B of this title or under title
V, XVI, or XIX, but the amounts so with-
held from payments under such part A or B or
under title V, XVI, or XIX, shall be deemed
to have been paid to the State under such
part of title. Such withholding shall be
affected at such time or times and in such in-
stallments as the Secretary may deem appro-
priate.

"SEC. 455. As used in this part, the term
'needy families with children' means families
who are receiving family assistance benefits
under part D and who (1) are receiving
supplementary payments under this part,
or (2) would be eligible to receive, under a
State plan (approved under part A) as In
effect prior to the enactment of part D, aid
to families with dependent children as de-
fined in section 406 as it was in effect prior
to such enactment, if the State plan had
continued in effect; and 'assistance to needy
families with children' means family assist-
ance benefits under such part D, paid to
such families.

"PART 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 under part E, or will perform such other
functions of the State In connection with
such payments as may be agreed upon, or
both. In any such case, the agreement shall
also (1) provide for payment by the State
to the Secretary of an amount equal to the
supplementary payments made by the Secre-
tary under such agreement, less any pay-
ments which would otherwise be made to
the State under section 453(a), (2) at the
request of the State, provide for joint audit
of payments under the agreement. and (3)
in the case of an agreement which will be-
come effective at a future date, but not later
than two years after the date as of which
part D becomes effective for such State,
provide for payments of the State's ad-
ministrative Costs found necessary by the
Secretary for making supplementary pay-
ments pursuant to part E during the period
after the execution of the agreement Onder
this section and before Its effective date,
except that if the State takes any action
which prevents such agreement from becom-
ing effective at the end of such two years, the
Secretary shall recover (by adjustment of
any other amounts due the State under this
Act, or otherwise) an amount equal to one-
half the administrative costs paid pursuant
to this clause (3).

"(b) The Secretary may enter into an
agreement with a State under which the
Secretary will determine eligibility for medi-
cal assistance under such State's plan ap-
proved under title XIX, or for surplus food
commodities under such State's program
conducted pursuant to sectIon 416 of the Act
of October 31, 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1431) or ad-
minister all or part of such State's food
stamp program conducted pursuant to the
Food Stamp Act of 1964 (7 U.S.C. 2011, et
seq.), with respect to (I) individuals eligible
under such State's plan approved under title
XVI for aid to the aged, blind, and disabled
(and Individuals who would be eligible for
such aid but for the Income and resources
'requirements of title XVI), but only if the
State has entered Into an agreement with the
Secretary pursuant to section 1605, and (2)
all individuals other than those described in
clause (1), but only if, in the case of any
State required to make supplementary pay-
ments pursuant to section 452, the Secretary
Is carrying out an agreement with such
State pursuant to subsection (a) of this sec-
tion. In any such case, the agreement shall
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also provide for payment by the State to the
Secretary of an amount equal to one-half of
the cost oJ determining eligibility for medical
assistance plus the cost of detremining eligi-
bility for surplus food commodities and of
administering the food stamp programs, but
in computing such costs the Secretary shall
include only those costs which are additional
to the costs incurred in carrying, out part D
or in carrying out an agreement under sub-
section (a) or section 1605.

"(c) In the case of any State which has
an agreement with the Secretary under sub-
section (a) (If the State Is required to make
supplementary payments pursuant to section
452), under subsection (b) with respect to
medical assistance, and under section 1605,
the Secretary may further agree to adminis-
ter all or any part of any other program of
such State under which cash benefits are
provided on the basis of need, but only to
the extent that he determines, with respect
to any such program or part thereof which
the State seeks to Include in the agreement,
that administration by him Is feasible and
will not result In undue administrative bur-
den. In any such case the agreement shall
provide for payment by the State to the Sec-
retary of an amount equal to the cash bene-
fits paid by the Secretary, plus the costs of
administering any such program or part
thereof included In the agreement, but In
computing such administrative costs the
limitations applicable to computation of ad-
ministrative costs under subsection (b) shall
apply.

"(d) In the case of an agreement, plan, or
program, or any portion thereof, which the
Secretary administers on behalf of a State
under an agreement pursuant to subsection
(a) or (b) of this section or pursuant to
section 1605, the Secretary may waive any
procedural requirements or methods of ad-
ministration imposed by or pursuant to this
or any other Federal statute and substitute
the requirements or methods applicable to
the administration of part D which serve the
same purpose or relate to the same or com-
parable matters.

"(e) In the case of any State which has
entered Into—

"(1) an agreement under subsection (a)
for the administration by the Secretary of
supplementary payments under the State's
agreement pursuant to part E, or

"(2) an agreement under section 1605 for
payment of aid to the aged, blind, and dis-
abled,
the State must maintain such agreement In
effect in order to remain eligible for pay-
ments under part E of this title or title XVI,
respectively, with respect to expenditures for
any quarter beginning on or after the date
such agreement under subsection (a) or sec-
tIon 1605 becomes effective.

'(f) The Secretary may also enter Into an
agreement with any State under which such
State will make, on behalf of the Secretary.
the family assistance benefit payments pro-
vided for under part ID with respect to all or
specified families In the State who are eli-
gible for such benefits or will perform such
other functions in 'onnectlon with the ad-
ministration of part ID as may be agreed
upon, or both, except that (1) the Secretary
may not enter into any agreement under this
subsection which would remain in effect for
any period after January 1, 1974, under which
any State would determine the eligibility of
or make family assistance benefits payments
to any family other than a family In which
one parent of the child or children is dead,
continuously abrent from the home, or In-
capacited, and (2) the Secretary may not
enter into an agreement under this sub-
section with any State If, under the State
plan of such State, approved under part A
and as in effect for January 197a, the total
of the payments for such month as aid un-
der such plan with respect to three dependent
children and one relative with whom they
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were living, all of whom have no other in-
come, would be less than $133.34. The coat
of carrying out any such agreement shall be
paid to the State by the Secretary in ad-
vance or by way of reimbursement and In
such installments as may be agreed upon.

"(g) (1) Whenever, in accordance with this
Act, the Secretary has agreed to make the
supplementary payments provided for under
part E to pay aid to the aged, blind, and
disabled under the State's plan approved
under title XVI, or to perform any other
functions, on behalf of a State, It shall be
a condition of such agreement that, not-
withstanding any other provision of law, ex-
cept provisions pertaining to retirement, in-
surance, health benefits, and length of work-
week, arrangements are made, which are
found by the Civil Service Commission to be
fair and equitable, to provide or continue
to provide employment to employees of the
State or its political subdivisions whose em-
ployment is affected. The terms and condi-
tions of such employment arrangements shall
be specified in the agreement.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1970

The Senate continued with the consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 17550) to amend
the Social Security Act to provide in-
creases in benefits, to Improve computa-
tion methods, and to raise the earnings

base under the old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance system, to make liii-
provements in the medicare, medicaid,
and maternal and child health programs
with emphasis upon improvements in the
operating effectiveness of such programs,
and for other purposes.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I send
to the desk a modification of my amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUGHES). The Senator has a right to
modify his amendment.

The modification is as follows:
On page 101, line 2, strike out the period

and insert in lieu thereof "; and" and be-
tween lines 2 and 3 insert the following
paragraph

"(3) with respect to aid furnished under
the plan for any month—

"(A) the total of the amounts used to
determine the needs of an applicant for or
recipient of aid shall be at least $10 higher
than the total thereof which would have
been used to determine his needs under the
State plan as in effect for March 1971, or

(B) In the case of two or more such indi-
viduals who are, as determined In accordance
with regulatons of the Secretary, members
of the same household, the sum of such to-
tals used for the month for which the deter-
mination is being made shall exceed the sum
of such totals for March 1971 by $10 plus $5
for such individual in excess of one,
except that, in the case of any State the plan
of which provides for meeting less than 100
per centum of its standard of need or pro-
vides for considering less than 100 per cen-
turn of requirements in determining need,
such plan shall provide such methods as the
Secretary may by regulation prescribe for
achieving as nearly as possible the results
provided fcr under the preceding provisions
of this paragraph.
For purposes of paragraph (3). the 'State
plan as in effect for March 1971' means the
State plan (approved under this title) as in
effect for March 1971 or, if there was no such
plan in effect for such State for such
month—

(I) the State plan which was in effect for
such month and was approved under title I,
in the case of any individual who is sixty-
five years of age or older,

"(Ii) the State plan in effect for such
month and approved under title X, in the
case of an individual who is blind, or

"(iii) the State plan in effect for such
month and approved under title XIV, in the
case of an individual who is severely dis-
abled,
except that if two or more of clauses (i),
(ii). and (iii) are applicable with respect to
an individual, it shall be the State plan un-
der which the total is the higher (or high-
est), and except that if none of such clauses
is applicable to an individual, it shall be the
one of the State plans approved under titles
I, X, and XIV which were in effect for such
month, under which the total which would
have been applicable to him is the higher (or
highest)

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, welfare
reform is the most urgent domestic leg-
islation—

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. RIBICOFF. For a question?
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No; to

get the yeas and nays on the modifica-
tion.

Mr. RIBICOFF. No, I will not yield to
have the yeas and nays on the modifica-
tion ordered, because it was discussed
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here during the meeting that there may
be other Senators here—

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If not on
that amendment can we get the yeas and
nays on the amendment of the Senator
from Pennsylvania?

Mr. RIBICOFF. No; I would object to
that. I have the floor.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, regular

order.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ate will be In order.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, welfare

reform is the most urgent domestic legis-
lation now before Congress.

Men of all persuasions agree that our
welfare programs have become a na-
tional tragedy. Uncontrollable costs,
weak or nonexistent Incentives to work
and maintain the family structure, and
categories which exclude up to one half
of our poor, all contribute to the dis-
astrous system now in operation.

The hour is late and it is imperative
that the Senate consider this proposal on
its merits before adjournment. We will
fail our public trust if we allow the pres-
ent system to be perpetuated any longer.

Therefore, Senator BENNETT and I to-
day are proposing an amendment to the
existing welfare system. Our proposal in-
cludes the major provisions of the ad-
ministration's family assistance plan,
first proposed 16 months ago and under
careful consideration by Congress for al-
most a year.

Many believe this legislation goes too
far; others argue that it does not go far
enough. In my own mind, this amend-
ment does not contain everything I be-
lieve Is ultimately required In our wel-
fare program. But, If this is not a per-
fect program, It Is a necessary program.

Passage of the amendment Senator
BENNETT and I propose would be the most
important step in three decades toward
developing a more workable, more effi-
cient, and more humane public assist-
ance system in the United States.

Under this proposal, fourteen and a
half million Americans will be eligible
for more assistance than under present
law. Two million people will be helped out
of poverty. For the first time, every fam-
ily with a child will be assured a mini-
mum income. Uniform national stand-
ards and eligibility criteria will simplify
administration and equalize opportunity
throughout the country.

Let us be clear about the nature of
this amendment. It will not reduce Fed-
eral costs or the number of eligible re-
cipients. Family assistance will cost an
additional $4.3 billion in the first year
of operation. These costs include $600
million for increased day care centers
and work training programs, as well as
almost $1 billion for the aged, blind, and
disabled,

The needs of the poor, the disabled, the
blind, and the elderly will not permit us
to do less. This country must realize that
we cannot save money by wasting lives.

THE PRESENT WELFARE SYSTEM

Welf are In the United States today Is a
failure.

Assistance payments are insufficient to
meet minimal needs. Family and work
incentives are lacking. Eligibility Is based

on arbitrary categories rather than need.
While Congress has established a legal
right to assistance, it has provided a sys-
tem which frustrates the exercise of these
rights and demeans those who do exer-
cise them.

Under present law, fully half of all
poor people, including two out of every
three poor children, do not receive any
aid.

The aid to families with dependent
children program—the largest assistance
program—is in reality 54 different pro-
grams in 54 different jurisdictions
throughout the United States.

No national standards exist for either
benefits or eligibility. Payments vary
from an average of $46 per month for a
family of four in Mississippi to $265 for
such a family in New Jersey. This dispar-
ity is further aggravated by complicated
State variations in criteria for eligibility
and methods of administration. Each
State has developed its own prescription
for need standards, assets tests, incapac-
ity tests, and requirements for school at-
tendance and the age of children who can
receive benefits. In addition, the admin-
istration of the program has varied wide-
ly from State to State and locality to lo-
cality in terms of equity and responsive-
ness to the needs of recipients.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator from Connecticut
yield at an appropriate time?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I am pleased to yield
now to the Senator from Michigan, with-
out relinquishing my right to the floor.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I wonder if there is a
possibility of getting the yeas and nays
on the Senator's amendment, when he
has modified it to the extent that he de-
sires, because if that is possible, then we
can tell a lot of Senators they can go
home. Otherwise, I have been served with
notice that there may be a live quorum
later in the evening, and I do not know
whether to warn Senators or not.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, if the Senator will yield-.-—--

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I have
the floor. I will answer the question of
the assistant minority leader, and then
I shall be pleased to yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Delaware.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I would
like to have the yeas and nays ordered on
both the Scott amendment and the Ribi-
coff amendment. Then Senators will
know that this matter cannot go through
on a voice vote but that there will be a
roilcall vote.

The Senator has a chance to modify
his amendment, and I did not object to
that. He has another modification at the
desk, and I have no objection to that.
But since he has modified it I would like
to ask for the yeas and nays on the two
amendments tonight.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HuGHES). The Chair will Instruct the
Senator that he cannot request the yeas
and nays on the Scott amendment with-
out unanimous consent.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I ask for
the yeas and nays on the pending amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Connecticut yield to the
Senator from Delaware so that he may

request unanimous consent that It be in
order to ask for the yeas and nays on the
Scott amendment?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I personally have no
objection. I just want to make my posi-
tion clear while the majority leader is
here. I personally am satisfied with the
Ribicoff -Bennett amendment as it
stands. The majority and minority lead-
ers asked us to try to work out as many
as possible of the controversies. One of
the controversies, of course, is that there
are certain Senators who would like to
amend the Ribicoff-Bennett amend-
ment, and under the parliamentary sit-
uation this cannot be done. I happen to
think it is a good, acceptable amend-
ment as it is, and the only reason that I
objected to it was out of consideration
for other Senators.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield? I appreci-
ate the Senator's position, but under the
position that we are put in from a parlia-
mentary standpoint and under the rules
of the Senate it is not subject to an
amendment.

That could mean that 99 Members of
the Senate agreeing on an amendment
could not get the amendment adopted
unless the Senator from Connecticut ap-
proved. He is the only man out of the
100 who would have the right to amend
this pending amendment. He could listen
to the debate and amend it to his own
satisfaction, but not the satisfaction of
all others.

Mr. President, I do not wish to proceed
with that power in the hands of any one
Senator or in any one place. I tried hard
to get this situation to where we could
have the right to amend; but having
failed I just want us to vote it up or
down, and then we can offer amend-
ments. Therefore, I would ask the Sen-
ator's permission to ask for the yeas and
nays.

Mr. 000DELL. Mr. President, I ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut has the floor. The
Senate will be in order. Objection is
heard to the request of the Senator fiom
Delaware, and the Senator from Con-
necticut has the floor.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. it does
not require unanimous consent, Mr.
President.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York withhold his
objection briefly?

Mr. GOODELL. I withhold my objec-
tion.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the

Senator from Connecticut yield without
yielding his right to the floor, so that I
may explain my position?

Mr. RIBICOFF. Yes.
Mr. SCOTT. My position is that I have

no objection, personally, to the yeas and
nays on the Scott amendment, because,
having introduced It In the form it Is, I
have not been advised of the desire to
modify It. Some Senators may be for it
and some against it, but no one has asked
to modify it, and under those circum-
stances, if it will expedite the proceed-
ings, I have no objection to the yeas and
nays.
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Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I object to

the Senator yielding for that purpose.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection

is heard.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That re-

quest wiU be made again later tonight.
Mr. RIBICOFF. The administrative

inefficiencies and redtape associated with
welfare programs are notorious. Individ-
ual States and localities must develop
budgets of need with required close in-
vestigation of the economic status of
each family. However, these standards
are often unrelated to actual State pay-
ments and complicated formula, using
ratable reductions and maximum pay-
ments, are necessary to calculate the
final benefits payable to each eligible
family. Tiny, but complex adjustments
are made to reflect changes in the com-
position of the family, the ages of its
members, its changing economic status,
or as special amergencies occur. The re-
sulting paperwork overwhelms the ad-
ministrative structure. The organiza-
tion is fraught with error and is largely
Incomprehensible to recipients and the
public alike.

The major defect of AFDC however,
which makes it impossible to reform by
simply adding national standards or
greater administrative efficiencies, Is its
categorical restriction of eligibility.
AFDC does not provide assistance to
those families headed by a full-time
working man.

The assumption on which AFDC rests—
that the Income of full-time workers Is
by definition adequate—is simply not
valid for large numbers of families. In
1968, 39 percent of the poor families with
children in this country were headed by
full-time workers. Their poverty is sel-
dom the result of a defect of character
or a failure to try. It Is rather the result
of the inescapable fact that large num-
bers of jobs, for a variety of economic
reasons, just do not pay an adequate
wage—especially for persons with large
families.

As a result of this Inadequate and in-
efficient system, welfare has become a
costly shambles. Costs and caseloads un-
der AFDC increased by almost 30 percent
from June 1969 to June 1970.

The lack of Incentives to work and
maintain the family structure have
meant that the number of children in
families with female heads only under
AFDC have more than doubled in 10
years.

The facts are very clear. Welfare in
the United States has already become a
national disgrace.

THE FINANCE COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

It Is regrettable that In the face of
such chaos a majority of the Finance
Committee has chosen not to come to
grips with meaningful welfare reform
legislation.

I share the view of the committee that
far reaching and Innovative social leg-
islation should be tested thoroughly be-
fore implementation on a nationwide
basis.

But, testing alone in a time of urgent
need Is not enough.

In August, 1969, the President out-
lined reform legislation which, while not
perfect, would take several significant

and constructive steps toward a strong
welfare system.

The House of Representatives passed
legislation embodying the basic princi-
pies of the President's proposal—the
family assistance plan.

After many weeks of hearings, how-
ever, the Senate Finance Committee
regrettably refused to consider this plan
In detail and substituted an amendment
calling merely for 2 years of tests.

Clearly, passage of a 2-year test pro-
gram requiring more legislation at the
end of that test period means no welfare
reform until 1974 or beyond. Reform Is
much more urgent than that.

The proposal Senator BENNETT and I
intend to make provides for extensive
testing in the period between enactment
and the effective date of welfare reform.
The most innovative proposal, to assist
the working poor, would be tested in
several areas for more than a year.

Extensive pretesting of this nature
would provide more than adequate time
to iron out the problems in organization
and administration of family assistance.
Furthermore, information gained from
careful evaluation of existing working
poor programs In six States would be
readily available.

THR PRINCIPLES OP REFORM

Welfare Is not a subject of interest
only to the poor and the welfare worker.
The measure of a whole society is taken
from the adequacy, equity, and efficiency
of its programs for the needy. Their
progress Is our progress.

The principles of adequate welfare are
simple and paramount:

First, assurance to all members of
society of an Income adequate to meet
their basic needs;

Second, incentives and opportunity for
the employment of all citizens;

Third, encouragement nd support
of the basic family structure;

Fourth, a uniform system of national
standards supported and financed by the
Federal Government; and

Fifth, simple and efficient administra-
tion dedicated to assisting rather than
demeaning the poor.

We are a wealth people. As the per-
quisites of citizenship have Increased,
so too have our responsibilities to our
society and our fellow man. As a na-
tion, we can no longer tolerate a system
of public assistance which fails to meet
the most basic principles of humanity.

THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

The basic principles of family assist-
ance are designed to meet the problems
now plaguing welfare. By assuring a
minimum payment to all families In
need, it Is designed to provide uniform
national standards and simplified ad-
ministration.

Most impotrant, the program extends
eligibility to those families who have
been arbitrarily and unwisely excluded
from assistance.

Family assistance will replace the 54
different State and territorial AIDC
programs with a single program for fam-
ilies. It would also substitute a single
Integrated adult welfare system for the
more than 150 different programs of
aid to the aged, tl blind and the dis-
abled.

Americans are becoming more mobile.
Poverty and welfare are national prob-
lems requiring national solutions. Fore-
most in any such national solution must
be an effort to assure that citizens who
live in differeint States do not receive
grossly different treatemnt at the hands
of their governments. Family assistance
establishes minimum support levels: $1,-
600 per year—plus about $860 in food
stamps—for a family of four, for citizens
in all States.

Family assistance insures the provi-
sion of a minimum benefit by full Federal
financing of that portion of the pay-
ment. In addition, the States, assisted
by 30-percent Federal matching up to
the poverty line, can then assure more
adequate total benefits by supplement-
ing the minimum payment.

Nationwide uniforñi eligibility rules
will make possible another vital reform:
simplification and streamlining of the
notorious welfare paperwork and admin-
istrative morass. Family assistance ter-
minates the present practice of basing
benefits on minute investigations and
computations of family budgets. Eligi-
bility for aid would be determined on a
simplified basis, which would include
cross-checks of earnings data and a
sampling of recipients' reports as protec-
tion for the system.

INCLUSION OF THE WORKING POOR

The most important advance proposed
by this amendment is the extension of
public assistance eligibility to the work-
ing poor. This innovative step Is sup-
ported by several powerful arguments.

First, coverage of the working poor
eliminates one of the major inequities in
present laws. If we are to require recipi-
ents to work, we cannot then make them
worse off financially than if they did not
work.

Second, aid to the working poor pro-
motes a consistent set of work incentives
for the entire program. Recipients will
always be better off by working more.

Third, coverage of the working poor is
an effective means of combating poverty.
Four out of ten poor Americans live in
families headed by a full-time worker.
Family assistance will move 2 million
Americans over the poverty line.

WORK REQUIREMENT AND INCENTIVES

The Ribicoff-Bennett amendment
takes a major step to increase work in-
centives for welfare recipients. To make
these incentives increasingly effective
there Is included a major manpower
training and child care program with
over $600 million in additional funding;
$150 million is required to be spent on a
strong program of public service
employment.

Recipients under family assistance will
be required to register for and accept jobs
or work training in order to receive FAP
benefits. Benefit levels will be decreased
by $500 per famly for a failure to register.

THE REVISED FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN -

The latest administration revision of
family assistance was submitted In Octo-
ber to the Senate Finance Committee,
While this was a strong program—there
were a number of changes which I felt
were necessary to improve the legislation
before it was presented to the full Senate.
I made these suggestions both In a formal
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letter to the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare and In informal con-
versations. Most of these improvements
are contained in the Ribicoff-Bennett
amendment.

* NATIONAL GOAL

Today, one in every eight Americans
is poor. In the wealthiest nation in his-
tory, our poor outnumber the total popu-
lation of Canada. More than a third of
our poor are children. Many of the rest
are ill, disabled or elderly.

These people are tragic evidence of our
neglect, and lack of commitment to end
poverty.

Our growing national affluence has not
been fully shared. In a future which
promises greater riches, for many, but
continued poverty for some, we have, In
the words of the President's Commission
on Income Maintenance Programs, "the
potential for social division unparalleled
In our country."

Our failure has been a failure of com-
mitment rather than resources. We have
the means to end poverty. Let us resolve
to do so.

As a beginning step, Congress must es-
tablish a national goal to end poverty In
this decade.

UNEMPLOYED PARENT PROGRAM

As passed by the House of Representa-
tives, HR. 18311 provided for mandatory
State supplementation—with Federal
sharing—of families headed by an un-
employed father—AFDC—TJP. Under
present law, this Is an optional program
which exists In 23 States.

In the administration revisions of HR.
16311. thIs mandatory AFDC-UP has
been deleted.

I strongly support inclusion of this
program—as provided by the House of
Representatives and the original admin-
istration proposal. Restoration of this
provision would benefit some 90,000 fam-
ilies, or more than 300,000 poor people.
RESTORATION OF THE REQUIREMENTS IN SEC"

nON 452 OF HR. 16311 FOR USING "STAND-
ARD OF NEED" FOR FAMILIES WITH INCOME

In August 1969, the President, in his
welfare address to the Nation, strongly
supported the principle that no recipient
would be worse off under his proposal
than under existing law. Unfortunately,
a subsequent revision of HR. 16311
would adversely affect families with out-
side income In 22 States by reducing
State supplements. Restoration of the
standard-of-need provision in section
452 will remedy this unwise provision.

MINIMUM WAGE LEVELS FOR WELFARE
RECIPIENTS TAKING EMPLOYMENT

A universally recognized objective of
welfare reform, clearly stated In the
President's welfare message, is the great
need to move the poor from relief rolls
to payrolls. Legisation toward this laud-
able goal, however, must not sacrifice
very basic objections to providing a
ready-made pool of forced labor for em-
ployers paying substandard wages.

Substandard wages perpetuate poverty.
At $1 an hour, a fully employed husband
and father of two children falls almost
$2,000 below the barest minimum income
required for his family.

Therefore, I propose that provisions be
added to this reform legislation stipulat-

lug that welfare recipients required to
accept work be paid a reasonable wage,
preferably the basic minimum wage of
$1.60 an hour. The Rlblcoff-Bennett pro-
posal takes a bajor step in this direction
by guaranteeing wages of at least $1.20
an hour.
ADEQUATE SAFEGUARDS FOR STATE AND LOCAL

EMPLOYEES ASSIMILATED UNDER FEDERAL

PROGRAMS

There must be assurances that State
and local welfare employees, who would
be encompassed by the new Federal pro-
gram, are treated fairly with respect to
their seniority, salary, and pension rights
earned under their previous employers.
FEDERAL ADMINISTRATION OP FULLY FEDERALLT

FINANCED WELFARE PROGRAMS

Welfare reform must reduce the major
inequities and complexities that result
from over 50 different welfare systems
with their varied forms, requirements,
and regulations. In many States today,
the system is operated by three separate
levels of government: Federal, State,
and local. The redtape, inequities, and
sheer complexities of these arrange-
ments must be reduced.

Therefore, I propose that reform leg-
islation include a provision for manda-
tory Federal administration of all welfare
programs which are 100 percent funded
by Federal money. This provision will be
a major step toward our goal of univer-
sally applied standards for all recipients.

PUBLIC SEEVICE EMPLOYMENT

The major goal of any public assist-
ance program should be the provision of
adequate employment opportunities per-
mitting recipients to supplement and
eventually replace welfare payments by
earned wages.

Regrettably, the original family assist-
p.nce plan presented to Congress con-
tained not a single job opportunity.

Senator HARRIS and I have suggested
an amendment establishing a strong
program of public service employment.
Such an amendment would complement
the training provisions already suggested
above by assuring a. greater number of
jobs at the end of tl3e training cycle.

Therefore, I propose a public service
employment program for recipients of
FAP benefits or State supplementation.

Under the amendment, the Secretary
of Labor would enter into grants or con-
tracts with public or private nonprofit
agencies to create jobs in a wide variety
of enumerated fields of benefit to the
public.

Special provisions were designed to as-
sure that such jobs are not dead-end
jobs and that they offer opportunities
for career advancement. The Secretary
of Labor Is required to review each em-
ployment record at least once every 8
months.

The jobs provided must meet stand-
ards with regard to health, safety, and
working conditions, not jeopardize ex-
isting employment, and otherwise con-
form to certain protections. Wages paid
must at least equal the Federal mini-
mum wage or, if higher, any applicable
State or local minimum wage or the pre-
vailing wage for such jobs In the same
labor market area.

In order to encourage movement by
participating individuals Into regular
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jobs and to insure that these jobs in-
volve the performance of useful work,
provision Is made for declining Federal
matching over time. NInety percent
matching Is provided for the first 24
months during which such employment
is provided, and 80 percent thereafter.

The Secretary of Labor is obligated to
expend at least $150 million annually on
such public service jobs. The funds may
come from appropriations pursuant to
part C of title IV of the Social Security
Act or from any other funds available to
the Secretary of the Department of La-
bor under other acts.
WORK REQUIREMENTS FOR MOTHERS OF SCHOOL-

AGE CHILDREN

In 1967, the Senate recognized the in-
herent social difficulties of forcing moth-
ers of school-age children to accept em-
ployment. At that time, the Senate
passed an amendment which exempted
mothers of school-age children from re-
quired employment during the hours
children are home from schooL

The most cursory examination of his-
tory shows that the victims of legisla-
tion forcing mothers to work are the
children of those mothers. Our own na-
tional traditions are based on the belief
that the best interests of the child are
best protected by its mother. The deci-
sion whether to accept employment while
the child remains at home should be left
solely with the mother.

While not exempting mothers of
school-age children from work, the pro-
posal of Senator BENNETT and myself
will guarantee that mothers of these
children will only be ,,requlred to work
If adequate child care facilities are avail-
able. In actual fact, the work priori-
ties practically assure that these mothers
of school-age children will not be af-
fected by work requirements.
ADDITIONAL SAFEGUARDS FOR THE LEGAL RIGHTS

OP WELFARE RECIPIENTS

The administration's family assistance
legislation provided for a marked and
regressive change affecting the legal
rights of welfare recipients by requiring
that stepfathers assume legal responsi-
bility for their stepchildren. Most States
do not impose an obligation of support
on a stepfather, Generally, our federal
system has left matters of domestic rela-
tions laws to the wisdom of the States.
Thus, the effect of the original FAP pro-
vision was to impose a discriminatory
obligiation of the stepfathers or poor
families.

STATE SAVINGS AND ADULT CATEGORIES

In addition to these provisions, two
other provisions of the amendment are
of utmost importance.

ADULT CATEGORIES

Senator BENNETT and I propose to
assure minimum payments to the aged,
blind and disabled of $130 a month for
an lndlvldtial and $230 a month for a
couple. This provision will increase pay-
ments to approximately 1.5 million re-
cipients. For an Individual old-age re-
cipient, the amendment would Increase
payment levels In 31 States; for a couple,
and It would Increase payments in 47
States.

In addition, our amendment retains
the uniform eligibility rules for all re-
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clplents under the adult categories. This
provision extends the simplified admin-
istration concept proposed under the
family assistance plan.

1rhe amendment would also assure an
Individual aged, blind or disabled person
an income equal to more than 80 percent
of the poverty level. For couples the mm-
Imum Income would be In excess of the
poverty level.

STATE FISCAL RELIEF

Almost every State In the Union Is
facing a financial crisis over rising wel-
fare costs. Under the proposal of Senator
BmrNnrr and I, each State would have
the benefit of a virtual freeze on In-
creased welfare expenditures. The freeze
would be based on 90 percent of the State
expenditures incurred in calendar year
1971. For the first year of operation, our
program would provide over $400 million
in direct State savings. In succeeding
years these savings would increase In di-
rect proportion to the expected increase
In expenditures now expected under pres-
ent laws. At the present time these costs
are escalating by 30 percent a year.

I ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing table showing State savings be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed In the RECORD,
as follows:
STATE SAVINGS UNDER FAMILY ASSISTANCE WITH 90.

PERCENT FREEZE ON STATE EXPENDITURES

In millions ot dollarsj

State share at money payments
(OAA, AB, APTO, AFT3C)

Expenditure
required by

proposed
90-percent

freeze1
State

savings I

4,040.9 3,637.3 403.6

Alabama
Alaska

32.6
9.5

29.3
8.5

3,3
10

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District 01 Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho

18.6
15.4

960.2
41.8
53.3
6.8

34. 1
98.0
44.4
17.2
6.2

16.7
13.9

864.2
37.6
48.0
6.1

30.7
88.2
40.0
15. 5
5.6

1.9
1.5

96.0
4.2
5.3
0.7
3.4
9.8
4.4
1.7
0.6

Illinois
Indiana

224.5
27.0

202,1
24.3

22.4
2.7

Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
t4ewYork
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia

43.4
28.3
28.2
50.4
14.5
54.6

191.2
174. 1
61.0
15.4
52.4
5.1

12.2
3.2

11.8
181.4
12.3

663.5
33.3
4.4

110.4
46.8
31.7

265. I
20.9
8.3
5.4

34.7
85.9
9.6
6.4

34.6

39.1
25.5
25.4
45.4
13. 1
49.1

172.1
156.7
54.9
13.9
47.2
4.6

11.0
2.9

10.6
163.3

11. 1
597.1
30.0
4.0

99.4
42.1
28.5

238.6
18.8
7.5
4.9

31.2
77.3
8.6
58

31.1

4.3
2.8
2.8
5.0
L 4
5.5

19.1
17.4
6.1
1.5
5.2.
1.2
.3

1.2
18. 1
1.2

66.4
3.3
.4

11.0
4.7
3.2

26.5
2.1
.8
.5

3.5
8.6
1,.
34

year 1971
current

State law

Total

State

State share of money psymsnta
(OAA, AB, APTO, AFDC)

Expenditure
Calendar required by
year 1971 proposed

current 90.percent Stat
law freeze I savings'

Washington
Went Virginia
Wisconsin

71.4 64. 3 7. 1
16. 0 14.4 1.6
40.4 36.4 4.0

Wyoming
Guam
Puerto Rico

2.5 2. 3 .2
.6 .5 .1

19. 2 17. 3 1.3
Virgin Islands .7 .6 .1

I These amounts would constitute estimated calendar year
1972 State expenditures under the new program, except for
voluntary program liberalizations by the States between the
bill's enactment and the effective date. Such liberalizations
would be financed by the appropriate matching formulas for
title IV, pt. E, andtitle XVI.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I also
want to say a word about other com-
mittee amendments to the present wel-
fare laws.

As I have pointed out, I believe these
amendments to be entirely inadequate.
Furthermore, many of them are actually
detrimental to the present chaotic pro-
gram. I shall briefly mention four of
these amendments.

USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS TO SUPPORT THE
LEGAL PROCESS

The first of the committee amend-
ments prohibits the use of Federal funds
to pay directly or Indirectly the salary
of any individual who participates In
legal actions designed to interpret or test
federal legislation.

This Is a particularly unwise provi-
sion in a time when it has become of
paramount importance to stress the
need for settling differences within rath-
er than without our Institutions.

No Federal legislation should be Im-
mune from established and recognized
Judicial scrutiny. In our adversary sys-
tem of justice, this scrutiny is best de-
veloped by legal actions originated by
the parties in Interest. Powerful corpora-
tions are fully entitled, in our system, to
test laws In courts and deduct the costs
of legal representation. In many cases,
the only advocates for the poor are com-
munity legal services personnel who, by
a conscious policy decision of Congress,
are often supported by Federal funds. To
deny these funds is to deny the right
of effective advocacy to a large segment
of our society.

American justice is based on the theory
that all citizens are equal before the law.
By denying effective representation in
cases Involving laws most directly af-
fecting the Immediate lifestyle of the
poor, equality of rich and poor before
the law becomes a myth.

MAN IN THE HOUSE

In addition, the committee has resur-
rected a provision permitting States to
deny AFDC benefits to children In fam-
ilies where a man may be occasionally
present, even though he has no legal duty
to support the child.

In 1968, the Supreme Court struck
down a similar "man in the house" pro-
vision on the ground that an unrelated
adult in the home has no legal obliga-
tion to support the child, and, therefore,
the child may be eligible for AI'DC.

The committee's amendment set forth
a long list of criteria by which a paren,-
tal-type relationship could be established
and the man be held responsible finan-
cially for the child.

In addition to the unrealistic burdens
this would place on welfare administra-
tion, the provision would penalize the
children for the conduct of the mother.

An unrelated man who visits a child's
mother, no matter how regularly, can-
not be relied upon to provide a meaning-
ful parent-child relationship. If he does
make financial contributions, these are
counted in determining the family's
benefits now.

RESIDENCE REQUIREMENTS

In 1969, the Court declared durational
residence requiremén unconstitutional
because they interfere 'with the right to
travel.

The committee has sought to reestab-
lish residence requirements, requiring
that a recipient only receive payments
equal to the benefit level of the State
from which he moved.

Whether this provision would correct
the constitutional defect cannot be pre-
dicted, but it certainly would create in-
equities between residents of the same
State. It would penalize new arrivals
who were not previously on welfare but
come to require It in the State to which
they move, and would restrict the mo-
bility of the poor who wish to seek better
economic opportunity in a different
State.

DEFINITION OF AN UNEMPLOYED PARENT

Present law authorizes a program, at
State option to support families in which
the father is unemployed. This program
Is now operational In 22 States. In its
regulations, the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare has defined "un-
employed" to mean less than 30 and In
some cases 35 hours of work per week.

The committee amendment defining
unemployment to mean less than 10
hours a week or 80 hours a month, Is
far too restrictive, and, in effect, defeats
the purpose of the unemployed father
program—M'DC_TJp. It Is hard to con-
ceive that a man working 12 hours a
week is fully employed. More to the
point, It is unrealistic to expect that the
wages of a few hours of work a week can
adequately support a family. A more
reasonable definition of employment will
provide greater incentives for the par-
tially employed to continue and Improve
their work skills.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have Printed in the RECORD an
excellent article by James Welsh on the
family assistance plan which appeared
in the Sunday Star and an explanation
of the benefits accruing to the States un-
der this plan.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed In the RECORD,
as follows:
[From the Washington Star, Dec. 13, 19701

NIXON'S WELFARE REFORM PLAN Is ON LEG-
ISLATIVE ROPES

(By James Welsh)
The Robertsoñs—father, mother and eight

children—live in a weather beaten frame
house on a farm near Rocky Mount, 14.0.

By anyone's etandard8 they are poor. They
are also what the academics and the bureau-
crate like to call an "Intact family."Footnotes at end of table.
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Among other things, this means that the

father, James Robertson, lives at home and
works to support his wife and children. It
also means the family Is entitled to no public
assistance except for food stamps.

President Nixon's Family Assistance Plan.
now facing a final showdown in the Senate,
would change all that. Were the plan ap-
proved, Jameê Robertson, beginning in 1972,
would command more cash income than he
has ever before seen in his life.

Robertson, a burly man in his early 40s,
is a farm laborer. He lives rent free but owns
none of the land on the farm where he
works.

"WORKING POOR" FAMILY
During the non-growing season, from Oc-

tober until spring, Robertson is lucky to get
three days work a week at about $8 a day
wages. Then the work pace picks up, and In
August and September, when the tobacco
crop is ripening, Robertson is working 10-
hour days, and his wife and their oldest boy,
James Henry, are in the fields, too.

When the crop Is sold, Robertson Is due
enough money to square away a year's ac-
cumulated indebtedness to his "boss man,"
with perhaps a few hundred dollars left over.
For 1970, the family's income can be cal-
culated at 2,688.

Under the Family Assistance Plan, the
Robertsons would qualify as a "working
poor" family. They would be expected to con-
tinue working but wouM also qualify for a
large subsidy. Because of the size of the
family and because of its low earnings
through much of the year, that subsidy
would amount to about $2,400 in cash, vir-
tually doubling the family's Income.

But the Robertsons probably will see none
of that government money right now any-
way. The Family Assistance Plan, alternately
called the welfare-reform bill, is on the leg-
islative ropes.

The measure has run . bizarre and tortu-
ous course over the year, passing the House
by a surprising margin only to run afoul of
both conservatives and liberals in the unpre-
diotable, stubbornly independent Senate Fi-
nance Committee.

FACES MANY OBSTACLES

After months of wrestling with it, the
committee rejected the plan. It approved
only a tiny test of its concepts and last week
tied that test provision to a complicated bill
dealing with Social Security and trade re-
strictions.

If the full Family Assistance Plan to pass
the Senate and then a house-Senate confer-
ence committee, it must survive a parlia-
mentary obstacle course and the temper of
tired congressmen who want to go home.

Yet its champions continue to work for It.
They hold to the hope that somehow it will
be enacted into law this year.

It Is a plan with trail-blazing promise but
vast uncertainties, a proposal of such scope
as to aim at new controversial ways of deal-
ing with all of America's poor, the millions
of the poor who work end growing millions
who depend on welfare.

As such, it bears directly on problems as
diverse as family breakup and the fiscal crisis
of state and local governments. And it goes
to the heart of the gut philosophical issues:

Who in our society Should be required to
work, and who should be exempted from
work? What are the rights of the poor, and
what are their responsibilities, and by how
much should they share in the nation's
wealth?

President Nixon has called the plan the
centerpiece of his domestic strategy. On Fri-
day he told a group of governors he may call
a post-Christmas special session of Congress
If It falls to pass the legislation.

The issue won't die, that's sure. If for no
other reason than state and county govern-
ments, burdened by soaring welfare and
medicaid costs, are screaming for the kind of
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fiscal relief the bill would bring, the 92nd
Congress almost certainly will face the prob-
lem all over again U it Isn't solved this year.

For the short term, failure of the 1970
Family Assistance Plan will bring bitter po-
litical recriminations, the White House blam-
tag liberals, the liberals blasting the Presi-
dent and Congress.

TWO LARGE SEGMENTS

But if an epitaph must be written for the
1970 legislation, it might boll down to a sim-
ple, two-part proposition:

Nearly all the people who would benefit
directly from the Family Assistance Plan
don't know anything about it; most of the
people who know all about it are scared to
death of it.

To sort this out, it must be remembered
that the plan deals quite differently with
the two large, distinct segments of Amer.'
Ica's poverty population—those who work
and now get no benefits, and those who get
welfare but do no work.

Nearly all the emotionalism of the debate
over the legislation centers on the welfare
poor. Nearly all- the tangible benefits of the
plan, though, would go to the working poor.

Consider, first, the working poor, and once
again James Robertson. He has heard of the
Family Assistance Plan, but barely.

One day last week, waiting to purchase
food stamps in the social services office of
the Nash County, N.C., courthouse, he told
a visitor:

"Yes, I think I did hear something on the
radio about that," he said. "But I don't really
know what it would do."

He had no idea It might bring him $2,400
a year. He was surprised to hear of the plan's
single revolutionary premise—cash benefits
going to a poor family without that family
first going into a welfare category of no-
work dependency.

Other people in the courthouse that after-
noon, all potential recipients under the
plan, were simlrarly ignorant or vague about
the plan's provisions.

At least 5,000 low-income families live in
Nash County—working intact families not
now on welfare, who would average close to
$1,000 apiece each year under the plan,

North Carolina is home to an estimated
119,000 working-poor families. Close to one
million such families live in the South, more
than half of them white, The national total
is 1.8 millIon families, representing 10.8 mil-
lion men, women and children. Under the
Family Assistance Plan, these people would
be eligible to share $1.8 billion In income
supplements.

Seldom have so many people who stand to
benefit by so much had so little awareness of
it.

Mitchell Olnzberg, former welfare commis-
sioner of New York City, now a trouble-
shooter for Mayor John V. Lindsay and one
of a small group that has lobbied over the
months for the bill, put it this way:

"Can you imagine the kind of pressure
that would build up if this kind of money
were available under any other program?
Bqt the poor, especially the working poor, are
not an organized constituency. Nobody
speaks for the working poor."

- The legislation's unprecedented provision
for subsidizing the working poor finds nearly
all its opposition among conservatives.

CONSERVATIVE OPPOSITION

Some are attracted by the concept but are
leery of the numbers involved—those 1.8
million working-poor families and billion-
dollar-plus cost. Others reject the conc"
outright, looking on these supplements as
just more welfare. Still others aren't so much
frightened at what would happen Immedi-
ately as what would happen later when the
pressure grows to push assistance paymenta
ever upwards.

"For all the defects of the present system,
the mind of man is always capable of devis-
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Ing something worse," said Sen. Russell Long
In a wry moment last summer.

In the South, coolness to the plan runs
deep. Politicians, farmers and business know
very well the plan will affect far more than
the pocketbooks of that region's poor whites
and. blacks.

"This program, if It were to pass," said
RObert Patrocelli, deputy assistant secre-
tary of HEW, "would be the most Important
civil rights advance in the last 15 years.
It's the kind of civil rights that comes from
money in the pocket."

Liberals might question that, ut many
Southern conservatives believe it. And they
don't like It.

Another factor Is the enormous impact the
plan would have on the Southern economy.

Hundreds of millions of dollars in new
purchasing power would pour in, a seemingly
attractive feature for Southern businessmen.
But the Southern economy, even In the parts
of the region booming with new industry,
Is also reliant to a great extent on cheap
labor.

Nash County, N.C., where James Robert-
son lives, is representative of the new South.
In the last ten years, it has seen Its industrial
employment go up 50 percent, Its per capita
income almost double.

But plenty of farms remain, with plenty
of share-croppers, tenants and laboring fam-
ilieS. The cucumbers must be picked in the
spring, the tobacco harvested and processed
in the summer and fall. And there are shirts
to be pressed.

"All I hear sometimes is who's going to
press the shirts," said James Glover, the
county's welfare director, possibly the only
man in Nash County who is for the Family
Assistance Plan.

Would the working poor work less hard or
quit altogether if their earnings were supple-
mented.

Most students of poverty and the assist-
ance plan think not. They are thinking
mostly of the people who would have steady
jobs and probably would go right on doing
those jobs.

But for those who work at the lowest and
most irregular jobs, the domestics and the
farm laborers, the consequences could be
unpredictable.

James Robertson said he'd go right on
working at the farm. "I know I would," he
added. Another farm laborer, younger, said
the assistance payments might lead him to
get off the farm and try a steadier job. A third'
older, said he's been thinking about leaving
to make more money. But he likes the farm,
and cash from the government would enable
him to stay.

But the thfrd.man's boss, farmer C. E. Bell,
sees nothing good about family assistance.

New York's Ginsberg tells the story of go-
ing to Utah recently to speak on welfare re-
form to a group of western state legislators.
After he described how the Family Assist-
ance Plan would help the working poor, one
legislator arose to say:

"Mr. Ginsberg, we're not interested in how
many more people will get welfare. We're
Interested In how many we can get off wel -
fare."

It is a feeling shared by countless Ameri-
cans.

The welfare rolls are rising at a staggering
rate.

At HEW, new figures now beginning to cir-
culate show a one-month increase, August to
September, of 214,000 people In the category
of Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC). That's exactly the increase of the
£3uth before, July to August, which was the
ghest In history.

At present rates, relief rolls across the
country are growing at 2.5 mIllion men,
women and children a year—more than the
nation's annual populalton increase.

It is a nationwide phenomenon but with
extremes to be found not in places like North
Carolina but In the large urban centers.
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In Los Angeles County, Calif., for instance,

one person in every nine Is on welfare.
Marvin Friedman, the county's assistant

welfare director who was in Washington last
week to urge passage of the Family Assistanoe
Plan, talked of the impact on local finances,
a $50 million boost in county spending on
welfare this year, a property tax rate going up
by nearly $1 for every $100 of assessed valua-
tion.

"The reaction is fierce," he said. "The
whole thing is a polarizing influence, anJ it's
getting worse. The pressure is on our county
supervisors to do something. But we're in
a box."

There is evidence that great numbers of
the welfare-poor also feel boxed in, their
payments often inadequate to live decently
and the hard-pressed states searching for
ways to keep these benefits down.

It's because of such dilemmas that people
use strong language to condemn the existing
system. "A huge monster," President Nixon
called it. "A godawful mess," was HEW Secre-
tary Richardson's phrase.

The question is whether the Family Assist-
ance Plan will do what the western legisla-
tor wants: get people off welfare.

If that's taken to mean putting a large
portion of the welfare population to work,
the answer is no.

The legislation treats pSople on welfare
this way:

For the first time, It sets a minimum
income floor to apply nationally. For a family
of four with no earnings, that payment would
be $1,600, paid entirely by the federal gov-
ernment. For every extra child, it goes up
$300.

This income minimum, is also the base
from which the working-poor supplements
are computed. family of four, for instance,
can earn $720 a year and still get the $1,600
supplement. For every dollar It earns after
that, the supplement goes down 50 cents.

SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS

For most families on Welfare, the plan
means nothing In the way of new income,
The exception would come in the deep South
and Puerto Rico, where welfare payment
levels fall below the $1,600 line for a family
of four (Mississippi now pays such a family
$840 a year). In theso states, about 217,000
welfare families would get a boost in Income.

In the majority of states, where welfare
payments are higher than the $1,600 level,
the bill requires the state governments to
supplement the federa payment to existing
levels. Welfare families would get no more,
no less than they now get, and the attrac-
tion to the states is the bill's promise that
the federal government would pay all the
add-on costs past 1971.

The bill also stipulates a strong work
requirement.

To be eligible for payment, able-bodied
adults would have to register for work or
training. Mothers of pre-school children
would be given the option of staying home.
Where the children are old enough to go
to school, the work requirement applies.

Should this last group of welfare mothers
be required to work?

No, says the National Welfare Rights Orga-
nizatioth! The requirement is punitive. Moth-
ers should be able to stay with their chil-
dren If they think that best.

Yes, says the administration. The require-
ment Is conditional on child-care facilities
being set up. Besides. 70 percent of the non-
welfare women in similar circumstances—
with school-age children but no husband—
hold jobs.

But just how many welfare recipients can
be expected to work. On this point, there also
is often more heat than light.

In September; the latest month for which
HEW has records. 11.9 million people were
in the four federally aided welfare categories
(another 900.000 are on general assistance
paid entirely by the states).

Of those 11.9 million, subtract 2 millIon
old people, 80,500 blind and 910,000 disabled.
These are the non-controversial categories,
their numbers showing little or no Increase.

The 8.8 million people left, are In the
AFDC program. It accounts for nearly all the
caseload growth and all the controversy.

Subtract another 6.5 million. They are the
AFDC children.

Of the 2.4 million adults in the program,
413,000 are fathers. Most are judged incapac-
itated. But 105,000 of these fathers are able-
bodied and jobless, their families made eli-
gible for welfare in 23 states that have unem-
ployed-father programs.

Of nearly 2 million welfare mothers, 302,-
000 are now working full or part-time. Many
do so under relatively recent provisions of
the law enabling welfare mothers to earn
money and still draw benefits. Before lower-
ing these benefits, the states disregard the
first $30 a month the woman makes, plus
one-third of what else she earns, plus work-
related and child-care expenses.

Another 134,000 mothers are in work-train-
ing or waiting for enrollment to train under
what is called the WIN program.

That leaves 1.7 mIllion unemployed AFDC
mothers. But HEW calculates that nearly 60
percent of these mothers have pre-schopl
children, exempting them from work regis-
tration. Of the rest, because of health, edu-
cation and other factors, HEW believes only
about 50 percent are truly employable.

And so of 12 million welfare recipients,
those who can be expected to work—the un-
employed fathers and the employable moth-
ers of school-age children—total about 500,-
000.

But even with these people, problems re-
main. Every survey shows that a large ma-
jority of welfare mothers want to work. But
they face big barriers. Health Is a frequent
one. Child care is another. Transportation Is
a third.

The Nixon legislation' Includes, in Its $4
billion price tag, $66 million for work train-
ing and child care programs. Yet as New
York City's Ginsberg points Out, these will
not come along easily. Child care programs
are particularly difficult and costly to estab-
lish.

"We should face the fact," said Ginzberg,
"that not all that many people will come
off welfare Into jobs. What we can hope for
is that the Family Assistance Plan may help
keep people from going on welfare, from
becoming dependent."

But no one knows to what exetent the
plan will do that.

Ginsberg's reasoning and hope are based
in part on a belief shared by Presidential
Counsellor Daniel P. Moynlhan and others
that money going to working-poor families
can help reduce the kind of family break-
up—desertion, divorce, separation—that leads
to dependency.

But men like Ginzberg and Moynihan
concede there is too little Information on the
characteristics of the army of mothers who
in the last year have entered the AFDC rolls.
No one is able to say, for intsance, how many
came out of the ranks of the working-poor
Intact families and how many were never
there at all.

Much of the controversy over welfare and
attempts to reform continue to turn on
"workf are."

It may be significant that under the Fam-
ily Aisistance Plan the Labor Department
would be responsible for administering the
work-registration and work-requirement
provisions. Heretofore, under WIN and simi-
lar programs, welfare recipients came to em-
ployment agencies only through referral by
welfare case workers.

"This should help," said Los Angeles Coun-
ty's Friedman. "It win eliminate an awful
lot of bureaucratic paper shuffling. Besides,
if someone loses a job, why the hell shouldn't
he apply for a job rather than welfas'er

At the Labor Department, top officials are
aware that, as Assistant Secretary Jerry Ho-
sow put lit, "If this program passes, the mon-
key's going to be on our back, not anyone
else's. We won't be able to blame the welfare
workers anymore."

SEES FULL EMPLOYMENT

Rosow rejects the argument that the work
requirement is inconsistent with today's tight
labor market, "By 1972," he said confidently,
"we'll be back up to full employment."

Asked how many welfare clients he rea-
sonably sees going to work, Rosow replied:

"If we can get about 100,000 to 200,000
people to work in first year or two, we'll con-
sidered it a success. I refuse to set up a long-
range goal."

If conservative critics of the Family As-
sistance Plan find these figures unimpres-
'Isve, they also continue to ask why this kind
of reform effort has to be accompanied by
payments to the working poor.

The justifications for tying the two to-
gether are complex, just as the plan itself
is complex.

"I think it comes down to this," said Mrs.
Alice Rivlin, one of the plan's designers(now
at the Brookings Institution. "Payments to
welfare families are inadequate. But it's very
difficult to justify raising those payments
because so many working people are paid
less than that. The more welfare payments
go up the greater the disparity, and the
lower the incentive to go to work."

Supporters of family assistance believe it
Is a breakthrough on this dilemma, at least
a start. It would put an income-floor under
all families and say to them: Here is an In-
centive to work; the more you earn, the more
you keep.

It isn't all that simple, of course. The
plan's designers worked under several re-
strictions, It was prescribed that no family on
welfare would get less than It is now getting,
that the states should be given fiscal relief,
and that the federal price tag go up by no
more than $4 billion.

Within those limits, the designers were
able to knock out nearly all the present
system's inequities and "disincentives," the
kind that sees a man with a full-time job
worse off than a man keeping only a part-
time job supplemented by welfare, or the
kind that makes it possible for a woman
to quit a full-time job, go on welfare, go
back to some kind of work and, between
welfare benefits and earnings, do far better
than the working-poor mother.

But they were not able to build in the
kind of positive monetary work incentives the
conservatives on the Senate Finance Com-
mittee wanted. Time and again, told to
make it more attractive for welfare families
to work, HEW officials came back to say
that was' Impossible within the $4 billion
framework of the plan. It was a mathesnati-
Cal taffypull that no one could win.

Meanwhile, conservative resistance hard-
ened. Some of the liberal groups, chiefly John
Gardner's Common Cause, went to work for
the bill. But other liberals, fearing to get too
far away from George Wiley and his welfare
mothers, continued to both damn and praise.
The President, for his part, turned to talk
of getting the welfare bums to work.

Time ran on, and now it Is nearly out.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I also

ask unanimous consent to have printed
In the RECORD the Impact on the States
of the revised family assistance plan.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORDS
as follows:
THE IMPACT ON THE STATES OF THE REVISED

FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN—THE Rmxco,w-
BENr,IE'rr AMENDMENT
1. In the first year of the program, each

State would have to spend only 90 percent of
What it spent In CY 1971 on welfare. This
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would be a flat ceiling. Thereafter, the State's
obligation would Increase only by an amount
equal to the Increase In the Consumer Price
Index between 1971 and the year In question.

This means that from now on every State
would know the dollar limits of its welfare
burden, and could budget and set tax poli-
cies accordingly. The effect of placing this
ceiling on State welfare costs is to transfer
to the Federal Government the entire cost
of caseload increases, which is the biggest
element in soaring welfare budgets.

Quite beyond the cost ceiling involved In
this anendment, each State would actually
have positive fiscal relief of 10 percent of its
1971 welfare expenditures in the first year
of operation of the new program. This is
money saved.

2. If any State voluntarily increased Its
benefit levels in the future, it would receive
30 percent Federal matching, up to the pov-
erty line, for the family (AFDC) category,
and 25 percent matching in the adult (aged
blind, disabled) category.

3. States are given major new options with
regard to the administration of all income
assistance programs, as follows:

a. If the State wants HEW to administer
its program of State suppleniention and adult
category assistance, It will do so with the
Federal Government paying full administra-
tive costs. This produces major further sav-
ings for the States by eliminating present
administrative costs—a possible total saving
of abQut $100 million.

b. Further, the States may transfer to
the Federal Government the administration
of remaining Income transfer programs, in-
cluding general assistance, food stamps, and
Medicaid and surplus commodity eligibility
determinations, In these cases, the State
would pay only one-half of extra costs to the
Federal Government of assuming these ad-
ministrative functions, which costs should
generally be quite small since HEW would
already have most of the needed informa-
tion on file for welfare purposes.

4. Major amounts of additional Federal
money would gc to new working poor recip-
ients in each State, thereby stimulating eco-
nomic conditions.

5. Major increases, over $750 million In the
first full year, are provided for expanded job
training, public service employment, and
child care programs, with Increases over the
current Federal matching shares in both
the manpower and child care efforts.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I also
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the RECORD a letter on the White
House stationery dated December 17,
1970, signed by Daniel P. Moynihan,
Counsel for the President.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Wa.shlngton, December 17, 1970.

Hon. ABRAHAM RIBICOFF,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dst SENATOR RIBIcoFF: In the aftermath
of the President's veto yesterday of the Com-
prehensive Manpower Act, questions have
been raised about the AdministratiQn's
commitment to earmark $150 million of
Department of Labor funds for public serv-
ice job programs for Family Assistance
recipients.

That commitment by the Administration
remains fully in effect and will be honored
If the amendment Is enacted. If there is any
Imprecision In the text of your amendment
as to whether this earmarking provision
can stand alone, without passage of the
Comprehensive Manpower Act, we would ac-
cept a clarifying change. Specifically, we
would support deletion of the words "for

public service employment programs or other
similar activities," which appear on page
54, lines 20—21, of the Family Assistance bill
(amendment no. 1097 to hR. 17550) to make
clear that the earmark applies to all De-
partment of Labor funds, without regard
to the source of their legislative authoriza-
tion or the passage of the Comprehensive
Manpower Act.

We are grateful for your strong and con-
tinued support on this critical legislation.

Respectfully,
DANIEL P. MOYNIHAN,

Counsellor to the President.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD a brief description of the
family assistance proposal as offered in
amendment to H.R. 17550.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE

PROPOSAL AS OFFERED IN AMENDMENT TO
H.R. 17550

I. FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS

A. Eligibility for the new family assistance
benefit

Each family with children whose Includa-
ble Income (for definition of excluded in-
come see below) is less than the family ben-
efit level—computed as $500 each for the
first two members of the family and $300 for
each additional member—would be eligible
for a family assistance benefit. The amount
of the benefit would be the difference be-
tween these amounts and the non-excluda-
ble income. For example, a family of four
with no income would be eligible for a bene-
fit of $1,600. Every low income family with
children, including those now eligible under
Aid for Families wIih Dependent Children
(AFDC) and those not now eligible because
an employable father is present (the working
poor), would be eligible.

In determining Income for the purpose of
establishing eligibility for and the amount of
the benefit, the following types and amounts
of income would be entirely excluded:

(1) all esrned Income of adult members of
the family at the rate of 860 per month plus
', of the remainder (the so-called earnings
incentive or disregard);

(2) food stamps and other public or pri-
vate charity;

(3) allowances paid to those in job train-
ing;

(4) the tuition portion of scholarships and
fellowships.

Subject to certain limitations prescribed by
the Secretary of HEW, the following types
and amounts of Income would also be ex-
cludable:

(5) all earnings of a child under age 21
and attending school;

(6) Infrequently earned or small amounts
of income;

(7) earnings needed to pay for necessary
child care.

Remaining earned Income and all un-
earned inoome (not otherwise excluded
above) would be counted and would there-
fore result In a dollar-for-dollar reduction
in family assistance payments. Such non-
excludable income includes social security,
civil service, and railroad retirement bene-
fits; veterans compensation and pensions;
farm price support payments and soil bank
payments; alimony and child support pay-
ments; and interest, rent, dividends and so
on.

A am1ly with more than $1,500 in re-
sources, other than the home, household
goods, personal effects, and property essen-
tial to the family's means of self-support,
would not be eligible for family assistance
benefits.

B. Definitions of family and child
An eligible family niust consist of two or

more people related by blood, marriage or
adoption and living together in the United
States, at least one of whom is a dependent
child (under age 18 or under 21 if attending
school). The Secretary would apply State
law in determining family relationships.

C. Registration with public employment
service

Each member of a family found to be
eligible for family assistance benefits would
be required to register with a public em-
ployment office unless he or she is:

(1) unable to wcrk because of illness, in-
capacity, or advanced age;

(2) a mother caring for a child under 6;
(3) the mother, if the father is already

require4 to register;
(4) a person who is required to care for

an ill member of the household; or
(5) a child who is either under the age

of 16 or a student.
Any person who falls into one of the above

exempt categories can still voluntarily reg-
ister at the employment office.

If an individual required to register re-
fused to do so or refused a suitable training
or job opportunit.y without good cause, he
would lose his eligibility for family assistance
and State supplementary (see below) bene-
fits. The family would continue to receive
a reduced benefit, however.

A suitable job Is defined in the bill as one
taking into account an indIvidual's health,
safety, prior training and experience, dis-
tance to work, and other relevant factors. It
must pay at least the Federal or State mini-
mum wage if applicable, or the prevailing
wage for jobs not covered by minimum wage
legislation (a job would not be considered
suitable 11 the prevailing wage Is less than
$1.20 per hour).

The Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare Is required to make sure that any
necessary child care services are provided
where an individual is registered and partici-
pating in training or employment.

II. STATE SUPPLEMENTATION OF FAMILY
ASSISTANCE BENEFiT

Each State which has an AFDC payment
level In November 1970 higher than the fam-
ily assistance benefit must agree to supple-
ment the family assistance benefit up to
that previous payment level (or up to the
poverty level, If lower). State supplemental
payments would be required for families
where at least one parent is absent, Incapcl-
tated, or unemployed—the current AFDC
and AFDC—UF groups—but not for the work-
ing poor.

The family assistance eligibility rules—.
e.g., the $1,500 resources limItation, the defi-
nitIon of family and child, the excludable
income provisions (other than those related
to the earnings Incentlve)—would be made
applicable to the State supplementary pro-
grams, thereby resulting for the first time In
national welfare eligibility standards. The
States would have to exclude the first $720
a year of earned income plus 3 of the earn-
ings in excess of $720 as an earnings Incen-
tive.

The Federal government would jovlde 30
percent matching for the cost of making
these required supplementary payments, but
there would be no matching for supplemen-
tary payments which exceed the poverty line.

lU. ADMINISTRATION

The bill provides for Federal adminIstra-
tion of payments to those in&llgible for &ate
supplementation (the working poor), and of
payments to all families in States where the
November 1970 AFDC payment to a family of
four with no other income Is less than the
family assistance payment. In other States,
the State may opt for program aciminlstra-
tion of payments to families eligible for
State supplements. However, if a State agrees
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to Federal rdministration of its supple-
mental program, the Federal share of the
administrative, costs would be increased from
50 percent to 100 percent. This would mean
additional fiscal relief to the States choosing
this option.

IV. WORK AND TRAINING PROGRAM

A. New program established
The existing Work Incentive Program would

be repealed and a new program would be
established to take its place. The Secretary
of Labor would assure the development of an
employability plan for each individual regi-
stered with the employment office under the
family assistance program according to a
system of priority categories.

The individuals would then receive the
services and training called for under the
plan. The Secretary of Labor is directed to
earmark $150 million for public service jobs,
to provide employment opportunities for
recipients. Appropriations (no dollar amount
specified) are authorized to meet 90% of
the cost of the program. A total of $750 mil-
lion 'in new training and day care funds
would be made available for members of
families eligible for FAP benefits.

B. Training allowances
Each person participating in the training

program would receive an allowance of $30
a month, or the amount of the Manpower
Development and Training Act allowance if
higher for those enrolled in such programs,
in addition to PAP and State payments. The
Secretary would also provide allowances to
cover the transportation and other costs as-
sociated with tbe training.

C. Child care and supportive services
The Secretary of Health, Education, and

Welfare is authorized to make payments for
up to 100 percent of the cost of projects for
child care needed by parents participating in
the work, training, or rehabilitation pro-
grams. States would be required to provide
other supportive social services—such as
vocational rehabilitation, health and coun-
seling—needed to enable recipients to enter
training and jobs, and the Federal govern-
ment would pay 90 percent of the cost of
such efforts.

V. AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

A. Federal standards and requirements
The present separate titles for programs

for aid to the needy, aged, blind, and disabled
are repealed and a new combined Federal-
State program is established to cover essen-
tially the same people. Under the new pro-
gram, the States could not have any duration
of residence or length of citizenship require-
ment, or have relative responsibility provi-
sions.

The States would be required to (1) pro-
vide a payment sufficient to bring each single
recipient's total income up to at least $130 a
month ($230 for a couple), of, if higher, the
standard now in effect, (2) follow the Sec-
retary's definition of blindness and severe
disability, and (3) use the Federal definition
of allowable resources applicable to the f am-
117 assistance program ($1,500 plus home,
personal effects and income-producing prop-
erty essential to the person's support). The
establishment of the -high minimum income
standards for the aged, blind, and disabled
is accompanied by the elimination of food
stamp benefits for these recipients.

The earnings incentives for the disabled
and aged have been increased, requiring the
States to exclude the first $85 per month of
earnings plus 1/ of the rest for the severely
disabled (the same provision which now
exists for the blind), and the first $60 per
month of earnings plus ½ of the rest for the
aged (the same as the family assistance earn-
ings disregard).

B. Federal matching provisions
The Federal government would pay 90 per-

cent of the first *65 average payments made

to eligible persons, and 25 percent of the re-
mainder up to a limit to be set by the Sec-
retary. The Federal government would also
pay 50 percent of the administrative costs.

C. Administration
As under the family assistance plan, the

Secretary could enter into an agreement with
a State under which the Federal government
wowid perform all or some of the functions
Involved In administering the program for
the aged, blind, and disabled. If the State
chooses to contract with the Secretary to
have him assume these functions, the Federal
government would pay for 100 percent of the
administrative costs.

VI. OTHER PROVISIONS

A. State savings provision
Each State must spend 90%, but no more

than 90%, of its actual calendar year 1971
expenditures - for maintenance payments in
carrying out the bill's provisions. (The CY
1971 base amount would be adjusted an-
nually for cost of living increases.) Thus,
required State spending In the new pro-
gram's first full year would be 10% less than
the prior year's expenditures.
B. Special provisions for Puerto Rico, Guam,

and the Virgin Islands
Both the new family assistance and adult

category programs apply in these jurisdic-
tions, bu.t all of the dollar figures in both pro-
grams (except the initial earnings disre-
gard—i.e., the first $60 per month in family
assistance) are to be modified (but only
downward) by the same proportion that the
per capita income of each bears to that in
the State with the lowest per capital income.
This will not reduce the amounts for Guam
and the Virgin Islands, but will result in
about a 40 percent reduction for Puerto Rico.

C. Pretests
The bill authorizes tests of the Family As-

sistance proposal to begin as soon as possible
after January 1, 1971. The Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare is directed
to report on these tests to the President and
to the Congress by March 1, 1972. Tests of a
wage subsidy approach to welfare reform are
also authorized by the bill.
D. Cost of living differentials'inbenefit levels

The Secretary is directed to study the cost
of living differentials which prevail among
different sections of the nation and develop
a plan for varying Family Assistance benefits
based on these differentials. He is required
to report on his plan to the Congress by
January 1, 1972.

B. Effective dates
The provisions of the bill would be effec-

tive on January 1, 1972, except for the work-
ing poor program, which would begin on
July 1, 1972, and the child care provisions,
which are effective immediately upon
enactment.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
Senator asking for the yeas and nays on
his amendment?

Mr. RIBICOFF. That is correct.
The yeas and nays were not ordered.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will call the roll.
Mr. RIBICOFF. And, Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that I retain the
floor.

Mr. HANSEN. I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard.
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I with-

draw my objection.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection to the request of the Senator

from Connecticut? The Senator retains
his right to the floor and the clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. RIBICOFF. 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. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the Ribicoff-
Bennett amendment to the Scott amend-
ment and the yeas and nays on the Scott
amendment.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask that it be in order to order
the yeas and nays on both amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from West Virginia? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum and I ask
unanimous cOnsent that I retain the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
M0NT0YA). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask uanimous consent that the
yeas and nays be ordered on both amend-
ments.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Connecticut yield to the
Senator from Delaware?

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I am
pleased to yield to the Senator from
Delaware and ask unanimous consent
that I retain the floor.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
yeas and nays be ordered on both amend-
ments.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection

is heard. The Senator from Connecticut
has the floor.

Mr. RtBICOFF. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum and I ask
unanimous consent that I do not lose the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative cleric proceed-
ed to call the roll.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, It is so ordered, The Senator
from Connecticut has the floor.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the Ribicoff-
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Bennett amendment to the Scott amend-
ment and the yeas and nays on the Scott
amendment.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that he may ask that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate has already granted unanimous con-
sent that it be In order to order the yeas
and nays on both amendments.

Mr. LONG. Objection was heard.
The PRESIDIN. GOFFICER. Is there

a sufficient second?
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I think

there is a misunderstanding. The request
was made for the yeas and nays on the
Ribicoff-Bennett amendment and then
the yeas and nays on the Scott amend-
ment as amended by the Ribicoff amend-
ment. That is proper procedure.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask—.--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair informs the Senate that earlier
unanimous consent was requested that it
be in order to order the yeas and nays
on both amendments at the same time.
That request was granted, there being
no objection. A request was made on
one amendment later, and there was ob-
jection.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I ask for the yeas and nays
on both amendments.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair states that it requires 18 for a
proper second.

Mr. GORE. Regular order.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Regular

order Is requested. The Senator from
Connecticut has the floor under regular
order.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Louisiana without
losing my right to the floor.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the yeas and nays be
ordered on the two amendments.

The PRESIDING, OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. GORE. I object. The Senate ought
not to operate without some reasonable
proximity of a quorum.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum and ask
unanimous consent that I not lose my
right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it Is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

Mr. LONG. I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection

Is heard.
The assistant legislative clerk resumed

the call of the roll.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-

mous consent that further proceedings
under the quorum call be terminated.

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

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut has the floor.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. R1BICOFF. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the Ribicoff-
Bennett amendment and the Scott
amendment.

The PRESiDING OFFICER. Under
the previous unanimous-consent order
the yeas and nays can be ordered to-
gether.

Is there a sufficient second? There is
a sufficient second. The yeas and nays
are ordered on both amendments.

December 18, 1.970
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SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS

OF 1970
The Senate conthlued with the con-

sideration of the bill (H.R. 17550) to
amend the Social Security Act to pro-
vide inreases In benefits, to improve
computation methods, and to raise the
earnings base under the old-age, sur-
vivors, and disability insurance system,
to make improvements in the medicare,
medicaid, and maternal and child health
programs with emphasis upon improve-
ments in the opearting effectiveness of
such programs, and for other purposes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I do not wish to delay the
Senate, and I am not making any points
of order tonight or discussing it, but I
will mention this point: I merely In-
vite attention to the fact that the Scott
amendment which was offered to H.R.
17550 earlier, the amendment reported
by the clerk, was different from the
amendment appearing In the Journal. I
am sure that the Senator from Penn-
sylvania may want to make a point of
order himself on this and may ask for the
amendment to be withdrawn. It appears
that he sent it to the desk and the
clerk reported the wrong amendment.

I detected this earlier and had a pho-
tostat copy made of the amendment as
It was reported and that is what is of-
ficially before the Senate.

I have a photostated copy of both
copies. I have -een a copy of the amend-
Inent as now before the Senate.

There has been a lot of confusion in
the Senate in the past few days but this
is evidence that the confusion has
spread.

I merely call this to the attention of
the Senate now to say that at an appro-
priate time I shall point out the effects
of the amendment.

Mr. President, in connection with the
Soctt amendment, at first glance It ap-
peared that the Scott amendment had
lifted the committee amendment pages
7 and 8 out of the bill and transposed It
for parliamentary reasons In order to get.
an earlier vote on the family assistance
plan. I can understand that.

I noticed the amendment at the desk,
and I wondered if It was exactly right. I
asked Mr. Brownrlgg to get it from the
clerk and to photostat the amendment
as reported so that I would have a copy,
and I have a photostat of the amendment
as it was read and presented at the desk.

The amendii:ent that was transferred
to the journal clerk was a different
amendment, but the amendment now be-
fore the Senate is the one tha., would be
reported by the clerk that is officially
before the Senate.

I have checked this with the staff, and
the mathematical effect of the amend-
ment before the Senate, and I think the
Senator from Pennsylvania and others
will want to know this, is that it does one
of two things. It either raises everybody
to a $221 minimum and repeals 90 per-
cent of the Social Security Act. It reads
that no benefits would be paid to any-
body with wages of more than $488
monthly, and since virtually no one on
the rolls would have wages that high the
staff estimates that the effect would be
that 90 perdent of the people on social

security would have their benefits re-
duced to zero under the Scott amend-
ment as It Is proposed by the R.ibicoff-
aennett amendment

That is the situation we have, and that
Is the amendment we have pending. I
shall be glad to have the Senator from
Pennsylvania review this matter. He can
decide tomorrow how far he wants to
pursue his amendment. I know that was
not the intent, but that is the amend-
ment at the desk, and it is not subject
to modification or amendment.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. WiLLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I have

asked the Senator to yield because the
distinguished minority leader was not
here when this discussion began.

It becomes apparent that at the desk
either the bill clerk, or the reporter, or
someone who transcribed caused a little
confusion, because what the senior Sen-
ator from Delaware showed me on one
set of photost.ats has two page 8's.

Mr'. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct.

Mr. RIBICOFF. In the other photo-
stat, the journal clerk has only page 7,
50 it becomes apparent a page 7 and a
page 8 were at the front desk. Who
caused the confusion I do not know. But
there was confusion as evidenced by the
fact that the Senator from Delaware has
two sets of photostats, one with two
page 8's and one with page 7. Someone
assumed they were the same and left
one out.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Appar-
ently they were stapled together. The
reading clerk could have made a mis-
take and so could anyone else. But In all
fairness to the clerk, two pages num-
bered 8 were stapled together as the
reading clerk read them. I do not want
to put the reading clerk in the position
of having made the mistake because all
he could do was report the amendment
that went to the desk, and I have a copy
here.

It even has the name of the Senator
from Connecticut on It first; that Is
crossed out, and it shows that Senator
SCOTT offered it. At the end of page 6 it
states "Insert the following," and then
there are some words stricken out, then
two pages 8.

The effect of the amendment if adopt-
ed is to repeal the Social Security Act
so far as page 7 is concerned. We shall
have plenty of time In the next couple
of days to straighten this matter out.
The proposal Is intended to include a
family assistance plan now before us.
We may need the family assistance plan
and a greater welfare plan because if
the whole package Is adopted It would
strike out 90 percent of the Social Se-
curity Act and place all those people on
welfare.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I wish
to point out at this time that I cast no as-
persions on the reading clerk or the
Journal clerk, but it becomes apparent
that somebody In transmitting this
amendment, some part of the inner
workings of the Senate, made an error
somewhere. If an error was not made I
fall to understand how the Journal clerk

can have page 7 and the reading clerk
two copies of page 8. So someone caused
confusion, because if the distinguished
Senator had put in two page 8's, how
could the Journal clerk get a page 7?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No one
knows exactly how It happened, but one
could easily see how it could happen.
One set was stapled together, and rather
than putting in that set one page 7 and
one page 8, they put two page 7's in one
bill, and the reading clerk got the two
page 8's and the Journal clerk got the
two page 7's. The page 8's are officially
before the Senate.

Mr. SCOTr. If the Senator will yield.
I do not want to leave the record stand
without saying I submitted the amend-
ment, and no matter what the amend-
ment shows, if there were flaws and er-
rors in it, they were probably there when
I submitted it, so I do not want to blame
anyone else.

That may have been the case, but
overriding that is the fact that nobody
really knows what the case was, and
overriding that Is the fact that there are
very Important substantive changes of-
fered by the amendment. As the Senator
from Delaware says, It certainly is not
the amendment that came out of the
committee, and, therefore, it ought to
have its right to be heard and debated
and voted upon. We can discuss the
point of order later, but it certainly
seems to me that when one looks at page
6, and then looks at the bottom and sees
nothing but a blank space, and then the
amendment I offered contains some im-
portant and substantive changes be-
tween 6 and 7, if there is a chart or table
left out, normally, if this were not near
the end of the session, I am quite sure all
Senators would agree that we could cor-
rect this kind of unfortunate error and
get on to the merits of the substance.

But we are in a situation where we are
not talking merit, we are not talking
substance; we are talking page 7 and
page 8, and I think we will have to have
a point or order. The issue is whether
this is a substantive change In the
amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If the
Senator will yield, I examined the amend-
ment first with the thought that pos-
sibly a point of order would lie. I now
say that a point of order would not be
sustained. I agree with the Parliamen-
tarian. This Is a change. When 80 or 90
percent of the social security law Is re-
pealed that Is different from what the
committee did, and I will debate anyone
who tries to raise a point of order. The
Scott amendment Is definitely In order.
It is the biggest change in social security
laws that has ever been proposed In this
Congress. My first impression was that
if this were the mmittee amendment—
and I know the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania Intends to take pages 7 and 8—I
was going to consider a point of order,
but when I saw two page 8's only were
offered, I had them photostated; I knew
that all I needed was to have the yeas
and nays ordered on this amendment,
and we would discuss It In a clear atmos-
phere later. I am confident that neither
the Senator from Connecticut nor the
Senator from Pennsylvania would want
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to pursue an amendment which, if en-
acted, would repeal 80 or 90 percent of
the Social Security Act. It is not subject
to a point of order. I want to make that
clear.

Mr. SCOTT. I must say the Senator
from Delaware could have told me what
he had in mind with regard to the request
for the yeas and nays. I knew the Sena-
tor had something, because he always
has something, but we did not know
what it was. Now that we know what it
Is, perhaps we will appreciate it at a
later date. But the Senator is in error if
he thinks I am going to withdraw this
amendment at this time.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am
sure the Senator is not going to with-
draw it. We are In agreement on that. I
am going to be frank and say that I
wanted the yeas and nays ordered to
prevent the amendment from being
withdrawn. I do not approve of amend-
ments being offered In the Senate where
only the manager of the amendment can
change It. I doubt that the White House
or the Senator from Pennsylvania will
want a proposal acted on which would
repeal 80 percent of the Social Security
Act. I hope that tomorrow we can reach
agreement. I am sure no point of order
could prevail. I will defend the Parlia-
mentarian on that. When the Senator
from Pennsylvania proposed to repeal
90 percent of the Social Security Act
It Is a change, and I put that in capital
letters.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, wUle there may be
some error, no change was intended, and
no change affecting any social security
beneficiary will ever become law. This is
a mighty big bill, with a lot of pages,
and there will be plenty of opportunity
as we go along perfecting various amend-
ments and putting In amendments to
make sure that In some subsequent
amendment and in some subsequent pro-
cedure the complete charts are put In, so
the Senate will arrive at a point where
It can vote on a 10-percent social security
increase and a $100 minimum. I am sure
that between the Senator from Delaware,
myself, and other Senators, there will
not be dlculty achieving any result of
that kind.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am sure
of that, because I cannot conceive of
the Senator from Pernsylvanla wanting
to repeal 90 percent of the Social Secu-
rity Act. I cannot conceive of that, and
that was what struck me when I saw the
amendment at the desk. That is the
reason why I wanted to get this out-
lined on the RECORD tonight; Senators
should be on notice as to the situation
before the Senate.

Mr. SCOTT. I do not think there is
any question of good faith on the part of
the Senator from Pennsylvania and on
the part of the Senator from Connecti-
cut In their desire to achieve what the
committee has so well and carefully
wrought; namely, an Increase in certain
social security benefits. I am not aware
how the Senator from Delaware voted
on those Increases, but I will say now,
and as often as I have the opportunity,
I will vote for them. I am for the social
security benefits. I am for these charts.
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If the Senator from Delaware had ad-
vised us that we were offering a chart
which would repeal part of the Social
Security Act, we could have corrected the
matter on the floor ii. less than 30 sec-
onds, and we will always be willing to
correct the matter on the floor In less
than 30 seconds if the Senator will per-
mit us.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If the
Senator from Pennsylvania had sought
my advice I would have been delighted
to have given it to him.

Mr. SCOTT. I assure the Senator I
will. I always do.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I was
not asked my advice when the proposal
was presented, so I took it at face value
that he knew what he was doing. I
have such respect for the Senator from
Pennsylvania that It never dawned on
me that he did not know what he was
doing.

Mr. SCOTT. I was going to say that
no Senator knows what he is doing when
the Senator from Delaware gets thi'ough
with him, because he has expertise whiqh
is so superior to the rest of us. I agree
with that. That is why we are going to
miss him. But the Senator from Penn-
sylvania knew what he was doing, all
right. The Senator from Pennsylvania
is not aware to this minute whether or
not a chart had been changed or had
not been changed. The Senator only
knows the chart had been changed when
it was In his hands, and another copy
went to the desk, and that is where the
mystery lies.

The Senator from Pennsylvania takes
that responsibility in having concurred
in sending up the second chart. The
Senator from Pennsylvania's intention
Is good. His purpose Is good. His de-
sire to achieve a social security bene-
fit Increase Is good. He will gladly
consult the Senator from Delaware to
see how, In the exercise of his Infinite
wisdom and mercy, we will achieve the
desired result.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. When-
ever the Senator seeks my advice I
assure him that he will get It.

Mr. SCOTT. I will be glad to accept
the advice up to the cliff, and there I
will take a good look over it to see where
we are going.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I assure
the Senator from Pennsylvania he will
be well advised to be guided by any ad-
vice I give him.
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SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1970

Mr. MANSFIELD. Now, Mr. President,
under the agreement which has been op-
erating and which expires at the conclu-
sion of business on Tuesday next, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate turn
to the consideration of Calendar No.
1443, H.R. 17550, and that it be laid be-
fore the Senate.

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

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Calendar No.
1443, H.R. 17550, a bill to amend the So-
cial Security Act to provide increases In
benefits, to improve computation meth-
ods, and to raise the earnings base un-
der the old-age, survivors, and disabil-
ity Insurance system, to make improve-
ments in the medicare, medicaid, and
maternal and child health programs
with emphasis upon improvements in
the operating effectiveness of such pro-
grams, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection the Senate will proceed to Its
consideration.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, since our
meetings on yesterday, we have held
some discussions.

Mr. COTrON. Mr. President, we can-
flothear the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be In order.

The Senator may proceed.
Mr. LONG. &r. President, since our

meetings yesterday, there have been
some discussions about the most expedi-
tious way to move ahead with the so-
cial security bill. We have not been able
to reach any sort of agreement.

My impression Is that the administra-
tion Is very hopeful of obtaining a vote
on the family assistance plan or, if not
that, then, In the alternative, a test vote
to give some Indication of how the Sen-
ate feels about the measure.

I have inquired of the possibility of
obtaining a limitation to assure a time
certain to vote on this measure. That
cannot be obtained at this time.

Mr. President, I am convinced that the
Senate is not going to pass this measure
and that, for whatever political advan-
tage It might give onç group or the other
or any particular individual, it will be
time wasted which could have been used
in passing some of these bills that it Is
possible to pass In this session.

Accordingly I will make a motion to
table the pending amendment. I believe
the Senator from Delaware wanted me
to yield to him before I made that
motion.

I ask unanimous consent that I might
yield to the Senator from Delaware with-
out losing my right to the floor.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I object.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-

ident, do I understand that the Senator
will be making a motion to table the
measure even before some of us can get
a chance to present our case against the
bill?

Mr. LONG. That is my intention. But
prior to doing that, I would like to
yield—

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I think we ought to
have an up and down vote on the family
assistance plan.

I would vote against the motion to
table, hoping that we could get a vote
on it.

I wonder if the Senator might not put
some kind of request to the Senate for a
limitation of time on the merits. Perhaps
we could arrive at some kind of an agree-
ment at some day certain, even if it is
after we come back from Christmas.

We should try to get a vote on the
merits. Could the Senator put that ques-
tion?

Mr. LONG. If the Senator wants that
done, I ask unanimous consent that we
vote on the pending amendment, which
is the family assistance plan, at 5 o'clock
on Tuesday next.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, what is the request?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate vote on
the family assistance plan at 5 o'clock
next Tuesday.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I presented a unanimous-con-
sent proposal for the Senate to vote on
all amendments as well as final passage
of the bill as amended. Many of those
Senators now standing up and speaking
on this matter apparently were not in
favor of that agreement.

If we can get consent to vote on the
entire bill I would go along with the re-
quest. I offered such a unanimous-con-
sent agreement before.

However, I will not be a party to politi-
cal hypocrisy to get a vote on the family
assistance plan when in the back of the
Chamber It Is being said it will die any-
way. That Is the greatest act of political
hypocrisy I have heard. I have so ex-
pressed myself downtown to those pro-
posing that this farcical procedure be
followed.

If we are to vote on social security and
a family assistance plan let us vote on
them in good faith with the Intention
that it will become law and not so that
Members can go home and brag about
having done something In order to get
votes. We are dealing with people who
should not be kidded by either political
party.

I am ashamed that some Senators
from our side would seem to cooperate
in that hypocritical suggestion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest?

Mr. DOLE. I object.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will

the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, be-

fore the pending measure was called up
I promised to call up S. 3835.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield to
the distinguished majority leader for
that purpose.
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SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
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The Senate continued with the consid-
eration of the bill (HR. 17550) to amend
the Social Security Act to provide in-
creases in benefits, to improve computa-
tion methods, and to raise the earnings
base under the old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance system, to make im-
provements in the medicare, medicaid,
and maternal and child health programs
with emphasis upon improvements in the
operating effectiveness of such programs,
and for other purposes.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I have no
doubt that this motion should be tabled.
T1e parliamentary situation in which we
find ourselves at this moment is that we
have seveial hundred committee amend-
ments.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, may
we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

The Senator from Louisiana may pro-
ceed.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, we have
agreed to one amendment, which is an
amendment to strike the table of con-
tents of the House bill. Assuming we plan
to pass the Senate bill, that table of con-
tents does not belong there.

Now, we are on the next committee
amendment, and we have been on it for
some time. This is an amendment to
strike and Insert. We have an amend-
ment pending on the insert part, the tail
end of the amendment, which we cannot
dispose of because a motion to table
failed on that by a vote of about 1 to 2.

Now we are confronted with another
amendment, one that would be on the
front end of the committee amendment,
on the strike part. That is an amendment
that we will be debating for a long time
before it comes to a vote—if indeed it
does come to a vote, which I doubt.

In addition, Mr. President, the amend-
ment is offered in such a way that it can-
not be amended and there are at least
100 different provisions that are extreme-
ly controversial in the amendment. It Is
offered as an amendment to an amend-
ment.

I understand that due to the imperfec-
tions in it, which cannot be corrected
without unanimous consent—and I am
under the impression unanimous consent
will not be given—it would repeal most
benefits under the social security pro-
gram, an unintended defect. But this is
the situation, and obviously this is no way
to legislate.

This matter should be brushed aside; it
cannot become law anyway. All we are
doing is wasting time. But in the hope
that it might give some indication of how
the Senate feels about the amendment,
I move that the amendment be laid on
the table.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator withhold that?

Mr. LONG. I withhold the motion for
2 minutes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I have opposed the guaranteed an-
nual income proposal for reasons I think
are valid. During the discussion of this
bill as yet I have never been able to

obtain the floor In my own right due
to the arrangement from the White
House offtimes and the minority leader-
ship of the Senate that recognition would
go to those in favor of the plan. The re-
sult has been that none of us who have
reasons to oppose the plan have had a
chance to speak to point out what is
wrong with the Ribicoff -Bennett amend-
ment.

Our committee worked on this proposal
for months. I would certainly hope—and
I say this as one who opposes the amend-
ment—that the Senate defeats the mo-
tion to table which has been made. I
plead with my colleagues to defeat this
motion in the hope that we may have
a chance to debate this matter on if.c
merits.

I think we should. I suggested a pro-
cedure to get it before the Senate. I re-
spect the Senator from Louisiana. I un-
derstand he is making this motion at the
request of the White House representa-
tive. I do not know what they will accom-
plish by it. I am sure it will not be agreed
to. I hope it is not, and I appeal to all
Senators who have said they are for the
family assistance plan and those who are
against it to vote against the motion to
table so that we may discuss it on the
merits. Surely the proponents of this
measure are not afraid to debate and
vote on its merits.

I thank the Senator for yielding. I am
ready to vote.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I ap-

preciate what the distinguished chair-
man is trying to do. He is trying to be
very realistic to find out what the senti-
ment of the Senate is. I respect the posi.
tion of my distinguished friend, the Sen-
ator from Delaware, with whom I am op-
posite on this proposal. I hope the Sen-
ator from De1aware would have an
opportunity to state how he feels with
respect to this matter. I know he feels
strongly against the proposal and his
views are entitled to be heard. I hope he
has time to explain his views.

But personally, I shall vote against the
motion to table because if it is presented
it could very well be the only test by
which the Senate can possibly be heard
as to whether Senators are for or against
family assistance. It would be my hope
that the Senate would be for the family
assistance program and could so indicate
by voting against the motion to table.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, this will not be a test of how
the Senate feels or would vote on the
plan because I for one am going to vote
against the motion to table. I know thst
I am going to vote that way and many
other Senators are, going to vote that
way even though they are opposed to the
bill. If a vote is what the Senate wants
we can go ahead and vote, but it is only
a waste of time and proves nothing ex-
cept that there are those who are afraid
to debate this fantastic proposal on Its
merits. Apparently they have very little
confidence of their ability to defend the
bill.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, under those
circumstances I do not believe we would
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have a test of how the Senate feels about
the amendment so I am not going to
make the motion.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, what the

Senator has said makes what I was going
to say completely nongermane. But it
seems to me I find myself at this time in
disagreement with my friend from Dela-
ware, as much as I like him and respect
him.

It seems to me we have reached a point
in this session—and we discussed this
point very frankly when we were by our-
selves—where much of what we are do-
ing is utterly useless and serves no good
purpose, and I do not care what the ex-
ecutive branch says. As a matter of fact,
it might do them some good, and it would
not do them any harm, to send some of
their boy scouts to sit in the galleries for
a few hours. They might learn some-
thing. Some of them have never even sat
in galleries of State legislatures and they
do not seem to be well versed in legisla-
tive procedures.

But whatever the executive branch
said, and whatever the distinguished mi-
nority leader feels compelled to say—
and I respect him and try to follow him
at least part of the time—the issue is
whether we are going to spend more time
discussing the merits and demerits of the
so-called family assistance plan which
has come out of the committee in one
form, and is before the Senate in the
form of an amendment by the Senator
from Connecticut, the Senator from
Utah, and others. It has all kinds of
phases. We are just wasting our time,
and for what? I was hoping that the Sen-
ator from Louisiana would make the
motion.

I was hoping, whatever our feelings
are on the family assistance plan, that
we would vote on the question of whether
it is sensible and whether it is going to
accomplish anything for the people of
the United States and for the prestige of
the Congress to continue this way. It
is a matter of just plain commonsense,
which has been conspicuously lacking for
the last few weeks.

I do not like the idea of voting against
a motion to table so as to conceal from
somebody how I feel. I feel very strongly
that whatever may be the merits of the
family assistance plan in a different
form—and I do not find too many merits
in it right now—it is useless to take time
on it now, and if the opportunity comes
to vote on the motion to table, I am
going to vote for commnonsense procedure
in the Senate to gain some respect from
the people and from the executive
branch.

Mr. LONG. The Senator encourages
me to make the motion. Frankly, what
we are doing is wasting time. This wel-
fare proposal is not going to become law
as part of this bill. It will have to come
off this bill one way or the other. All we
are doing is wasting time until we come
to a decision. It does not require the
Senator from Delaware to persuade me
that it should not be in the bill. I am
convinced that it should not become law.

I move that the amendment be laid
on the table.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to lay on the table the Ribicoff amend-
ment, No. 1169.

Mr. LONG and Mr. HOLLAND re-
quested the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-

tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Louisiana to lay the
amendment on the table. On this ques-
tion the yeas and nays have been or-
dered, 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 North Dakota
(Mr. BuRDIcK), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. DODD), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. H0LLINGs), the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. Mc-
CARTHY), the Senator from Utah (Mr.
Moss), the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
NELSON), the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. PASTORE), the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL) , the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS), the Senator
from New Jersey (Mr. WILLIAMS), and
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. YOuNG) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. PASTORE), and the Senator
from New Jersey (Mr. WILLIAMS) would
each vote 'nay".

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS) IS
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Oregon (Mr. HAT-
FIELD) is absent on official business.

The Senator from Colorado (Mr. DOM-
INICK) and the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because of
illness.

Also necessarily absent is the Sena-
tor from AriEona (Mr. GOLDWATER), the
Senator from New York (Mr. JAVITS),
the Senator from California (Mr. MUR-
PHY), and the Senator from Texas (Mr.
TOWER), would each vote "nay".

If present and voting, the Senator
from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS), the Sen-
ator from Colorado (Mr. DOMINIcK),
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HAT-
FIELD), the Senator from South Dakota
(Mr. MUNDT), the Senator from Califor-
nia (Mr. MURPHY) and the Senator from
Texas (Mr. TOWER) would each vote
"nay."

The result was announced—yeas 15,
nays 65, as follows:

INo. 440 Leg.]
YEAS—lb

Allen
Belimon
Bible
Cannon
Cotton

Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Gore
Holland

Jordan, N.C.
Long
Sparkman
Stennis
Young, N. Dak,

NAYS—65
Alken
Allott
Baker
Bayh
Bennett
Boggs
Brooke
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Case
Church
Cook
Cooper
Cranston
Dole

Eagleton
Fannin
Fong
Fulbright
Goodell
Gravel
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Harris
Hart
Hartke
Hruska
Hughes
Inouye

Jackson
Jordan, Idaho
Kennedy
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
McClellan
McGee
McGovern
McIntyre
Metcair
Miller
Mondale
Montoya
Muskie

NOT VOTING—20
Hollings Pastore
Javits Russell
McCarthy Tower
Moss Tydings
Mun:lt Williams, N.J.
Murphy Young, Ohio
Nelson

So the motion to lay on the table was
roj octed.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, first I want to thank my col-
leagues for rejecting the tabling motion
regardless of what their position may be
on this bill. This at least gives those of
us who have worked on it for a period of
months an opportunity to explain some
of the bad provisions in the bill and to
point out why some of us feel that it is
in the best interests of our country that
it not be enacted.

First, there is much being said in this
country about the need for reform. The
administration's family assistance or
guaranteed annual income plan has been
sold to the American people under the
slogan of "Workfare versus Welfare."

The present welfare system has been
recognized by all concerned as a program
full of inequities. Secretary Richardson,
in his testimony before the Committee
on Finance, described the present pro-
gram as a gigantic failure, and the ad-
ministration's new family assistance
plan was described as a major reform.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, may
we have order. We cannot hear the
Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. When
the term "reform" is used in connection
with legislative proposals it means one
of two things. Either it is proposed to
take away from someone something
which he is now receiving but to which
he is not entitled, or it is proposed to
give to someone something which he is
not getting but to which he is entitled.

While there is general agreement on
the part of all concerned that our exist-
ing welfare program is in need of major
reform, it should be emphasized that the
administration bill as it Is now pending
before the Senate as reported by the
Committee on Finance, does not embrace
reform of the existing law. In fact, the
Secretary of HEW admitted to the Fi-
nance Committee that under the parti-
cular proposal now before us—and the
authors will confirm this—not one wel-
fare recipient in America, in any State
in the Union, will receive a dime less
than that which he is now getting under
existing law. We therefore proceed on
the premise that there is no reform in
this bill, assuming there are abuses now.
Quite to the contrary, all the inequities
in existing law will be frozen into the
new program plus some more being
added.

I should like to mention at this point
just a few of the things that can hap-
pen under this bill if enacted.

One of the problems of the existing
welfare system we hear much about Is
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the promotion and encouragement of
illegitimacy and of families with genera-
tion after generation on welfare.

I should like to point out what the bill
before us would do. This bill actually
provides a $1,300 cash bonus from the
Federal Government to a mother to have
an Illegitimate baby, over and above
what would be paid if the baby were
born In wedlock.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I cite this
example which was called to the atten-
tion of the committee. Use, for exam-
ple, two welfare families.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, a
point of order. The Senate is not in
order. I ask that the Chair bring the
Senate to order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. We
asked the department to check how this
bill would work in actual practice in four
States. We picked two large States and
two small States. The large States we
picked were Illinois and New York, and
we picked Arizona and Delaware for the
small States. I said we wanted to pick
mine as well as someone else's.

Suppose; for example, there are two
welfare families under the provisions of
this bill, if it passes.

Family A has a boy 17, a girl 12, and
a girl 6. Family B has a girl 16, a boy 11,
and a girl 8. Each family will get welfare
payments based upon the size of the
family. This means that for this boy or
or girl below the age of 18 as dependents
they will collect, first, $300 from the Fed-
eral Government; they will collect a
larger mandatory supplement from the
State; they will benefit from medicaid
if they need medical attention; they will
get additional rent allowance, housing
allowance, and so forth: they will get
additional food stamps as a result of the
larger dependency in each family.

If this boy and this girl get married
each family loses one dependent, and
their welfare payments are automatical-
ly reduced proportionately. When this
boy and girl are married they do not get
anything under this bill, even though
they have no jobs or anything else for
support. They can starve, so far as this
bill is concerned, until they have been
m,rried long enough to have the first
baby. Then they become a new welfare
family, eligible for payments under the
AFD program. No provision would help
them, no matter how destitute they may
be the first year; they have this handi-
cap until they can produce the first
child.

On the other hand, suppose the boy
and girl want to get married but realize
they cannot do so financially, and the
girl becomes pregnant. He does not marry
her until the baby is born. Then they
can move off and start collecting wel-
fare as a family of their own, under the
aid to dependent children. I repeat, if
this bill is enacted, by postponing the
marriage until the baby is born they can

collect a cash payment in the first year
of $1,300 more than he can if he marries
the girl before the baby is born.

What kind of social bill is this where
the Federal Government underwrites a
proposal of paying a $1,300 bonus to
bring that first child into this world as
an illegitimate baby? What chance has
that child in late life? Is that what Sen-
ators want to approve.

This situation was called to the atten-
tion of the committee, and we called it
to the attention of the Department. All
the Department said was, "We'll correct
it next year." I say correct it before you

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It is
clearly evident that the bill has been im-
properly labeled as a reform package.
For example, this bill does not correct
the problems of existing law whereby
family breakups are encouraged.

Under this bill, suppose a family is
living together—an unemployed father
and mother and four children. If the
father and mother will separate, either
because of problems or by mutual agree-
ment—perhaps only moving across the
corridor in separate apartments—they
then become two families eligible for
welfare, instead of one.

This is the bonus in welfare which
they as a group collect as the result of
split families.

In Phoenix, Ariz., under the adminis-
tration's plan they will get $936 more
by living as a split family than if they
live together. They can visit across the
corridor, and if an additional child is
born it can go on the welfare rolls.
Everything is taken care of. But they
collect more welfare if they live in sepa-
rate apartments.

In Wilmington, Del., they will collect
an extra $1,104 in assistance under this
bill by splitting the family. They can col-
lect $1,104 In benefits more than they
can if the family stays together.

In Chicago, Ill., as a split family they
will collect $2,064 more in assistance.
Think of it—$2,064 more benefits under
the bill of the administration if the hus-
band will desert, take two children, and
leave the wife two children.

pass this bill. I will not support any bill
that will pay a cash benefit on the part
of the Federal Government, a premium
of $1,300, to have an illegitimate baby,
more than they would if it is born in holy
wedlock.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
RECORD the table furnished by the com-
mittee and the staff, approved by the
Department, relating to the problem of
illegitimacy.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

Is this the kind of reform that the
Congress wants?

In New York a welfare family will col-
lect a higher premium on family split-
ting; they collect $2,508 more as two fam-
ilies than if they live as one family. They
can collect that every year under this
bill if they will just separate—the hus-
band taking part of the children and the
wife taking the other children. Again, it
is claimed that that is reforming the
existing law. I challenge anyone to say
that that is reform. I say that this is
making a farce of the situation and think
what this does to these children.

As to the unemployed father, they
claim to have corrected that under this
Ribicoff-Bennett plan, but I am not sure.
I understand that the Ribicoff-Bennett
amendment is intended to correct that
point, and I will withhold comment un-
til I have had it fully analyzed; I will
pass over that point for the moment.

The pending bill cannot be labeled un-
der the guise of reform in any way,
shape, or form.

This bill should not pass until correc-
tions have been made.

I think that these problems are why
a majority of us have opposed this bill
a committee. We have had three differ-
ent votes in the committee. Once the bill
was unanimously sent back to the De-
partment for revision. They brought back
practically the same package. The House-
passed bill was rejected by a vote of 14
to 1 on a rollcall vote in the Finance
Committee. They had another vote in

SELECTED CASES: FEDERALLY SHARED WELFARE BENEFITS UNDER ADMINISTRATION REVISION

Phoenix, Wilmington, Chicago,
Ariz. Del. Ill.

New York,
N.Y.

II persons unemployed, no income other than welfare:
1. Welfare benefits to 2 families, each headed by a woman:

Family A—boy 17, girl 12, and girl 6 2,208 '2,172 13,252
Family B—girl 16, boy 11, and girl 8 2,208 '2,172 '3,252

Tofal 4,416 4,344 6,504

2. Welfare benefits tn same families it boy 17 marries girl 16
and establishes separate household:

Family A 1,836 '2,004 '2,964
Family B 1,836 '2,004 '2,964
Family C—boy 17 and girl 16 —________ (2) (2) (2)

Total 3,672 4,008 5,928

3. Welfare benefits to same families it boy 17 marries girl 16
after she has had a baby:

Family A 1, 836 '2,004 12,964
Family B 1,836 '2,004 '2,964
Family C (with baby) —— 1,300 '1,300 '1,300

Total 4,972 5,308 7,228
lncreasenvercase2 1,300 1,300 1,300

'4,032
'4,032

8,064

—
'3,408
13,408

(2)

6, 816

'3,408
'3,408
'1,300

8,116
1,300

I Eligible for medicaid, surplus fund, and housing.
2 Eligible for fond stamps.
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the committee, In which the bill as re-
vised was rejected by 10 to 6. But each
time the Department comes back and
wants another vote. All they want is a
vote. Is it not time someone thought
about a reform of our welfare system in-
stead of about the votes involved?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. TALMADGE. Does the Senator re-

call what particular revision of this plan
it is, from HEW? Is it six or seven? How
many different versions of this plan has
the Department submitted?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It is at
least six. I have lost count and I under-
stand the present bill was revised again
yesterday at the suggestion of the ad-
ministration just a few minutes before
the Senate convened.

Mr. TALMADGE. I have lost count,
also. It has been six or seven.

The Senator will recall the time just
prior to adjournment, when we had a re-
cess for the elections, when the Under
Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare came in with a stack of amend-
ments, about 12 inches high, that no
member of the Finance Committee had
ever seen, and no member of the Finance
Committee knew what was contained in
there. He insisted on the Finance Com-
mittee voting at that particular time on
a stack of amendments they had never
seen. Does the Senator recall that?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct. The bill as proposed consisted of
approximately 400 or 500 pages and was
only delivered to the offices of Senators
about 5:30 the night before.

Mr. TALMADGE. I never got mine.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I did not,

either, until about 20 minutes before the
committee met.

We walked in, and the Department
said, "All we want is a vote." The com-
mittee gave them a vote and rejected
it by a margin of 10 to 6.

Now we are told the Department wants
another vote in the Senate even though
they accept the fact that it cannot get
cleared in a conference before adjourn-
ment.

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator has
been in the Senate 24 years. Has he ever
seen such irresponsibility as that during
that period of time?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Never.
And I hope it will be 24 years before It
Is repeated.

Mr. TALMADGE. So do I.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. As the

Senator knows, that vote was on the eve
of the adjournment, just before the re-
cess for the election. As I recall, it was
just a few days before. The committee
soundly rejected that proposal. The com-
mittee did not have any Idea what it
was, and by unanimous vote, as I recall
It, we Instructed the staff to analyze the
bill which the Department had sent
down to us that morning. We had never
seen it before. We instructed the staff
to send each member of the Finance
Committee to our homes during the
recess an analysis and a copy of the bill—
to get It printed and send each a copy
and an analysis—In order that we could
study it, so that when we came back
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Into session in November our Committee
would be ready to proceed In an orderly
manner and to vote intelligently for or
against it.

I have here a letter sent by Mr. Vail
of the staff of the commitee, which I
will put in the RECORD, that he sent to
me and the other members of the com-
mittee on October 26. This was after the
recess. I read the letter dated October 26,
1970:

U.S. SENATE,
COMMIT'FEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, D.C., October 26, 1970.
Hon. JOHN J. WILLIAMS,
Milisboro, Del.

DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: You will recall
that during executive session of the Finance
Committee on Tuesday, October 13, Mr.
Veneman, Under Secretary of the Depaxtment
of Health, Education and Welfare, submitted
to the Committee a revised version of the
Family Assistance Plan and urged that the
Committee vote on It before the recess.

The revised plan, described as a 'core" bill,
covers more than 150 pages. The Committee
felt that a major amendment of such pro-
portions should be carefully studied before
a vote was taken. Therefore, it directed the
staff to publish the 'core" bill, related
amendments, and supporting tables, docu-
ments, and charts to be prepared by the
Department and submitted to the Commit-
tee. It was the Committee's instruction that
this material together with an analysis pre-
pared by the staff of the Committee be for-
warded to each member of the Committee
at his home during the recess. In this way
all of the members would have an oppor-
tunity to study the Administration's most
recent welfare proposal before the Commit-
tee reconvenes in November.

I had hoped that the printing job and
the staff analysis could have been completed
before now. The staff analysis of the Oc-
tober 13 version has been completed. Un-
fortunately, the Department apparently Is
making further revisions in the material sub-
mitted on October 13. Although the version
presented to the Committee has been set In
type, the Department has not completed its
proofreading task—apparently because of the
addtllonal drafting and rewriting they are
undertaking. It would seem to serve no useful
purpose to send you the staff analysis if the
"core" bill we have analyzed is still being
changed by the Department.

I wanted to let you know why we have not
yet complied with the Committee's Instruc-
tion to promptly forward the printed material
to the members at their homes.

Sincerely,
TOM VAIL.

Mr. Vail apologizes for the fat that
he could not get the information from
the Department to complete the analysis.

A second letter from Tom Vail, chief
of staff, dated November 5, states that
the material has just been received.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this letter be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, D.C., November 5, 1970.
Hon. JOHN J. WILLIAMS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: I am enclosing
a copy of the Administration's revised revi-
sion of HR. 16311, the Family Assistance
Act of 1970.

You will recall that Under Secretary John
Veneman of the Department of Health, Edu-
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cation, and Welfare submitted a revised re-
vision of the bill to the Committee during
Its executive session on October 13 and asked
that the Committee vote on the new version
of the bill. Instead of voting on the new
version at that time, the Committee decided
that it should be printed, together with
other materials prepared by the Department
and an analysis by the staff, and sent to
members of the Committee during the recess.

The enclosed Committee Print represents
this document. A brief analysis with com-
ments, tables and charts prepared by the
Committee staff is printed on blue paper at
the beginning of the document. This is fol-
lowed by materials prepared by the Depart-
ment, the text of the Department's revised
revision, and additional amendments pre-
pared by the Department for possible Com-
mittee consideration, all printed on white
paper.

If you have a copy of the bill submitted
by Mr. Veneman on October 13, you will note
that the Department's latest version of the
bill differs in a number of respects from the
October 13 versIon due to the changes made
by the Department fairly continuously be-
tween that date and the date of final print-
Ing. Unfortunately, It was this continual re-
vising which prevented us from printing the
document and forwarding it to you sooner.

Sincerely,
TOM VAIL.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, Mr.
President, in the November 5 letter he
said he had just received the informa-
tion, and yet they came before the com-
mittee on October 13 with a 150-page
package which they wanted us to vote
on without reading. It took the Depart-
ment another month to get back to the
committee a printed version.

This is the kind of confusion and lack
of cooperation that has been existing in
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. I know there is confusion
in the Senate, too, but I do not have any
idea of what must be going on dewn
there. I will say this: neither does any-
one else connected with that Department.
I have never seen such irresponsible
management or lack of knowledge as to
what is going on as exists in that De-
partment. Department officials came be-
fore our committee, and never have I seen
witnesses coming before a committee rep-
resenting an executive department who
knew so little about the proposal they
were asking Congress to adopt. I was
present on one occasion when it ap-
peared the former Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare had not even
read the bill and did not have the slight-
est idea what it was all about.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. TALMADGE. Does not the Sen-

ator recall when Secretary Finch came
before the committee and attempted to
present a bill, and the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS)
dressed him down and told him that
was the poorest presentation he had
ever seen anyone present to a committee
of the U.S. Senate since he had been
a Member of this body.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I do re-
member it. I have that very quotation by
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. HAR-
RIS) in front of me. Let me quote it:

With all due respect, gentlemen, I believe
this is the most Ill-prepared presentation
that I have seen since I have been in the
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Congress of the United States. I am really
amazed that some of these very simple
questions do not get a very quick and easy
response—such things as just asked a min-
ute ago about medicaid, and the questions
I asked yesterday about the day-care costs.
It seems to me that those are things which
ought to have been easily available, because
they ought to have been thought out in ad-
vance when you put this plan together;

Mr. President, that opinion was the
unanimous sentiment of the Finance
Committee. After that miserable presen-
tation had been made it was so apparent
that the Department did not know
what the bill was all about that the com-
mittee interrupted the hearings and
called an executive session. The Secre-
tary of the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare was called in and
asked to go back and rewrite the bill.
Meanwhile we suspended the hearings
until HEW could report back and we
could at least find out what was in the
bill.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. STEVENS. Is the Senator referring

to Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare Richardson?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No, to
former Secretary Finch.

Mr. STEVENS. Secretary Finch.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes.
Mr. STEVENS. Was the comment the

Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS)
made concerning Secretary Finch or Sec-
retary Richardson?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It was
made at the time Secretary Finch was
the head of HEW.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, may
we have order in the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FANNIN). The Senate will please be in
order.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, for the information of the
Senate, that quotation by the Senator
from Oklahoma appears in the com-
mittee hearings which are on Senators'
desks under the date of April 30, 1970.

Mr. STEVENS. If the Senator will yield
additionally, briefly, it appears that the
Senator has made some rather broad
statements regarding the ability of these
two men who have been Secretaries of
Health, Education, and Welfare in the
period that I have been here. I am sort
of amazed to hear such a broad state-
ment being made, coming from my good
colleague from Delaware, concerning
either of these gentlemen. I wonder
whether the Senator could tell me how
this occurred, how they happened to
get so many versions of the bill? Was it
because of the complete reticence on the
part of the Finance Committee to con-
sider the bill at all In the first instance?
What led to the many versions that the
bill has gone through?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If any-
one has the answer to that question,
I would appreciate hearing it. I do not
have the answer. The committee sched-
uled very promptly the hearings on this
proposal. The committee has tried to
work diligently with the Department, but
each time we kept getting some reason
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why the Department had to ask for more
time.

It definitely was not the committee's
fault that the Department kept changing
its mind.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. LONG. Inasmuch as it has been

suggested that the Finance Committee
was dragging its feet, I would like to point
out that the hearings were scheduled by
the committee the day after the House
passed the bill, to begin within 2 weeks
of House passage. It was at the request
of the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare that the hearing was post-
poned, but when he did come before the
committee and questions were asked, the
kind of things that have been discussed
here in this Chamber, the answers
showed how ill-considered the bill was at
that point.

The Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
HARRIS) said that was the poorest pres-
entation he had ever heard on any major
piece of legislation. He said that he had
come prepared to support it but he had
heard the rumor that the administra-
tion was planning to scuttle the bill in
the committee and perhaps that was why
there was such a poor presentation by
the administration witnesses. The Secre-
tary denied that it was intentional. He
said that no one could have contrived
such a scenario as had been witnessed
there that day, that no one could have
contrived to give a presentation that was
made so poorly.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct.

I would like to dispel the thought that
the Finance Committee is responsible for
the bill's being before the Senate at this
late date. The question has been asked,
how come so much delay in considera-
tion of the administration's family assis-
tance plan, implying that this delay was
entirely the result of dilatory action on
the part of the Finance Committee. Let
me make the record straight on that.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. HANSEN. In an effort to shed some

light on this question further, as posed
by the distinguished Senator from
Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) • let me suggest
possible reasons why so many different
revisions were made of a plan. I as-.
sumed that it must have been scrutinized
and studied, and must have been pre-
pared and followed with diligent efforts.
I would hope that the HEW would not
have come before Congress with a plan
that had not been considered and
scrutinized and examined from every
angle, because we are aware that with
respect to medicare and medicaid, every
time an actuarial study has been made
of these programs, the cost has increased.
The cost that will result from their con-
tinued Implementation as compared with
the revenues that are Intended to fund
them, indicate that over a period of 25
years, those two programs will be $216
billion in the red.

Now with that experience behind It, I
cannot think that the HEW would have
come forward without having a con-
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sidered plan, But while these may have
been many revisions—I have forgotten
how many—I can only say to my good
friend from Alaska that as we examined
the proposals in the family assistance
program, against the backdrop of the
goals that the President hoped to obtain
through welfare reform it just did not
seem that the proposal accomplished the
objectives the President had in mind.

The incentives that would encourage
people to move from welfare into the
private sector of the economy as working
citizens could not be identified.

As the distinguIshed Senator from
Delaware has pointed out and as the dis-
tinguished Senator from Georgia has
pointed out as well, on different occa-
sions, In the city of New York, a working
mother with four in the family—a
female head of the family with four per-
sons, if that mother were to take the
benefits that are available to her as a
resident of the State of New York, living
in New York City, taking advantage oL
public housing, and if she got low-
income supplements which would be
available to everyone in the State, If she
took advantage of medicaid and medi-
care, if she used available food stamps,
and took advantage of the such other
programs available there, she, without
working at all, could have the equivalent
of $6,210.000 Income per year.

But If she went out and took a job and
went off welfare and moved into the type
of activity that the President of the
United States has called for in this bill
and was to find employment and earn
through tht employment $7,000 a year,
she would be $1 poorer by working and
earning $7,000 a year than she would be
if she had not turned a hand.

I think this is the sort of questioning
that came about in the Finance Com-
mittee that may have caused our good
friends at HEW to come forward with no
less than seven revisions.

I can say this. I do not know. I am
speculating. I do not know what was in
their minds. All I know is that when the
members of th committee started to ex-
amine the bill and got to probing and
questioning, along with the distinguished
chairman of the committee, it seemed as
though the bill did not accomplish what
It was supposed to accomplish.

I am in complete accord with the
President of the United States. I want
welfare reform. I want to give the people
of this country an opportunity to go to
work and to give them some incentive
to go to work.

I do not believe this bill accomplishes
that. I am delighted that we rejected the
motion to table. I do not suspect the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee
had his heart in it when he proposed It.

I believe that he, too, shares the feel-
ing that we ought to understand this, we
ought to realize that this Is a charade,
that the bill does not accomplish what
we might hope that It would accomplish.

Mr. President, I have spoken longer
than I should have. But I would like to
say to my good friend, the Senator from
Alaska, that I do not know why HEW
came up with seven different plans. It
seemed as though every time we started
fInding fault and picking their plan
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apart to show what was wrong with it,
they would then come in with a new
set of charts.

Is that correct?
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr

President, the Senator is correct.
I would like to call attention to the

chart in the rear of the Chamber. It
shows how this bill, if executed, would
work.

Much has been said to the effect that
this bill only provides $1,600 for a family
of four. Everyone asks, "What are you
complaining about? That is a very small
amount for a family of four."

I agree. But the $1,600 is only the
beginning. This $1,600 direct Govern-
ment payment automatically triggers In
these mandatory supplementary pay-
ments which are outlined on the charts
in the rear of the Senate Chamber.

These are the mandatory payments to
the family in addition to the $1,600 from
the Federal Government. In New York
this $1,600 payment triggers in $2,156
additional State supplement payments,
which are 70 percent Federal participa-
tion. This brings the family's cash in-
come to $3,756, tax-exempt; but that is
not all.

In addition to that they can get food
stamps with a value of $312.

The food stamp bonus was $312. Then
there are medicaid benefits for this fam-
ily which cost on an average of $1,153
annually, plus another $989 in rent sup-
plements or public housing. This is a
total of $6,210 for this family of four in
New York City.

Suppose the city letter carrier that is
delivering this welfare check has a fam-
ily of four. His income is taxable, and

after he pays taxes he has $6,209 left,
or $1 less by working and earning $7,000
a year than the same size family gets
if on relief.

Is that a work incentive? That is what
is called a work incentive program under
the administration's bill. It is an incen-
tive for what? It is an incentive to go
on welfare and to quit work.

Let us examine this New York chart
further. If they earn $1,000, they would
have after taxes $6,746 in money and
benefits in kind. If they earn $7,000 the
family of four, after taxes, will have
$6,209 left, or $1 less than if they re-
mained on welfare.

In other words, they talk about a
training program to train a man or
woman to improve his or her earning
capacity. Suppose the head of this fam-
ily is earning $6,000 and goes to a train-
ing school and gets promoted to $7,000
a year; he has $1,300 less income than
he would if he had spit in the boss' eye
and never gotten the promotion. He
would have $7,512 in cash and benefits
under this bill if he earned $6,000 a
year, but if he earns $7,000 he drops
back to $6,209 after taxes.

Suppose a plant is operating with em-
ployees on a $7,000 wage base, and the
union leader sits down and negotiates
an increase to $8,000. If the manage-
ment agrees to raise their salkries to
$8,000 a year average, each worker would
have $6,781 after taxes. That is for a
family of four. That is the result if they
get an increase of $1,000, or a raise
from $7,000 to $8,000. But If their union
is on the job and will consult with the
management and say, "Now, boss, in-

stead of raising these salaries for your
employees $1,000, cut them all back to
$6,000." The employee with a family of
four earning $6,000 would have after
taxes $7,512 in cash and benefits in
kind, an increase of $1,300 over what he
would have if he continued to earn
$7,000.

Is that the kind of work incentive
program that Senators want to approve?
That is not the kind of incentive that I
support. This bill i2 enacted will pay a
premium to the man who slides back
into welfare.

The so-called work incentives are in
reverse. I have been here in Washington
for 24 years. I have never had Potomac
fever yet. I hope I do not get it before
I leave if such a proposal as this is the
result.

We had the department check these
examples for four States. We did not ask
them to check the 50 States, but I asked
them, "Do you have any reason to think
that if you check any one of the other
46 States the result would be different?"

They said, "no." The answer was em-
phatic, so we accepted these statistics
as a national pattern.

We told them that if they had any
other State that would come up with a
better showing for their so-called work
incentives program we would like to
have it.They did not have it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this chart relating to how this
bill if enacted would work in New York
be printed in the REcORD.

There being no objection, the tabula-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

BENEFITS POTENTIALLY AVAILABLE TO 4-PERSON FEMALE-HEADED FAMILIES IN NEW YORK CITY N.Y.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Now, to
get back for just a moment to how this
bill has been handled by the Finance
Committee. Surely it took time. It took
a lot of time. I have spent more time
on this bill than I have on any other
bill that has ever been before the Fi-
nance Committee.

The bill was first recommended by the
President on October 2, 1969. The Ways
and Means Committee reported It on
March 11, 1970. It passed the House on
Apr11 16.

I might say that when the President
first sent this proposal down I endorsed
It. I thought It sounded like a great plan.
That was before we analyzed the bill.

Mr. President, before I proceed fur-
ther I would like to make one point very
clear. My criticism of this bill Is In no
way directed at the author of the pend-

ing amendment, the Senator from Con-
necticut, because he has been most co-
operative. He has worked hard to try
to get a realistic program.

But the Senator from Connecticut
wanted this tested first. As of January
1970 there were 10,436,197 people on re-
lief in this country.

If this bill Is enacted this number
will Increase to 23,784,300, or more than
double, and there is no reform as to cor-
recting abuses under existing law.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
first to the Senator from Connecticut
and shall then yield to the Senator from
Georgia.

Mr. RrBICOFF. Mr. President, the
Senator Is correct. This is a very compli-
cated amendment.

There are still many doubts In my
mind. I do not feel so self-confident that
I have all the answers. I know from long
experience that human nature does not
always coronn with what the social sci-
entists may present in a legislative act.
That is why I was so anxious to have a
pilot program.

My feeling is that before this plan
should ever go into effect, there should
be a pilot program. The Rlbicoff-Bennett
proposal contemplates a pilot program
that gives an opportunity to determine
what Is right and what is wrong with this
legislation.

That would give us an opportunity be-
fore July 1, 1972, to make whatever cot'-
rections have to be made. I believe the
basic plan Is a good one.

My feeling Is that within the thinking
of the Senator from Delaware, the ma-
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jority leader, the minority leader, and
myself, we could work out a proposal, if
we were allowed to work it out, to allow it
to come before the Senate before Tues-
day night.

Personally, I am ready to vote on any
type proposal at any time. I would like
a test vote. As I have discussed with the
distinguished Senator from Delaware, I
believe there are vehicles by which we can
achieve the result we desire and the re-
suit the President desires and also which
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare desires, without casting any as-
persions or reflections on the majority
party or any member of the minority
party who may disagree.

There are great complications here,
and as men of good will we should recog-
nize the realities of the legislative situa-
tion and work out a series of actions
which would inure to the benefit of the
people of this country and this body.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I thank the Senator. There is
no doubt in my mind that a plan could be
developed. What the Senator has said
does not change the fact that weeks
would pass before we could get adequate
Information in the committee. The De-
partment shopld have worked with us,
but we did no hnve the cooperative spirit
we should have had from the executive
branch. Each time I sat down for nego-
tiations I was told, "Yes, I am glad to
negotiate with you If you will vote for
the plan as It is."

They closed their minds to any loop-
holes we exposed and seemed to resent
any form of criticism of their original
proposal.

Mr. President, that Is not the way to
negotiate. There are problems in con-
nection with the existing welfare system.
One of the greatest needs confronting
this country is the reform of the existing
welfare system. I said that years ago. The
Senator from Connecticut and I were
res,onsible for committee hearings which
began an examination of some of the
problems in the medicaid program with
the thought of putting together a reform
package.

I do not recall a single proposed revi-
sion or correction of the medicaid pro-
gram which was not mutually agreed
upon by the Senator from Connecticut
and me. I do not recall a single disagree-
ment we had during all the time in try-
ing to make revisions In that program.
I think a correction of these loopholes
which I am outlining here could have
been achieved had we had similar coop-
eration from the executive branch. I may
disagree with the Senator from Connec-
ticut on the wisdom of enacting this leg-
islation first and working it out later,
but we can disagree as gentlemen, and
I think we could have sat down and
worked out a solution here if the admin-
istration had not been so adamant on its
position. This bill would double the wel-
fare rolls In this country before we get
reform.

On March 25, while-the bill was pend-
ing in the House, I inquired of the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare
and asked for a statistical analysis of the
bill as reported by the House committee
with specific emphasis on the amount of
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payments to be made to recipients in the
two largest States and the two smallest
States. It was on my suggestion that the
Committee on Finance Insisted on this
information before we opened hearings. I
wanted to know what Joe Doakes and
Tom Doakes would get, not just a politi-
cal speech. The request was filed on
March 25, and it was not until 9:30 p.m.
on April 28, the evening before Secretary
Finch was to testify, that the material
was received. During the testimony of
Secretary Finch the chart showing the
statistical analysis of the bill was pre-
sented to the committee by Secretary
Finch and his associates, and the mathe-
matical result of this legislative proposal
as shown by the charts shocked both the
committee members and the Department.

The information I requested through
the Committee on Finance was that all
existing data dealing with welfare be
taken into consideration and what the
effect would be, assuming the bill were
passed by the Senate in the form it had
been passed by the House. I wanted to
know how much welfare recipients in
four selected States would receive. I shall
discuss the charts in detail later. The re-
sult of the-first bill was even more glar-
ing that It is on these second charts
shown here today.

After the charts were submitted the
committee called the Secretary back in
executive session and unanimously—
Democrats and Republicans—suggested
we should suspend hearings and cancel
until the Department went back and
prepared a revised bill.

I have already quoted Senatof HARRIS'
comments. The department returned the
bill to the Committee on Finance In five
installments beginning June 11. The final
amended version was delivered to the
committee on -June 23, 1970, or a little
over a month after it had been sent back.
A couple of days prior to that date we
were advised that Secretary Finch had
resigned and that the new Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare was to
be appointed. This delayed the commit-
tee hearings upon the request of the De-
partment so that the new Secretary, Mr.
Richardson, could be confirmed and also
so that he might have an opportunity to
familiarize himself with the bill and pre-
pare his testimony.

The schedule was approved by the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare that hearings resume July 21. They
were adjourned 2 days later, on July 23
at the request of the Secretary, In the
midst of his testimony, so that he could
take a weekend trip with a presidential
party goint out west. Hearings resumed
on July 28.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, after the hearings resumed
the Secretary of Labor came down to
testify, and he too asked for an adjourn-
ment of a week bec'ause he was scheduled
to appear at the Governors' conference.
The committee complied with his re-
quest for a postponement.

Mr. President, I have pointed this out
to show that the delay was not our com-
mittee's fault.

Now I would like to mention how this
bill if enacted would affect my State. I
wish to call the attention of Senators
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to the chart in the rear of the Chamber.
The first charts had even more glaring
inequities. We have had so many charts
and changed bills that it Is hard to keep
them separate.

The chart will show that under this
bill a family of four would receive $1,600;
that is, $500 each for the first two mem-
bers and $300 for each child. In addi-
tion to this $1,600 there is the $188 State
supplement, the food stamp benefits
totaling $828, as well as the medicaid
and housing benefits. Under this bill this
family of four would get $3,775 in cash
and benefits in kind. These are all tax-
exempt benefits. This is $447 more than
the family would have if the head of the
family had full-time employment at the
minimum wage.

If that same individual earns $5,000
a year he would have a total in cash
and in kind of $5,358, but if he gets a
promotion to $6,000 he loses $57 and goes
back to $5,301.

Can this be called an incentive to
work?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield for a unani-
mous-consent request?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1970

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 17550) to amend the
Social Security Act to provide increases
in benefits, to improve computation
methods, and to raise the earnings base
under the old-age, survivors, and disabil-
ity insurance system, to make improve-
ments in the medicare. medicaid, and ma-
ternal and child health programs with
emphasis upon improvements In the
operating effectiveness of such programs.
and for other purposes.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes. I
shall proceed with these charts later. I
shall yield at this time, because we can
not get this information presented to-
day. I promised to yield to some of the
other Members. I think it is important
that the Senate understand this plan
and understand just what is embraced
in it because not much has been said
about the plan on its merits.

In passing, I will make just this com-
ment. We were told that the plan was
endorsed by the Governors conference.
The Governor of Missouri was before
our committee in behalf of the Gover-
nors conference, and he presented our
committee with a resolution endorsing
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the family assistance plan on behalf of
the Governors conference. He said at
that time he had supported that en-
dorsement. Then he continued that he
thought that he had discharged his duty
as chairman of the Governors confer-
ence and would like to tell us his opin-
ion of the bill after he had read it.

He went on and gave a devastating
analysis, recommending against the en-
actment of this bill. Four of the five
Governors testified and found fault with
the bill and said it should not be enacted
into law until it was tested and proved.
They pointed out the disastrous results
it would have in their States. I shall re-
fer to that testimony later.

I wanted to dispel the idea that this
plan has been endorsed before our com-
mittee by the Governors conference. I
know Governors have wired in recently
that they want this plan. They have been
told how much it would benefit their
States if they could get it. I shall dis-
cuss that a little later to point out that
this plan has been misrepresented, that
it does not represent a saving to the
States in their overall expenditures to
the extent that they have been led to
believe. In. fact, the results will be a
larger cost to the States.

I yield to the Senator from Iowa.
Mr. MILLER. Looking at the charts

the Senator has had set up in the rear
of the Chamber, I notice it is stated that
the figures represent current law and
medicaid. I ncftice that, in the example
of Delaware, for all brackets of income
from zero on up, the total for the medic-
aid payment would be $437, but looking
at the other chart covering New York,
the total average medicaid payment
would be $1,153. I was goIng to ask tie
Senator how such a difference could
exist between two cities.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Each
State can set its own welfare payment
level, and the Federal Government par-
ticipates on a matching basis. The States
can balloon its cost. Therefore, to that
extent it is a wide-open ticket into the
Federal Treasury on a matching formula
basis. This bill, however, dces not correct
that open-end formula either.

Mr. MILLER I appreciate the answer.
Is it not true that that was one of the

reasons why the Senate Finance Com-
mittee indicated t the department that
the plan as originally sent over by the
House, which had been worked on by the
House Ways and Means Committee, was
defective in that it would cause a dis-
crepancy which would result in a dis-
incentive to work? As a result of that,
did not the department come back to the
Finance Committee and suggest a family
health plan to replace medicaid in the
case of this program?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes, and
the officials of the department said they
were going to come back in with a rec-
ommendation that food stamps could be
turned into cash, and I notice some of
the representatives of the Government
have indicated the food stamp allowance
would be $800, raising the payments
from $1,600 to $2,400. If that took place
it would increase the cost significantly.
The department also said they were go-
ing to come in with a health plan next
year. This proposed bill would become a

part of the health plan. Payments would
be made by the wage earners, and then
to make that equitable they were going
to deduct it. from those on relief. They
would deduct from welfare recipients a
certain amount of withholding on their
cash benefits in order to pay part of their
health insurance.

The mathematical result would be
that if the health plan which they had
in mind went into effect next year it
would reduce the cash benefits proposed
under the bill. It would mean that we
would start them with a certain amount
of cash this year, with broad medical
coverage, and next year we would reduce
that amount.

My argument in the committee was
why did we not take the health plan and
the food stamp plan and all they plan to
do and consider it all in one package.

These welfare benefit programs are
interrelated.

I was amazed when the Department
told our committee that in deciding on
the so-called $1,600 cash plan for a frm-
ily of four, they had made no effort to
relate it as to how it would affect vari-
ous programs that would be triggered
into operation. For example, if a person
gets State supplemental help he auto-
matically gets medicaid. In New York
a man earning $6,000 would under this
bill get $459 State supplement. That trig-
gers medicaid benefits for his family,
which, on the average, is worth $1,153.
If he earns just a few doPars over
that he loses his medical insurance over-
night, in one notch. We cannot correct
those notches if we do not recognize that
they exist. This man earning $6,000 dare
not get an increase in salary to $7,000.
If he does he will take a cut in take-
home pay of over $1,300. Yet they cail
this a work incentive program. It is the
most diabolical incentive program for in-
creased dependency on welfare I have
ever seen presented to Congress. This is
an incentive not to work. It is an incen-
tive to pay people more not to improve
themselves In life. If they do not go to
work or if they do not make an effort to
improve their present earning capacity
they have more benefits from the Gov-
ernment.

I have said for some time that we need
a revision of the present welfare laws. I
had hoped we could get that reform In
the last year I shall be serving In the Sen-
ate. It is something we have been advo-
cating for years. it is something we need
desperately, but we do not have it here.
I hope, regardless of the outcome in this
debate, Congress will go ahead and re-
form the welfare system. But when It
does, it must not freeze into the new law
all the inequities of the present law.

Some say that politically Congress
dare not touch existing programs. Con-
gress should not freeze benefit that
everybody is getting, and say that later
it will enact the reform.

To me reform is taking away from
somebody something he is getting to
which he is not entitled, and the other
side of the coin is that it would be giving
to somebody something he Is not getting
but to whch he is entitled. It takes both
sides of the coin if we are going to re-
form welfare. The administration has
been looking at only one side; and that
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is, that it dare not reduce anybody's ben-
efits, so they propose to correct it by
bringing everybody up to these Inequities.
Once Congress does that we will expand
and double the welfare rolls.

I think what we need is a program that
will give a real incentive to American
people to get off welfare so that they will
want to make more to bring home to
their families. There is no way in the
world we are going to correct our welfare
program other than by getting one that
will financially encourage a man to sup-
port his family. There is no other way
to correct the present welfare system,
which we have been perpetuating gener-
aton after generation, than to give the
father or the mother the dignity of a
job, no matter what it is, the dignity of
a paycheck, the dignity of coming home
to his children with money to support
them.

That is the reason I say we have to
furnish jobs. Let them earn It. Let them
work, and encourage them to Improve
their lot in life, and by all means en-
courage them to establish families, yes,
get married and establish their famiPes,
rather than pay, as I pointed out earlier,
a $1,300 cash premium to a young cou-
ple if they will have an illegitimate baby
before they get married. It is indefensible
to support a bill that encourages illegiti-
macy and call it reform. That is not re-
form; that destroys everything we stand
for in this country—good family life.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, would the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. MILLER. I am trying to bring out

a part of the history of the development
of this whole thing in the Committee cn
Finance, specifically with respect to med-
icaid and the so-called family health
plan.

It Is my recollection that at the time
of the original hearings and the charts,
we found this horrible discrepancy and
these horrible disincentives in the plan,
and then, when the department came
back with a number of revisions, one of
the major revisions that It had, which
was incorporated in a series of charts,
was doing away with medicaid and re-
placing it by this fami'y health plan,
with a contributory feature; and it was
on that basis that certainly a good num-
ber of the disincentives have been
cranked out of the plan. Does the Sen-
tor from Delaware recall that?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes, I do.
Mr. MILLER. Does the Senator from

Delaware recall that?
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes, I

do.
Mr. MILLER. Does the Senator from

Delaware also recall that when some of
the members of the committee expressed
great interest in the family health plan,
we were told that it would not be pos-
sible for the department to prepare and
present the legislative language for this
plan until sometime early next year?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That Is
correct.

Mr. MILLER. And that was several
months ago, that they said that, was It
not?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes.
Mr. MILLER. I would like to ask either

the Senator from Delaware or the pro-
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ponent of the amendment, the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. RIBIc0FF), If I
could have his attention, whether or not
the pending Ribicoff -Bennett amend-
ment makes any provision at all for this
family health Ipan.

Mr. RIBICOFF. No. There is no provi-
si6n for a family health plan. As the
Senator has stated, the administration
proposed that at the beginning of the
coming year, 1971, it would submit to
the Finance Committee and to Congress
its own health program, to take care of
this basic need.

I think it should be pointed out that
under the Ribicoff -Bennett proposal, the
overall plan does not go into effect until
July 1, 1972, for the working poor and
January 1, 1972, for others.

Mr. MILLER. Will the Senator from
Delaware permit a further question by
the Senator from Iowa to the Senator
from Connecticut?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. RIBICOFF. And I might add that

any revisions that had to be made be-
cause of the health provisions that would
be presented could be revised between
the time we come back, whenever that is,
in January 1971, and July 1972. I have
had in mind all the time that somewhere
during the course of this testing, we
would watch the testing very carefully
in our oversight function, to see how it is
working out, and then, as a result of
what we discovered in these tests, un-
doubtedly we would be called on and we
would want to initiate revisions of our
own.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator from Con-
necticut has made a point, but he knows
that I, and I would guess practically
everyone else on the Finance Committee,
thoroughly agreed as far as the testing
program wa concerned. But the Sena-
tor's response seems to indicate that
since this plan would not go into effect
for quite a while, the Senate and Con-
gress would have a chance to do some-
thing about medicaid and put in a family
health plan in the interim. I suppose if
Congress can do that, we could also sug-
gest that sometime before this whole
thing goes into effect, Congress can do
practically anything else with the plan
by legislative action.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Yes, they could.
Mr. MILLER. If that is so, then, of

course, that raises the natural question,
why must we go ahead on a plan that is
to become effective? Why not just the
test program?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I think what we are
trying to do is recognize that to put this
plan into effect is very complicated.
The administration has a lot of work
to do even to get ready for July 1, 1972.
It could not get ready for July 1, 1972
unless it felt that there was a reasonable
or good probability that this was going
to become law. If we did not have the
triggering device that this plan goes into
effect July 1, 1972, if the tests proved
successful, and that if Congress did not
reject, by either House, the proposal,
then it could not make all those plans.
This is very complex, involving many
people, something like 14,000 in the 50
States and it is going to take a great deal
of planning.

That is where those of us on the
minority of the committee differed from
the committee itself as to merely want-
ing the tests; we wanted, the tests plus
a trigger that it would go into effect
July 1, 1972.

I think these are the safeguards
against the fear of many who have
doubts about this plan. I cannot quarrel
with anyone who has doubts. I must
confess that I have some doubts, too.
But that is why we thought of the device
of having the test plan, on a good basis
in two areas.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.
Mr. MILLER. Will the Senator from

Delaware permit a further question?
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Well,

Mr. President, if I may interject for just
a moment, I do not wish to monopolize
this discussion. I am about halfway
through my analysis of this bill. I would
like to wait and pursue this later and
yield the floor to other Senators, after
yielding first to the Senator from flu-
nois, who has been waiting patiently.
Then, I understand we are coming in at
9 o'clock Monday—

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, Would the
Senator from Illinois yield on that
point?

Mr. PERCY. I yield.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Would the Senator

from Delaware give the Senate an idea
of about how much longer he intends to
pursue this subject this afternoon?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I would
like a reasonable opportunity to pursue
it. Several Senators want to leave, and
I think this is important enough not to
present it to an empty Chamber. I p-
preciate the attendance we have had
here, which has been very good. But I
would not want to tire us out. We did
come in at 9 this morning, and I was
wondering if there would be any objec-
tion, at the conclusion of this discussion
and yielding around, to asking unani-
mous consent that after we resume con-
sideration of this bill Monday, I could
proceed and call it the same speech.

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I say that as
far as the leadership on this side is con-
cerned, we are perfectly agreeable to
such a proposal, but may I also say that I
would hope that sometime soon we
would have the opportunity to vote on
this proposal, in which the administra-
tion has such a significant and overrid-
ing interest, either in whole or in part,
on the basis of a time limitation or on
the basis of the agreement suggested
some days ago by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Delaware; because we ought
to face up to it in some way or other, and
insofar as we can, ob1iate the Presi-
dent's expressed wish or desire or sug-
gestion that if we did not face up to this
and several other proposals, he intends
to consider withholding his signature
from the resolution which has passed
both hours calling us back on January
21.

So I am perfectly agreeable to what
the Senator suggests. I only wish there
were some way we could get down to
voting on this conglomerate bill, just so
the Senate can dispose of it one way or
another.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I will
yield in just a moment.

I point out that the Senator from Mon-
tana, the majority leader, has been very
gracious and cooperative about this, and
I will comply with either request. I can
just take my chances to get the floor.
I know that with a recess a Senator is
allowed to speak twice. But I will leave it
to the Senate as to how they want to
proceed. I have tried not to monopolize
the time.

As the Senator knows, since this bill
has been before the Senate the past
couple of days, by a prearrangement be-
tween the minority leadership and the
White House I specifically was not recog-
nized until others who were speaking for
the plan had presented it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Just a moment. Is
the Senator referring to me?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No; I said
the minority leadership. The majority
leader has been most cooperative.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I know nothing
about that.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The lead-
ership on our side—

Mr. GRIFFThT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I was not
recognized before, and this was the first
opportunity I have had to speak on this
plan since it has been before the Senate.

I have done a great deal of work on
this bill. I think I am presenting some
reasons why there are problems here and
some valid points which I think can be
thought about by other Members of the
Senate. I have brought out some of them,
and I would like them to be looked at
over the weekend so that Senators will
realize what they are voting on. I should
be able to complete this analysis Monday.

There is another point which shows
the danger of legislating hastily on a
program such as this. The Senator from
Connecticut will agree with me on this
point. I am not quarreling with the par-
liamentary procedure in which this was
brought before the Senate. It is under
the rules of the Senate, but when Con-
gress tries to legislate on the floor, prob-
lems develop.

Consider this: Suppose the Senate
passes the Ribicoff-Bennett amendment
as it is now before us. It is offered as
an amendment to the Scott amendment
in order to get it into a position which
deals with social security increases. I as-
sume Senators will vote in good faith.
Then after that, suppose they approve
the Scott amendment as amended by the
Ribicoff amendment, the family assist-
ance plan, which is what the administra-
tion is asking for. So what will have been
done? These amendments, if approved as
now before the Senate, would repeal .90
percent of the Social Security Act that
is now on the statute books and reduce
all those present beneficiaries to a wel-
fare status. Perhaps that was not in-
tended, but that would be the result.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yeld?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I will
yield in a moment.
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It may be an inadvertence, but the

Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCoTT)
sent to the desk two pages numbered 8
rather than 7 and 8. The mathematical
result is that if Congress approves these
two proposals, for'which we are asked to
vote affirmatively, we will have repealed
the social security benefits for every pres-
ent social security recipient who did not
establish an average monthly payroll of
$468 a month. That means that more
than 11 million people who are drawing
social security benefits today would not
get their checks after the date of enact-
ment.

Someone said it is not as bad as it
sounds; that they are picked up under
the family assistance program, and they
will be eligible under the pending bill.
Do Senators want to advocate that dras-
tic step? Yet that is what we would get.
It may be that this was a mistake, but it
is a mistake that was discovered only
because some of us read the amendments
before they were voted upon. This shows
the danger of introducing a bill or spon-
soring a bill and voting for it without
reading it. That is why I say this bill
needs to be analyzed. I venture to say
that very few Members of the Senate
have read either of these amendments.
That is understandable in the closing
days of the session.

There is no contradiction of this point
as to the amendments' effect. I am not
suggesting that our minority leader
wants to repeal the Social Security
Act—

Mr. MANSFIELD. It must have been
entirely inadvertent. Any one of us could
make the same mistake.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Dlaware. The
sponsor would not have made the mis-
take if he had taken the time to read it
before he submitted it. Conceivably, had
the Senate complied with the request
they would have called the roll and voted
"yea" for it. It would have been the law;
and the Social Security Act would in ef-
fect have been repecled. I am sure that
this would have been detected before it
became law, but it outlines the danger of
a rush in the-closing dys of the session.

I say that those points need to be ex-
amined, and that is why I think it is in-
defensible to propose a new bill this late
in the session that has already been re-
jected three times by the committee
handling it.

This afternoon, since 3:30, is the first
time any of us who oppose this guaran-
teed annual income plan have had a
chance even to get recognized while the
bill has been before the Senate. It is not
the majority leader's fault. Let me em-
phasize that.

I presented a unanimous-consent re-
quest to vote on this bill with all the vari-
ous amendments, and there are no con-
troversial amendments in this bill that
are not mentioned by the President as
"must" legislation. He called for enact-
ment of the family assistance plan, yes,
or the guaranteed annual income, which
is a more appropriate name. He said he
wanted a vote. But he also said that he
wanted a vote on the quotas and the
Trade Act. Both are in the same para-
graph.

I say this to the majority leader and
others: Can they get consent to limit time

on this bill? I tried it the other day. But
can they get consent to vote on this bill
now before the Senate, all the amend-
ments, vote them up or down—the Trade
Agreements and all the rest? Can they
get that consent? The answer is "No."

So I ask, What is proposed to be done—
vote on this amendment alone and then
stop and let them know that everybody
is for family assistance? It is a wonderful
name. I wish the administration had put
"motherhood" in there. That would have
sounded equally good, although I would
have wanted to modify that suggestion
and say "wedded motherhood." I do not
want to see the Government pay a pre-
mium if one has a child out of wedlock.
Yet that is what the pending bill would
do. Surely Senators want that corrected,
but this bill cannot be amended under
the parliamentary rules to correct, it We
must vote on this bill as it is before the
Senate. The sponsors of this bill would
pay a cash premium to a mother to have
a child out of wedlock.

Also; the Social Security Act will be
90 percent repealed under the amend-
ments we are being asked to support.

The sponsor of that amendment should
hve tried to read the amendment being
offered. I think that would be good ad-
vice to those who offer amendments the
next time, because there is no question
but that the amendment at the desk
in effect repeals the Social Security Act.

I shall refer to another provision in
this bill, and then I will yield. This bill
establishes welfare benefits in States, if
it is passed, ata level substantially higher
that is being paid to all the draftees in
the military. That means that if this bill
is passed the salary of these military
personnel will be supplemented by wel-
fare. For example, suppose a man work-
ing in the labor force and earning $6,000,
$8,000, or $10,000 a year is drafted into
the military. We know the low pay he
gets. This bill provides that his wife and
children get part of that supplement out
of welfare to meet the poverty level of
payment.

What kind of law is that where it puts
a man who has never been on welfare,
who prides himself that he provides for
his family and children, and a salary as
a soldier drafted into the service of our
country in Vietnam—perhaps he loses
his life—at a salary lower than the wel-
f are family is to get. I proposed that the
salaries of these military personnel be
brought up to at least equal the amount
that we pay the same size family on
welfare in this country.

I do not support a proposal under
which we we will continue to draft men
and send them to Vietnam at the risk
of their lives to defend this country and
at the same time pass a bill that says,
"We will take care of your family. Do
not worry about them. Do not worry
about your children. We have a bill here
that will automatically make your family
eligible for welfare the day you enter the
Government's service in the military."

I say that that is an outrage. I do not
think any Member of the Senate would
have voted against an amendment to
make sure that this soldier, who is serv-
ing In our Army, can get from the com-
bination of his military pay and family
allowance the same amount of money,

and get it as a check payable for his serv-
ice to the country, so that his family
does not have to resort to what he may
consider to be the stigma of welfare.

We talk about reforming the system.
That is another inequity that should
have been correct yet the bill before the
Senate does not correct it. The two
amendments before the Senate, I repeat,
go in the opposite direction; together
they repeal 80 percent of the social secu-
rity law. Over 80 percent of those draw-
ing social security benefits today would
not be eligible for benefits on the enact-
ment of this bill as it is before the Sen-
ate, and as it is not subject to an amend-
ment—that is, the Scott-Ribicoff-Ben-
nett combination, If it is adopted.

The administration says It is for these
two amendments. I ask anybody in the
administration—I ask any Senator to
stand up and say that he would vote for
the final passage of this bill If these two
amendments are approved as presently
drafted. Yet, they cannot be amended
under the rules of the Senate. Let us
find out where the Senate stands on
these points. That is why I am willing
to call the roll.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, the ma-
jority leader indicated that he would
agree to the request of the Senator from
Delaware, if it were agreeable to the
minority leadership. The Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SCOTT) is not on the
floor at the moment. But I think I could
speak for him. He did say earlier today
that he wanted to be sure the Senator
from Delaware had adequate time to
make his presentation. I am sure, if he
were here, the minority leader would not
object to the request that the Senator
from Delaware resume his presentation
on Monday.

However, I should like to point out
that the Senator from Delaware indi-
cated he would like to resume the floor
at 9 a.m. I believe he may be overlooking
the fact that at 9 a.m. the Senate will
be considering the SST issue under a
previous arrangement, and the Senate
will not return to the social security bill
until 3 p.m.

Mr. WiLLIAMS of Delaware. That Is
what I meant. When we resume consid-
eration of the amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is
the intention of the leadership to afford
a 1-hour period on Monday next to be
set aside for a tribute to the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
MCCARTHY) who is retiring. We have
been doing that for the past couple
of days now. If the Senator from
Delaware were to propound a unani-
mous-consent request to be recognized,
we would enter no objection to such re-
quest, provided that it were to provide
for time later In the day.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That Is
right.

Mr. GRIFFIN. As of now, we will go
back on this at 3 o'clock on Monday af-
ternoon.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I shall
make the request that when I conclude
today, I may resume my remarks as part
of the same speech whenever we resume
consideration on Monday on this same
bill. I want to accommodate myself to
the leadership. It Is rather ironic that
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the Senate is filibustering on another bill
from 9 o'clock to 3 o'clock and then is
being asked to consider this important
legislation in the dark hours of the eve-
ning. But considering what is proposed
in the bill I can understand that. Maybe
the sponsors do not want the light of
day to shine on some of the inequities
in this bill, but I assure Senators that
with a modern lighting system some of
us are going to enlighten them. Again, I
do not want this to be interpreted that
I am going to filibuster. I have been here
24 years, and I have never taken part in
one; and I am not now.

All I want is an opportunity to ex-
plain my views. I know that the Senator
from Connecticut would be the first to
admit that this bill would not be before
us even now if it had not been for the
fact that I and others who oppose the
bill made quorums and gave consent to
meetings of the committee during ses-
sions of the Congress. It would have been
a simple matter at any point to get up
and say, "I object to the committee
meeting." This was not done.

I frankly did not want to have to go
back to Delaware, having objected to this
bill, without a chance to outline why I
objected. I welcome this opportunity, and
I have no fear as to the outcome of the
vote after the Senators understand the
bill.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I would like to say in
addition, that if the minority leader were
here, he would want, and I do, too, to join
with the majority leader in his strong
expression that we do want to get to a
vote on this amendment. Of course, those
in opposition should have a reasonable
opportunity to explain their side. First
and foremost, of course, is the Sena-
tor from Delaware. But I do share the
strong feelings Of the majority leader
that we should, after all the facts are in,
get to a vote.

Beyond that, It should be said, on be-
half of the minority leader, that if there
was an inadvertent error in his amend-
ment, and apparently there was, it can
be corrected. After we vote on the Ribi-
coff amendment, a correcting or perfect-
ing amendment to the Scott amendment
could be offered and considered to cor-
rect the error that the Senator from
Delaware has pointed out.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If some-
one found a flaw in the amendment of
the Senator from Connecticut we could
not offer an amendment to correct that.
I am merely outlining what the problem
Is. Some Members are assuring their con-
stituents that they are for these so-called
amendments. I want them to know that
they are endorsing a proposal which
may or may not be amended but which,
if approved, will repeal 80 to 90 percent
of the Social Security Act of this country.
I will ask this question: In order to see
when we can get to a vote could I get a
unanimous-consent agreement now to
limit the time on all amendments before
us so that we know we could dispose
them? I offered a unanimous-consent re-
quest the other day for 6 hours each to
title III, which is the trade amendments,
and 6 hours on the catastrophic insur-
ance—I think we had that for 4 hours,
but I would take either—and put a time

limit on this plan for a guaranteed an-
nual income. I wonder, can we get con-
sent of the minority leader or the acting
majority leader to the point that he
could agree to a unanimous-consent
agreement to limit time on the trade
agreements and all amendments on this
bill?

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

EAGLETON). Objection is heard.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I see the

Senator from Massachusetts is on the
floor ready to object also. I appreciate
his position.

Mr. KENNEDY. I did not object.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The

Senator has no objection? Good. Then
I renew my request—

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I will not object, but
I would like to comment in reply to the
Senator's remark, before a unanimous-
consent request is made. As a matter of
fact, I will join in such an unanimous
consent being granted. But there are
some comments I would like to make,
If the Senator will yield to me.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am glad
to yield. The request was made, I say to
the Senator, but it was objected to.

Mr. RIBICOFF. That is right, but I
would hope there would be no objection.
I do believe that the Senator from Dela-
ware, as well as all other Senators who
oppose the bill, are entitled to a great
deal of time to explain their positions
in opposition to this measure. It is cam-
,plicated. I agree with the majority and
the minority leaders, and the chairman
of the committee, and the assistant mi-
nority leader that we would hope some
time, within a reasonable time, to be able
to vote on the Ribicoff-Bennett proposal.
That should be voted on after adequate
time has been given to the Senator from
Delaware to explain his opposition.

I notice on the news ticker that the
President, in a meeting with the leaders
of the minority, mentioned the fact that
the minority had an obligation to pass
his program. So far as I know, there is
no opposition basically from the majority
to taking a vote on the family assistance
plan. Most of the opposition to taking a
vote on the family assistance plan that
the President seems to want so deeply,
comes basically from his own party.

I also want to point out—I do not have
to defend the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. ScoTT)—that it is not true
social security may be Impaired.

I think that there are a number of
Senators here, to whom this matter
should e explained. When the Senator
from Pennsylvania put in his amend-
ment, he put in a table that included
pages 7 and 8. How it took place, no one
knows, but the reading clerk, when it
was presented to him, had two pages 8
and the journal clerk had two pages 7.
So in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and in
the record, on page 20620 appears page
7. What the distinguished Senator from
Delaware had, when he went up to the
reading clerk, was page 8, indicating
that pages 7 and 8 were submitted with
the amendment by the Senator from
Pennsylvania. For some reason, the
Journal clerk got page 7 and the read-

ing clerk got page 8, due to some con-
fusion.

May I point out to Senators when they
vote for the Ribicoff proposal that at
that time, when the vote is taken, it is
definitely intended by either the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania, myself, or any
one of us to offer an amendment to the
Scott amendment to correct this error.
At that stage of the proceedings such
an amendment will be in order—and
such an amendment will be offered by
the Senator from Pennsylvania—to cor-
rect the situation so that we would have
tables 7 and 8. Not one single person
in the United States would be deprived of
one penny of social security benefits if
we voted yea on the Scott proposal as
amended by the Ribicoff-Bennett pro-
posal.

I think we should make the record
clear on that point so that if we vote
for the proposal we are not jeopardiz-
ing the rights of the social security bene-
ficiaries.

When I talked to the Senator from
Pennsylvania about the position that was
adopted—and which position the Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania made absolutely
clear—he said:

Abe, in what we are doing, I want to make
sure that we in no way Jeopardize or keep
the social security beneficiaries from receiv-
ing the 10 percent social security Increase
and the $100 minimum, because I am totally
for such a proposal.

So, therefore, this was due to some
inadvertance. How it happened, I do not
know. I put the blame on no one. But
I do want to make it clear to the Sena-
tor that the social security beneficiaries
in his State will not have their interests
jeopardized.

Page 35 of the Senate Manual outlines
the procedure whereby that would be
made possible.

I would hope we would grant the
unanimous-consent request of the Sen-
ator from Delaware. I would also hope
that we could agree before we left the
floor on a time certain to vote on the
Ribicoff-Bennett proposal. The Presi-
dent of the United States desires it. The
majority and minority leaders desire it.
I believe that a majority of the Senate
desire it.

Whether this vote takes place on the
22d, the 23d, the 28th, the 29th, or the
30th makes no difference to me. But I
believe that the President of the United
States is entitled to a vote.

I would suggest this respectfully to
the President of the United States. I do
not think the Senate of the United States
needs any threats. I believe we are try-
ing to do our job. I resent the President
of the United States making threats to-
ward the majority because I do not be-
lieve there is any other member of the
Senate fighting harder for the Presi-
dent's family assistance plan than this
Senator from Connecticut.

I want to say that I resent any reflec-
tion cast on the majority leader or any
Senator on this side.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I thank the Senator. I am
certainly not casting any reflection on
the motives of any Senators. It is very
obvious that this is not a political issue.
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I am on this side of the aisle, and I am
expressing opposition to the proposal. I
do say that as a loyal member of the
Republican Party I always enjoy hear-.
ing on both sides of the aisle eloquent
support for the President of the United
States and his various plans.

It is wonderful to have such support,
even though it may be on some bill on
which we disagree.

The President also said he wanted
his trade bill.

They are both in this same bill. They
were both recommended in the same
message in the same paragraph. The
President asked for, one right after the
other.

Suppose I renew my request at a
later time since we are all loyal sup-
porters of the President of the United
States. I made it clear that I am going
to vote against the proposal, yet I am
willing to enter into a unanimous-con-
sent agreement after I have had a rea-
sonable time to present my views. Others
also want to speak, and they must be
protected.

The same thing should be true about
the trade agreement section. We are
talking about the President's proposal.
I remember the President in February
made an eloquent plea to Coiigress about
the need for the legislation dealing with
the prospective strike of the railroads.
Congress never acted. The President re-
peated his plea time and again. Nothing
was done. We almost had a bad situation
develop with the strike a couple weeks
ago. All we did was to postpone that for
3 months.

Why was this bill not c'rnidere'1?
I think that should have been acted on.

I would welcome a chance to vote on it.
That bill has been before Congress for a
long time. It has not even had the cour-
tesy of committee consideration.

I only wish that we could have had this
enthusiasm and loyal support of the
President's proposals before. Even though
it is late I welcome it.

I am willing to vote on this proposal.
But on the other hand, there is not a
single Member of the Senate—and if
there is I will yield to him now—that will
say there is any possible way under the
parliamentary rules of the Senate, even
if we vote on the Ribicoff amendment
and on the Scott amendment, that it
could ever possibly become law unless we
vote up or down on the trade bill and on
the welfare sections.

If all that those who are sponsoring
this are after is only a vote g that they
can go home and brag to their constit-
uents how they voted, that is one thing.

I can tell the Senate how it can do that
very easily under the rules. We can in-
troduce a Senate resolution and ask for
its immediate consideration saying that
it is resolved that all of those voting for
the resolution are for work incentives
and for motherhood—perhaps I had bet-
ter say wedded motherhood, because it
would sound better back home. The Sen-
ate could pass the resolution and could
also put in the social security benefits.
We could say that we are for a 10-per-
cent increase. Why not say 20 percent? It
sounds better, and Senators agree now
that it will not become law anyway Un-

less we break this impasse on the trade
and welfare amendments. Congress will
be promising something to a lot of peo-
ple on the eve of Christmas that every
Senator knows cannot pass. I will yield
to any Member of the Senate right now
who would say that it could. There are
25 of us here. I will yield to any Senator
who will stand up and explain how we
can possibly vote on final passage of the
bill before us even if we vote to approve
the Ribicoff amendment within the next
5 minutes and approve the Scott amend-
ment 5 minutes later. I would like some
Senator to tell me how it can become law
without facing up to the trade agree-
ment and ending this filibuster. We can-
not do it.

I do not see any takers who are willing
to say we can do it under the parlia-
mentary situation.

The Senate can vote on the proposal
and go home and tell the social security
recipients that they are for a 10-percent
increase, for a 15- or 20-percent in-
crease—I do not know why we should
stop at 10 percent. Senators know they
will not get it anyway. Why should we
stop at $100 minimum. Make it $150.

This bill dies at noon on January 3,
and every Member of the Senate knows
it. It is not going to become law even if
we approve the Ribicoff amendment un-
der the present parliamentary situation.
I say that as far as one Senator is con-
cerned I will be a party to no such po-
litical hypocrisy.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may resume my remarks
when the Senate resumes consideration
of this proposal on Monday and that it be
counted as part of this speech.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I promised to yield to the Sen-
ator from Illinois before. I forgot to do
that. I shall yield to him and then yield
the floor.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I have one
question of the Senator from Delaware.
My own support for the Nixon family
assistance plan has been based primarily
on the fact that there is built into the
system an incentive to work.

As I understand the Senator from
Delaware, he has come to the conclu-
sion that there is a disincentive to work
that is greater than in the existing wel-
fare plans. If that is true, I am deeply
disturbed by the analysis he has made.

As I have understood it, the bill has
built-in financial incentives to work that
are greater than Under the existing wel-
fare. But it does not rely solely on finan-
cial incentives. It has certain other in-
centives and requirements that are part
of the plan.

My belief that these will work is based
upon the fact that in fllinois for 5 years
now we have had a requirement that a
man who is a welfare recipient get train-
ing. That has caused about 50,000 people
who were on welfare to have gainful em-
ployment as a result of these require-
ments.

My understanding is that the family
assistance plan proposed by the adminis-
tration does require registration for work

training or vocational rehabilitation as
a precondition to receiving payments;
that it has a proved provision for direct
referral to jobs, that it has expanded
training opportunities, a requirement to
accept suitable work or training, and an
expanded child care program which
would free mothers for work who other-
wise are tied down, and enhance develop-
ment of the child at the same time.
Lastly, it provides aid to the working
poor in removing the incentive to quit
work for welfare. Those are all provi-
sions built into the plan.

I cannot see why there is more a dis-
incentive to work under the plan than
under welfare, where many of the pro-
visions I mention do not now exist.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I refer to
the report to the committee of Novem-
ber 5, page A—25, and use the example
for Chicago, Ill. Under the present law
there are incentives to work. This is
an example of a four-member family
headed by a woman and refers to the
net retained of each earned dollar. Under
the present law when that woman goes
out and works, with her child in a day
care center, she can keep 54 cents from
each earned dollar. Under this bill, the
administration proposal, she keeps only
27 cents, which is one-half as much as
under the present law. My point is that
the incentive is cut in half. I think we
need more incentive than there is under
the present law. I want an incentive in
the law where these people will be phased
out of welfare.

In Arizona under the present law a
person that trains himself and wants
to go out and get a job gets to keep 62
cents out of the dollar, but if this bill
becomes law he would keep 28 cents,
which is a disincentive, compared with
the present law.

In my State they would keep 71 cents
today from what they earn when they get
a job compared with only 23 cents of that
dollar under this bill. There is not the
same incentive.

In New York the cut is from 60 to 30
cents.

I agree with everything the Senator
has said about the need for welfare re-
form, but the Senator has spoken on the
basis of the analysis of this bill as they
have been describing it downtown. I have
said I endorsed the President's recom-
mendation and still endorse what he
seeks to achieve. I will support a bill to-
morrow if we can get a bill with a
mathematical formula to achieve what he
seeks, but this bill goes in the opposite
direction. The problem we have is that
when these figures and different systems
are related to each other there is not an
increased work incentive, as they say, but
there is an increase in incentive not to
work.

For the four States that were selected
we took two large States, Illinois and
New York, and two small States, Arizona
and Delaware, as examples. If a person
gets $6,000 in Illinois after taxes he has
$6,001, including the housing bonus.
That is all the family would have left.

If that same person earns only $1,000
she has total cash in welfare payments
and benefits in kind—food stamps,
and so forth—equaling $6,197. That is
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$196 less than If she earned $6,000. That
is not an incentive.

The Senator knows If you want an em-
ployee to have incentive you give him
a raise. It is something to work for.

Take the State of New York. If the per-
son is making $7,000, he has after taxes
$6,209 in spendable income, but if he
gets an increase up to $8,000—and every
bona fide worker should try to earn
more—he gets a net increase of $572 for
that work. But suppose he spits in the
boss' eye and gets his salary cut to $6,000.
He gets a $1,303 Increase. He has $1,303
more by earning less. That is not a work
incentive program. I know the Senator
will agree with me.

Take the Senator's State of Illinois and
the person with a $5,000 salary. He has
expendable income including welfare,
rent supplements, and so forth, after
taxes of $6,867, but if he works harder
and makes $6,000, under this bill he
would have $6,001. That does not make
sense. If they make $7,000 they have
$6,508 or $359 less than if he made $5,000.

Can this be called a work incentive
program. The only incentive to work
under this bill Is to work to get on
welfare.

Those are the points I say need to be
corrected. This person earning $,000
should be encouraged to train to do a
better job, get a promotion, and move
forward. The entire system of our coun-
try is that a man can start from any
level in life and by adapting himself and
learning his trade, increase his earning
capacity so that he can better provide
for his family. But a situation is created
under this bill where a man who wants
to provide for his family cannot afford to
take a $1,000 increase in salary without
losing $800 for his family. He is put In a
position where he has no incentive to
improve his earning capacity. I do not
think the Senator from Illinois would
support a bill that would do that. Surely
that can be corrected.

I have said repeatedly, and I know the
Senator from Illinois with his back-
ground and experience In business will
agree, that there is no problem that can
be put together mathematically that
cannot be solved mathematically if one
sits down with the will to do it. There is
no doubt in my mind that these notches
can be removed. I know they can be re-
moved. But a mathematical quirk or
problem cannot be corrected unless first
one admits and recognizes that the
problem exists.

Our problem has been with the Depart-
ment. They are living in the clouds. They
are out busily making speeches about
what they want to achieve. I could take
President Nixon's speech that he made
endorsing this plan, and I could stand
on the floor of the Senate and use it as
an argument against this bill. I am
wholeheartedly in support of his objec-
tives. The Senator from flllnois and
other Senators support that objective. My
point Is that the bill before us does not
do it. These are not my figures on the
charts. I am not up here speaking from
my analysis alone. That is the reason I
wanted to take the time of the Senate
to outline just what Is wrong with this
bill.

These charts I am using were not pre-
pared in my office. I insisted that the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare prepare these charts and submit
them to the committee with the name
of Health, Education, and Welfare on
them so that when I presented them to
the Senate they would not say, "Well,
JORN WILLIAMS has gone nuts. It is in-
conceivable and it is hard to believe that
these notches are here in this bill." These
are the reasons our committee by an
overwhelming vote voted not to report
the bill. I think it is too bad for the Sen-
ate to accept when the Senate under-
stands what Is involved. I am not talk-
ing about a filibuster. The Senate knows
I have repeatedly tried to limit debate in
this instance I want the Senate to know
what is involved before it votes, but then
to vote. I want the Senate to work Its
will, but I would not want to see the
Senate approve a plan that could only
expand the extravagance of our present
welfare system.

Let us not forget the taxpayers and
wage earners who pay for this welfare.

That is the reason why I personally
think the best course for this session of
Congress would be as follows: I think
the President and those who support this
proposal would be well advised to pro-
ceed cautiously. I think the Senator
from Connecticut would endorse this
point. I am going to make the suggestion
that this proposal be laid aside without
prejudice and that when Congress comes
in at the next session it take the time to
try to work out a solution and do it
without the administrations charging
negligence on the part of the majority
party or the minority party. We are not
going anywhere if we try to turn this
into political arguments. The question of
whether it is a Democratic Congress
which refuses to pass it or a Republican
Congress which blocks it is immaterial.
The question is, Is it good legislation
which should be passed?

There is no man who respects the
President more than I do. I supported
him long before the convention. I expect
to be supporting him long after this bill
is gone and, I hope, forgotten. There is
no question about that.

I think it is wrong to hold out the false
hope that this Is a welfare reform bill. It
is not. I think it would be bad for Sena-
tors to go back to their States and say,
"We in the Senate passed a program that
is going to help you as a welfare recipient,
we have passed a program that will en-
courage them to get off relief," when at
the same time in the Senator's State, in-
stead of getting 54 cents of every dollar
they earn they will keep only 27 cents
under this bill and in my State, instead
of keeping 71 cents, they will get only 23
cents.

Can that be called an incentive.
Those people cannot understand those

mathematics. They cannot look behind
the formula. All they can do is look at the
speeches being made, but those speeches
do not solve the problem of illegitimacy
or the problem of improving our welfare
laws.

I repeat again, no welfare recipient will
lose money as a result of this bill. One
may then ask the question: "Why not, If

you say he will get 27 cents instead of 54
cents from each dollar?"

He gets the difference In more welfare.
Yet the dignity of that 54 cents as
earning income is far better than 54
cents on a welfare check. That is the
difference in my belief.

I think what we need is a reform bill
that will remove these notches, a reform
bill that will provide a bona fide work
incentive so that a man on welfare will be
able to see that the man who gets off wel-
fare and enters the labor force benefits,
so that the man who stays on welfare will
be able to see that the neighbor who got
off welfare and joined the labor force is
gradually improving the standard of liv-
ing of his family and getting some
luxuries.

If we have a welfare program in which
one welfare recipient sits at home and
one enters the labor force, but the man
who stays home ends up with more bene-
fits, more cash, more luxuries, than the
man who went to work, that is the direct
opposite of what we want to achieve.

That will not reduce our welfare rolls.
I do not think the administration

wants that result, but the Senator knows
that in putting a mathematical formula
together, with six components which
they were not taking into consideration
at the same time, a number of negative
factors can come into operation.

One of the points that was overlooked
In these notches is the fact that when
a man works and earns a certain amount
he pays a tax on those earnings. If he
stays on welfare and gets the same
amount he does not.

Another notch is that at certain levels,
when he enters the labor force he has to
pay hospital insurance for his family
and is not eligible to receive free medic-
aid. That also creates a notch.

Another notch comes when he gets
$600 or $800 for food stamps, and then
when he makes $1 over a certain amount
he gets no food stamps. That makes a
$500 or $600 notch.

These notch's have to be put on paper
and recognized.

I was somewhat shocked when a de-
partment official before our committee
admitted that prior to making any such
suggestion with reference to all of these
programs in which a welfare recipient
may participate—and it is mandatory
that in the Senator's State and my State
they must become eligible—they did not
put them together to see what the result
would be or how they would be affected.
All they did was to look at the first three
lines.

If we look at just the first three lines
and stop there it is a true work incentive
program. There is no question about that.
But It does not stop there, and these
other programs are in the law. They are
mandatory payments. I was shocked by
that negligence on the part of a depart-
ment for which we appropriate hundreds
of millions of dollars, with all their ex-
perts, not figuring these together. That
is the reason why I said earlier there
is no excuse for It and that what we need
Is a good house cleaning In this agency
of Government.

Perhaps If some of these people had
been In what I will refer to as the labor
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force and had had to work for a living,
they would be more understanding. In-
stead they are living off the taxpayers
and just dreaming up ways of how to
spend the taxpayers' money with no idea
of where the money would come from.
There is nothing more dangerous to so-
ciety than an egotistical bureaucrat, and
this agency is full of them. It has gotten
to the point that it has affected them
so that they cannot reason clearly.

All we need to solve this problem is
some good commonrense. These are
some of the mathematics involved in this
bill before us. I do not think any Sen-
ator here could get up on any platform
in any State, before any audience, and
explain and defend this plan if they
showed it to the people and explained
how it would work. I do not care if it
would be in the poorer sections or the
richest of an area. I do not think he
would be able to convince anyone that
we should have a welfare program in
which the persoh who works will get less
than the man who stays on welfare.
They do not want that kind nf pro-
gram. Not one single Senatcr will endorse
that kind of program.

My question then is, Why vote for it at
this time? Why not recognize that this
bill should not become the law? Why not
lay it aside? We know it is not going to
become law at this session anyway. Why
not strip the bill down to the first two
titles, which deal with s'cial security
and medicaid reform? Why not strike
out titles III, IV, and V strike out the
pending amendment on trade, strike out
the pending Scott amendment, strike out
the Ribicoff amendment, and have a gen-
tleman's agreement that neither the
trade amendment nor the fami'y assist-
ance plan nor the guaranteed annual
wage will be offered in this bill? Why not
say that they are going to be put over
into the next session, and then dispose of
the medicaid sections and the social se-
curity sections, and send it to conference?

I say that as one who is not going to
block a vote on this question, if 3enators
want to have one. But I will regret, and
I will leave the Senate somewhat dis-
illusioned, if the Senate passes there pro-
visions by roilcall votes, and then per-
haps following that votes for a 10-
percent increase in social security bene-
fits and a $100 minimum, knowing at the
same time that this bill Is not going to
become law.

Right now, on Christmas Eve, I think
that would just be the cruelest political
hoax this Senate could perpetrate on the
aged. I hope the Senate will not dc it.

If we strike from the bill titles III, IV,
and V, strip the bill at the same time
of amendments which are pending and
which are nongermane—the Ribicoff
amendment on welfare and the trade
amendment—and have a gentlemen's
agreement that we are not going to pur-
sue them in this session of Congress,
whether we are for them or against them,
and do the business of this Congress,
then I think we will be well advised to
go home.

This Congress has done enough to the
taxpayers arid the sooner it adjourns the
better for our country.

Let the administration appoint a com-
mittee from the Finance Committee, the

Ways and Means Committee, and other
interested parties and try to come up
with a plan that will work mathemati-
cally and not have these quirks in it.

It can be done. Let them come up here
with such a plan, present it to Congress,
and if it is a reasonable plan, one that
has a true work incentive to carry out
what the Senator from Illinois wants,
what the President wants, and what ev-
ery one says he is for, I am confident
Congress will pass it.

But if they cannot come up with such
a plan, let us not put one on the books,
that we know will not work.

Mr. President, I have gone beyond my
time. In line with the previous request,
I yield the floor.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, looking for-
ward to the time when it might be in
order to consider the various alternatives
that might be suggested in order to ex-
pedite consideration of this bill, and in
order to facilitate the consideration of
it by Senators, I am going to ask that
the bill be printed with each committee
amendment numbered.

In that way, Senators can notify me
or other members of the committee which
amendments, if any, they consider con-
troversial to the extent that they would
not be willing to agree to a limitation of
debate on those amendments, and we
could take that into consideration with
regard to any motions to limit debate or
to recommit with instructions, or any of
the various procedural motions that
might be available to the managers of
the bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be printed with the
amendments numbered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I would
just like to take a few moments of the
Senate's time to report that I have been
reliably advised that the negotiations be-
tween the Japanese Government and our
Government over textile quotas were on
the verge of a successful agreement, but
before that was announced, a decision
was made by the U.S. Government to
back off from our proposal.

This is a report that comes from an in-
direct source, but it comes from a source
that at least seems to me to be reliable,
and I think it is terribly important, be-
fore we act on any trade legislation
which has been predicated on the theory
that it was necessary to force some kind
of agreement, to find out whether in tact
our negotiators were on the verge of a
textile agreement, and whether that
could now be quickly put into effect, and
would nullify the need for any further
consideration of the proposed textile re-
strictions.

I am further advised that the textile
industry, when advised of our proposal,
Involved themselves quickly to encourage
our Government to back off from any
agreement. That would certainly be a
strange change of strategy, because all
along we have been told that if only the
Japanese would agree to some kind of
voluntary restrictions In the manmade
and woolens field, as they had already
agreed in the cotton field, it would not be

necessary to proceed with formal statu-
tory quotas.

Apparently once that had been
achieved or nearly achieved, if my in-
formation is correct, the textile industry
in this country changed its mind and
urged our Government to back away
from its proposal and from the imminent
agreement. For what reasons I am not
told, but one of them might be that they
were aware that the Senate was con-
sidering formal statutory textile import
quotas, and felt that they could do far
better with such statutory restrictions
than they could with the kind of an
agreement which I had understood they
had sought and which I have now been
advised was near a successful culmina-
tion.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MONDALE. I would first like to
conclude my statement.

I think that this information, which
has, as I say, been relayed through in-
formal sources, ought to be the basis for
an inquiry, and I shall make such an
inquiry to our Government, to deter-
mine whether an agreement has been
reached, how close to an agreement we
are if it has not been reached, and the
extent to which it is possible to now
conclude that the informal understand-
ing that had been sought is now within
reach, and that, therefore, to proceed
further with statutory proposals for im-
port quotas becomes unnecessary.

I am glad to yield to the Senator from
North Carolina.

Mr. ERVIN. Would the Senator mind
revealing to the Senate the source of this
information?

Mr. MONDALE. I am not at liberty
to do so. I do say I received it from a
source I regard to be reliable. But in any
event, I am sure our Government could
quickly advise us of the facts.

I thought this disclosure was of suf-
ficient urgency, in the light of the pend-
ing legislation, that it should be made
public, and that we should find out from
our Government precisely what the sit-
uation is.

Mr. ERVIN. Is the Senator unwilling
to disclose the source of his information,
so that some of the rest of us might be
enabled to ponder whether it is reliable
or not?

Mr. MONDALE. Well, I would only say
to the Senator from North Carolina that
the source, which asked not to be dis-
closed, is known to me as being very re-
liable. But in any event, we can quickly
hear from the administration if they
wish to disclose what those facts are re-
garding our latest proposal to the Japa-
nese and one degree to which we backed
off from this proposal upon pressure from
the textile Industry.

Mr. ERVIN. Well, I would say to the
Senator from Minnesota that, while not
undertaking to dictate conduct on the
part of other Senators, the Senator from
North Carolina would never convey to
the Senate publicly information from
somebody who was unwilling to allow his
identity to be disclosed.

Mr. MONDALE. I say to the Senator
from North Carolina that if this infor-
mation which I have received from whal
I regard to be a reliable source is accu-
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rate, and Congress is not being advised of
this important step, it is a very, very
serious matter, which undermines the
Integrity of -the legislative process, and
I considered it to be of sufficiently seri-
ous import to raise this matter at this
time, hoping for a prompt answer from
the administration.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.
Mr. ERVIN. In other words, the Sen-

ator did not receive this information
from Old Nicodemus, who travels only
by night?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONDALE. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, these
seem to me to be very serious charges. I
think that for the Senate to proceed on
the assumption that they deserve cred-
ence would be a very risky operation. I
can only say to my good friend from
Minnesota, for whom I have the highest
regard, that it would seem to me that if
there is validity to the contentions that
he has disclosed just now to us, we ought
to be entitled to know specifically what
has been revealed by his sources, and
those sources should come forth and
identfy themselves; and until they do, I
would hope that the Senate would give
no credence to them. It reminds me of
stories that were heard during World
War II, when there were all sorts. of
rumors about peace. It took a long time
after those first rumors were heard be-
fore we actually had any peace.

I do not mean at all to impugn the
message that has been brought to us
by my good friend from Minnesota. But
I say that I think it is important that we
know, first of all, specifically who is
making such a statement, and then check
out with sources in the administration
the accuracy of those statements. After
these steps have been taken, if they both
disclose that the statements indeed de-
serve credibility and are true, then I
would say at that time, and only at that
time, Is it proper to lay aside any con-
sideration of a bill that has, in the main,
the endorsement of this administration,
a bill that is supported by a number of
Senators on this floor, as was evidenced
by a vote earlier. Until that sort of docu-
mentation can be provided the Senate,
I would hope that we would give no
further serious consideration to the
charge.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONDALE. I would not have said
what I just said unless I were convinced
that there was a serious basis for it. I
think this is one of the problems of try-
ing to operate on such sweeping legisla-
tion under conditions 1 minute to mid-
night before the adjournment of this
Congress, when there is no longer time
to hold hearings to explore such things as
the feasibility of such textile agreements
or other kinds of international under-
standings. As I have said, I received this
information from a source which I be-
lieve to be sufficiently credible.

Mr. HANSEN. I have no doubt of that.
Mr. MONDALE. I thought it ought to

be raised. If it is wrong, it is wrong, and
the administration can tell us. But I re-

ceived it from a sufficiently credible
source that I thought It ought to be
raised.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. FANNIN. Would the Senator be

willing to say whether or not he received
it In writing or whether it was just a con-
versation, and why he would consider It
so reliable when we have had rumors
about rumors coming along on this sub-
ject? As the Senator knows, we have had
information in the press continuously
about these rumors, but they are just
rumors.

I have been checking very carefully
on this matter, and I certainly have no
indication, and in talking with members
of the administration have no indication,

- anything like this happening. We
know that just the opposite has been hap-
pening so far as the formal reports are
concerned. Is it in writing?

Mr. MONDALE. I think that is imma-
terial. I can only repeat what I have said.
I received it from a source and in a man-
ner which I found persuasive.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. DOLE. When the Senator received

the information, was any effort made to
check it with any administration official?

Mr. MONDALE. An effort was made to
check It insofar as I felt I could. As I
said, I am sufficiently convinced that It
is a credible source, and I thought the
announcement of what I had learned
should be made at this time.

Mr. DOLE. Did the Senator make the
announcement and then check with the
administration?

Mr. MONDALE. I have checked as far
as I felt I could. I think It is a serious al-
legation. The administration could make
its response.

Mr. DOLE. With whom did the Sen-
ator check?

Mr. MONDALE. I will not go beyond
what I have just said.

Mr. DOLE. The Senator cannot even
reveal the source with which he checked?

Mr. MONDALE. I have gone as far as
I am going to go on that.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr.-President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. GRIFFIN. I was busy conferring

with the distinguished Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. RIRIcoFF) and the distin-
gished Senator from Delaware at the
time the Senator made his statement, so
I did not hear it. But I am told that he
said that, on some source, he understands
that an agreement with Japan on tex-
tiles has been entered into. Is that cor-
rect? -

Mr. MONDALE. I have been told that
it either had been entered into or was
at least imminent, and that the textile
industry got word of this, and our ne-
gotiators backed away from this allegedly
near-agreement. So either an under-
standing has not been disclosed or we
backed off from what was on the verge
of an understanding in order to leave us
in a position where we would continue
to believe that it was futile to anticipate
or contemplate that such an agreement
was possible.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I should like to add this
information to the colloquy. If such an
agreement has been arrived at, it must
have been within the last 2 days, which
surprises me very much, because 2 days
ago, acting in the place of the minority
leader, I met with representatives of the
Japanese Government In my office. I will
have to check and get the names. The
names of Japanese officials are difficult
to remember and prOnounce. They were
representatives of the Embassy, and one
was a distinguished member of the Japa-
nese Diet, who came to me to plead with
me to see if our Government would not
change its bargaining position, that they
were too far apart and they could not
possibly agree to the severe conditions
that our Government was insisting upon
in the negotiations.

So I will have to say that that is very
surprising to me, and I suppose it would
be surprising to the officials of the
Japanese Government who apparently
do not know that such an agreement was
arrived at.

Mr. MONDALE. I am told that this
development occurred within the last
2 or 3 days.

Mr. ERVIN. Will the Senator from
Minnesota pardon the Senator from
North Carolina if the Senator from
North Carolina would remind the Sena-
tor from Minnesota that these negotia-
tions have been carried on under the
auspices of the Department of Com-
merce, and if the Senator from North
Carolina would further suggest to the
Senator from Minnesota that there is a
telephone line—many telephone lines—
to the Department of Commerce, which
could have been resorted to In order to
ascertain the validity of these rumors?

Mr. MONDALE. As the Senator from
North Carolina may know, these negotia-
tions are being conducted under the di-
rection of Mr. Peter Flanigan, of the
White House.

Mr. ERVIN. But the Senator knows
that the Department of Commerce has
worked on them in conjunction. As a
matter of fact, the Secretary of Com-
merce has personally attempted to get
negotiations underway and has engaged
in many of them himself.

Mr. MONDALE. It is my understand-
ing, and has been for some time, that the
principal negotiator for the textile agree-
ments is Mr. Flanigan, although initially
the Commerce Department and its Sec-
retary were principally Involved, and
that the situation as I describe it is now
essentially correct.

Mr. ERVIN. I will ask the Senator from
Minnesota whether he has any reason
to believe that Mr. Flanigan cannot be
reached by telephone?

Mr. MONDALE. Just permit me to say
that, as I indicated earlier, I have re-
ceived this information from a reliable
source. I believe that it is essentially ac-
curate. At this moment, with so few
legislative hours to go, and affecting, as
it does, a fundamental issue of national
trade policy, I thought it Important to
make this known.

Mr. ERVIN. Does the Senator from
Minnesota think they are going to decide
national trade policies on such rumors as
this?
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Mr. MONDALE. For example, just a
few moments ago it was proposed that
we agree on a unanimous time agreement
on the trade legislation, which could have
been taken and agreed to without knowl-
edge of this occurrence. I think that
would be a very serious situation.

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator from North
Carolina would be very glad to vote early
Monday morning on the trade agreement
and would make unanimous-consent
request to that effect had he any antici-
pation that it might be granted.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. STEVENS. What type of agree-

ment was contemplated by the report the
Senator has—a voluntary agreement on
the part of the Japanese to limit their
exports to this country? I do not quite
understand the nature of the agreement
the Senator indicates was about to be
entered.

Mr. MONDALE. This is at the heart
of the whole controversy surounding
the need for legislation to impose arbi-
trary trade quotas by statute affecting
textiles. The argument has been widely
discussed that if only the Japanese would
reach an understanding with our Gov-
ernment for some sort of informal re-
straint on the importation or the expor-
tation of Japanese textiles into the
United States, an understanding affect-
ing manmade and woolen fabrics, such
as that which now has been reached and
long since reached in the cotton textile
field, it might not then be necessary to
have statutory restrictions.

The development which I have report-
ed earlier would have a fundamental
bearing on whether any action would
be needed by Congress by way of stat-
utory restrictions on textile quotas.

Mr. STEVENS. If I may interrupt
there—

Mr. MONDALE. Because we are within
minute or hours or days from adjourn-
ment of this Congress, because we are
being presented with proposals for lim-
iting debate on the trade bill which I
regard as being one involving revolu-
tionary changes in American trade vol-
Icy, and because I received the infor-
mation I had earlier reported on the
source which I found to be fully credi-
ble, I thought It important to make that
disclosure.

Mr. STEVENS. I might say to the Sen-
ator that I happen to be one of those
who voted with him on this matter, but
on the other hand, if the Senator's report
is one on a voluntary quota system, which
is what the Japanese Government saw
fit to impose on the steel exports about 2
years ago and then promptly disregarded,
I might seriously have to consider chang-
ing my mind. It may be that if the Sen-
ator is indicating we should not act in
the Congress on the basis f some unilat-
eral representation to the Japanese Gov-
ernment, that they are ready now to take
action and indicate, because the passage
of the trade bill is imminent, that they
would be willing to enter into some form
of voluntary agreement on their part,
that is one thing; but if the Senator
is indicating that our Government and
theirs are about ready to enter into a

solemn agreement that would be pre-
sented to the Senate for ratification, that
is an entirely different matter. If I had
been the Senator, I would have checked
that out before putting it out to the
public.

Mr. MONDALE. This i not a proposed
treaty which would require our ratifica-
tion. This is an informal trade proposal
between the United States and Japan.
My understanding is that the proposal
that was offered either provided the basis
of agreement or was immediately in dan-
ger of providing the basis of agreement
and was an offer by this Government to
the Japanese.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I yield

the floor.
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SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1970

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, un-
der the usual agreement, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate now pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 1443, HR. 17550.

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

The legislative clerk read as follows:
HR. 17550, to amend the Social Security

Act to provide increases In benefits, to im-
prove computation methods, and to raise the
earnings base under the old-age, survivors,
and disability insurance system, to make im-
provements in the medicare, medicaid, and
maternal and child health programs with
emphasis upon improvements in the operat-
ing effectiveness of such programs, and for
other purposes.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill.

December 21, 1970

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1970

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (HR. 17550) to
amend the Social Security Act to provide
Increases in benefits, to improve com-
putation methods, and to raise the earn-
ings base under the old-age, survivors,
and disability Insurance system, to make
improvements in the medicare, medicaid,
and maternal and child health programs
with emphasis upon improvements In the
operating effectiveness of such programs,
and for other purposes.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, a previous
order was entered into which granted to
the distinguished senior Senator from
Delaware (Mr. WILLmMs) the right to
the floor. I ask unanimous consent that
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prior to the recognition of the Senator
from Delaware, notwithstanding that
order, that I might be recognized and
that later, when the Senator from Dela-
ware is recognized, he be recognized
under the terms of the order as set forth
in Saturday's session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DOLE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr CURTIS. Mr. President, President
Nixon is to be commended for his state-
ments and his position in favor of welfare
reform.

For about 2 years now and prior
thereto, President Nixon has called the
attention of the country to our welfare
program which has grown up over a
period of some three decades. He has
pointed out its problems. He has called
for a reform of our welfare program.

As I have listened to his speeches and
read them, I have been impressed by the
statement that he made, over and over
again, that he wanted to give the people
the opportunity to transfer from the wel-
fare rolls to payrolls.

Mr. President, President Nixon, I be-
lieve, was speaking for a great many
people in this country when he pointed
out that our welfare program needed a
complete overhauling. That implies that
there are abuses, that there are prac-
tices that have sprung up that are not
desirable. The demand for reform im-
plies that some changes should be made
for the benefit of the recipients and for
future recipients. It also implies that we
should do a better job in spending the
public's money for welfare.

It is not surprising that throughout the
length and breadth of this land, thought-
ful people have joined the President in a
request and a demand for welfare reform.
As a matter of fact, the committees of
this Congress for several years have felt
the need for reform of our welfare laws.

Some new provisions have been writ-
ten. Some of them have worked out the
way we expected. Some of them have
not. Some other provisions were worked
out in the current bill. There is no oppo-
sition to genuine welfare reform.

Mr. President, the issue before us is
not welfare reform. The choice that the
Senate faces is the acceptance or rejec-
tion of the Ribicoff-Bennett amendment.
I submit there is not one iota of reform
in that amendment. I submit that It
freezes into the law all of the abuses
that have sprung up over the last 30
years. I submit that the amendment is
not drawn to deal with the problems that
the average citizen would describe as
problems needing attention for welfare
reform.

I am aware that welfare reform Is
defined differently by different people.
Were we to go to a county seat in my
native State of Nebraska and stop a
farmer on the street and ask him, "Do
you favor welfare reform and if so, what
is welfare reform and what would you
like to have changed?" be would have
an answer dealing with some of the
changes he thinks ought to be made in
our welfare program.

As a taxpayer he perhaps has tried to
hire help at times. I think also that he
is a humanitarian. He perhaps knows

some families that are on welfare. He
will have some ideas.

Mr. President, If we were to go to some
of our colleges and universities and seek
out an educator who had specialized in
the field of social sciences and social wel-
fare and ask him what welfare reform
is, we would get another answer.

Mr. President, were we to approach
some of our older citizens who are living
on a very meager amount of money and
who have worked hard all of their lives
and ask them what welfare reform is
and what they would like to have
changed, we would get another answer.

It is true that there has not been agree-
ment on just what welfare reform means.

I think we must all agree, however, it
means that we put more justice into the
program. I think it means that if there is
an individual who is suffering from mis-
fortune, who has had no opportunities
and his need is desperate, that he should
be treated in a humane and a generous
way. But, by the same token, I think it
means that if there is someone who has
not tried very hard, who is brazen and
greedy and is studying the loopholes to
see how he can get more, that it means
justice for that person also.

Mr. President, I am willing to admit
that the abuses are few in number nu-
merically, but there is a grave issue in-
volving the abuse of the welfare proce-
dure. It is not only the savings in dollars
and cents. It is something else.

If a welfare program is improperly
drawn, if individuals who should not be
on welfare are on welfare, even though
they are few in number, it tends to pol-
arize the population, it tends to create
an animosity and resentment against the
recipients of welfare. That is most un-
fair to the unfortunate person who is on
welfare because of no choice of his own.
Therefore it is in the interest of the poor,
it is in the interest of the unfortunate,
that we have welfare reform. That in-
cludes the removal from the rolls of
those few cases that should not be on
there or who are included on the rolls
for an excessive amount because of some
loophole in the law.

Mr. President, I am willing to say with-
out contradiction that there is no basic
welfare reform whatever in the Ribi-
coff -Bennett amendment.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I am
happy to yield to the Senator from Geor-
gia and ask unanimous consent that I
may yield to the distinguished Senator
from Georgia without losing my right to
the floor and without having my resump-
tion count as a second speech.

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

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, Is it
not a fact that rather than reform the
program, the Ribicoff-Bennett amend-
ment actually compounds the errors of
the existing programs and extends wel-
fare benefits and increases them from 11
million citizens to 24 million the first
year?

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator Is correct.
Mr. TALMADGE. Is it not a fact, also,

that there would be an additional cost at
about $4 billion a year or perhaps more.

Mr. CURTIS. That is the first estimate.
And if our experience under this pro-
posal is anything like the experience
with medicaid, it may be much more
than that.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, did
we not find that the estimates of the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare with respect to medicaid were
exactly 1,000 percent in error?

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I think
that is an understatement.

Mr. TALMADGE. And if that would be
true in this instance and if the estimates
were as wrong with respect to the guar-
anteed income bill as they were with re-
spect to the medicaid bill, then the cost
would be in excess of $40 billion extra
a year.

Mr. CURTIS. As a matter of fact,
amendments have been proposed and
printed to the Ribicoff-Bennett amend-
ment that admittedly would raise the
cost up to $40 billion to $50 billion. It
is not unrealistic to believe that if this
is ever to become a law, suggestions like
that will be made.

Mr. TALMADGE. Is it not true that if
this amendment were to become law, 12
percent of the citizens of the United
States of America would immediately
become eligible for welfare?

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator is correct.
In my own State of Nebraska, 3 percent
of the population now draw welfare pay-
ments that are financed in part by the
Federal Government. It is estimated
that should this proposal become law,
instead of 3 percent, it will then be 11.8
percent or an incerase of almost four-
fold.

Mr. TALMADGE. I have the figures on
the estimates for Nebraska, if the Sena-
tor will permit me to read them.

The recipients as of January 1970 in
Nebraska numbered 43,550.

Under the proposed amendment it
would become 167,700 which would be an
increase of 285 percent in 1 year's time.

Mr. CURTIS. That is correct. I thank
the distinguished Senator for his con-
tribution.

Mr. TALMADGE. In my State of
Georgia, if the Senator will permit me
to read the figures there, we have 328,400
people on welfare. Under the proposed
amendment it would immediately be-
come 1,025,500, or an increase of 212 per-
cent in the State of Georgia. According
to the estimates of the department, 22.5
percent of the people of my State would
immediately become eligible for welfare.
But is it not true that some States' eligi-
bility would be as high as 35 percent?

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator is correct.
Mr. TALMADGE. Does the Senator

believe it is in the national interest to
have 12 percent of the American people
on public welfare and in some States as
high as 35 percent?

Mr. CURTIS. I do not believe it is. To
do so would constitute a disservice to the
poor of the country. Right now, because
of abuses, and through no fault of the
poor—the honest poor, and that includes
most of them, the vast majority of
them—there is a polarization, there is a
resentment, and there is a criticism of it,
and if we adopt a program that increases
the rolls by great numbers it is going to
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create a public sentiment in this country
that would make it difficult for the peo-
ple on welfare and it would make it diffi-
cult for the children who are attending
school. It may cause a wave of public
sentiment that would end up in some
laws that might be a bit harsh.

Mr. TALMADGE. Is it not true that
at present many honorable, hard-work-
ing, and God-fearing people, through no
fault of their own, are earning low wages,
and they 'see other families on welfare
not doing any work whatever, where that
person on welfare may be able-bodied
and could but will not work. Does not
that create a great deal of dissatisfac-
tion among the American people at the
present time?

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator is correct.
If that number that may become recipi-
ents is Increased, by the same token there
will be an increase in the number of cases
where there might be a serious question.

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the Senator
for yielding.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the Senator for
his contribution.

Mr. President, it would be my hope that
every Senator in the Chamber would read
four lines of this bill. I call attention to
the very first section in the bill, page 4,
entitled "Declaration of Goal." Listen to
the language:

The Congress hereby establishes a national
goal of assuring all citizens, through work or
assistance, In this decade, an income ade-
quate to sustain a decent level of life and to
eliminate poverty among our people.

There is not one word In there about
welfare reform. There is not the slightest
suggestion that this proposal is intended
to bring about any reform. There is not
the slightest suggestion In that language
that there Is anything wrong with our
welfare program.

It is a declaration for a national mini-
mum Income. Probably many people in
and out of Congress support that goal. I
say to them, "Let us debate that on its
merits, but do not bring it in under the
guise of welfare reform when there is no
welfare reform provision in it."

The country has been aroused in favor
of welfare reform. They have agreed with
the President when he has urged that we
have a program that will lead to payrolls
Instead of welfare rolls.

I contend that that great body of public
sentiment that has hoped for welfare re-
form should not be deceived and another
proposal enacted which deals with some-
thing else. -

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at this point?

Mr. CURTIS. I am happy to yield. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
I might yield to the distinguished Sena-
tor from Wyoming, without losing my
right to the floor and without my subse-
quent remarks being counted as a sec-
ond speech.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, It Is so ordered.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I wish
to compliment the distinguished Sena-
tor from Nebraska for the contribution
he Is making toward a better under-
standing of this bill and what we might
expect will be accomplished by it, where
hope Is held out and promises made for

goals and objectives that seem very far
removed from the act accomplished.

One of the concerns of the Committee
on Finance as they undertook an ex-
amination of the legislation was what
might be done in order to encourage
able-bodied people, people who had no
physical or mental impairment, people
who did not have the burden of the re-
sponsibility of young children, to accept
employment offered them—how we could
take this big group and insure that this
new law would put them to work if work
were indeed offered to them. -

As I recall, the House proposed in
HR. 16811 that a person who was quali-
fied in every respect and who was offered
a job and refused to take such a job, or
who failed to register for a training pro-
gram, would be penalized $300.

I wish to ask the Senator from Ne-
braska if that Is correct.

Mr. CURTIS. I assume it is. I am not
sure; but I assume it is.

Mr. HANSEN. I think that under the
October revised revision the administra-
tion proposed that that penalty be in-
creased from $300 to $500. I believe the
testimony that was developed during
hearings on the bill showed that a $500
reduction in family assistance would ac-
tually result in a reduction of only $241
in family income since benefits' under
other kinds of welfare-type programs in-
crease as family income decreases.

Does that square with the Senator's
recollection?

Mr. CURTIS. That is my recollection.
Yes.

Mr. HANSEN. I think it Is important
to note what the net effect of this penalty
would be because as I recall earlier in
the hearings when representatives of the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare were testifying it was developed
and brought out that under the old WIN
program—the work incentive program—
some 8,100 persons having been screened
in every respect, were certified by the
Department of Labor to Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare with a recommendation
that they be required either to take a
job which had In each case been offered
to them or to face termination of the
support that they were receiving from
welfare.

As I further recall, of this number of
some 8,100 persons referred by the De-
partment of Labor to Health, Education,
and Welfare, only 200 were actually
terminated from the rolls.

Does the Senator recall if that was
essentially the situation brought out in
that testimony?

Mr. CURTIS. That Is essentially what
the Senator from Nebraska recalls.

Mr. HANSEN. I think It should be
noted, as was brought out In the hear-
ings before the Finance Committee re-
peatedly, and I know the distinguished
chairman of the committee probed hard
on this point, that we were trying to
find out what new steps, what new laws,
If any, might be in the minds of the
administration, In order better to assure
that this very miserable record might be
Improved upon.

Does the Senator from Nebraska recall
that the administration's representatives
were able to come forward with any spe-

cific plan or new law that they felt would
markedly change this situation?

Mr. CURTIS. I believe that an ex-
amination of the existing law, and the
facts in this case will reveal, that there
is nothing in the Ribicoff-Bennett
amendment that in any way strengthens
the work requirement provisions of the
law.

As a matter of fact, in a moment or
two I expect to refer to some facts that
indicate clearly that the work require-
ment provision of the Ribicoff-Bennett
amendment is weaker than existing law.

Mr. HANSEN. The Senator from Wyo-
ming will be very interested in the Sen-
ator's presentation as he goes into those
facts.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I want to
repeat my admiration for President
Nixon in arousing the country to the
need for welfare reform. I am thoroughly
convinced, after listening to months of
hearings, that the technicians who took
over to translate the President's stated
objective into legislative language have
miserably failed the President of the
United States.

I want to say something about the
work requirement.

Present law requires that an appro-
priate welfare recipient must accept
"employment in which he is able to en-
gage" subject to ultimate loss of his wel-
fare payment. Under amendment 1097,
a welfare recipient would face loss of
welfare only if he refused to accept "suit-
able" employment.

A big difference.
For instance, amendment No. 109'?

would require that in addition to physi-
cal fitness for the work, evaluation of a
job's "suitability" take into account a
welfare recipient's "prior training and
experience, his prior earnings, the length
of his unemployment, his prospects for
obtaining work based on his potential
and the availability of training oppor-
tunities, and the distance of available
work from his residence."

In other words, what is suitable em-
ployment? To answer that question, we
have to take into account his prior earn-
ings. So if someone has been earning
high wages or a high salary and he be-
comes a welfare recipient, one of the fac-
tors in determining whether or not he
should take a job, if a job Is suitable, is
that it has some resemblance to his
prior earnings.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. CURTIS. I am happy to yield to
my distinguished chairman, and I ask
unanimous consent that I may do so
without losing my right to the floor and
with the understanding that it shall not
count as an extra speech on my part.

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

Mr. LONG. I would submit that the
next item the Senator is coming to would
offer an even better opportunity for a
person to refuse to go to work, because
It would require that his prior experience
be taken into consideration in determin-
ing whether work was suitable. This
would mean that a man could refuse to
go to work either because he had no
training or experience for the job he is
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offered or because he had experience
doing something else. He could refuse to
go to work on either ground, either be-
cause he had no experience in the type
of work offered or he could decline to
take the job because he thought he was
qualified to do something else that would
pay him more:

I am sure the Senator intends to point
out further in his statement that the
amendment as it is proposed here would
provide that a job was unsuitable unless
it paid the prevailing wage rate. I can
understand how we might insist that
someone get the prevailing wage as a
condition to going to work if he has
earned the right to draw benefits under
unemployment insurance. But when we
are talking about a person who has not
done any work before and knows noth-
ing about the kind of work required for a
particular job, that is something else.

Let us take the situation of a person
who is offered a job as a domestic. If that
person has not done any work, even do-
mestic work, is it not asking too much
that the person be paid the prevailing
wage rate of someone who has had ex-
perience in doing the work and has a
reputation for honesty and for not pick-
ing up everything that is not nailed down
and for not prying loose everything
that is nailed down in that household?

When one combines all the conditions
spelled out In the amendment in order
for a job to be considered suitable, a
person has every way under the sun to
avoid taking a job on the grounds that
It is unsuitable.

As if that was not bad enough, we have
the record referred to by the Senator
from Wyoming, where, out of 8,100 per-
Sons who refused without good cause to
participate In a work program, only 200,
or about 3 percent. were actually taken
off welfare, because of their refusal to
take work.

With all these other conditions of job
suitability, it Is clear that the only per-
son who will go to work is one person
who voluntarily wants to go to work.

The provision we are talking about
does not relate to other benefits that are
available from other Federal and State
sources, or the fact that a person might
be getting income that we do not know
about, such as income from illicit con-
duct, Income from criminal conduct.
This is a pretty big Idea nowadays, with
thefts running about 3 percent of the
gross operations of the average depart-
ment store and with the big problem we
have In dope today. It Is very difficult to
see how one in any seriousness could ex-
pect that th1 work requirement means
anything whatever.

Mr. CURTIS. My distinguished chair-
man is correct. I think the language
clearly points out that the work require-
ment provisions of the Riblcoff-Bennett
amendment are weaker than existing
law.

In speaking of abuses in the welfare
program, I do not think we can repeat
too often the fact that the vast majority
of our welfare recipients are honest peo-
ple. They are' good people. They long for
something better. But whenever we per-
mit abuses, we are treating those con-
scientious people unfairly, because the
abuses will stand out in the public mind,

and will constitute a stigma upon the
unfortunate people who are anxious to do
the very best they can for themselves, but
still find it necessary to be on welfare.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield for a question?

Mr. CURTIS. I am happy to yield.
Mr. LONG. Is it not correct that by

permitting the kinds of abuses to which
the Senator is directing himself, we tend
to discourage, demoralize, and disillu-
sion those honorable people who are try-
ing to earn their own way, and who apply
for welfare assistance only because they
have no choice about the matter?

Mr. CURTIS. That is correct.
I continue, now, about the work re-

quirement in this Ribicoff-Bennett
amendment.

Amendment No. 1097 would define as
'unsuitable" any job that pays less than
$1.20 per hour.

Mr. President, I would like to see every
person earn just as much money as he
can, and as much as the traffic will bear.
But what are we going to do if there is
a community In the country where labor
is being performed for a dollar an hour,
or $1.10? I do not say that that situation
is desirable, but it exists. If we adopt this
proposal, It will be unlawful for a welfare
recipient to go to work at less than $1.20,
even though other individuals situated in
the same community, facing similar cir-
cumstances, are working for less than
that amount.

I am willing to admit that welfare
reform is defined differently by different
people. But can any of us eliminate sim-
ple justice as an important ingredient
in welfare reform?

If the prevailing wage in the area
for the type of work Is more than $1.20,
then that becomes the minimum wage
for a welfare recipient. This would be
true even though people in the locality
not on welfare were working on jobs for
less than $1.20 which may be the prevail-
ing rate for this type of work—and even
though jobs at these rates may be the
only jobs available in the area.

In addition, amendment 1097 would
set the following order of priority in pro-
viding work and training for welfare
recipients who register with the Labor
Department.

First. Unemployed fathers and moth-
ers who volunteer;

Second. Family members 16 or over
not employed, in school, or in training;

Third. Persons already employed full
time; and

Fourth. All other persons register"d.
With this order of priority, it is highly

unlikely that any mother would ever be
required to accept employment.

Mr. President, I hold In my hand a
newspaper clipping bearing the date of
November 29, 1970. The heading of this
clipping says, "$12,000 Families Getting
Foot in the ADC Door." The subhead
quotes the welfare director for Douglas
County, Nebraska—where Omaha is lo-
cated—a Mr. Healey, as saying:

Rule sets welfare up for a kill.

Then the story goes on and tells how,
because of a loophole in the law, individ-
uals are drawing welfare under the
AFDC program when they do not need
It.

It just happens, Mr. President, that
that story was based upon 10 cases taken
from the welfare rolls In the State of
Nebraska which were selected at my re-
quest. I did not request those specific
cases, but I asked for 10 cases that illus-
trated the problem; and I think it is im-
portant that we observe what the prob-
lem is, and then consider it in the light of
the Ribicoff-Ben.nett amendment.

I turn, for example, to case No. 5. This
illustrates the need for reform. This case
comes from Sarpy County, Nebr. There
are two parents and three children. They
are on AFDC. The gross wages per month
that the man draws amount to $799.85—
it lacks 15 cents of being $800 a month.

But in order to see if having someone
on welfare and still having him work
would encourage him to work more and
get off of welfare, Congress passed some
amendments in 1967 which permitted
certain disregarding of income in order
to encourage individuals to work. Those
disregardings Included his taxes, his so-
cial security taxes, his union dues, and
his transportation expenses.

So this family, after you disregard all
those expenses, has take home pay of
$612.33 a month.

Now, when someone applies for wel-
fare, the caseworker sits down with them,
ascertains what their rent is, their food
needs, utilities, child care, care of an
ill person in the home, or whatever it is,
and adds that up. In this particular case,
the budgetary need of this family was
$503.50. The take-home pay was $612.33.
They were actually earning $108.83 more
than their budgetary needs. But because
existing law permitted them to disregard
their expenses of working, which in this
case ran over $187, to disregard $30, and
then to disregard one-third of the rest
of their earnings, this family was draw-
ing welfare of $170 a month.

I submit to the Senate: Is that fair to
the rest of the people of the country?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield.
Mr'. WILLIAMS of Delaware. This is

one of the same examples, as I under-
stand it, that the Senator called to the
attention of the Finance Committee, and
the Department admitted that the bill
which is now before the Senate would
not correct this situation but would per-
petuate it.

Mr. CURTIS. That is correct.
Mr. President, I want to invite atten-

tion to a very startling thing. When
these 10 cases were laid before the Fi-
nance Committee, there were other facts
which were sent in from other States,
particularly California. Our staff had
done some work on it, and an amend-
ment was adopted dealing with this loop
hole. A member of the staff took each
one of the 10 cases I am talking about,
applied the new formula to them, and it
closed the loophole. That is in the Fi-
nance Committee bill. Do Senators know
what will happen if we pass the Ribicoff-
Bennett amendment? It will strike this
reform out.

There is another provision in the Rib-
icoff -Bennett amendmet that not many
people realize is there, and that is a pro-
vision that a present welfare recipient is
guaranteed by law that he will not be
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taken off the rolls nor will his welfare be
reduced.

Mr. President, not only does this pro-
posal fail to bring about any reform; Its
very provisions prevent any reform in
welfare law.

It is not easy for me to stand here and
oppose a proposal instigated by my Pres-
ident. I am a partisan. I plead guilty to
it. But I say that the President of the
United States is not to blame. I say that
the technicians who took over, whether
they be close to him or in the bureau-
cracy, utterly failed the President of the
United States. They have not come up
with a legislative proposal that would
deal with the abuses and shortcomings-of
our present welfare law. They have not
brought in a proposal that would do as
the President wants done—have individ-
uals go from welfare rolls to payrolls.
The President of the United States has
been failed miserably.

Mr. President, if we adopt the Ribicoff-
Bennett amendment, the provision work-
ed out to prevent abuses such as I have
referred to is out.

The State of Nebraska is not one of
the most wealthy States. The citizen.s
there have to work hard for their mon-
ey. We are not blessed wlLh precious miii-
erals, coal or an abundance of oil or any
other great source of wealth. Our people
work hard and our population is small.
But if the Ribicoff-Bennett amendment
prevails, it wil1 eliminate a saving to that
State of $1,800,000 annually. I have re-
ceived an estimate that that is what the
State would save by the committee's lan-
guage which would take care of these
abuses. And if the Senate adopts the
Ribicoff -Bennett amendment, that Is out.
Not only is the language repealed, but,
also, as I have said, It contains other
language that guarantees that no wel-
fare recipient will be taken from the rolls
or have his welfare cut.

How on earth can anybody suggest
that that Is welfare reform? Well, they
cannot. It just is not.

Mr. President, much has been said that
the adoption of this proposal would save
money for the States. I suggest that the
Governors and the members of the State
legislatures take that with a grain of salt.
They had better read the bill. It was not
such a bad idea when the clerk was re-
quired to read the Ribicoff -Bennett
amendment in total. It was not a bad
Idea at all. Frankly, I think it should be
read some place, and at least should be
read by those who advocate It.

I am going to say something about
the saving provisions in this bifi. The
savings provision in section 542 of
amendment 1097 Is designed to replace
the Federal-State matching provisions
applicable to cash public assistance pro-

grams for families with children, and for
the aged, blind, and disabled. Under this
savings clause, States would generally be
required to spend 90 percent of their 1971
State costs for welfare payments.

That has been repeated over and over
again. The fine print has not been re-
pealed. Starting in 1973, this State share
would be increased each year according
to a formula based on the Consumer
Price Index. Thus, for example, if that
index rises by 5 percent per year, after
a period of 10 years, States would. be re-
quired to expend for cash public assist-
ance an amount equal to more than 140
percent of their costs in 1971. Has any
Governor been told of that possibility?
Oh, he was told only about the 90 per-
cent provision.

I contend that perhaps the President
of the United States is not the only per-
son who has been deserted in reference
to this proposition. The individuals re-
sponsible for this bill, in my opinion,
have been unfair to the President of the
United States. They have not delivered
a proposal that he discussed in the pub-
lic forum for months and months, and
they have not delivered a proposal that
has been fully presented to our Gover-
nors and the members of the State legis-
latures.

In addition to the possibility of an in-
crease in what the State has to pay in
the cash amounts, there Is something
else.

In addition, any liberalizations of wel-
fare programs which are not required
by Federal law but result from optional
State action would not be covered by
this savings clause, but would come wi-
der the regular matching provision. Thus,
if the cost of living increases and a State
decides to provide its welfare recipients
an increase in assistance to meet the rise
In living costs, the State will have to pay
twice: once to meet its share of the
Increased assistance, and once more be-
cause the rise In the cost of living will
trigger an Increase In the State's man-
datory level of payments subject to the
saving clause.

It should also be pointed out that the
savings clause in amendment 1097 covers
expenditures for cash public assistance
only and not expenditures under related
programs which might be expected to in-
crease substantially if the amendment
became law.

Medicaid Is a good example of that. In
many of the States an individual Is eli-
gible for medicaid If he Is recipient of
welfare. It was pointed out awhile ago
that an estimate of the increase of the
number of welfare recipents in my State
of Nebraska would be almost fourfold, so
that there would be almost four times as
many people eligible for medicaid, and
under the law they have to treat them all

alike, but the medicaid expenditures do
not come within this 90 percent savings
cost.

State expenditures not covered by the
amendment include those for adminis-
trative costs, the cost of job training
and referral of welfare recipients, and
medicaid costs. These expenditures
should increase substantially because of
the increase in the number of recipients.
For example, the State of Oregon has
estimated that under a proposal similar
to amendment 1097, the State would in
the 1971—73 biennium incur increased
medicaid costs of $9.9 million, and in-
creased employment program costs of
$3.7 million. All of these costs would have
to be paid by the State over and above
the amounts for which it would be re-
sponsible under the saving clause.

Mr. President, it seems to me that the
proponents of this measure should get
out some telegrams to the Governors and
give them the full story of what this bill
will do to their State budgets. I think
they should include in the telegrams the
statement of the declaration of goals
found on page 4 which does not have the
slightest hint of welfare reform.

Another feature of the saving clause
which should be noted is that it provides
an absolutely fixçd State cost for cash
public assistance programs in a given
year—if the State does not decide to
adopt a more liberal program than Is
required by Federal law. There would be
little incentive for State officials admin-
istering such programs to strive for effec-
tive administration since the Federal
Government and not the budget of that
State agency would have to bear any in-
creased costs resulting from administra-
tive lapses in such areas as determining
the proper amount of assistance, pre-
venting ineligible individuals from com-
ing on the rolls, and promptly removing
recipients from the rolls when they are
no longer eligible.

Mr. President, while there are new
provisions in this present draft known as
the Ribicoff-Bennett amendment, it is
agreed that the basic program Is the
program that they have advocated all
along.

A table has been prepared showing the
proportion of the population of federally
aided welfare under present law. In this
table It is referred to as the administra-
tion's revision. I do not want to offer it
as being Identical with the pending
amendment but I do believe it is sub-
stantially the same, so far as the figures
are concerned.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
table printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed In the RECORD,
as follows:
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TABLE 1.—PROPORTION OF POPULATION ON FEDERALLY AIDED WELFARE UNDER PRESENT LAW AND ADMINISTRATION REVISION

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Nebraska yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield.
Mr. MILLER. Do I understand cor-

rectly that the table which the Senator
just placed in the RECORD might not be
quite applicable to a table similarly pre-
pared with respect to the pending
amendment?

Mr. CURTIS. My point is that I think
It is substantially descriptive of the
pending amendment.

Mr. MILLER. I was wondering
whether the distinguished manager of
the amendment, the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. RIBICOFF) • could tell us
whether the table that the Senator from
Nebraska has referred to does differ at
all from the Impact of the pending
amendment.

Mr. CURTIS. I might say, first, that I
have not had the opportunity to show it
to the Senator from Connecticut, but will
do so now.

Mr. MILLER. May I say to the Senator
from Nebraska that I have assumed, up
until now, that the amendment before
us would result in substantially the same
If not the Identically same results as the
table Which the Senator from Nebraska
has placed in the RECORD.

Mr. CURTIS. I think that Is correct.
Mr. MILLER. I do not know. That Is

why I thought perhaps the Senator from
Connecticut, one of the cosponsors of the
pending amendment, could tell us.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Will the Senator from
Nebraska yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield.
Mr. RIBICOFF. I would say that the

table being offered by the Senator from
Nebraska is substantially correct. There
may be a slight variation of a percentage
point, but for the purpose of the argu-
ment that the Senator from Nebraska is
making, there is a very substantial rise
and there would be some variations in
the fact that we are paying, under my
amendment, a couple $230 Instead of
$210—It might vary it a little bit. But
for the purposes of the argument that Is

being made, the tabulation is very sub-
stantially similar, the Senator is correct.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator and I thank my distin-
guished friend, the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. President, this tabulation shows,
for instance, that as of last January,
'1.3 percent of. the population of Alabama
were drawing federally financed welfare
payments and that If the program is en-
acted into law, this 7.3 percent will
increase to 19 percent. In the State of
Georgia, 7.2 percent jaf the population are
now drawing such welfare payments, and
if this proposal becomes law, it will then
be 22.5 percent of the people that will be
eligible to draw welfare payments.

I have already pointed out that in the
State of Nebraska 3 percent of the popu-
lation as of last January were drawing
federally financed welfare payments of
some kind, and that If this proposal were
to become law the number eligible is
estimated to be 11.7 percent of the popu-
lation. That is an increase of almost
fourfold.

Last January the number of recipients
in Nebraska were 43,550. This proposal,
if It were enacted into law, would make
eligible an estimated 167,700.

On page 6, it provides for a determi-
nation of eligibility and, among other
things, it says:

Such determination shall be made on the
basis of the Secretary's estimate of the fam-
ily's income for such quarter, and such esti-
mate shall in turn be based on income for a
preceding period unless he has reason to be-
lieve that modifications in income have or
are likely to occur on the basis of changes in
Conditions and circumstances.

The Secretary will have to estimate in
advance the income. What will they do
about overpayment.s? I know what will
be done, The conscientious people will
refund overpayments. The others will
not. We will have trouble.

Mr. President, there are Senators who
say that the bill does not provide enough.
If we adopt the philosophy of this bill I
do not know that I am in a position to

argue the point. But I think it Is well
that we determine who would be eligible,
even though they are fully employed, for
cash benefits if this bill passes.

On page 5 we find how much Income a
family can have and still be eligible for
benefits.

It says it will be $500 per year for each
of the first two members of the family,
plus $300 per year for each additional
member.

That amounts to $1,600. If they have
Income of $1,599 for a family of four,
they are eligible. However, there are
certain items excluded from income.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I will yield in a moment.
Mr. President, $720 is excluded. Then

I return to page 9. It provides:
Subject to limitations as to amount or

otherwise, prescribed by the Secretary, the
earned income of each child in the family
Who Is, as determined by the Secretary un-
der regulations, a student regularly attend-
ing a school, college or university, or a Course
of vocational or technical training designed
to prepare him for gainful employment;

(2) (A) the total unearned income of allmembers of a family In a calendar quar-ter

which is a small amount.
It further provides;
(3) An amount of earned income of a

member of the family equal to the cost in-
curred by such member for child care which
the Secretary deems necessary to securing orcontinuing In manpower training, voca-tional rehabiUtation, employment, or self-employment

(4) The first $721) per year of income isexcluded.

Fifth, food stamps are excluded.
Sixth, training allowances are ex-

cluded•
Seventh, scholarships are excluded.
Eighth, home produce is excluded.
Ninth, any amounts received for the

foster care of a child living In the same
home as the family but not a member
of the family.

Federally aided welfare
recipients, January 1970

Civilian Percent
resident of pops-

population Number lation

Total United States. 203, 796, 700

Welfare recipients under
administration revision

Percent
of pspu-

Nsmber lafion

10,436, 197 5.1 23,784,300 11.7

Federally aided welfare
recipients, January 1970

Civilian Percent
resident of popu-

population Number latiso

Welfare recipients under
administration revision

percent
of pope.

Number alms

Alabama 3, 505, 000 255, 400 7. 3 665, 800 19. 0
Alaska 252, 000
Arizona 1,685, 000
Arkansas 1,996,000
California 19, 213, 000
Colorado 2', 065, 000
Connecticut 3, 009, 000
Delaware 537, 000
District of Columbia 783, 000
Florida 6, 332, 000
Georgia 4, 565, 000
Hawaii 747. 000
Idaho 717,000
Ill nois 11,031,000
Indiana 5,136,000
Iowa 2,785,000

10, 274
72, 440

115, 000
1,655, 400

114, 110
97, 140
23, 860
47, 490

295, 900
328, 400

29, 072
22,100

446, 100
98, 100
92, 300

4. 1
4. 3
5.8
8,6
5. 5
3. 2
4. 4
6. 1
4. 7
7. 2
3.9
3,1
4,0
1.9
3,3

25, 100
204, 600
369, 700

2, 323, 400
368, 000
187, 900

55, 000
65, 900

683, 600
1,025, 500

62, 700
54,400

806, 300
879,900
235, 700

10. 0
12.2
18.5
12. 1
17. 8
6. 2

10. 2
8.4

10. 8
22, 5
8.4
7.'8
7.3

17.1
8.5

Kansas 2,288,000
Kentucky 2,192,000
Louisiana 3,724,000

73, 940
211, 200
346, 500

3.2
9.6
9.3

158, 600
523, 500
934, 200

6.9
23.9
25.1

Maine 967, 000 48, 920 5. 1 145, 400 15. 0
Maryland 3,732,000
Massachusetts 5,475, 000

157, 850
282, 500

4.2
5. 2

262,800
438, 500

7.0
8. 0

Michigae 8.798,000
Minnesota 3,714,000

316, 200
108,120

3.6
2.9

646, 400
320,300

7.3
8.6

Mississippi 2,336,000
Missouri 4,637, 000

211, 000
255, 200

9.0
5.5

806, 600
443, 100

34,5
9.6

Montana 688,000
Nebraska 1,437,000
Nevada 452,000
New Hampshire 720, 000
New Jersey 7,128,000
New Mesico 976, 000
New York 18, 369, 000
Norih Carolina 5,110,000
North Dakota 600, 000
Ohio 10, 786, 000
Oklahoma 2, 545, 000
Oregnn 2, 044, 000
Pennsylvania 11, 797, 000
Rhode Island 886, 000
South Carolina 2,636,000
South Dakota 650. 000
Tennessee 3,971,000
Tesas 11, 097, 000
Utah 1,049,000
Vermont 444,000
Virginia 4,514,000
Washington 3,386,000
West Virginia 1,819,000
Wisconsin 4,242,000
Wyoming 317, 000
Puerto Rico 2, 763, 000
Guam 87, 700
Virgin Islands 59, 000

18, 880
43, 550
15,570
14, 260

318, 720
69, 260

1,227,400
194, 600
16,583

355, 400
188, 700
93, 800

511,800
45,810
83,900
22, 110

205, 400
478. 800

42, 760
18,000

109, 400
153. 450
115,580
101, 160

7,447
264, 930

2, 072
2,319

2.7
3.0
3.4
2. 0
4.5
7. 1
6.7
3.8
2.8
3.3
7.4
4. 6
4.3
5.2
3.2
3.4
5.2
4.3
4. 1
4.1
2.4
4.5
6.4
2.0
2.3
9. 6
2. 4
3.9

52,200
167,700
37,000
39, 800

508, 800
194, 400

1,979,300
960. 600
96,900

799, 800
366, 200
143, 500
634. 800
67,200

490,800
107,400
741. 800

1,521,500
55, 100
46,800

431.300
312, 300
275. 300
238.400
20,000

800, 000
3, 400
2, 100

7.6
11.7
8.2
5. 5
7.1

19.9
10.8
18.9
16.2
7.4

14.4
7. 0
5.4
7.6

18.6
16.5
18.7
13.7
5.7

10.3
9.5
9.2

15. I
5.6
6.3

29. 0
3. 9
3.6
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Those are specifically mentioned.
However, other things must be taken
into account.

Many of these potential recipients will
be subsidized with respect to housing.
They will be living in premises where
the Government pays part of the rent.
That is not included in the test for eligi-
bility.

They will be eligible in many instances,
perhaps all, for free medical care. That
is not included.

Some of them may buy a home under
the 235 program where the payments to
carry their loan might be $180 and the
Government might pay $100 or half of
It. All of these subsidies are cash out of
the Treasury to such families.

That is why, when one adds up all the
pogsible benefits that in many Instances
can and will be paid, he arrives at the
figures that appear on charts such as the
distinguished Senator from Delaware
presented to the Senate last week, and
no doubt more of those charts will be
presented.

I yield to the senior Senator from
Delaware.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, we were speaking a moment
ago about the Governors' conference
endorsing this bill. Is it not true that the
five Governors representing the Gover-
nors' Conference, when they testified be-
fore the committee pointed out that orig-
inally the Governors had endorsed the
bill based on ,ress releases from Wash-
ington describing the purpose of the bill
and what the bill would achieve, but they
said that after they read the bill they de-
cided it was more or less a monstrosity
and should not pass?

If the Senator will yield further I
would like to read the,testimony of Gov-
ernor Hearnes In that connection.

Mr. CURTIS. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. There
has been so much misunderstanding
about this matter. Last Saturday, I
stated that when the President outlined
his work program and said he wanted
to reform the welfare system I hailed it
as a great step forward. I agree that the
No. 1 Job in the country Is to reform the
welfare system. There has to be reform
but a bonallde reform would not perpe-
tuate the abuses.

I quote from Governor Hearnes' test!-
mony before the Finance Committee.

Governor Hearnes testified:
I would like to make one observation re-

garding this bill to the Committee. I make
this observation as the Governor of Missouri
and not as Chairman of the National Gov-
ernors' Conference, since it is quite possible
I may not reflect the views of some of my
gubernatorial colleagues.

It occurs to me' that the Am1nistration
has simply picked a figure out of the air—
some $4.1 billion—and, attempts to compress
too many major and costly reforms into this
figure. I would suggest that the Committee
delay the adoption of legislation at this time
which would draw into the welfare system
some 14 million citizens now in the ranks of
the working poor or under-employed. I be-
lieve the money could be used to better ad-
vantage in shoring up other aspecte of this
bill.
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At another point he said:
Granting that attention should be given

later to the working poor, it seems to me
that welfare reform for the benefit of the
present assistance recipients should be es-
tablished and working before adding this
vast new segment of the population to the
welfare system.

Finally, the workability of the entire new
welfare program is still to be proved. I agree
with Senator Rxsicos'r's suggestion that the
reform measure be thoroughly tested prior
to placing it into effect. I understand the
HEW is funding experimental projects in
Seattle, Washington, and Gary, Indiana, and
another one on a statewide basis in Vermont.

Continuing he states:
Certainly, we could create staggering dis-

order if we would move into a program as
vast as that encompassed by HR. 16311,
until a thorough trial period has proved its
value.

With testimony such as that and with
similar testimony from four of the five
Governors along similar lines I thInk
Congress would' do well to weigh the
advice of these Governors who have had
experience in administering this pro-
gram.

I now quote Governor Hearnes' an-
swer to a question by the distinguished
Senator from Idaho (Mr. JORDAN):

Senator JORDAN. Governor Hearnes, could
you tell the how many of your Governors
would vote if they sat up on this side of the
table for the House-passed legislation with
full implementation now?

Governor HEARNE5. Well, Senator, I think
those who would read the bill would not
be for it in its entirety.

As he and other Governors pointed out
in their testimony, after they read the
bill they saw that it did not achieve the
purpose for which it had been outlined.

Congress made a great mistake a few
years back when it adopted the medicaid
program proposed by the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare on
the premise that It would cost only $238
million more than the then existing
Kerr-Mills bill, which at that time was
around $350 million to $400 million. To-
day we are spending over $4 billion on
that medicaid program.

It would be a great disservice to the
country and to the States to put an
entirely new welfare program of this size
into effect when we have had no testi-
mony or any evidence presented by the
Department or the administration as to
how It would work.

I shall not take the time of the Senate
now to put In the testimony of the other
Governors. I shall do that when I am
speaking in my own right. But every Sen-
ator should read the testimony of these
Governors who testified before our com-
mittee on what they thought of the meas-
ure after they read it. These Governors
had endorsed it before they read It, but
after they had read it four out of five
did not endorse it. The fifth admitted he
had not read It.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the distinguished
Senator. What the Senator has said is
highly Important. Earlier today I pointed
out that there were many items that con-
stitute costs of welfare for a State that
are not included in the savings clause,
whereby the Federal Government guar-
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anjees that their expenses will not ex-
ceed 90 percent of the base year. That
representation has, in my opinion, failed
to provide the full story to the Governors
and other State officials on what they will
face if the Ribicoff-Bennett amendment
Is agreed to.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen-
ator is correct. I talked with some of the
Governors. They recognize and they do
not dispute the fact that this measure
does not provide any reform, as they had
been led to believe they would get. But
most of them are desperately hoping
they can unload the cost of the existing
programs on the Federal Government.
They are buying this measure on the
promise that it will solve their State
budgetary problem.

The misunderstanding that develops
from the administration's promise that
the increased costs of adults over 65, the
blind, and the disabled will not exceed
90 percent of their costs for calendar
year 1970.

On that basis it means that the costs
of that particular program wIB not ex-
ceed 90 percent of last year's cost, and
that they will save 10 percent. But that
is only a small fraction of the total pro-
gram. Federal cost in all welfare pro-
grams, medicaid, food stamps, and so
forth, was $6,200,574,000. That is the
figure for calendar year 1969. For the
States the annual cost was $4,260,128,000,
and for local governments it was an ad-
d.itional $1,284,779,000, for a total of
about $11.5 billion.

Now, the welfare cost of the program
for adults, the blind, and the disabled is
about 20 percent of that total annual
cost. The States will save 10 percent on
this 20 percent, which means they save
2 percent of the overall annual costs. The
10 percent savings Is on only 20 percent
of the total cost. States would not get
that windfall, as many Governors think
they will.

Furthermore, nothing is being said
about who pays for the 14 million welfare
recipients that will be added to the rolls.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the Senator. I
mentioned a provision that Increased
costs by reason of inflation, the rise In
the consumer index, must be borne by
the State. If the index goes up 5 percent
a year at the end of 10 years, the cost in-
stead of being 90 percent carried by the
State would be 140 percent of the base
period.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes. An-
other point that should not be over-
looked is that, regardless of how this bill
may be modified or amended to achieve
transfer of the cost from the States to
the Federal Government, the ultimate
cost of the program is going to be paid by
the same people, the American taxpay-
ers. As far as dollars of the American
taxpayers are concerned, it is immaterial
whether the taxes are levied at the State
level and spent at the State level or lev-
ied at the Federal level and then sent
'ack to the States, perhaps adding to it
U cost of a bureaucracy in Washing-
ton. So there is not going to be any sav-
ing to the taxpayer in transferring the
cost from the State to the Federal Gov-
ernment. All the cost of the program
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could be transferred to the Federal Gov-
ernment and relieve the States and cities
of a lot of money, but the taxpayer would
not be saved a dime.

Mr. CURTIS. That is correct. I would
also like to point out that an expendi-
ture by an individual State or an indi-
vidual locality does not have a great im-
pact on inflation, but centralized ex-
penditures in the Federal Government
under deficit financing have a tremen-
dous impact upon the rate of inflation.
Therefore, we are not helping the people
of the United States, whether they be
taxpayers or nontaxpayers, by merely
transferring expenditures from the State
and local level to the Federal level.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, if the Senator will yield.

Mr. CURTIS. We are taking money
right out of their paycheck through in-
flation.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. But I
think the main point we should never
lose sight of is that while we are talking
about reforming the existing welfare
system, there actually is no reform in this
bill. The Department officials repeatedly
told us that not one welfare recipient
will be getting 1 cent less than he got
this last year.

Mr. CURTIS. And there can be no re-
form in those cases where there is an
abuse.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct. Those who advocate reform have
been going around the country calling
attention to the glaring examples of
abuse under our existing welfare system.
I agree that we need reform, but the
point is that this bill does not reform it.
The only way to reform the welfare law
is by taking away or reducing payments
to persons who are not entitled to those
payments. This bill does not correct a
single abuse in the existing program.

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator is correct.
I would like to call attention to four

lines in the bill, which appear on page
28, lines 4 to 7, inclusive. They read as
follows:

(1) the provisions of, and the rules and
regulations under, sections 442 (a) (2), (c)
and (d), 443(a), 444, 445, 446 (to the extent
the Secretary deems appropriate), 447, and
448 shall be applied.

Mr. President, it is interesting to note
what that means. That means that the
States' welfare programs must comply
with the Federal rules for eligibility. That
exists even though a State is paying a
supplement and is bound to continue
that supplement. It means that the right
to say who is eligible to receive is taken
away from the States. It is placed in Fed-
eral hands. The States must comply with
it. and if they have been paying a sup-
plement, of it they have been paying
more than the Federal share, they are
obliged to continue that supplement not
only for the present recipients but for
those who will be added to the rolls un-
der rules of eligibility over which the
State has no control at all.

A while ago I called attention to one
abuse that existed under existing law in
the State of Nebraska, and that, if the
committee version is adopted, that abuse
will be corrected. I want to call attention

to some more cases that fall in that cate-
gory.

This case involves a mother and two
children under the ADC program. The
mother has gross wages of $455 a month.
Under existing law, she is allowed to de-
duct the taxes, transportation expense,
union dues, and so on, and child care ex-
penses. So after all of those disregards,
she has an income of $301.43.

Under the law and under the rules, an
estimate is made as to what her budget
needs are, taking into account all the
necessary items of expenditure. Those
budget needs are determined to be $259.
She earns $42.43 more than her budget
needs, excluding the $153.50 that is con-
sidered an expense of work.

But because of present law, $175 of the
income is presently disregarded, making
her eligible for a welfare payment of
$132.57, even though her net earnings
exceed her budgetary needs.

That is corrected in the committee bill.
That language is stricken out If we pass
the Ribicoff -Bennett amendment.

What is more, if the Ribicoff-Bennett
amendment becomes law, there is a pro-
vision in it that no recipient shall receive
less than he is drawing now—an abso-
lute bar to any welfare reform so far as
eliminating abuses is concerned.

The case that I have just been talking
about is not what might be called the
case of a culturally deprived person. She
has a high school education and is em-
ployed as a presser in a cleaning estab-
lishment. Yet we are asked to pass a bill
that would perpetuate that abuse.

Here is another case of a mother and
two children under ADC. The mother's
gross wages are $565.32. After deducting
taxes, social security taxes, transporta-
tion, child care, and union dues, her take-
home pay is $361.90. Her budgetary needs
are $269. Her earnings exceed her budg-
etary needs by $92.90.

But because all of the expense of going
to work is disregarded, and $30 is dis-
regarded, and one-third of the balance,
she is entitled to an ADC payment of
$118.87.

This individual has had 1 year of col-
lege and is employed by a packing com-
pany. Her gross wage is $50 a month in
excess of the beginning caseworker in
the welfare program in that country.

The committee dealt with these prob-
lems and agreed on some language in
the committee bill that would bring re-
form in situations like this. The Ribicoff-
Bennett amendment strikes out that re-
form and carries a provision which
amounts to the fact that you cannot do
anything about it.

Let me tell about another case, of a
mother with two children on AFDC. Her
gross wages are $618.15 a month. The
take-home pay, after subtracting child
care, transportation, taxes, union dues,
and social security, is $304.98. Child care
is deducted, so she is only being charged
with $304.98. when her gross wages are
actually $618.

Her budgetary needs are determined
to be $277. She is earning $27.98 each
month more than her budget needs—
earning that in counted income, which,
because it is under $30, Is disregarded.

She draws an AFDC benefit of $140 a
month.

This lady Is employed by Western
Electric Co., and her gross pay exceeds
that of many of the welfare workers who
administer the program.

Here is a case where the gross wages
of the mother with 5 children are
$399.10—almost $400 a month. Her take-
home pay, after she pays her transporta-
tion, is $339.17. Her former husband pays
her $130 child support.

So after the expense of earnings, she
has an income of $469.17 a month. Her
budgetary need is fixed at $423.50. Thus
she has counted income of $45 a month
over her budgetary needs, but, because
of the formula for disregardings, she
draws an AFDC payment of $110.70. She
has a high school education, and works
with a research organization. One of hex
daughters earns approximately $300 a
month during the summer. Because she
is in college, her Income Is disregarded
also.

Here is another case: A mother and
three children on AFDC. This mother
has gross wages of $569.22 a month. Her
take-home pay, less transportation,
amounts to $435.88. Her budgetary need
is determined to be $338.35. Thus her
take-home pay amounts to $97.53 more
than her budgetary needs. But, because
of the formula that calls for disregard-
ing certain of her earnings, she draws an
AFDC payments of $115.54. The budget
includes board and room expenses for
one child in college.

Mr. President, the State of Nebraska
has one of the most generous welfare
programs. I think we are exceeded in the
amount that we pay by only one State.
The program is carefully administered.
People are not put on welfare, ordinarily,
unless there Is need. But if they are
placed on the rolls, the State and local
units of government pay an amount that
is adequate.

So when the State of Nebraska comes
in and points out abuses, and points out
situations where the operation of the
program is not only unfair to those who
pay, but also casts a stigma upon all
those who are on welfare, It is not a mat-
ter of penny pinching; it is a matter of
sound government operation.

Here is another case: A mother with
one preschool child on AFDC has gross
wages of $309.05. But her take-home
pay, less transportation and other work
expenses, is $202.90. Her budgetary
monthly need Is fixed at $171.34. So her
take-home pay, after disregarding trans-
portation and work expenses, Is $31.56
more than her budgetary need. But be-
cause the law says that the first $30 shall
be disregarded, plus one-third of the
earnings thereafter, she draws an AFDC
payment of $94.79. This lady has a high
school education and attended airlines
school.

Here is another case, of a mother and
four children on AFDC. She has gross
wages of $115.20. The take-home pay less
transportation expenses leaves her $96.72
but she is receiving child support from a
former husband of $315 a month. So she
has a net income—not a gross income—
$411.72 a month. Her budgetary needs are
estimated to be $375, so the income in
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excess of need, is $36.72. But because $30
and one-third of the balance of the earn-
ings is disregarded, she is on the rolls.
The payment is small, but she is there for
$25.01.

Mr. President, the existence of such
abuses is a bad thing in any community.
It creates discontent. It creates ill will.
It puts a stigma not only on adults, but
on children. And that is what we were
hoping would be cured in a welfare re-
form bill. That is what the Committee on
Finance worked out, and that is what
would be stricken from their bill if the
Ribicoff -Bennett amendment is adopted.
All recipients are guaranteed that they
will be kept on the rolls and that their
welfare will not be diminished.

I will cite one more case. This is a
mother and two children on AFDC. The
gross wages amount to $468. The take-
home pay, less child care and transporta-
tion, amounts to $253.29. She receives
child support of $53.33. She has a net
income of $306.62. The budgetary need
is estimated to be $287. So her net in-
come is $19.62 more than her budgetary
need. But because the law provides that
certain income shall be disregarded, she
draws an AFDC payment of $140 a month
and receives food stamps.

Mr. President, I am an optimist. I
actually hope that by the time this bill
is exposed on the Senate floor, just as
the previous proposals failed to get a
majority of the votes in the Committee
on Finance, when the features of this
proposal become known, it will be with-
drawn by the proponents. It certainly
should not be adopted and carried along
by the momentum created in the coun-
try for welfare reform, because it isnot
that.

I again invite attention to the declara-
tion of goal, and this is what it says,
lines 2 to 5, page 4:

The Congress hereby establishes a na-
tional goal of assuring all citizens through
Work or assistance in this decade an income
adequate to sustain a decent level of life
and to eliminate poverty among our people.

I am not going to debate that goal.
But I merely point out that that does
not suggest welfare reform, that that
is another proposition, and the Nation
has been led to believe that we had a
welfare reform bill here.

Mr. President, one big, central issue
Is involved in this controversy: Shall we
increase the number of eligible recipients
for welfare—the heads of families—by
some 12 million? How would we increase
them? By adopting a new provision that
one can be fully employed and be eligi-
ble for welfare. It is argued that that
will be a good thing, that if someone
works full time and his income is low,
he should be put on welfare; that some-
how that will be an inducement for oth-
ers, as well as himself, to go from wel-
fare rolls to payrolls.

In miniature form, that is what Con-
gress undertook in the 1967 amend-
ments to the welfare law, in a hope that,
by letting people work and keep their
money, or some of it, and still get a
welfare payment, it would be an induce-
ment to go out and work more and get
off welfare.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. CURTIS. I will yield in a moment.
The experience in Nebraska, and I am

sure in every other State, is the con-
trary—that the provision of the 1967 law,
permitting people to be employed and
then disregard the first $30 of their
monthly income and one-third there-
after, has led to a situation in which they
are not closing any cases because one
could have his wages and also get wel-
fare. Yet, the staff people who took over
a sound proposal of the President to re-
form welfare latched 'onto the principle
that the way to reform welfare Is to per-
mit people to have their wages and wel-
fare, also.

They should have examined the rec-
ord as to what is happening when that
principal has been in operation.

I yield to the distinguished Senator
from Georgia.

Mr. TALMADGE. The distinguished
Senator pointed out that this was sold
as a work of incentive program, and he
stated that, of course, all of us on the
Finance Committee know that the very
opposite is true.

I hold in my hand page A—25 from the
data that the Finance Committee staff
developed on this bill:

Diminished incentive for low-income work
under administ,ration provisions. For a fam-
ily of four headed by a woman, the net value
of each dollar if she moves from unemploy-
ment with no income to fuiltime at the
minimum wage.

We have the illustrations cited—Phoe-
nix, Ariz.; Wilmington, Del.; Chicago,
Ill.; New York, N.Y.

Under existing law, she would retain
62 cents of each dollar she earned. Under
the pending amendment, she would re-
tain only 28 cents—less than half under
existing law.

In Wilmington, Del., she would retain
under existing law, 71 cents of each dol-
lar; undei the administration provision,
only 23 cents of each dollar, which is
diminished by almost two-thirds.

In Chicago, flI., under existing law, she
would retain 54 cents of each dollar she
earned; under the administration revi-
sion, only 27 cents, which is exactly half
of the present law.

In New York., N.Y., she would retain,
under existing law, 60 cents of each
dollar she earned; whereas, under the
pending amendment that would amount
to 30 cents.

Does the Senator share my view that
that is work disincentive rather than a
work incentive?

Mr. CURTIS. That is correct; it cer-
tainly is.

Mr. TALMADGE. Would the Senator
yield in order for me to ask unanimous
consent to insert these figures in the
RECORD at this point?

Mr. CURTIS. I so yield.
Mr. TALMAJJGE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent to have page A—25
printed at this point In the RECORD.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
DIMINISHED INCENTIVE FOR LOW-INCOME

WORK UNDER ADMINISTRATION ZEVI5IONS
For family of 4 headed by a woman, the

net value of each dollar if she moves from
unemployment with no income to full-time
work at the minimum wage:

Phoenix, ArIz.:
Present law
H.R. 16311
Administration revisions

Wilmington, Del.:
Present law
HR. 16311
Administration revisions

Chicago, Ill.:
Present law
HR. 16311
Administration revisions

New York, N.Y.:
Present law
HR. 16311
Administration revisions
(Note: value of public housing excluded)

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the Senator
for yielding, and I compliment him on
the great speech he is making.

If the American people realize what
this bill purports to do, in my judgment,
it will be overwhelmingly defeated. The
Finance Committee studied it carefully
in hearing after hearing, and the first
vote got only one out of 17 affirmative.
They finally managed to work around to
get seven affirmative votes out of 17, and
that is the best they ever obtained in the
Finance Committee. Is that not the Sen-
ator's recollection?

Mr. CURTIS. That is my recollection,
yes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. In con-
nection with the points that the Sen-
ator from Georgia made about this not
being a work incentive, I call the atten-
tion of the Senator to the fact that tables
presented to the committee and the an-
alysis of the bill as It passed the House,
which I mentioned the other day they
have been changed somewhat by a re-
vised bill that came back in October, but
still the principles are there. For ex-
ample, if a female head of a family of
four, had $1,600, with the food stamp
and other benefits she would get in State
supplementais, it would amount to
$3,366; and where that is increased by
earnings to $4,180, If she makes $1,000;
but if they worked twice as hard and
made overtime, they go down to $3,100 or
'$360 less than if left to the one that
makes a thousand.

If that same person works harder and
increases his earnings to $3,000, that
drops back to $3,766. In other words, the
more they earn the less they have. They
lose more than 100 percent of their in-
creased earnings. It is not an incentive
to increase earnings. It is quite the op-
posite. it is an incentive that if one earns
money, he drops back closer to welfare
because they are more than the earnings
would be after taxes.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the distinguished
Senator. It is true that the provisions of
this measure constitute a disincentive to
work.

Mr. TALMADGE. If the Senator will
yield further on that point, I hold in my
hand the hearings before the Committee
on Finance of April 29, 30, and May I,
1970. I quote from page 230 thereof, as
follows:

Senator TALMADGE. How many people on aid
for dependent children have benefited from
the earned-income disregard provision and to
what extent have earnings increased as a
result of this provision?

Mr. ilAwifiNs. The number is quite sub-
stantial. May we submit actual figures on it
for the record?

Cents
62
60
28

71
67
23

54
38
27

60
44
80
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The proportion of women with some earn-

ings within that program is relatively high;
maybe the magnitude of a third or some-
thing, and I think we can—

Senator TALMADGE. Will you submit the
full details for the record, please?

Mr. HAWKINS. Yes, sir?

Those details have not been submitted
to date.

That is one illustration of what the
Finance Committee had to contend with,
time after time. We found in different
areas where delegations were made to
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, and we asked time after
time what action or what decisions they
would make on that delegated power.
What it was was the power to write law
and we asked them to submit that for the
record, and they never have. That is
what we had to contend with in the thear-
ings. We asked for the information. They
would state a conclusion. We would ask
for the information to back up that con-
clusion, and it has not been submitted
as yet. That is the tenor of this whole
legislation. It is a conclusion, some eco-
nomic theory, that more people will work
if we make welfare more attractive,
whereas the figures show the exact oppo-
site is true; is that not correct?

Mr. CURTIS. That is correct.
Mr. President, I have stressed the point

that the individuals at the staff level,
charged with taking over the President's
objective for welfare reform, and the
technicians in the bureaucracy, have
rendered him a disservice. I believe that
they have. Some of them have not done
their homework. When the Finance Com-
mittee started holding hearings on the
proposal, witness after witness from the
Government gave as one of the reasons
for making welfare available to the fully
employed, that it would stop the breakup
of homes, that It would bring an end to
the breakup of family life.

Mr. President, every time I was In
that committee and someone stated that,
I challenged them, because it just is not
so. The breakup of families in the United
States is due to many causes, not the
least of which is the moral breakdown
throughout the country. But, further-
more, their .rgument was several years
late. It used to be that on aid to depend-
ent children, we would pay aid to the
head of the family, usually the mother,
If the father was dead or if he was dis-
abled, or away from home, and that is all.

So there was a father up against it,
but If he left or absconded, his family
could get on AFDC. Congress met that
problem several years ago. It included an
additional category in the AFDC pro-
gram. That Is why we call it aid to fam-
ilies with dependent children. They pro-
vided in the Federal law that the pro-
gram was extended not alone to where
the father was dead, disabled, or absent,
but if he was unemployed. Consequently,
it Is not necessary, so far as the Federal
law Is concerned, for a jobless person to
desert his family In order to get that
family on the AFDC program. Also,the
figures show that those States that run
their program that was-, where unem-
ployed fathers can get on an AFDC pro-
graIn, the percentage of family breakups
was as high as any other place.

The State of New York offers more
assistance to families than any other
State in the Union, yet it leads the Na-
tion in family breakups.

I hold in my hand an article entitled
"The Crisis in Welfare," written by
Daniel P. Moynihan, and here is what he
says.

It must be remembered that the United
States now has a family allowance for broken
Jamilies and that it is widely argued (al-
though typically there are not five cents
worth of research findings on the subject)
that the availability of AFDC payments does
lead to family break up.

In other words, Mr. Moynihan says
there is not 5 cents worth of research to
support the contention that by paying
welfare to the fplly employed will pre-
vent family breakups.

Incidentally, I want to read again from
Mr. Moynihan. This was in a letter to the
Washington Post on Thursday, Novem-
ber 25, 1970.

I read just part of it:
By and large the attacks on the proposal

from ultraconservatives have been factually
accurate.

I think they have. I do not know what
a ultraconservative is.

The statement there that the attacks
have been factually accurate is correct.

It states further:
They understand well enough the basic

principles of the legislation, and the essen-
tial details of its operation, and they op-
pose them.

This, at least, is a credible position. On
those points I agree with this distin-
guished professor. It is based upon facts
that are accurate. We understand what
is in the bill and we opposed it.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.

President, the Senator from Georgia re-
ferred to the fact that this did not cor-
rect the problem dealing with the family
breaking up. The Senator from Nebraska
pointed out that the city of New York,
which has the highest welfare rates, also
has the highest record of split families.
We asked the staff when we were analyz-
ing the bill to check the revised bill—
and I am speaking of the administra-
tion's last revised bill In October, as I
recall the date—to see what would hap-
pen under this bill If It became law In
the cases of split faniilies..

The following example is given of the
Incentive for a family to split up under
the administration bill. This concerns a
welfare family with an unemployed
mother and father with four children
and no other income.

In the city of New York If this family
were to split and the father take two
children and the mother keep two chil-
dren they will increase their combined
income $2,508 under the bill. They could
get $2,508 premium for splitting the
family.

In Chicago a similar family could col-
lect '$2,064 more by splitting the family
than If they were to live In the same
family unit.

In Wilmington, Del., they could get
$1,104 more premium by splitting the
family.
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In Phoenix, Ariz., they could receive
$936 more.

These are bonuses that they could get
by splitting and calling themselves two
welfare families rather than a single
family unit.

I cannot conceive of Congress approv-
ing a social program which actually pays
these bonuses to a family to split and
divide the family unit. It is indefensible.
It is directly opposite to what we have
been told it would do.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, would
that be considered the antiwedlock provi-
sion of the bill?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It could
be considered as one of them. I pointed
out an example the other day concern-
ing a young couple. This example was
prepared by the staff, and I think it
should be used again.

Family A consists of a boy 17, a girl 12,
and a girl of 6. Family B has a girl 16, a
boy 11, and a girl of 8.

If this boy and girl decide to get mar-
ried each family thereby loses a depend-
ency under this bill. They lose a $300
Federal bonus, the State supplement, the
food stamps, medical care, and the extra
housing unit they get as a result of the
extra dependent.

If the young boy and girl get married
they are off the welfare rolls since this is
called aid for dependent children; they
are left out until after the first year or
until they can produce the first child.

However, under the Ribicoff-Bennett
amendment if the girl gets pregnant and
the boy does not marry her until after
the baby is born, the families continue
to collect welfare on them as dependents,
and they end up with a cash bonus of
$1,300. Think of it—the Federal Govern-
ment paying $1,300 as an inducement
for them to have this child out of wed-
lock.

I mentioned this example last week. I
cannot conceive of Congress approving
a bill which would pay $1,300 more to a
couple that has a child out of wedlock
than they would to the family that has
a child after they are married.

As was pointed out a moment ago, a
family of four children receive a pre-
miuni of $2,500 if they split the family.
That is directly opposite to the objectives
the President has said he wants to
achieve and what the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare has said
he wants to achieve.

We can agree on what they say they
want to achieve; however, this bill does
not do it. For this reason the bill should
be rejected. The committee by a vote of
14 to 1 and by a vote of 10 to 6 on an-
other occasion rejected the bill's being
considered in this session.

I agree with the Governors that we
should have tests of some of these plans
to see how they would work before they
are enacted.

By all means the department should
have set down a figure on what John Doe
could have gotten under the bill, rather
than writing up a lot of flowery language.
These are the mathematical results that
were furnished to the committee by HEW
after we began to analyze the bilL

Mr. PresIdent, It Is very evident that
those charged with working out the de-
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tails of this proposal have fallen far
short of the President's goals.

Mr. CURTIS. I submit the matter can
be brought to a vote. I do not desire to
take more time on the matter.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1970

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bIll (HR. 17550) to
amend the Social Security Act to provide
increases In benefits, to improve com-
putation methods, and to raise the earn-
ings base under the old age, survivors,
and disability Insurance system, to make
improvements in the medicare, medicaid,
and maternal and child health programs
with emphasis upon improvements in the
operating effectiveness of such programs,
and for other purposes.
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Mr. President, I move that the Senate

agree to the conference report.
The motion was agreed to.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, under the previous order I was to
be recognized; however, the Senator from
Connecticut suggested that he has a
statement to make. I would like to yield
to the Senator from Missouri and others.
The Senator from Pennsylvania has a
statement to make also. I ask unanimous
consent that rather than my holding the
floor and yielding to them I be recognized
and regain the floor under the previous
order when the consideration of the bill
is resumed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I think the Senator from Connec-
ticut wanted to proceed next. I will re-
serve my remarks until tomorrow.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, argu-
ments against the family assistance plan
have been made in the last few days.

A number of these arguments were
illustrated by the use of charts and sta-
tistics. These arguments and figures have
been used to suggest that serious work
disincentives are created or worsened by
family assistance. This Is not the case.

The Ribicoff -Bennett proposal author-
izes the most significant step forward in

•30 years to develop work incentives
within the welfare program. This step is
the inclusion of the working poor within
the welfare system.

Over 1.8 million American families en-
compassing 10.5 million persons are
headed by full-time workers with income
at o' below the poverty line. These fami-
lies are not now eligible for Federal wel-
fare assistance. Yet, under existing law,
other families which might live In the
same neighborhood or even next door,
are better off on welfare without work-
ing. For the millions of working families,
family assistance Is the first welfare pro-
gram which makes it worthwhile. Under
family assistance, eligibility will no
longer be confined to those who do not or
cannot work. The elimination of the
present discrimination against working
families is a major work incentive.

In New York City, which has admin-
istered a working poor program for 20
years, a 13-month study found that over
97 percent of working families remained
working families after receipt of welfare
benefits. Many of the remaining families
changed their status only because of ill-
ness or death of the father.

I ask unanimous consent that a short
table showing how family assistance will
help the working poor be included at this
point In the RECORD.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

FAMILY OF FOUR WITH FATHER WORKING FULL.TIME AT
$1.00/HOUR

Family
Present law assistance

Earnings
Assistance

Total Income

,
0

®

2000 2,960
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Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the

Ribicoff-Bennett amendment also pro-
poses an expansion of Federal work
training and child care programs. $386
million would be spent in the first year
of the program for expanded day-care
opportunities. More than $200 million
will be spent to provide work training
and upgrading program.

In addition, through an amendment
proposed by Senator HARRIS and I, a
strong public service job program for
welfare reciplent.s will be initiated.

The greatest impediment to moving
welfare recipients from relief to work
is the lack of actual jobs at the end of
the work training programs. The Ribi-
coff-Harris proposal takes a small but
important step to remedy this problem.

Under the family assistance program,
every able-bodied welfare recipient will
be required to register for these work and
work training programs. Failure to so
register will mean an immediate loss of
$500 of FAP benefits.

The charge has also been made that
family assistance would further encour-
age break up of families and illegitimacy.

Mr. President, those problems are pre-
cisely what family assistance Is designed
to end—not encourage. By providing as-
sistance to all families—not merely brok-
en families, as is now the case—the pro-
gram eliminates the Incentive for low-
income families to separate.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I am pleased to yield.
Mr. HANSEN. According to the In-

formation I have, the October revised
revision would retain the $500 penalty
provision, as the distinguished Senator
has pointed out, but would delete the
provision for disregarding income tax
payments. Testimony developed at the
hearings on the bill showed that the $500
reduction In family assistance would
actually result In reduction of only $241
in family Income since benefits under
other kinds of welfare type programs
increase as family Income decreases.

May I ask the distinguished Senator
fi'om Connecticut if that checks with his
understanding of the bill?

Mr. RIBICOFF. May I say that I do
not have that Information. It would de-
pend on what the total amount was that
a person was receiving. I do not Imag-
ine that a person with a family of four
receiving $1,600 would be Involved much
by way of income tax. I do not have the
figures. I shall supply them for the REC-
ORD, if I can, before the night Is over.

Mr. HANSEN. I thank my friend.
There being no objection the figures

were as follows:
A family of four with no other income

would lose $500 of family assistance if a
member of that family refused to register
for work. In addition, State supplementary
payments would be reduced by one-fourth.
Thus if the State supplement were $1,500
the total loss to the family would be $875.
This loss might be reduced by anywhere from
$0 to $225 if food stamps and other programs
Increased the benefits to the family because
of its income reduction.

Mr. RIBICOFF. In addition, the most
scientific methods now In existence will
be employed to provide a continuing
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evaluation and investigation to prevent
fraud in this program.

It has also been mentioned that the
family asslstanóe plan provides a $1,300
incentive for couples to have children.
This so-called incentive is also present
in existing programs. The defect could
be easily remedied by providing welfare
eligibility for childless couples, which Is
a step I have advocated for sometime
and even proposed to the Finance Com-
mittee in the form of an amendment to
H.R. 16311. This, of course, would be a
further expansion of family assistance.

Reliance has been placed on charts
which attempt to set forth the "notch"
effect of family assistance by which, it
Is explained, the programs will encour-
age welfare recipients not to work.

These charts, which are confined to
examples of families headed by mothers,
show the cumulative dollar totals of wel-
fare, food stamps, medicaid, and housing
programs.

It is my opinion, which is shared by
many, that these tables do not show the
true effect of family assistance or reflect
its impact on most welfare recipients.

First, over 90 percent of all welfare
recipients cannot accumulate all the
benefits which are shown on these charts.
Slightly over a third are eligible for food
stamps, less than 10 percent are In public
housing. Furthermore, these charts are
exclusively used to show the circum-
stances of female-headed families which
will comprise less than half of the eli-
gible recipients under family assistance.
Families headed by a working male will
not be eligible for medicaid, or State
supplements.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It is

true that the charts refer to female-
headed families, but that form was se-
lected by the Department Itself. We
asked If a different picture would be
shown if the Department had provided
different charts for male-headed fami-
lies, and the answer was "No." If they
would provide different charts we would
be glad to display them. They did not
submit any, so I assume that while the
picture would be slightly different the
patterns would be the same. If the pat-
terns were not the same It Is the De-
partment itself that Is at fault for not
advising us. I repeat, these are the charts
they sent to the committee, and they
selected the type we were going t3 use.

Mr. RIBICOFF. May I say to the Sen-
ator that I share some of the frustra-
tion mentioned by other members of the
Finance Committee who are on the other
side of the issue. It Is absolutely true that
the committee, collectively and Individ-
ually, asked for information lme and
time daln, and this Information has
not been forthcoming, I, as well as they,
decry the failure to have the coopera-
tion which the committee was cntltled
to have. It would have made the job
of all of us that much easier If the In-
formation had been forthcoming.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That Is
correct.

If the Senator will yield further, an-
other point to be made on these charts
Is that they tried to point out that there
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would be a minimal effect by saying that
less than 8 percent of the people were in
public housing. That included farm areas
and rural areas, where there is no public
housing. Those figures are misleading
because in the city of Wilmington in my
own State, the figure representing those
under public housing, Is not 8 percert but
28 percent, while in New York State the
figure Is a much lower one. But In New
York State and in some other States they
use rent supplements instead of public
housing. So when they talk about pub-
lic housing, they do not Include rent
supplements or various other programs
which should be included.

I think all those programs must be re-
lated. I know the Senator from Connec-
ticut would insist on getting all that
Information.

If we take an area where public Lious-
ing is not used and that item of the pro-
gram is eliminated but if there is another
program which Is substituted for It that
particular program should be substi-
tuted. Unfortunately we have not had
any cooperation from the Department
in getting a real breakdown.

This is not a criticism of the Senator
from Connecticut because he has been as
frustrated as the rest of us In getting In-
formation. It has been Impossible In our
case in view of this complete lack of
cooperation from the Department.

I thank the Senator for yielding.
Mr. RIBICOFP. I thank the Senator.
Second, few, if any, welfare recipients

are encouraged to work or not to work by
eligibility for medicaid. This Is not a cash
program, but a health program. Sickness
is unpredictable. When no illness is In-
curred no medIcaid benefits are received.
it is unlikely that loss of medicaid cov-
erage would deter anyone from working
particularly when other, private health
plans would be available.

Third, the family assistance plan ac-
tually corrects the many additional
"notches" which the present program
perpetuates. Those few that remain are
not the result of family assistance but of
other programs. As pointed out above,
many of these "notches" are illusory and
most are corrected by family assistance.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
Ident, will the Senator yield at that
point? I dislike Interrupting him.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen-

ator is correct. In one city the average
medicaid benefit was calculated at $1,100
per family. It Is true that family A may
not have benefited from any medicaid at
all and another family may have bene-
fited to the extent of $2,500. There Is this
other factor to consider, however. While
It is true that a family may or may not
benefit under medicaid, depending on
the health of the family, If one goes on
the labor force and Is no longer on wel-
fare he has to pay for the health Insur-
ance. So that Is a deduction from pay be-
cause he has to pay for that health In-
surance. That Is what creates this notch
plus the fact that money earned is tax-
able while welfare payments are tax-
exempt.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I think that point will
be touched upon by the next point, that
the family assistance program actually
corrects the many additional notches
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which the plan perpetuates. It is true
that taken alone, the result of the fam-
ily assistance plan is that most of these
notches are illusory and most are cor-
rected by the family assistance plan.

I can understand what the Senator
from Delaware was trying to do in com-
mittee, and I can understand his con-
tinued frustration when we talk about
the family assistance plan and when the
medicaid and housing and other pro-
grams have not been drawn together to
make a whole. But when we talk of the
family assistance plan, many of the
notches as a result of other programs
Congress has adopted, including the ad-
ministration of those programs, are
eliminated.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I agree
completely on that point. I said the
other day that if we forgot momentarily
the other programs related to welfare
and looked at nothing but the charts
presented on the family assistance pro-
gram one could have a picture of a
progressive incentive to work. It is when
we start considering the other programs
that notches are developed. I was disap-
pointed that since the other agencies are
still a part of the Government these
plans had not been put together and
considered as a whole.

There is no excuse for their not having
been considered together.

Mr. RmICOFF. That is one reason
why I have been so insistent on having
pilot programs, because the family as-
sistance plan goes into effect in July of
1972. It would be my hope that, in the
trial period, we in the Finance Commit-
tee would monitor it very closely and get
an overall picture of all the other pro-
grams working together with family as-
sistance, and we would have an oppor-
tunity between March 1, 1972, and July
1, 1972, to correct any inequities.

This is a monumerital pIogram, and I
have tried to the best of my ability, on
this floor and in committee, to point out
that we do not know all the answers, and
that I share many doubts of other Sena-
tors; but I do believe in the basic philos-
ophy, and that the program is worth
trying.

STATE SAVINGS

A point has been made that the State
fiscal savings clause In the Ribicoff -Ben-
nett amendment only applies to the
expenses ol the adult categories. In fact
the 90-percent-freeze clause applies to
families as well as aged, blind, and dis-
abled recipient&

Under present law welfare costs under
AFDC—both State and Federal—are in-
creasing at the rate of 30 percent an-
nually. At this rate, with no change in
the law, costs will more than double in 3
years. The fiscal savings provision In the
Ribicoff -Bennett amendment is vitally
necessary to save the States from finan-
cial catastrophe.

REPUBLICAN GOVERNORS

Mr. President, there has been some
misunderstanding regarding the position
of the Republican Governors on the Ribi-
coff-Bennett amendment. I ask unan-
imous consent that a copy of a telegram
responding that the Republican Gover-
nors' Association favors the amendment
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by 14 to 2 be printed in the RECORD at
this point.

The telegrp,m is dated December 16,
and was sent from Sun Valley to Secre-
tary Elliot Richardson.

There being no objection, the telegram
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
Secretary ELLIOT L. RICHARDSON,
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-

fare, Washington, D.C.:
At an executive session of the Republican

Governors Association this noon, I presented
the matter of the family assistance plan and
the Ribicoff-Bennett amendment. The RGA
Voted to su7port the Prisident's family as-
sistance plan with 14 in favor, 2 opposed
and 3 abstentions

RUSSELL W. PETERSON,
Governor of Delaware.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. RrBICOFF. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. TALMADGE. If the Senator will
refer to his amendment, on page 9, line
10, appears the heading "Exclusions
From Income."

Then on page 10, beginning on line 16,
it reads:

(5) food stamps or any other assistance
(except veterans' pensions) which is based
on need and furnished by any State or polit-
ical subdivision of a State or any Federal
agency, or by any private agency or organiza-
tion exempt from taxation under section 501

And so forth.
Would that not make it possible for

a foundation which is a tax-exempt or-
gánization to make grants to individuals
in any amount, any sums of money an-
nually, and those individuals would still
be eligible for welfare at the same time?

Mr. RIBICOFF. That is correct: This
would allow a foundation which would
like to supplement and even raise above
the poverty level recipients of grants to
make such grants to Individuals. The
Senator is correct in his statement.

Mr. TALMADGE. Let me give the
Senator a hypothetical case. Many foun-
dations do outstanding jobs in cancer
research, tuberculosis research, and other
health matters. Suppose they take some
eminent doctor, and give him a grant
of $100,000 a year to do research on a
cure for cancer. Under that provision,
would he not be eligible for welfare at
the same time?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I think that is far-
fetched, While it could be possible, I
cannot imagine an eminent doctor who
was doing cancer research with a
$100,000 a year grant who would not have
income from a hospital or university
upon which he would have to pay taxes,
but would rely upon himself and his f am-
ily living on $1,600 ayear.

Mr. TALMADGE. I am asking whether
the Senator's amendment would not
authorize his eligibility for welfare.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Yes; It might author-
ize his eligibility, but as a realist—and I
know the Senator from Georgia is a
realist, too—I have no fear of that taking
place.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, we are
dealing with a law now, and not a theory.
The Senator admits that his amendment
would authorize such an individual to be
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eligible for welfare if he were living on a
grant of $100,000 a year.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Yes; but while this
could happen, I do not think the law is
that much of an ass.

Mr. TALMADGE. That is what the
Senator wrote into the amendment, and
I am asking him to explain it, and he
admits that what I say is true. That is
just one of the many imperfections in
this amendment that I think ought to be
clarified.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, while, as the Senator suggests,
that might be a far-fetched example of
what could happen. I point out that
when we were considering the Tax Re-
form Act and that section dealing with
foundations we had an example where a
foundation had taken practically the en-
tire staff of the late Senator Kennedy
and given them for 2 years a grant of
approximately $25,000 a year with travel
expenses. They were going to take care
of those individuals, the excuse being
that they had no other source of in-
come.

On that basis, if this bill had been in
effect, all the members of the staff of
that Senator would not only have their
grants from that foundation but would
be eligible for welfare payments under
this bill because we were told in the com-
mittee that they had no other source of
income.

Mr. RJBICOFF. Mr. President, I would
like to add that on page 10, line 17, the
amendment refers to "food stamps or
any other assistance—'which is based
on need.'"

I do not imagine that a research chem-
ist doing research under a foundation
grant would be in need. The amend-
ment also contains an assets test.

Mr. TALMADGE. Will the Senator
yield further?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield.
Mr. TALMADGE. In line 19, the word

"or" appears, so it is in the alternative.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I would

like to pursue this matter further, but
the minority leader must make a state-
ment by 6 o'clock or be taken off the
floor.

As the Senator from Delaware knows
from our colloquy on his unanimous-
consent request of a few days ago, I was
most anxious not to have this amend-
ment in the second degree. I was very
hopeful to be able to afford every Mem-
ber of this body a chance to put in per-
fecting amendments, whether it be the
Senator from Iowa, the Senator from
Oklahoma, or the Senator from Georgia.
I would have been the first to try to cor-
rect the point that the Senator from
Georgia has made, but we were put in
the position that we had no alternative
but to make this amendment in the sec-
ond degree.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield.
Mr.'WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen-

ator Is correct on that point. Both he and
I tried on two or three occasions to get
this bill into a posture where it could be
amended and voted on on its merits, but
neither of us were able to get it into that
posture.
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Mr. JAVITS subsequently said: Mr.

President, on Saturday, certain analyses
were made by the distinguished Senator
from Delaware respecting the effect of
the family assistance plan contained In
the Rlblcoff-Bennett proposal upon my
State of New York. I asked the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
to analyze those analyses made by Sen-
ator WILLIAMS. They do not agree with
him, Mr. President, as to their effect and
the alleged inequities which would result.
I shall diseuss these in detail at an ap-
propriate time, but I did feel that at the
earliest moment they should stand' In
the RECORD, so that anyone who wishes
may read these replies.

So I ask unanimous consent that the
letter of the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, signed by the Hon-
orable John G. Venernan, Under Secre-
tary, be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed In the RECORD,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND Wsi.ssaz,

December 21, 1970.
Hon. JACOB JAVITS.
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR JAVITS: The following is In
response to your request for comment on
certain statements made by Senator Williams
(Delaware) In the Congressional Record of
December 19, relating to the effect of the
Ribicoff-Bennett proposal upon the State of
New York.

On page 520807, Senator Willlanis cites an
example that leaves the impression that the
Riblcoff-Bennett proposal would pay a $1300
bonus for an illegitimate child.

He states that "this bill actually provides
a $1300 bonus from the Federal Oovernment
to a mother to have an illegitimate baby over
and above what would be paid If the baby
were born In wedlock."

Under the existing AFDC program, a child-
less couple Is not eligible for benefits—nor
would they be under the Family Assistance
Plan. The presence of children Is required for
eligibility.

In fact, it Is the present program which
rewards illegitimacy. Currently, families In
which the father is married and working full
time are not eligible for any federally assisted
welfare. But If the father were not married
to the mother, she and her children would
be eligible. PAP, would for the first time
make the Intact family eligible thus reduc-
ing the financial reward for illegitimacy.

The Bill also mandates State supplementa-
tion to families in which the father Is unem-
ployed. This Is now done In New York on an
optional basis but It not done in 25 states. In
these latter states, an intact family may now
receive no assistance even though It has no
income. In contrast, families where the father
has deserted or in which the child Is il-
legitimate would be eligible. Thus, the Ribi-
coff-Bennett proposal is a step toward re-
ducing illegitimacy and desertion.

In Senator Williams comments he left an-
other distorted Impression regarding bene-
fits available In New York.

In the chart published on page S 20810, an
Impression is left that a family of four in
New York without any earnings would re-
ceive money and benefits totaling $6210.

The following facts must be considered:
(a) probably no more than I or 2% of the

families on public assistance in New York
have available to them all of the benefits
lIsted on the chart.

(b) only 73 % of the welfare recipients In
New York City live In public housing, which
is worth $989 to a family without income.
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Ninety-two and a half percent of the families
do not receive this $989.

(c) The Impression Is also left that all
recipients receive food stamps valued at $312
annually. The fact is that 60% of the welfare
recipients In New York do not participate In
the food stamp program.

(d) The Impression Is left that every fam-
ily on public assistance receives $1153 in
medical benefits. This Is the average ex-
penditure in New York and is available only
if there Is Illness. The payments are made di-
rectly to the providers of the medical services
for an illness Incurred by the family.

Another Issue was raised by Senator Wil-
liams on page 20807 where he stated that "In
New York, a welfare family will collect a
higher premium on family splitting. They
collect $2508 more as two families than if
they live as one family. They can collect that
every year under this bill, If they will just
separate—the husband taking part of the
children and the wife taking the other
children."

This is highly distorted, In this respect the
Bill does not change the present law. In New
York, under law, a family of six, husband,
wife and four children receive a total of $329
per month, plus rent. A family of three re-
ceives a cash payment of $179 per mohth plus
rent. Thus, the total of two families of three
would be $858 per month plus rent. This
means that the net cash differences between
one family of six and two families of three is
$29 per month or $348 per year rather than
$2508 stated by Senator Williams. The fam-
ily situation with respect to rent, Medicaid,
and food stamps would be the same in both
cases.

If I can be of further assistance, please do
not hesitate to let me know.

Sincerely,
JOHN 3. VENEMAN,

Under Secretary.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have
shown a copy of this letter to Senator
WILLIAMS, who desires me to yield on
this matter.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I appreciate the Senator from New
York putting this letter in the RECORD,
and I note It Is signed by Mr. Veneman.

I only point out that the charts I used
In my statement of last Saturday and
the figures I quoted were also presented
to the committee by Mr. Veneman, the
same Mr. Veneman. This is the first time
I have heard of an administration con-
tradicting his own figures by claiming
he gave false Information to a congres-
sional committee.

This only shows the confusion and that
they cannot even agree 2 days at a time,
because all the figures I used were over
the signature and finished by HEW Let
them decide which time they are telling
the truth.

It further supports my position that
we should reject this bill, and I think we
need some new men in the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare who
at least can stay on the same side of a
questIon 24 hours.

I shall discuss this letter later. Per-
haps the committee erred In not placing
the Government witnesses under oath.

S 20951
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SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1970

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if I
may, I ask unanimous consent in accord-
ance with the agreement reached some
days ago that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of Calendar No. 1443, H.R.
17550.

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

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

HR. 17550, a bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to provide increases in benefits, to
improve computation methods, and to raise
the earnings base under the old-age, sur-
vivors, and disability insurance system, to
make improvements in the medicare, medi-
caid, and maternal and child health programs
with emphasis upon improvements in the op-
erating effectiveness of such programs, and
for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection the Senate will continue with
the consideration of the bill.

The Senate will be in order. The
majority leader cannot be heard.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SCHWEIKER). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded 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.

Under the previous order the Senator
from Delaware is recognized.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I am going to make another
effort to see if we can get this particular
bill off dead center.
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Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, we
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.
President, I am going to make another
effort to see If we can get this bill off
dead center and to a point where the
Senate can vote either up or down on
various provisions in which we are in-
terested.

There is no question but that there
seems to be quite a bit of controversy in
this bill.

Mr. President, may we have order?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senators

will be seated. The Senate will be in
order.

The Senator may proceed.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.

President, since no one is interested, per-
haps this is a good time to present the
unanimous-consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What Is
the request?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thought
I would get silence if I made that sug-
gestion.

The Senator from Pennsylvania ap-
pears ready to object, but I hope he will
not object when the request is presented.

We have a problem here where there
is considerable discussion and contro-
versy about whether the Senate should or
should not agree to the family assistance
plan. There is also a controversy with
regard to the trade agreements.

I am going to make the suggestion that
we delete titles 111, IV, and V from the
bill, which deal with trade, the cata-
strophic insurance, the welfare amend-
ments, and also delete the Ribicoff-Ben-
nett amendment and the Scott amend-
ment and the Talmadge amendment,
which I offered for the trade agreements.
That would strip the bill down to titles
I and II. Title I is social security and
cash benefits and title II provides revi-
sions in medicare and medicaid. If we
would strip the bill down to those two
titles we could get this bill enacted this
afternoon, We could soon dispose of the
social security section and on Monday
the medicare and medicaid section and
take the bill to conference. This would
get these social security increases out to
the public at an early date.

If the proposal is to be successful it
would be necessary to have a gentleman's
agreement that these controversial mat-
ters now being deleted will not be sub-
mitted as a part of the revised bill, be-
cause if one of them is submitted the
others will be submitted, and we will be
back where we are now.

If that is done we could ask unani-
mous consent to consider the amend-
ments in titles I and II en bloc for the
purpose of procedure, and they could
be considered as original text for the
purpose of amendment. Further, I would
agree to limit the time on all amend-
ments to 1 hour.

I do not know whether we could get
such an agreement, but there must be
a recognition of the fact that this bill
will not become law as long as the trade
sections and guaranteed annual income
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features are added to it. In the mean-
time, a lot of people who are hoping for
an increase in social security benefits
are going to be disappointed.

I am wondering If the Senator from
Pennsylvania could go along with such
a proposal.

Mr. SCOTr. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. SCOTT. I would say, first, to the

Senator that I would like to read to the
Senate a letter oftoday's date addressed
to Representative GERALD R. FORD of the
other body. This may help answer the
Senator's question. The letter states:

DECEMBER 22, 1970.
Hon. GERALD R. FoRD,
U.S. House 0/ Representatives,
Washington., D.C.

DEAR JERRY: In response to your question
about my attitude toward the Social Secur-
ity legislation now stalled in the Senate, be
assured that I favor quick enactment.

-

Some Senators contend that Social Secur-
ity legislation cannot be salvaged In this
Senate unless welfare reform, appropriation
bills and other vital measures are sacrificed,
I am not yet willing to concede the Senate's
indifference or impotence. I have urged the
Senate to bring to vote all of this important
work that lies before it. There is still plenty
of time to do what is necessary before Jan-
uary 3.

Should the Senate be unable or unwilling
to adopt these vital measures by then, I
will resubmit the Social Seourity benefit in-
creases and welfare reform, along wh the
other key bills that remain unenacted. And
I will propose that the Social Security in-
creases be retroactive in their effect to Jan-
uary 1, 1971, so that no Social Security re-
cipient is harmed by the Senate's failure to
act.

Sincerely,

Under the circumstances whereby the
President has made clear his desire for
the inclusion of welfare reform and so-
cial security, and the feeling we should
act on both, I have not, of course, lodged
any objection at this time but I would
wait until the Senator submits his pro-
posal.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I will
submit it as a unanimous-consent pro-
posal because it is always gratifying to
find the Senator supporting the Presi-
dent, and I would not want to let this ses-
sion of Congress go by without giving him
that opportunity.

Mr. SCOTT. The Senator knows I sup-
port the President about as often as any
Member of the Senate, and I cite the
Congressional Quarterly as evidence of
that.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am
well aware of the Senator's record. He
always votes with him when he thinks
the President is on his side.

Mr. SCOTT. When the President is
right, which is the largest part of the
time.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Seriously,
I think this proposal is the only logical
solution. As the Senator from Connecti-
cut will confirm, I supported him before
on a series of unanimous-consent re-
quests to limit debate. I would like to
see this matter voted on, up or down—
all features of the bill.

As the Senator from Connecticut
knows, I am opposed to the pending
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Ribicoff-Bennett amendment, and I ex-
p'ct to vote against it. However, I have
noobjection to the Senate voting, and I
shall abide by the decision of the Senate.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent now that the time on all amend-
ments in this bill be limited to 2 hours
and that time on the bill not exceed 4
hours with the time equally divided. I
ask unanimous consent that we start vot-
ing, that the amendment of the Senator
from Connecticut be the first amendment
voted on, and that we vote on all amend-
ments to amendments, up or down, at
this session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
Senator from Delaware now proposing
that as an unanimous-consent agree-
ment?

Mr. WiLLIAMS of Delaware. I with-
hold it now, but I am going to propose It.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the

Senator agree that we vote on the Ribi-
coff-Bennett proposal under the unani-
mous-consent request at 5 o'clock Tues-
day, December 29?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Why
wait until Tuesday? Is the Senator afraid
to vote tonight? We could vote in 2
hours.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that time start running Immediately,
that there be a time limitation on all
amendments, including the R.iblcoff
amendment, of 2 hours, and that .there
be a limitation of time on all amend-
ments to amendments.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, obviously

the Senator knows he will get no such
unanimous-consent proposal agreed to.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am an
optimist.

Mr. JAVITS. I am sorry. I have the
reservation. The Senator knows that he
will not get such a unanimous consent.
On the other hand, the suggestion of the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. RisicoFF)
Is an excellent one. If the Senator from
Delaware wishes to get a vote on the
Ribicoff amendment, I do not think any-
one is afraid to do so. With respect to
the Senator's proposal, I have no objec-
tion to voting today on the RIbicoff-en-
nett amendment, but the Senator knows
very well when he wraps it up with every-
thing else, it is going to be objected to;
and so if necessary, If the Senator Insists
on pressing his request, I will object.

Mr. President, I do object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection

is heard.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-

ident, I presented this proposal In good
faith. I realize that one amendment at
a time could be taken up, and we could
get consent on it if every Senator agreed.
On the other hand, we are not going to
get anywhere unless we get consent to
all of them. I think that is perfectly
proper procedure.

Under this agreement the very first
rollcall vote would be on an amendment
to which I have very strong objections
and one on which I will do everything

I can to urge the Senate to defeat. I am
willing to have that as the very first vote.
I do not know what more one could
offer.

Since there has been an objection
there is another possibility. In the parlia-
mentary situation in which we find our-
selves, the Ribicoff amendment, much to
his regret, is not subject to amendment.
The Senator from Iowa has amendments
which he would like to be considered and
thinks they should be. The Senator from
Oklahoma has amendments which he
would like to offer.

Since I cannot get consent to the first
request, I ask unanimous consent that
we eliminate from the pending bill the
Ribicoff -Bennett amendment and the
Scott amendment and the trade amend-
ment which I offered on behalf of the
Senator from Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE).
That would leave the bill—if the Senator
from Pennsylvania will just wait a min-
ute before objecting because it is like
introducing amendments without read-
ing them; sometimes it is disastrous to
object before one knows what is being
asked.

That Is the first part of the proposed
agreement.

The second part would be to consider
all the committee amendments en bloc
and treat the bill as original text. Then
it would be open to amendment.

I would be willing to go along with
that, with the further proviso that the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBI-
corr) be recognized first, in order that
he may offer his family assistance
amendment. It would then be the pend-
ing busines before the Senate and would
be subject to amendment by the Senator
from Oklahoma or the Senator from
Iowa, or whoever else wanted to offer
amendments. Then we could vote on
them. That would be proper procedure.
I would be willing to enter into a time
limitation on these amendments.

I have discussed this matter with the
Senator from Connecticut. This is not
taking his amendment down. It is only
taking his amendment down tempo-
rarily, and he could again offer it to any
part of the bill. In that manner we would
get to a vote. His amendment would be
the first to be offered and could be put
anywhere in the bill. Then we could prorn
ceed in an orderly manner.

I would be perfectly willing to present
that combined package as a unanimous
consent request, all with the provision
that the Senator from Connecticut be
the first Senator to be recognized.

I yield to the Senator from Vermont.
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, there are

millions of people In this country who
are almost wholly dependent for their
welfare and happiness on their social se-
curity checks. There are presumably
hundreds of thousands of others who are
desperately in need of medicare bene-
fits, of which the Senator from Dela-
ware has spoken.

I do not think it is a good Christmas
present for those people to tell them that
we are going to insist on a situation in
the Senate which denies them even a
little bit of help which we could give
them to enable them to enjoy life a little
more and to enjoy a little better health
when we vote on the request of the Sen-

ator from Delaware. I think I would be
ashamed to object to It.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I won-
der if we can make it clear and whether
the Senate understands what the pro-
posal of the Senator from Delaware is.
I would like to have it made clear.

My understanding is that the Senator
from Delaware proposes that we with-
draw both the Williams and Talmadge
amendment, the Scott and Ribicoff and
Bennett amendments, that all the com-
mittee amendments be adopted en bloc,
and that the bill be considered as orig-
inal text; that at that stage the Ribicoff-
Bennett amendment will be the
first amendment to be offered to the
bill; and that then, of course, since It is
in the first degree, that it will be subject
to amendments from the floor; that a
time limitation be agreed upon on all
amendments to the Ribicoff-Bennett
amendment and a time limitation on the
Bennett-Ribicoff proposal. There will be
definitive votes on all those amendments.

That is the only limitation the Sen-
ator has in mind at this point.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I would have no objection to such
a limitation if we could get it. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut has outlined It
correctly. I repeat, in this consent we
would withdraw both the Williams-Tal-
madge and the Ribicoff-Bennett-Scott
amendments. That would leave the bill
at that point as reported by the com-
mittee. Then we would agree to all the
committee amendments en bloc and
treat them as original text for the pur-
pose of amendment. Then at that point,
as part of the same request, the Sen-
ator from Connecticut would be recog-
nized to offer the Bennett-Ribicoff
amendment, or whatever amendment he
wished, as a substitute for part of the
bill or as an addition to the bill, and to
offer it in any manner or at any point
he wished. In that way we could proceed
to a vote.

As far as I am concerned, the agree-
ment could provide that the Senator
from Oklahoma would be the next one
recognized to offer an amendment. I do
not care who offers the amendment, but
let us get to voting on it.

I think the Senator from Oklahoma
has an amendment. I know the Senator
from Iowa has an amendment.

I repeat, so that we can get started, I
would be willing to have it understood
that included as a part of the agreement
is the understanding that after the Sen-
ator from Connecticut offers his amend-
ment, the next amendment will be that
of the Senator from Oklahoma. I do
not care who gets the floor after that. I
just mentioned the Senator from Con-
necticut so that he would know he would
have the first opportunity to offer his
amendment.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. CURTIS. Is the Senator offerln

a time limitation on all amendments to
be offered?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No. That
request was objected to earlier.

After the Senator from Oklahoma of-
fered his amendment he might ask for
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consent to vote on it in 30 minutes or an
hour. Or at that time we may get a broad,
general agreement. That would be all
right. If we tied it up this far we would
at least have it before us in an orderly
manner.

The Senator from Connecticut has re-
peatedly pointed out that if we are going
to vote on his proposal it should be open
to amendment. The Senator from Okla-
homa and the Senator from Iowa have
amendments; I do not know of any other
Senator who has an amendment.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. RIBICOFF. First, I would like to

make a preliminary comment that I have
known right along that the Senator from
Delaware has been violently opposed to
the family assistance plan. He has been
consistent in his opposition. Right from
the start he has said he would not stand
in the way of a vote on the family assist-
ance plan. He was not going to fflibuster.
He agreed to have a vote. He wanted his
position explained. He wanted other Sen-
ators to have an opportunity to explain
their positions.

I have never felt such a sense of self-
righteousness that I thought the Ben-
nett-Ribicoff amendment had to be
adopted word for word as submitted. I
have always felt that other Members of
this body should have the opportunity of
offering amendments to this complicated
proposal.

I wonder if I could make inquiry of
the two Senators who I know have
definite amendments. I do not know
about other Senators, but I know the
Senator from Iowa and the Senator from
Oklahoma have a series of amendments
to offer. Would there be a willingness on
their part to have a time limitation on
their amendments to the Bennett-Ribi-
cot! amendment, under the request made
by the Senator from Delaware?

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield, so that I
might respond to that?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. HARRIS. May I say that I think

the Idea of making the committee bill
original text Is the way to move on this
measure, as I have said earlier, and .1
hope we may be able to agree to do that.
I certainly would be willing to have a
limitation of 30 minutes, 15 minutes to a
side, on the amendments which I wish
to offer, because I am anxious that we
get an up-or-down vote on the welfare
reform proposal in amendable form.

So I would be willing to agree to any
such time limitation. I can speak only
for myself; there may be others who
want to be heard on the question of
time, but I would like to see this bill
made original text for the purpose of
amendment, and, at least on the welfare
p'oposal and social security, the medi-
care and medicaid proposals, child care,
and the health insurance and cata-
strophic illness proposals, have some
time limitation.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield so that I
may respond?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
to the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I have
only one printed amendment, but, as I
think the Senator from Connecticut
knows, I have three or four others, at
least, that I would like to offer.

I stated the other day just what the
Senator from Oklahoma has said, that
the way to proceed on this matter, in
my judgment, was to have a time limita-
tion. I think It might be better not to
have a uniform time limitation, because
some of these amendments would re-
quire longer discussion than others; but
I certainly would be most happy to join
in any agreement on an ad hoc basis,
preferably to have a time limitation.

The Senator from Connecticut says
that he would like to have this time
available and the opportunity available,
and yet it was my understanding that
the other day when the Senator from
Pennsylvania tiled a technical amend-
ment, the Senator from Connecticut and
the Senator from Utah were the ones
who put their amendment on that tech-
nical amendment and locked it up.

Mr. RrBICOFF. That is right.
Mr. MILLER. And that was with full

knowledge, as I understand it; it was
planned, and without consultation of
others of us who have amendments, cer-
tainly not with me and I know without
consulting with at least one or two others
who have amendments.

I am pleased that there has been a lit-
tle reassessment of the matter. I am
not going to be a dog in the manger
about it. I want to see progress made.
But I just think that, in fairness I
should point out that the mess we are
in now has been made, made deliberately
by those who filed the technical amend-
ment and the amendment to it.

I am willing to go along notwithstand-
ing that, and work out an agreement,
but let us all very clearly understand
that we are in this mess because of a
deliberate act. There was nothing ac-
cidental about it at all.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, may I
respond?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
to the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. RIBICOFF. There certainly was
not anything accidental. It was delib-
erate, and the reason why It was done
that way was that we did not get a
unanimous-consent agreement on the
original proposal made by the Senator
from Delaware; and the Senator from
Delaware, on a parliamentary basis, has
introduced his amendment, and a ffli-
buster was going on that amendment.

The Senator from Utah, the Senator
from Pennsylvania, and I realized that
unless we followed this procedure, we
would never get a vote on the family
assistance program, because we would
have a filibuster on the trade provision.
I deplored it, but we had no other alterna-
tive than this procedure to bring the f am-
ily assistance program before the Senate
as the pending order of business. We did
this deliberately; yes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Presi-
dent, I find no fault with the procedure
followed by the Senator from Connecti-
cut. He followed the Senate rules which
apply to all of us.

But I suggest that we not spend time
talking about what happened in the past.
We know what happened. Let us talk
about where we are and what we can do.
We are tied up in a confused mess here,
let us face it. If we are not going to reach
any agreement we might as well lay the
bill aside, because everyone in this Cham-
ber knows it is not going to be voted on
unless we can get some such agreement.
I am just trying to get it to a vote.

I have no objection to a vote. I have
never been so conceited as to think that I
alone am right and everyone has to agree
with what I say. I just wanted Senators
to be afforded an opportunity to listen to
a little of what I have to say, and let me
at least get it off my chest. They have,
and I think that now an orderly pro-
cedure would be to start voting on the
entire bill.

Let us vote on the various proposals,
either up or down.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
for a question.

Mr. MILLER. I know the Senator from
Delaware is trying very hard to help the
Senate untangle itself. But suppose that
the unanimous-consent request that he
is proposing to present is agreed to, and
then suppose the Senator from Connec-
ticut goes ahead and presents his
amendment, and then amendments to
the amendment are offered—and there
can be a good many of them—and along
about next Tuesday or Wednesday, we
have wound up the action on the family
assistance plan. What do we do then?
There are Senators here who are very
much interested in the trade amend-
ment. Where would we go at that point?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, if the Senator will just with-
hold that I shall tell the Senate where
we shall be next Wednesday. We shall
be getting ready for a New Year's din-
ner, but let us think about Christmas
dinner right now. I would like to at
least get started on this bill. If we can
get that far we shall be farther than we
are now, and we shall be farther than
we are going to be if we do not get this
off dead center.

Mr. President, I am going to make my
unanimous-consent request at this time,
and I want the Senator from Connecti-
cut to follow it.

First, I ask unanimous consent that
both the Ribicoff amendment and the
Scott amendment, the Williams amend-
ment, and the Talmadge amendment be
deleted from the bill, and following that
deletion and as a part of the unanimous-
consent request, that the remaining
committee amendments—which would
just be a stripped bill, with nothing but
committee amendments—then be agreed
to en bloc, and that, for the purpose of
further amendment, it be treated as
original text in the bill; and that after
that, the Senator from Connecticut be
the first one to be tecognized, where he
can present his amendment, and that
he have the authority, at the conclusion
of his speech and the presentation of his
amendment, if he wishes, to yield to the
Senator from Oklahoma to present an
amendment to his amendment. He can
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do that, and we will at least be off to
where we can vote up or down on some-
thing.

If the Senator from Oklahoma does
not have his amendment ready, the Sen-
ator from Connecticut can yield to
whomever he pleases to present an
amendment, and at least we would be
voting.

I ask unanimous consent that this be
done en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I have been waiting
patiently for the Senator to yield, be-
cause this is exactly the path we tra-
versed the other day, and I shall object,
and do object, it that is needed right
now, for this reason, if I may just ex-
plain the point:

The prospect of a vote on the family
assistance plan is delightful, but it does
not mean anything to the poor unless
something Is going to happen on the bill,
as the Senator from Iowa properly
pointed out. Everyone knows—I am not
going to say the Senator from Delaware
knows, because that Is his business—but
I know and most other Senators know
that unless,ve strip from this bill every-
thing but titles I and II, nothing is going
to happen. So those who are really de-
sirous of working on social security—
and I am—and those who are really
desirous of working on the mlscell*neous
matters In title II, have a remedy, as a
matter of fact. A motion can be made,
notwithstanding the pendency of the
R.Iblcoff-Bennett amendment, to do ex-
actly that on a motion to recommit, and
report back forthwith.

So, Mr. President, airs of injured in-
nocence, or of seeking to make the rec-
ord, or get a vote, or seek amity, which
materially compromise substantive is-
sues, do not impress me. I am not afraid
of it. I believe that a historic issue faces
the Senate In respect to the trade war
and the world. That is very important
to the poor, the rich, the middle class,
and all America, and I am not going to
see it sloughed off if I can help it—maybe
I cannot—under all of these general
pleas for consensus.

Mr. President, we all know what it Is
about. We are not children. We all know
very well that there are deep issues when
you get by titles I and II. No one has any
objection to titles I and II, or dealing
with them, In the hope that we can do
something for our people so that they
will get their checks a couple of months,
perhaps, earlier than they would if we
acted on it next year.

But to engage In this byplay, I think,
is a bit unworthy of the Senate.

We have been over this track before.
This is nothing different than what we
decided before. Obviously, if I am going
to oppose the trade section, I am going
to oppose it with every move I have open
to me, and one Is to recommit it to the
committee which put trade on—with no
need for it: we do not even give the
House of Representatives the dignity of
considering their bifi. We have put on all
these amendments; they did not do that,
we did.

So, Mr. President, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, so that the record will be clear, I
agree with the Senator from New York
in regretting that the Finance Commit-
tee put the trade bill on this bill. I voted
against it in the committee and will be
voting against that amendment when It
comes to the floor.

So on that point I do not take a back
seat to the argument against the trade
section. I think it would be a mistake to
pass that bill, but, at the same time, let
us get the record straight.

I have heard the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare describe this bill
as a three-headed monster, and he re-
ferred to the fact that it was three dif-
ferent bills all in one. I want to get the
record straight. It is not a three-headed
monster; it is only a two-headed monster
at this point. The House bill embraced
the social security bill and medicaid and
medicare, which is titles I and II. In my
opinion, that is the way the bill should
have been acted upon and reported to
the Senate. As the Senator from Con-
necticut knows, that is what I tried to
do. I opposed putting the trade section
on this bill.

Let us get the record straight. The
administration supported putting the
trade bill on this act, and the committee
adopted it over my objections. That Is
one of these so-called monsters. Now
here today the administration Is trying
to put the family assistance plan on the
bill, which is the other monster.

I did not like the word "monster" in
describing this action, but If the adinin-
istration and the Cabinet officers want to
describe this as a three-headed monster
that was put together by the Finance
Committee, as one member of the Fi-
nance Committee and one who has been
proud to have been a member of It for 20
years, I want to make it clear that it is
a monster only because the administra-
tion persuaded enough members of the
committee to put on one head of the
monster and that now they are trying to
persuade the Sena'e to put on the other
head. Let the administration not de-
nounce action which they supported. I
think the committee should have acted
on the trade bill separately but the corn-
mittee had every right to vote on these
proposals.

The Senator from Georgia knows that
I took this position in the committee. I
resent those who would condemn the
committee for following their request.
The committee by a majority vote.—and
a comfortable majority vote—voted to
put this trade section on this bill. They
had a right to do It. The Senator from
Connecticut and the Senator from Utah
have a right to offer their amendment
even though that amendment was de-
feated in the committee. I defend their
right to offer it. They are entitled to a
vote, and I am only trying to help them
out. I think they and other Senators are
entitled to a vote, whether or not we are
for their proposal. I happen to be against
both of these proposals which are pro-
posed to be added to social security. I
voted against these amendments in the

committee, and I will vote against them
on the floor.

But I get tired of the halo some ad-
ministration people put around their
heads about how they want this bill
when at the same time they are blocking
the Senate from consideration.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. TALMADGE. As every Member of

the Senate knows, the Constitution of
the United States provides that th1 body
shall adjourn sine die on January 3. At
that time, all bills pending before Con-
gress die. Only treaties remain alive
when Congress adjourns sine die.

It has been obvious to every Member
of the Senate now for a number of days
that no matter of great controversy could
pass in the limited time remaining for
us to transact business during this Con-
gress. Today is December 22. We are re-
cessing today to go home and spend
Christmas with our families, to return on
December 28. That leaves only 4 or 5 days
In which we could possibly transact busi-
ness before the Senate. That leaves little
or no time to handle conference matters
with the House of Representatives and
take final action.

What I think the Senate should do is
to wçap up the conference reports upon
which it can reach agreement. In those
matters on which we cannot reach agree-
ment, we ought to pass continuing resolu-
tions, so that the operations of the U.S.
Government can be adequately funded
until the next Congress convenes. We
should lay aside matters of great contro-
versy, such as the guaranteed annual in-
come and the trade matter, which I hap-
pen to support.

The Finance Committee has pending
on the calendar the excise bill, which has
been passed by the House of Representa-
tives. We could attach to that bill, by
way of amendment, the social security in-
crease that the House of Representatives
passed, which is 5 percent, or the increase
which the Senate Finance Committee
has passed, which is 10 percent. Those
are not matters of great contro''ersy. I
think we could act on them. speedily, and
we could adjourn and go home.

In the closing days of this Congress,
when the Senate has been spinning its
wheels—and every Member of the Senate
knows it has been spinning its wheels—
it is a disservice to the U.S. Senate and a
disservice to the country.

I would hope that we would act ac-
cordingly, that we could wrap up the
matters upon which we can act. We could
increase the social security benefits for
our aged people, and I would hope we
would defer the other matters, when
everyMember of this body knows that we
are not going to take final action until
the new Congress convenes next year.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank
the Senator.

I know that the Senator from Georgia
as well as the Senator from Arizona
have felt very strongly about the need
for tradelegislation. They had aperfect
right to offer this amendment to the com-
mittee, and the committee overwhelm-
ingly supported their position. I appre-
ciate the fact that the Senator from
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Georgia and those who cosponsor this
amendment, in recognition of the situa-
tion we are now in, are willing to recog-
nize the facts of life and allow us to set
aside the trade amendment and agree
that we can go on with the social se-
curity.

Mr. President, perhaps we cannot get
unanimous consent, but perhaps we can
get majority approval. I am ready to
move that H.R. 17550 be recommitted to
the Finance Committee with instruc-
tions to report back forthwith, after
making the following deletions:

Delete titles 3, 4, and 5. Titles 3, 4, and
5 and the trade amendments, the cata-
strophic insurance, and the welfare
amendments.

Delete the pending Williams-Tal-
madge trade amendment.

Delete the pending Ribicoff-Bennett-
Scott assistance amendment.

If that motion were approved it would
leave in the bill only title 1, which deals
with changes in the Social Security Act,
and title 2, which relates to changes in
the existing medicaid and medicare pro-
grams.

If this motion is agreed to, I would
then .agree to a unanimous-consent re-
quest that all committee amendments in
titles 1 and 2 be approved en bloc and
that they be treated as original text for
the purpose of amendment. If that con-
sent is granted I would then be willing
to support or ask unanimous consent for
a time limit not to exceed 1 hour on
any amendments—and we might dispose
of it either this afternoon or tomorrow
and let it go to conference.

Later, after the social security bill is
passed, if they want to lay before the
Senate another minor bill now on the
calendar, we have them there, they can
make the trade amendments or the f am-
ily assistance amendment the pending
business and maybe get a vote. But let
us get social security out of the way
flIt.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. I have just heard Senator

TALMADGE make the statement he did,
which I know to be a very difficult state-
ment for him politically. Mine is difficult
enough, considering the number of peo-
ple who want FAP in my State and the
relatively fewer people who are oppsed
to the trade legislation. It Is a more diffi-
cult statement for him politically, and I
should like to note that fact. It is very
statesmanlike. What is more important,
it is a heavy admission against interest.
I wish to tell my colleague how much at
least one Senator appreciates what he
has said.

Mr. TALMADOE. I am grateful to the
senior Senator from New York for his
generosity.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I should like to say, also,
if the minority leader will Indulge me—
he is entitled to be recognized first—that
what I think Senator WILLIAMS has pro-
posed is probably the only practical way
out.

Mr. RIBICOFF. My understanding is
that the Senator from New York ob-
jected.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Not to
this.

Mr. JAVITS. I do not object to that.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. This pro-

posal would move that HR. 17550 be re-
committed to the Finance Committee,
with instructions to report back forth-
with, after making the following dele-
tions:

Delete titles III, IV, and V.
Delete the pending Williams-Tal-

madge trade amendment.
Delete the pending Riblcoff-Bennett-

Scott family assistance amendment.
That would leave us nothing in the

bill but titles I and II.
I would hope that we could confine

this bill, then, to nothing but the germane
amendments and to the Social Security
Act and dispose of the bill. If the admin-
istration' thinks anything can be gained
by adjourning this Congress with the
family assistance measure pending we
could lay before the Senate some other
bill on the calendar, offer the trade
amendments and the family assistance
amendment, and adjourn. But it is not
going anywhere. This plan would at least
get rid of the social security bill and get
It in conference.

I assure the Senator that I would co-
coperate and help expedite a vote. The
Senator from Georgia (Mi'. TALMADGE)
has assured me that he would cooperate.
I have talked with several other cól-
leagues, the Senator from Oklahoma in-
cluded, atid they are perfectly willing
for us to act on this social security bill.
I do not think we have any choice except
to approve this social security bill before
we adjourn. We can start voting within
10 minutes on the first committee amend-
ment, which will be social security, and
then move right along. So far as I am
concerned, I would agree to a unanimous-
consent time limit of 30 minutes on every
committee amendment if not adopted
en bloc. I am ready to vote on any of
them.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, one of
the problems Is that the distinguished
chairman of the committee Is not pres-
ent. Unfortunately, he Is In New York.
My understanding is that the airplanes
are not flyIng because of the bad weather
today and he is stuck there and cannot
get 'back; so that It is difficult for me, and
I would not assume to take the respon-
sibility of agreeing to a proposal that he
would have to make a decision on as
chairman of the committee.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I appre-
ciate that. I thought that someone had
talked to the chairman.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I did not talk to him
personally. I got this message from the
staff.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I con-
cur in what the Senator from Connect!-
cut (Mr. RIBICOFI) has just said. Al-
though I am in agreement with the pro-
posal of the Senator from Delaware, I
do not think that we should take affirma-
tive action on this matter until the chair-
man of the committee Is present. He

talked to my office this morning. He was
expecting to return from New York about
3:30 p.m., so I would think he would be
in this Chamber in a relatively short
period of time, and I would hope, there-
fore, 'that the Senator from Delaware
would defer 'action on his proposal—

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I cer-
tainly will.

Mr. TALMADGE. Until the chairman
of the committee can be present.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I cer-
tainly will. I was under the, impression
that he had been consulted. Certainly I
shall not press the proposal at this time.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, as I under-
stand the Senator's later motion, he has
dropped from his proposals any protec-
tion for a vote on the family assistance
plan on this bill, and as the Senator
knows, I have a commitment that would
not permit me to agree to any consent
which would involve substitution—

Mr. WIlLIAMS of Delaware. I appre-
ciate that.

Mr. SCOTT. To 'any part of the bill
without also getting the opportunity to
follow on with the family assistance plan,
much as the Senator has proposed It,
because I like t and would have liked
to go along—

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I like It
better.

Mr. SCOTT. I like it better, too.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. But we

need 'some kind of an agreement. I think
the majority will vote for this compro-
mise suggestion, and the Senator can
vote against it; but let us see if the Sen-
ate cannot work its way out of this di-
lemma. I certainly will withhold this mo-
tion until the chairman comes back; but
I will renew it, and then I hope that we
can get this bill acted upon. Senators
èhould not overlook this point-the ap-
proval of this motion is the only way we
can get a chance to pass an increase in
social security benefits before adjourn-
ment. I will withhold my motion and
yield now to the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
MILLER) for 20 to 30 mInutes.

I yield the floor.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Before the Senator

yields the floor, I wonder, since we have
to wait for the chairman to get back be-
fore we can make any decision on this
proposal, whether the Senator from New
York, the Senator from Iowa, the Sen-
ator from Delaware, or the Senator from
Oklahoma—would the Senator from Del-
aware be willing to make a unanimous-
consent request or accede to a unani-
mous-consent request, that if we took an-
other minor bill that was at the desk—
I do not know what the title Is—there
are some there—to attach to It the fam-
ily assistance plan and open it up to
amendments with time limits, so that
before we go home on January 3, 1911,
we would have an opportunity to vote
on this family assistance plan up or
down.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I have
no objection—

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, would
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am not
going to agree to voting, as the Senator
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knows, as I am not going to support
this. What we would run into Is just an
agreement on a time limit, on that alone,
and then I am caught in the position of
having to work against the Senator from
Georgia, who would be caught in a box
with his amendment. We will not get
that kind of agreement. I have no objec-
tion to getting this to a vote. The Sen-
ator knows that.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I am just questioning
around for alternatives.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I know
that. I would be glad to discuss it with
the Senator, but I think that if we are
going to have to give all groups some-
thing, I would very much like and feel
strongly that we need a test plan. The
administration has said if they cannot
get the family assistance plan, they
would rather not have anything. I dis-
agree with that. I think they are making
a big mistake. But if that is the way
they feel, since we would be taking away
from the administration the family as-
sistance plan, they would be losing, I am
willing to yield on the point of the test
and lock it all out and let it go over till
next year. We will not get agreement that
we will reach agreement—we all are hav-
ing to give and take.

Mr. TALMADGE. I would strongly ob-
ject to Senators picking out controver-
sial propositions with which they are in
agreement, with a time limit on their
particular controversial proposal, but
without a limitation of time on other
controversial matters which other Sena-
tors might strongly support.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
the point. The Senator• can go home to
his constituents and say, "We gave all
and got nothing." At the same time, I
will withdraw the motion and I will be
glad to confer with Senators or anyone
else in the meantime until the chairman
gets back.

Mr. TALMADGE. If the Senator will
yield at that point, I have been advised
that the distinguished chairman of the
committee is still bound by the weather
in New York, so I do not know what
time he will arrive. He is making every
effort to get here.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Can the
Senator reach him? Mr. President, I
yield the floor to the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. MILLER). Maybe we can reach him
by telephone.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SCHWEIKER). The Senator from Iowa
(Mr. MILLER) is now recognized.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield
briefly to the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. HANSEN).
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SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1970

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (H,R. 17550) to
amend the Social Security Act to pro-
vide increases in benefits, to improve
computation methods, and to raise the
earnings base under the old-age, sur-
vivors, and disability Insurance system,
to make improvements in the medicare.
medicaid, and maternal and child health
programs with emphasis upon improve-
ments in the operating effectiveness of
such programs, and for other purposes.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the pend-
ing amendment by Senators RIBICOFF
and BENNETT was maneuvered so that,
under the rules of the Senate, It is not
open for any amendment at all.

We hear reports that the President is
most anxious to have a vote on this
amendment.

I find it hard to believe that the
President understands the serious defi-
ciencies in this amendment. If he did, I
would expect him to urge the proponents
to call back their amendment and make
several modifications to it or to, at least,
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recall it and then file it in such manner
as to permit amendments to be made.

The Senators from Delaware and
Nebraska already pointed out some of the
deficiencies. I would like to point out
some additional ones.

An analysis by the able staff of the
Senate Finance Committee was prepared

with respect to this amendment last
November 5, when It was before the com-
mittee as the House-passed bill with cer-
tain modifications.

Table 1 on page A18 of the analysis
discloses that as of January 1970 there
were nearly 10.5 millIon welfare recip-
ients in this country; that under what

is now the amendment that is before us,
the total eligible for welfare would be
nearly 24 million. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the table be printed in the
RECORD at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the tabula-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

TABLE 1—-PROPORTION OF POPULATION ON FEDERALLY AIDED WELFARE UNDER PRESENT LAW AND ADMINISTRATION REVISED REVISION

Civilian
resident

population

Federally aided welfare
recipients, January 1970

Percent
of pups.

Number lation

Welfare recipients eligible
under administration

revised revision

Percent
uf pspu

Number lation

Federally aided welfare
recipients, January 1970

Welfare recipients eligible
under administration

revIsed revision

Civilian Percent Percent
resident

population
of pops-

'Number lation
ot pops-

Number lation

Total, United
States 203, 769, 700 10,436,197 5.1 23, 806, 300 11.7

Alabama 3,505,000
Alaska 252.000
Arizona 1,685,000
Arkansas 1,996,000
California 19, 213, 000
Colorado 2,665,000
Connecticut 3,009,000
Delaware 537,000
District of Columbia - - 783, 000
florida 6, 332,000
Georgia 4,565,000
Hawaii 747,000
Idaho 717,000
Illinnis 11,031,000
Indiana 5,136,000
Iowa 2,785,000
Kansas 2,288.000
Kentucky 3,192,000
Louisiana 3, 724, 000
Maine 967,000
Maryland 3,732,000
Massachusetts 5, 475,000
Michigan 8,798,000
Minnesota 3,714,000
Mississippi 2,336,000
Missouri 4,637,000

255,400
10,274
72,440

115, 000
1,655,400

114, 110
97, 140
23,860
41, 490

295.900
328, 400
29,072
22,100

446,100
98,100
92,300
73,940

211,200
346, 500

48,920
157,850
282, 500
316,200
108, 120
211, 000
255, 200

7.3
4.1
4.3
5.8
8.6
5.5
3.2
4.4
6.1
4, 7
7.2
3.9
3.1
4.0
1.9
3.3
3.2
6.6
9.3
5.1
4.2
5. 2
3.6
2.9
9.0
5. 5

665, 800
25, 100

204,600
269, 700

2,323,400
308, 000
187, 900
55,000
65,900

683, 600
1,025, 500

62,700
54,400

806, 300
298,100
235,700
158,600
523,500
934,200
145,400
262,800
438, 500
646,400
320, 300
806,100
443, 600

19.0
10.0-
12.2
18.5
12.1
17.8
6.2

10.2
8.4

10. 8
22.5
8.4
7.6
7.3
5.8
8.5
6.9

16.4
25. 1
15.0
7.0
8.0
7.3
8.6

34.5
9.6

Montana 688. 000
Nebraska 1,437,000
Nevada 452,000
New Hampshire 120,000
New Jersey 7, 128,000
New Mexico 976,000
New York 18,369,000
North Carolina 5,110,000
North Dakota 600,000
Ohio 10,786,000
Oklahoma 2,545,000
Oregon 2,044,000
Pennsylvania 11,797,000
Rhode Island - 886,000

18, 880
43,550
15, 570
14,260

318, 720
69, 260

1,327,400
194,000

16, 583
355,400
188, 100
93, 800

511, 800
45,810

2.7 52, 2'OO
3.0 167 700
3.4 37,000
2.0 39,800
4. 5 508,800
7. 1 194 400
6.7 1,079.900
3.8 960,600
2.8 96,900
3.3 799,800
7.4 366,200
4. 6 143, 500
4.3 1,234,800
5.2 67,200

7.

11.
8.
5.
7.

19. y
10.8
18.9
16.2
7.4

14.4
7. 0

10.5
7.6

South Carolina 3,686,000 88,000 3.2 490,800 18.6
South Dakota 650,000
Tennessee 3,971,000
Texas 11,097,000
Utah 1,049, 000
Vermont 444,000

22, 110
205,400
478,800

42, 760
48, 000

3.4 107,400
5.2 741,800
4.3 1,521,500
4.1 55,100
2. 28,800

16.5
18.7
03.7
5.3

10. 3

Virginia 4,504,000
Washington 3,386,000
West Virginia 1,819,000
Wisconsin 4,242,000
Wyoming 317,000
Puerto Rico 2,763,000
Guam 87,700
Virgin islands 59,000

109,400
153,450
115,580
101,180

7,447
264,930

2, 072
2,319

2.4 431,300
4.5 312,300
6... 275,300
2.4 238,400
2.3 20,000
9.6 800,000
2.4 3,400
3.9 2,900

9.6
9.2

15.1
5.6
6.3

29.0
3.9
4.9

TABLE 2.—INCREASE IN WELFARE RECIPIENTS VNDER

ADMINISTRATION REVISED REVISION

Welfare

Federally
aided welfare

recipients:
January 1970

recipients
eligible under

administration
revised

revision
Percent
increase

10, 436, 197 23, 806, 300 128

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the table
shows the tremendous Increase in poten-
tial welfare recipients the pending
amendment would lay a foundation- for
In-the various States and possessions.

In Puerto Rico, for example, which has
a population of 2.7 millIon, almost 10 per-
cent of the people, or 265,000, are now
on welfare. This total could rise to
800,000, or 29 percent of the population.

In LouIsiana, 9 percent of the popula-
tion, or 346,000, are on welfare: but this
total could rise to 834,000 or 25 percent
of the population.

In MissIssippi, 9 percent of the popu-
lation, or 211,000, are on welfare; but this
total could rise to 806,000, or over 34 per-
cent of the population.

In my own State of Iowa, 3.3 percent
of the population is now on welfare; and
this could rise to 8.5 percent under the
pending amendment.

The percentage increase that this
amendment could cause for each of the
States and possessions is set forth in
table 2 on page A19 of the staff analysis,
and I ask unanimous consent that this
table be printed In the RECORD at this
point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the tabula-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Weitare
recipieits

FderaIly eligible under
aided weHare administration

recipients, revised
January 1970 revision

Percent
increase

New York
North Carolina

1,227,400 1,979,300
194, 600 960,600

61
394

North Dakota 16,583 96,900 485

Ohio
Oklahoma

355,400 799,800
188,700 366,200

125
94

Oregon
Pennsylvania

-Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessne
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Puerto Rico
Guam
Virgin Islands

93,800 143,500
511,800 1,234,800
45,810 67,200
83,900 490,800
22,110 107,400

205,400 741,800
478,800 1,521,500

42, 760 55, 100
18,000 46,800

109,400 431,300
153, 450 312,300
115,580 275,300
101, 180 238, 400

7,447 20.000
264,930 800, 000

2,072 3,400
2,319 2,900

53
141

47
485
386
262
218

29
160
294
104
138
136
169
202
64
25

Total United States

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
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico

255. 400
10,274
72. 440

115,000
1,655,400

114, 110
97,140
23,860
47. 490

295.900
328,400
29,072
22,100

446, 100
98,100
92,300
73,940

211,200
346,500
48,920

157,850
282, 500
316, 200
108, 120
211.000
255,200

18,880
43,550
15, 570
14,260

318,720
69,260

665,800
25, 100

204,600
369,700

2, 323, 400
368,000
187,900
55,000
65,900

683,600
1,025,500

62,700
54,400

806, 300
298, 100
235,700
158,600
523,500
934, 200
145,400
262.800
438,500
646, 400
320,300
806,100
443,600

52,200
167,700
37,000
39,800

508,800
194,400

161
146
183
222

41
221

93
130
39

131
212
116
146
81

204
155
114
148
170
197
67
55

104
196
282

74
076
285
038
179
60

180

Mr. MILLER. On page All, the analy-
sis discloses that the U.S. average of all
the States could be 12 percent on welfare
under the pending amendment; more-
over, that 15 States would find from 15
toenearly 35 percent of their populations
eligible for welfare.

Now I understand that not everyone
entitled to welfare would claim It, be-
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cause we have found this to be true under
present law. Many of those who would be
eligible would be eligible for only a very
small amount of welfare, depending on
the level of income of the socalled "work-
ing poor" which the administration's pro-
posal seeks to cover. As a matter of prin-
ciple, I can support some assistance to
the "working poor", because this appears
to be essential in order to carry out a
change in philosophy of welfare so that
there will be an incentive to work rather
than not to work.

During the hearings, I called attention
on several occasions- to the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare that the
tremendous numbers of eligibles—esle-
daily In certain states—was of deep con-
cern to many of us on the F'inance Com-
mittee. I urged him to give us some op-
tional changes which would reduce the
number, while at the same time preserv-
ing the essentials of the new program.

I specifically suggested that by using
a cost of living differential by regions of
the country, and as between urban and
rural welfare residents, in computing the
total welfare package, not only would
greater equity be incorporated into
the total welfare program, but the num-
ber of eligibles would be substantially re-
duced.

It was not until the San Clemente
conference with the President last Sep-
tember 3 that the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare came forward

with even one option, and this was most
unsatisfactory. Their analysis of the op-
tion showed that by merely dividing wel-
fare eligibles between those living in
metropolitan statistical areas and those
living in nonmetropolitan statistical
areas, nearly a half billion dollars could
be saved. Such savings of taxpayers' dol-
lars is important—especially if it
achieves equity among recipients.

The trouble is that such a siniplistic
solution would not save as much money
or be as equitable as it should. A metro-
politan statistical area in one part of
the United States will have a different
cost of living than one in another part
of the country. Why, for example
should a welfare recipient in the Bir-
mingham, Ala., area receive the same
amount of welfare as one living in the
New York or Chicago area? Further-
more, why should a welfare recipient liv-
ing on a small farm receive the same
amount as one living in a city of 25,000?

Even the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity has established that for those
living on a farm the poverty standard
shall be only 85 percent of that for those
living in the cities.

To point up the need for a cost of
living differential in this new welfare
program, I invite attention to table 1
of a report from the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, issued on December 1969. This
table reveals the differences in cost-of-
living for a "lower budget" family of

four among regions of the United States
and between various cities within each
region, and also between the cities and
the nonmetropolitan areas—places with
populations of 2,500 to 50,000—within
each region. It will be noted that the
differences are very substantial. For ex-
ample, the cost f family consumption
items Is $5,593 in Boston, Mass.; but It
is only $4,680 for nonmetropolitan areas
in the Southern region. Of course, the
difference In cost for heat, as between
Boston and a smaller city in the South,
would acount for a considerable amount
of this. In Anchorage, Alaska, the cost
is $7,673 and in Honolulu, Hawaii, $6,367.

These figures relate to a "lower budg-
et" family which would be somewhat
higher than for a welfare family living
at the poverty line, -but they -point up
what I have been saying about the need
for a cost-of-living differential in this
program. Is it equitable, I ask, for the
same amount of welfare to be paid to
a family of four, for example, in the
same financial situation, living in a small
town in the South as the amount to be
paid In Alaska? It certainly is not. And
we should never forget that welfare is
supposed to be based on need.

I ask unanimous consent that the
table be inserted in the RECORD at this
point.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS

TABLE 1.— ANNUAL COSTS OF A LOWER BUDGET FOR A 4.PERSON FAMILY,I SPRING 1969

Area
Total

budget B

Cost of family consumption

Total Food

Clothing and
Transports- personnel

Housings tion 4 care
Medical

care

Other
family

consumption
Personal

taxes

Urban United States
Metropolitan areas
Nonmetropotitan areas?
Northeast:

$6, 567
6,673
6,092

$5, 285
5,364
4,935

$1, 778
1.803
1,663

$1, 384 $484 $780
1,418 457 796
1,235 603 713

$539
557
460

$320
333
261

$619
638
536

Boston, Mass
Buffalo, N.Y
Harttord, Conn
Lancaster, Pa
New York-northeastern New Jersey
Philadelphia, Pa-New Jersey
Pittsburgh, Pa
Portland, Maine
Nonmetropolitan areas 7

North Central:

7,035
6,791
7,163
6,445
6,771
6,628
6,487
6, 567
6,290

5,593
5,412
5,804
5,185
5,410
5,279
5,200
5.352
5,073

1,867
1,849
1,927
1,842
1,913
1,902
1,819
1,809
1,779

1,583 475 776
1,384 489 851
1,631 498 842
1,303 434 791
1,324 408 827
1,271 442 794
1,267 475 789
1,413 433 798
1, 186 617 732

556
507
556
479
598
542
511
542
502

336
332
340
336
340
328
339
357
257

759
698
664
618
679
692
643
562
572

Cedar Rapids. Iowa 6,653 5,342 1,687 1,579 446 808 496 326 655
Champaign-Urbana. Ill
Chicago. 111.-northwestern Indiana
Cincinnati, Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana
Cleveland, Ohio
Dayton, Ohio
Detroit, Mich
Green Bay, Wis
Indianapolis, Ind
Kansas City. Mo.- Kansas
Milwaukee, Wis
Minneapolis-St. Paul. Miss
St. Louis, Mo-Illinois
Wichita, Kans

6,857
6,799
6,278
6,651
6,513
6,543
6,255
6,706
6, 550
6,721
6,714
6,572
6, 537

5,570
5,512
5.079
5,368
5,239
5,268
4,952
5,396
5, 282
5,275
5,267
5,297
5,269

1,754
1,848
1,758
1,786
1,739
1.817
1,680
1,782
1,799
1,726
1,725
1,832
1, 755

1,711 453 774
1,519 464 794
1,260 478 778
1,411 491 802
1,471 446 785
1,310 480 788
1,334 436 748
1,561 468 777
1,376 469 818
1,483 455 784
1,458 476 787
1,381 488 790
1,444 464 789

554
557
471
536
461
538
448
476
500
511
488
489
501

324
330
334
342
337
335
306
332
320
316
333
317
316

614
619
568
626
627
626
677
649
619
788
790
624
619

Noometropolitan areas
South:

6,408 5, 152 1,686 1,421 589 740 456 260 616

Atlanta, Ga
Austin, Tea
Baltimore, Md
Baton Rouge, La
Dallas, Tes
Durham, NC
Houston, Ten
Nashville, Tens
Orlando, Flu
Washington, D.C—Maryland-Virginia
Nonmetropolitan areas7

West:

6,201
5,812
6, 491
5,997
6,214
6,196
6,130
6,151
6,033
6,907
5,712

5,048
4,776
5, 176
4,911
5,077
4,983
5,017
5,037
4,944
5,501
4,680

1.651
1,663
1,678
1,672
1,633
1,617
1,692
1,622
1,606
1,781
1,583

1,334 452 750
1,116 436 720
1,420 492 746
1,210 477 727
1,346 449 738
1,346 428 749
1,233 492 723
1,386 451 744
1,323 440 727
1,567 488 780
1,128 597 671

514
530
509
505
583
524
556
488
514
549
438

347
311
331
320
328
319
321
346
334
336
263

527
437
671
474
510
590
491
491
474
732
439

Bakersfield. Calif
Denver, Cob
Los Angeles.Long Beach, Calif
San Diego, Calif
San Francisco-Oakland, Calit
Seattle.Everett, Wash
Honolulu, Hawaii
Nonmetropotitan areas 7
Anchorage, Alaska

6,424
6,425
7,030
6.792
7,309
7,197
8,168
6, 561
9,913

5, 176
5,206
5,628
5,444
5,832
5,817
6,347
5, 230
7,673

1,784
1,705
1,787
1,750
1,850
1,935
2,162
1,728
2,289

1, 193 479 815
1,409 450 802
1,509 467 817
1.461 484 783
1.676 491
1,662 486 837
2,013 541 750
1,359 618 789
2.661 806 882

584
533
709
630
602
564
534
477
719

321
307
339
336
347
333

- 347
259
316

544
579
648
614
701
683

1,083
682

1,416

Footnotes on rollowing page.
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I The family consists of an employed husband, age 38, a wife not employed outside the home, 51n total medical care, the average costs of medical insurance were weighted by the following

an 8-year-old girl, and a 13-year-old boy. proportions: 30 percent for lamilies paying full cost of insurance; 26 percent for families paying
2 In addition to family consumption and personal taxes shown separately in the table, the tstal halt cost; 44 percent br families covered by noncontributory insurance plans (paid by employer.

cost of the budget includes allowances for gifts and contributions, life insurance, occupational 6 For a detailed description see the 1961 edition of the "Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas,
espenses, and social security, disability, and unemploymeot compensation tases. prepared by the Bureau of the Budget.

Housing iscludeo shelter, household operations, and hooselurnishiogs. All families with the 7 Places with populations of 2,500 to 50,000.
lower budget are assumed to be renters. . .

4 The average costs of automobile owners and nonowners are weighted by the following propor- Note: Because of rounding, sums of individual items may not equal totals.
tions of families: Boston, Chicago, New York, and Philadelphia, 50 percent for both automobile
owners and nonownero; all other metropolitan areas, 65 percent for automobile owners, 35 per-
Cent for n000wnero; nonmetropolitan areas, 100 percent for automobile owners.

Mr. MILLER. Additionally, for 15 years,
the Internal Revenue Service has been
following a practice of imputing income
to those who grow a substantial amount
of the produce they consume. Where this
is done by a family receiving welfare, it
is obvious that the need for welfare is
not as great as in the case of a family
which does not do so.

The upshot of all this is that an
amendment to the welfare reform bill
was designed to cover these important
areas of deficiency in the bill. It not only
would direct the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare to make the
studies needed to determine the cost of
living differentials and the imputed in-
come from growing a substantial amount
of produce being consumed, with the as-
sistance of the Department of Labor and
the Treasury Department, but the ad-
justments in welfare would be put into
effect by January 1, 1972.

This amendment was offered, along
with several other amendments and the
so-called "core" bill—representing sev-
eral revisions to the House-passed wel-
fare reform bill—by the Senator from
Connecticut In the Senate Finance Com-
mittee. It was clearly understood that if
the committee agreed to the Senator's
motion, and it became attached to the
social security bill, members of the com-
mittee would then have the opportunity
to present further amendments to the
welfare reform package. I might add that
I had several other amendments besides
the cost-of-living differential amend-
ment, which was part of the package of-
ferred by the Senat.ür from Connecticut.
Senator RIBIcoFF' motion lost. I ask
unanimous consent that a copy of the
amendment be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
VARIATIONS FOR DIFFERENCES IN CosT OF LIV-

ING AND FOR THE VALUE OF FOOD PRODUCED
FOR HOME CONSUMPTION

(Senator MILLER'S cost of living equalizing
amendment)

Insert on page C107, after line 15:
"SEC. 108. (a) The Secretary of Health,

Ethacatton, and Welfare shall, through ar-
rangements with the Department of Labor
and Treasury, with any other agency or or-
ganization, public or private, which he may
find appropriate, conduct continuing studies
to.—

"(1) establish the variations which exist
in the cost of living between urban and rural
areas, different parts of the same States, and
among appropriate regions In the United
States, and

"(2) determine the monetary value to a
family of producing food for home con-
sumption.

(b) On the basis of the varlatiosse in the
cost of living established as a result of the
studies conducted pursuant to subsection
(a), the Secretary shall, on or before Janu-
ary 1, 1972, make such adjustments in any
or all of the amounts prescribed in sections
442(a), 442(b), and 452(a) Of the Social
Security Act, as amended by this Act and in

the amounts of food stamps provided under
the Food Stamp Act of 1964, as may be neces-
sary to insure that total combined public
assistance, insofar as practicable, made equit-
able for recipients wherever they may reside
in the United States.

'(c) The Secretary shall by regulations
which become effective ott or before Janu-
ary 1, 1972, prescribe a schedule of earned
Income which is to be imputed to any family
which produces a substantial amount of food
for home consumption, for purposes of de-
termining eligibility for and the amount of
family assistance benefits payable under part
D and supplementary payments under part
E of the Social Security Act, as amended by
this Act. To the extent practicable, the Sec-
retary shall Include such adjustments and
such sbhedule In the pretest programs au-
thorized by section 105.

"(d) The findings of the Secretary which
are Implemented under the preceding sub-
section shall also be applicable, Insofar as
possible, to any payments to individuals or
payments for medical care on behalf of in-
dividuals which are made on the basis of need
under programs aided or assisted under the
Social Security Act.

"(e) Before January 1, 1972, the Secretary
shall report to the Congress and describe
the adjustments which he proposes to make
and the regulations which he proposes to
issue pursuant to subsection (b).

'(f) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated such sums as may be necessary to con-
duct the studies authorized by subsection
(a)."

Mr. MILLER. Now, the Senator from
Connecticut and the Senator from Utah
have offered the pending amendment
which some of us thought was the same
package that had been offered in the Fi-
nance Committee. But it is not the same,
and the changes were certainly not dis-
cussed with me. In the case of the cost
of living differential provisions, the pend-
ing amendment merely directs the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare
to make the necessary studies and then
report back to the Congress. The direc-
tive to implement these differentials by
January 1, 1972, has been deleted. My
amendment No. 1099 would restore the
original language.

And so we now have before us, a pack-
age oalled "welfare reform" which would
treat all welfare recipients alike, whether
they lived In Anchorage, Alaska, Boston,
Mass., Chicago, Ill., a little town in Ala-
bama, Puerto Rico, or on a small farm
growing much of their own produce. This
violates the fundamental principle of
need as a basis of welfare. It is discrim-
inatory and inequitable. It results in
adding millions of people to the welfare
eligibility list who do not need to be
added, and it, therefore, is excessive in
its cost to those who pay the taxes to
fund it. On this one count alone, It should
be rejected. And I would hope that the
President will have this serious deficiency
brought to his attention so that he will
know how his welfare reform program
has been distorted.

It simply will not do to say—as the
Secretary of HEW did at page 600 of the

hearings—that State supplement varia-
tions take care of the problem. These
variations, where they exist, are any-
thing but scientifically based, and this Is
because the States do not have the capa-
bility to do so. Only the Bureau of Labor
Statistics has that capability.

There Is another provision in the
pending amendment which is inequita-
ble. I refer to the "disregard" of income
in section 443(b) (4) on page 10. This
provides that welfare payments shall not
be reduced to the extent of earnings of
a family of $60 per month plus one-half
of the earnings beyond that.

Senator CURTIS of Nebraska gave the
Finance Committee several specific, real-
life examples he had received from the
Douglas County, Nebr., welfare office
showing that, because of the present dis-
regard formula for welfare, some welfare
recipients have been able to draw wel-
fare even though their income was
considerably higher than that of other
families not on welfare. Yesterday he
presented these same examples to the
Senate.

It seemed to me that most of the mem-
bers of the committee were deeply con-
cerned about such a situation, and when'
we came to the disregard provisions un-
der the work Incentive program, we
amended them, as set forth on page 465
of the pending bill. Under our change,
the first $60 of earned income of individ-
uals employed full time are disregarded;
for those working part time, the first $30
is disregarded; plus one-third of up to
$300 additional earnings and one-fifth
of earnings in excess of $300 In each
case.

I do not know why the authors of the
pending amendment did not draft the
disregard provisions of their amendment
to reflect this change; and their failure
to do so will simply mean that there will
be more eligibles for welfare who do not
need it.

Another defect in the pending Ribi-
coff-Bennett amendment has to with
section 464 on page 46, relating to the
obligation of deserting parents. For some
reason, this amendment was drafted to
delete the provisions agreed upon by the
committee, set forth in section 540 on
page 467 of the bill. These make it a
misdemeanor to cross State lines to avoid
parental responsibilities. They were dis-
cussed by the committee with represent-
atives of the Department present, who
raised no objection to them at all.

The pending amendment provides for
a disregard of income from vocational
rehabilitation allowances, and since the
welfare program is supposed to be geared
to the needs of recipients, there seems
no good reason to not take such allow-
ances into account. It might be said that
these are calculated to provide an in-
centive, but there is no need for such in-
centive if the work and training require-
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ments of the welfare reform program are
effectively administered.

There are, of course, all in addition to
defects clearly pointed out by the Sen-
ator from Delaware in earlier remarks.

In fairness, I should say that some de-
fects in the House-passed bill have been
overcome. For example, the cash penalty
for refusing to work has been increased
and the penalty cannot be frustrated by
an increase in State supplements. How-
ever, the eligibility for food stamps has
not yet been coordinated with the pen-
alty, and this should be done.

As I pointed out during the executive
session the other evening, the only Mem-
bers of the Senate who know any of the
details of the Ribicoff-Bennett amend-
ment and its implications are those of
us who serve on the Senate Finance
Committee, many of whom spent weeks
and months of our time during the hear-
ings and committee deliberations on the
program. To offer this amendment on a
take-it-or-leave-it basis, with so many
Members uninformed about it and with
such serious defects clearly in it, renders
a disservice to the Senate and to the
American people.

Running our sessions around the clock,
coming in on Sunday and even on New
Year's Day, convening the new Congress
on January 3—all of these together
do not alter the situation at all. This
amendment needs some very important
modifications or what now masquerades
in the name of "welfare reform" will
become "welfare inequity" plus a tax-
payers' revolt. Because of the inconsid-
erate and foolhardy way this deeply
important matter has been brought be-
fore us, with no opportunity to modify it
whatsoever, I seriously doubt that a good
piece of legislation is possible of enact-
ment. I am willing to try. I have always
been willing to try. But this willingness
has not been reciprocated, and that is a
tragedy.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. The Senator from Iowa
is pleased to yield to his friend, the
Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I would
like to compliment our distinguished
colleague, the Senator from Iowa, for the
statement he has just made. It has been
my privilege to serve with him and to
observe firsthand his great background
of experience, knowledge, and under-
standing in a field in. which I would
suspect no Member of the Senate exceeds
his expertise. As sOme Members of the
Senate know, he is a tax lawyer. He
worked for the Federal Governn,ent for
several years before he eventually be-
came a Member of this body. I have not
met anyone, since I have been a Member
of Congress, who is more expert on tax
matters on this side of the Capitol.

I think we should heed well the imr
portant pronouncement he has made.
I quite agree with him that to deny the
Senate the opportunity to amend in any
way or to consider In any way a whole
series of amendments, which I think must
be considered if we are going to come to
any kind of workable piece of legislation,
certainly does not auger well for good
government.

It is unfortunate that the family as-
sistance bill was brought before the
House in such a way as to preclude any
discussion or offering of amendments
with alternative proposals, which the
senior Senator from Iowa has tried to
get considered in this body. He made
many important contributions as a
member of the Finance Committee.

I say now that if we were to adopt
the pending amendment, we would not
reform in a constructive way the mess
in which welfare now finds itself.

I agree with the President of the
United States that welfare must be re-
formed. It is extremely costly. It is not
serving the purpose of encouraging peo-
ple to move away from welfare into pri-
vate employment. We would all like to
have the objectives that have been
spelled out by the President of the
United States become fact. I do not think
they will become fact under the terms of
this amendment.

I doubt very much if anyone who has
studied this proposal objectively would
have any very "real reason to believe that
the President's goals would be achieved
by the adoption of this amendment. I re-
call the observation made by the distin-
guished Senator from Connecticut when
he said that had he known then what he
now knows, he never would have rec-
ommended that the medicare and medi-
caid programs, which it is estimated will
be $216 billion in the red when they have
been in operation in 20 or 25 years, be
adopted without first having been tried.
That is the way I feel about the family
assistance plan that is now before us.

I would hope that the Members of the
Senate would study closely and heed the
very profound observations made by my
distinguished colleague from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. I thank my friend from
Wyoming for his generous remarks. I
can also state that day alter day the
Senator from Wyoming was nearly al-
ways in attendance. I am sure he was
in attendance as much as anyone on the
Finance Committee through all the hear-
ings and deliberations on the welfare
reform proposal. I am sure he can verify
the fact that the Senator from Iowa was
second to none in the committee in mak-
ing every effort to give the administra-
tion an opportunity to present its case
and to work with the administration In
trying to make some progress on this
bill, even though there were some who
felt so highly opposed to it that they in
good conscience felt it could never be
cleaned up to be a satisfactory program.

I might say that I conferred, when-
ever I had an opportunity, whenever I
was approached, and on some occasions
on my own initiative, with representa-
tives of the Department of HEW, in an
effort to point out the shortcomings I
felt were in the measure, to work with
them in trying to develop some ways of
overcoming its shortcomings.

I might say that In some cases I was
satisfied. I had questions about some
of the features of this bill, and sat down
and spent considerable time In trying to
find out the answers to those questions;
and on a great many occasions I would
say that I was satisfied with the answers
I recelve.

But the Senator from Wyoming will
vouch for the fact that most of us on
the committee were concerned about one
thing, probably, more than anything else,
and that was the thought of the tremen-
dous increase in the number of eligibles
for welfare, running up to as many as
25 or 35 percent of the people in a single
State. The reaction seemed to be, "My
God, what are we coming to in this
country, when this is the kind of a pro-
gram we might possibly adopt in the
Senate?"

So one of the first things I tried to do
during the hearings was point out,
frankly and honestly, to the Secretary
our concern over this matter. We asked,
'How can we do equity; how can we have
reform and at the same time not have
such a tremendous number of eligibles
for public assistance? Please give us
some options so we can look them over."

What did we get? We got one, and not
a very good one at that. When I came
out with my cost-of-living differential
amendment, everything was going to be
just fine. That was going to be added
on to the package offered by the Senator
from Connecticut. I voted to add it on,
and it was defeated.

What happened then? The amend-
ment was torn to pieces before it was put
on the pending amendment by the Sena-
tor from Connecticut and the Senator
from Utah; and I have never yet received
a very good answer, I might say; in fact,
I do not think there is a very good an-
swer to it.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, much

has been said as to the attitudes of vari-
ous Governors concerning the family as-
sistance program. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD at this
point various statements and indications
in support of the family assistance pro-
gram by Governors and Governors-elect.

There being no objection, the state-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SUPPORT OF FAP sY GOVERNORS AND
GOVERNORS-ELECT

In recent weeks we have received a great
amount of support for early passage of FAP
from both Governors and Governors-elect.

REPUBLICAN GOVERNORS' ASSOCIATION

On Deoernber 16, 1070, in Sun Valley, Idaho,
Governor Peterson of Delaware presented the
Family Assistance Plan and the Etbicofi-
Bennett Amendment to the Republican Gov-
ernors' association in Executive Session. The
group voted to support the plan with 14 in
favor, 2 opposed, and 3 abstentIons. (See
COPY of telegram to Secretary Richardson
enclosed.)
BIPARTISAN GOVERNORS' MEETING W1'H THE

PRESIDENT

On December 11. 1970, several Governors
and Governors-elect met with President
Nixon and later with Secretary Richardson
and expressed their support of the Family
Assistance Plan: Governor Ogllvie was the
sponsor. The meeting was held at the request
of the Governors because of their great in-
terest In the legislation. Governors attend-
ing the meetings were Ogilvie, Cahill, Scott,
Peterson of Delaware, Peterson of New Hamp-
shire, Ray and Smith of Texas. 4lso attend-
ing were Governor-elect Shapp and Lt. Gov.-
elect Dwight of Massachusetts.
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GOVERNORS SUPPORT OF FAP BEFORE THE SENATE

FINANCE COMMITTEE

Four Governors testified in favor of the
President's Family Assistance Plan on Sep-
tember 10, 1970, before the Senate Finance
Committee—Governor Licht of Rhode Island,
Governor Ray of Iowa, Governor Holton of
Virginia, and Governor McCall of Oregon.

INDIVIDUAL GOVERNOR'S SUPPORT

Governor Sargent—Massachusetts. Wired
Secretary R1chardon December 15, 1970, say-
ing, "I support the Family Assistance Pro-
gram." (See telegram.)

Governor Curtis—Maine. Notified Secre-
tary Richardson by letter on December 11,
1970 of his endorsement of the Family As-
sistance Plan. (See letter.)

Governor Dempsey—Connecticut. Notified
Secretary Richardson on November 27, 1970
that he continues to support the basic con-
cepts of the Family Assistance Plan. (See
letter.)

Governor Cahill—New Jersey. Wrote all
Governors urging support of the Family As-
sistance Plan on November 19, 1970 and ask-
ing Governors to assist in getting a Sen-
ate vote during the post-election session.
(See letter.)

Governor Evans—Washington. Wrote all
Governors on August 27, 1970 urging the sup-
port of the Family Assistance Plan. (See
letter.)

Governor Ogllvie—Illinois. Issued a press
release strongly supporting the Family As-
sistance Plan and its final enactment this
year. (See Statement.)

Governor Rockefeller—Arkansas. On Sep-
tember 25, 1970 Governor Winthrop Rocke-
feller of Arkansas sent President Nixon the
attached letter strongly endorsing FAP and
requesting that Arkansas be selected for a
pretest. This letter was released to the press
and widely publicized in Arkansas. (See copy
of letter.)

Governor Tiemann—Nebraska. At the ex-
press wish of Governor Tiemann, Robert Mc-
Manus, Director of the Nebraska State De-
partment of Welfare, has testified before the
Senate Finance Commmittee that the State
of Nebraska generally supports the Family
Assistance Act.

Bos'roN, MAss.
ELLI0'r'r RICHARDSON,
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,

Washington, D.C.
I support the Family Assistance Program

and have wired both Senator Kennedy asking
them to support the program in the final
legislation. I would, however, like to see the
following included: Family budget figure
raised to $2200; a State hold-safe provision
setting the 1971 budget as the fiat-ceiling on
State welfare s5ending; and a mandatory
period be set up for State-Federal planning.

Gov. FRANCIS W. SARGENT.

STATE OF MAINE,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,

Augusta, Maine, December 11, 1970.
Hon. ELLIOT RICHARDSON.
Secrçtary. Department of Health, Education,

and Welfare, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SEcRETARY RICHARDSON: Thank you

for your letter of November 13, 1970 regard-
ing the revised Family Assistance Plan
legislation.

We have already communicated with our
congressional delegation Indicating our en-
dorsement of H;R. 16311, although we are
mindful that the legislation has limitations,
primarily from a fiscal point of view. We are
one of the states which are experiencing a
severe demand on our appropriated funds
for categorical welfare; in fact, it is clearly
going to be necessary to request an emer-
gency appropriation from the legislature in
order to complete the fiscal year. We envision
the FAP legislation, particularly with its most
recently proposed amendments, as being the
only long-range answer to this dilemma.
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I appreciate having the opportunity to
comment on this important legislation.

Sincerely,
KENNETH M. CURTIS,

Governor.

STATE OF CONNECTICUT,
EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS,

Hartford, November 27, 1970.
Hon. ELLIOT L. RICHARDSON,
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-

fare, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: This will acknowl-

edge your letter of November 13, 1970, rela-
tive to the Family Assistance Plan.

Connecticut continues to support the basic
concepts contained in the plan, namely, a
national tscome floor, coverage for the work-
ing poor, national eligibility standards and
federal administration. However, we continue
to be concerned with the small amount of fis-
cal relief this plan provides States like Con-
necticut, which have already established high
welfare standards.

I have asked our Welfare Commissioner,
John Harder, to review the material submit-
ted with your letter, and will submit any
additional comments deemed appropriate
upon completion of that review.

We endorse the need for welfare reform and
look forward to the day when the Federal
Government assumes complete responsibility
for this national problem.

Sincerely,
JOHN DEMPSEY,

Governor.

STATE OF NEW JERSEY,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,

Trenton, November 19, 1970.
Copy of Letter sent by Governor William T.

Cahill to all Governors on the Family
Assistance Plan

DEAR GOVERNOR: I am writing to you today
to solicit your aid in attempting to resolve
what I regard as a seriously critical situation
nationally, and one which I am sure has
caused you deep concern in your own State.
I refer to our Nation's public welfare assist-
ance programs.

Nationally, welfare costs and caseloads
have been soaring upward in geometric pro-
portions. Sc:retary of Health, Education and
Welfare, Elliott L. Richardson, announced
only this weak that welfare caseloads for the
current year have already increased by a fac-
tor of 20% over last year. and at this rate
the number of caseloads is more than
doubling every five years.

The problem, as competent surveys and
statistical studies have repeatedly Indicated,
is that as presently structured, our welfare
,system is not really aiding those who truly
need and deserve assistance. It is totally lack-
ing in an effective delivery system and un-
responsive to tle many profound changes
which have taken place In our Nation since
our original welfare programs were first de-
veloped. It is clear that the original system
did not envision the high degree of urbani-
zation that we have today; the dramatic in-
crease in numbers and classes of people who
would eventually be seeking assistance; the
shift in emphasis from the very old to the
very young, and the associated problems of
increased unemployment; and the high de-
gree of mobility which has come to charac-
terize our modern society. The government's
response to these critical changes over the
years has been a patchwork process that has
largely been a failure.

I feel that as Governors of the sovereign
States, charged with administering the wel-
fare programs, we must lead the way in the
push for a total overhaul of the public wel-
fare assistance programs from the bottom
up. We now have an eleventh hour oppor-
tunity with the President's Family Assist-
ance Plan now pending in the Senate. This
measure, which passed the House earlier this
year, presents a sensible approach to welfare
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reform, including, for example, wage Incen-
tives, Job training, day care, assistance In
finding Jobs, penalties for not accepting rea-
sonable employment, and a national mini-
mum welfare standard of $1600. If passed.
the act would become effective on January 1.
1972, and all States would receive an influx
of substantial Federal funds as early as dur-
ing the second half of fiscal 1972 to assist
them in meeting the welfare problem
head-on.

This is the last chance, probably for years,
for us to achieve meaningful welfare reform.
While I cannot guarantee that the Presi-
dent's welfare reform program will be with-
out some flaws, I am nevertheless convinced
tha.t it presents a far more acceptable al-
ternative to the present system. As Secretary
Richardson stated on Sunday, "This isn't a
conservative-liberal issue; it's a question of
sensible reform of an existing mess."

I therefore ask you to urge the U.S. Sena-
tors from your State to give the President's
welfare program their support if it comes up
for a vote during the present post-election
session.

Sincerely yours,
WILLIAM T. CAHILL,

Governor.

STATEMENT ON THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

The Administration of the State of Illinois
has carefully reviewed the Family Assistance
Plan now under consideration by the Sen-
ate Finance Committee.

After extensive consultation and thorough
consideration of the implications of the pro-
posal, I am convinced that the program is
fundamentally sound. The Senate has before
it the greatest single opportunity to reform
by 'one legislative act the way government
treats poor people that any legislative body
in this nation has had in three decades.

The President has adjudged our welfare
system a "colossal failure." On the basis of
my experience as the Governor of a major
industrial state I must agree.

The present system is a waste of state and
federal money. It is a system that no one
likes. And for good reason.

I have heard Illinois residents complain of
intolerable Injustices in the system. Bene-
fits are granted begrudgingly, without dig-
nity and often arbitrarily. Desertion of fam-
Ilies by fathers is encouraged. The present
system builds in incentives not to work.

I have also seen another side. The system
places state government In an Impossible fis-
cal and administrative situation. I have seen
astronomic growths In caseload insidiously
eat up moneys planned for other important
state programs. I have watched these incred-
ible increases in our caseloads undermine the
ability of my state to deliver services such as
child care, job training and work referrals
which are badly needed to get people off of
welfare. These sky rocketing costs have di-
verteci scarce dollars from housing, education
and health programs which are essential to
break the dependency cycle. I have experi-
enced the frustration of seeing directives
not carried out because the system is un-
wieldy and hopelessly complex.

To my mind the present welfare system is
the single greatest threat to the continuing
vitality and fiscal health of the state.

This archaic and haphazard system simply
must be reformed. The Family Assistance
Plan is the way to do it. Meaningful improve-
ment can come only from the bold and com-
prehensive change mandated by this land-
mark legislation.

The Family Assistance Plan would benefit
the citizens of Illinois and other states In
the following ways:

(I) It would provide, for the first time.
federal assistance for families in which the
father works full time but does not earn
enough to keep his family out of poverty. It
would do this with the most effective mech-
anism I know—dollars, rather than services,
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the effectiveness of which we have no ade-
quate ways of measuring. I believe this ap-
proach gives the poor a freedom of choice in
purchasing goods and services that will in-
spire those qualities of human dignity and
motivation essential for true human re-
newal. Moreover, the Nixon plan giving an
earnings supplement to the working poor
builds in a direct dollar incentive to work.
For many worthy citizens of fllinois, Family
Assistance will provide deserved and signifi-
cant new help.

(2) It will require fundamental changes
in the administration of welfare which are
long overdue. Enactment of Family Assist-
ance would clear away what the Prest'dent
has described as a "federal welfare quag-
mire" and permit the states to revamp their
welfare delivery system. Only if eligibility
determination for financial assistance is sep-
arated from the provision of the myriad of
social services, can better management be
achieved. In flltnois, in anticipation of the
enactment of legislation such as this, we have
already taken steps to test out the basic
precepts of the President's plan in a desig-
nated geographical area. We need and wel-
come the challenge and the opportunity this
legislation provides,

(3) The plan will assist the states to meet
the crushing fiscal burdens of welfare; fig-
ures now available show ADC costs for Au-
gust were fully 43% over the costs just one
year ago. This is a rate of growth that totally
dwarfs our annual revenue growth of 8%. ItS
size means that we must either cut back
severely on existing state programs in other
important areas, or place further strains on
a state revenue structure that is highly re-
gressive compared with the federal. Neither
of these alternatives Is sound in policy or
makes sense to the people.

I have repeatedly urged the federal gov-
ernment to come to the aid of the states
with revenue sharing. For the same reasons.
it must more fully fund welfare costs. The
Family Assistance Plan is revenue sharing
now. This is the real New Federalism.

Many shortcomings of the welfare sys-
tem today exist because we have merely
tinkered with its details and added band-
aid solutions, thereby warping its underly-
ing objective. The result Is an unworkable
system for moving people out of poverty
into the mainstream of American life. It is
my strong hope that well-intentioned efforts
to improve the Family Assistance legi8la-
tion will not be responsible for its failure.
It is time for all persons truly interested
in the improvement of our welfare system
to come to the support of this legislation.

It is imperative that the states that bear
the most direct respon8ibllity for welfare
have a major voice in shaping welfare re-
form policy. We all know that this legisla-
tion does not provide the full federal fund-
ing of welfare that the National Governors'
Conference has sought. In my own budget
message last April, I called u.pon the federal
government to assume this cost and said
"The greatest single contribution that the
government could make to state and local
government would be to pay all public aid
grants." Nonetheless I am convinced that
the Family Assistance Plan is a giant step
in this direction. We must recognize and ac-
cept the administrative problems which the
inherent in shifting from the entrenched
system to this new departure. But we can-
not let these considerations distract us from
the benefits this change will bring. We
should not wait for the achievement of per-
fection while the vicious poverty cycle in
this country continues unabated.

No one piece of legislation could do every-
thing I would like to see done in the field
of social welfare,

The Family Assistance Plan is the right
beginning. There will be other opportuni-
ties for further reform. I am convinced they
will come only if we succeed in this initial

effort. Only if we turn the corner with this
legislation will we be able to meet the press-
ing demands for similar fundamental re-
form in medical care and other essential
programs.

As the Governor of Illinois I stand four
square behind the Family Assistance Plan
and offer my services to assist in its pas-
sage. I intend to work with the 'Governors
of the Midwest Governors' Conference as
well as the chief executive of the large in-
dustrial states to see what can be done to
move the Nixon Family Assistance Plan out
of the Senate Finance Committee and into
final enactment this year.

COPY OF LETTER SENT TO GOVERNORS FROM
GOVERNOR DAN EVANS, WASHINGTON (ON
FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN) AUGUST 27,
1970

Late in July, I sent you the impact of the
Family Assistance Plan (HR 16311) and in-
dicated some of the problems in the legisla-
tion as presently drafted. Subsequently,
members of my staff met with representatives
of the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, and reached agreement on certain
substantive issues. In my opinion, these
changes would resolve, with certain excep-
tions. the major problems in the plan.

The major changes on which agreement
was reached are:

1. Expenditures for Aid to Families with
Dependent Children-Unemployed Parents
and Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren-Foster Care will be excluded from the
expenditure base for computing the "hold
safe" requirement.

2. The wide discretion granted to the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare
with respect to payment levels under State
Supplementation apparently has already
been discussed with the Senate Finance
Committee. If this discretion is not modified
by the Committee so as to make mandatory
consultation with the states on these pay-
ment levels explicit in the law, HEW has
agreed to include such a provision in the
rules.

3. If sufficient funds are not available to
the states, expenditures under Title XX can
be limited on the basis of a state's own pri-
orities although a balanced program of serv-
ices will be necessary. Additional services
could be provided by municipalities with a
population of 250,000 or more if there were
sufficient local funds. Non-federal expendi-
tures for services must be at least as high as
fiscal 1971.

4. Under Title XVI the recognition of the
economy of shared living arrangements was
considered by HEW to be implicit in comput-
ing the $110 standard. HEW agrees, how-
ever, that this requirement should be made
explicit in the law.

5. Under the emergency assistance pro-
vision of Title XX, the intent apparently
was that the states define the conditions and
content, with the Secretary of HEW setting
the outer limits. HEW agrees, however, that
the law should be modified to indicate that
"emergency" is to be defined by the state.

The representatives of HEW considered
that our suggestions with respect to Title
XIX would be more appropriately considered
with the health insurance legislation to be
introduced next February rather than in con-
nection with the Family Assistance Plan
legislation as such. HEW will work with the
states on appropriate modification of Title
XIX prior to the submittal of such leg-
islation,

We still have a concern that a state might
not be able to meet its fiscal obligations
under the bill at some time in the future.
HEW has agreed to work with us to develop
language that will permit the Secretary to
waive part of a state's liability, should seri-
ous fiscal problems develop.

Although we still have certain questions

about some aspects of the law, e.g., the
liberalized definition of disability, and the
fragmentation of services that would be
possible if cities of over 250,000 instituted
their own services program, the above
changes overcome our major financial ob-
jections to the legislation. We have always
been in favor of the intent of the Family
Assistance Plan, and, with these financial
modifications incorporated in the legislation,
we will give it our firm support.

One further area that you may wish to
examine is the provision in Title XX of the
bill which permits cities of over 250,000 to
elect to operate their own social services
program. This could make the equitable
provision of social services extremely dif-
ficult in many states, and interposes an-
other level in an already complex system.
I urge that you carefully examine the im-
pact of this provision on the ability of your
state to deliver services effectively.

I trust that you and your staff will review
the suggested changes and the impact on
your state. Given these changes, the "hold
safe" provision appears to become a sub-
stantive rather than nominal limitation
on state expenditures. We have appreciated
the positive attitude of HEW staff and con-
sider that solid progress has been made.

We hope that you, like ourselves, will sup-
port the legislation as modified.

Sincerely,
DANIEL J. EVANS,

Governor,

SEPTEMBER 25, 1970.
Hon. RIcHARD M. NIXON,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Mv DEAR PRESIDENT NIXON: I am most im-
pressed by what I have learned about the
Family Assistance Program. I congratulate
you on your courage and vision in presenting
It to the people of this country.

I am urging that you give serious con-
sideration to Arkansas as a deznonstrat,ion
state. Our state stands ready to work night
and day with you In this historic undertak-
ing. I have no dou'bt whatsoever that we can
prove the capability such a program requires.

The people of Arkansas without exception.
I believe, share in endorsing the first prin-
ciple of FAP—to help people to help them-
selves.

With all good wishes,
Sincerely,

WINTHROP ROCKEFELLER,
Governor.

SUN VALLEY, IDAHO,
Secretary ELLIorr L. RICHARDSON,
Department of Halth, Education, and Wel-

fare, Washington, D.C.:
At an executive session of the Republican

Governors' Association this noon, I presented
the matter of the Family Assistance Plan and
the Ribicoff-Bennett amendment. The R.GA
voted to support the President's Family As-
sistance Plan with 14 in favor, 2 opposed
and 3 absentions.

RUSSELL W. PETERSON,
Governor of Delaware,

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, as a cospon-
sor of the pending Ribicoff-Bennett
amendment, I urge the Senate to act
promptly to adopt the measure.

The debate over welfare reform and
the proposed family assistance plan ha,s
gone on in the Congress for many
months. Before the issue reached us in
the form of legislative proposals, it had
been debated over a period of seyeral
years by private citizens, advisory coun-
cils, welfare directors, and State officials.

So there is no lack of information on
this issue, nor is .there any need for fur-
ther study or prolonged tests of the
pending proposal, or alternative pro-
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posals, to determine whether reform is
needed. Those who have examined exist-
ing welfare programs know the system is
Inefficient, unfair, and inequitable.

There are no national standards for
either benefits or eligibility. There is no
uniformity In Federal cost-sharing, and
the administration of public assistance
varies widely from State to State.

As has been pointed out, what we have,
In short, Is really 54 different programs
in 54 different jurisdictions throughout
the United States. Each State sets its
own standard of need. Each State deter-
mines who will be eligible. Each State de-
cides how much It will pay. And each
State gets a different share from the Fed-
eral Government. -

Is it any wonder the system is not
working and the people it is supposed to
help are frustrated?

The continuation of a system so de-
monstrably inequitable and inefficient is
not fair to the poor—especially those
who need help and are not getting it un-
der the categorical approach—and it is
not fair to States and cities.

Welfare is no longer a local problem.
We have become a highly mobile society
and we have encouraged people to seek
employment in urban centers where jobs
and industries are located. The move-
ment of people into cities and their in-
ability to obtain employment, because of
lack of skills and lack of opportunity, has
caused welfare rolls to mushroom. Most
of these people have no recourse but to
seek help through the aid to dependent
children program.

In my own State of New Jersey, three-
fourths of all our public welfare expen-
ditures go into this program. According
to Governor Cahill, the average monthly
number of welfare recipients rose from
106,000 to 306,000 during the past 5 years,
an increase of nearly 200 percent. Net
expenditures for this program—Federal,
State. and county—rose from $59 to $216
million, a rise of approximately 270 per-
cent. And State expenditures increased
from $17 to $99 million, or a rise of 500
percent. I am told that total State ex-
penditures for welfare—and medicaid—
are expected to increase as much as 53
percent, or $100 million, next year alone.

Obviously, neither New Jersey nor
other States experiencing similar sky-
rocketing costs can afford to continue to
bear the financial cost of what must be
recognized as a national problem, Help
from the Federal Government Is long
overdue.

The family assistance plan does not
do all I think it should, but it does rep-
resent a substantial Improvement over
the conglomeration of the 54 programs
we currently have. Moreover, as now
amended, FAP would provide, In addi-
tion to national minimum standards and
work incentives, fiscal relief to the States
on a permanent basis by freezing their
future welfare costs to 90 percent of their
1971 costs.

The Riblcoff-Bennett amendment Is
the product of weeks of effort by the ad-
ministration and various Members of
Congress to develop a fair, workable bill.
It represents, I believe, the best hope of
moving toward welfare reform this year.

Of course, even If FAP is adopted, It
will not provide the kind of immediate
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help needed by local governments. There
will be a lag of at least 12 to 18 months
before the new program is implemented
by the States, during which time wel-
fare costs are expected to continue to
escalate.

That is the reason I recently intro-
duced an amendment to title II of H.R.
17550 to increase the Federal share of
the cost of medicaid and current public
assistance programs from the present
minimum of 50 percent to a new mini-
mum of 72 percent.

The effect of my amendment would
be to provide $2.3 billion In urgently
needed Federal aid to three-fourths of
the States, including those States bear-
ing the heaviest burden of welfare costs.
My amendment is not offered as a substi-
tute for FAP but simply as a way of pro-
viding some relief until the family assist-
ance program, If adopted by Congress,
goes into effect.

I hope it will be possible to vote on
both the Ribicoff-Bennett amendment
and on my amendment before the Sen-
ate adjourns.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, 35 years ago this Nation made
a commitment to enable the elderly to
live a life of dignity and self-respect in
retirement. Enactment of the Social Se-
curity Act was a landmark in social leg-
islation. It once again affirmed the high
value we place upon human dignity
throughout a lifetime.

Today social security protects work-
ers and their families from loss of earn-
ings because of retirement, death, or dis-
ability.

Without these benefits, many older
Americans would be forced to go on the
relief rolls or to depend upon relatives
who frequently would not have the re-
sources to support them.

And without these benefits 19 out of
20 beneficIaries would not even achieve
a moderate standard of living.

Yet, the vast majority of older Ameri-
cans are experiencing a retirement In-
come crisis which Is worsening, rather
than improving:

Nearly 5 million elderly persons fall be-
low the poverty line;

Over 2 million are on welfare; and
Only about 1 in 5 has a job, usually

part time and at lower wages,
Today older Americans are twice as

likely to be poor as compared to younger
persons. One out of every four persons 65
and older—in contrast to one In nine
for younger individuals—lives In poverty.

Even, more disturbing, their aggregate
numbers in poverty are now Increasing,
for the first time. Since 1968 the total
number of elderly persons living In pov-
erty jumped by nearly 200,000—from 4.6
to 4.8 mIllion. In sharp contrast, the
number of younger persons who would be
considered poor declined by almost 1.3
million, about a 6-percent reduction.

These figures clearly show that piece-
meal, stopgap measures are just not go-
ing to work. Today's retirement income
problems cannot be solved by adding a
few dollars every year or two to socIal
security.

Immediate and far-reaching action Is
needed on several fronts.

The bill before us today has several
provisions which will be of vital help
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to individuals living on limited fixed
incomes.

Several provisions, in fact, represent a
major step forward in dealing with the
present retirement income crisis. They
are identical or very similar to proposals
I have advanced In my omnibus social
security legislation and other proposals
to help the aged.

A 10-PERCENT BENEFIT INCRRASE

Ifl May, the House of Representatives
passed a 5-percent across-the-board
raise, effective in 1971. This increase
would, of course, be welcome by our Na-
tion's 20 million older Americans,

However, our cost of living has been
rising at an annual rate of about 6 per-
cent—the most rampant inflation in
nearly 20 years.

At this rate, the 5-percent benefit In-
crease would be wiped out before a social
security beneficiary received his first
check reflecting this raise.

Spiraling inflation continues to rob the
pocketbook of every American. But no
group is hurt more badly than older
Americans living on fixed Incomes.

As prices go up, their meager purchas-
ing power goes down—usually quite
sharply.

For an average retired couple, a 10-
percent benefit increase would mean an
additional $118 In annual benefits above
the House level, or approximately $10 a
month.

MINIMUM BENEFITS

Another significant Improvement In
the Finance Committee bill is the sub-
stantial increase in minimum monthly
benefits.

Minimum benefits for a single person
now amounts to $64 a month.

The 5-percent increase authorized in
the House bill would only have the effect
of raising this present inadequate base
by $3.20 a month—from $64 to $67.20.

This is only a token amount and would
be completely unrealistic for a person
subsisting in poverty.

The Senate bill would help to Improve
this measure substantially by providing a
minimum monthly benefit of $100. This
badly needed reform can be one of the
most significant measures in the bill be-
fore us.

LIBERALIZATION OF THE EARNINGS TEST

Under present law, a person under 72
may earn up to $1,680 in annual income
before his social security benefits are re-
duced.

For many senior citizens who need to
work because of inadequate social secu-
rity benefits, this limitation operates as a
formidable barrier.

In both the House and Senate bills,
the existing earnings test Is raised to a
more realistic level—$2,000 before social
security benefits would be reduced.

In addition, $1 in benefits would be
withheld for each $2 of earnings above
the $2,000 cutoff point. Under existing
law, this one for two feature only applies
to a $1,200 earnings band—from $1,680
to $2,880. Thereafter, $1 in benefits Is
withheld for each $1 of earnings.

A 100-PERCENT BENEFIT FOR WIDOWS

Another far-reaching reform In both
the House and Senate versions Is my
measure to provide 100-percent benefits
for widows.
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At present, they receive only 82 per-
cent of the primary benefit of their de-
ceased spouse.

One of the pressing reasons for mak-
ing this urgently needed change is that
approxinustely six out of every 10 widows
living alone have incomes below the pov-
erty line. Especially disadvantaged are
the Nation's very oldest women.

Another compelling argument for this
measure was advanced by Dr. Joseph
Pechman of the Brookings Institute:

An Increase in the widow's benefits to a
full 100 percent of P/A (the primary benefit
amount that had been payable to the hus-
band) would more effectively aid the poor,
per dollar of added cost, than any other
change in the system, inclffding a minimum
benefit.

It is estimated that this change alone
can provide an additional $260 in annual
income for widows. Approximately 2.'?
million widows and widowers will be ben-
efited from this change.

AGE-62 COMPUTATION POINT FOR MEN

My proposal to provide an age-62
computation point for benefits for men—
the same as now exists for women—has
also been incorporated in both the House
and Senate bills.

Under present law, 3 more years are
used in computing benefits for a man
than are used for a woman of the same
age.

This difference in the treatment of
men and women can result In signifi-
cantly lower benefits being paid to a re-
tired man than are paid to a retired
woman with the same average earnings.

When thechange in the committee bill
is fully operational, the benefits for most
men would be higher than under present
law. And higher benefits would be paid
to the dependents of retired men and to
the survivors of men who die after age
62.

LIBERALIZED ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS FOR
DISABILI'rY INSURANCE

A number of improvements were also
made in the Finance Committee bill to
improve the present disability provisions.

For example, the Senate bill reduces
the waiting period to qualify for dis-
ability benefits 6 to 4 months.

Moreover, blind persons will be able
to qualify for disability benefits, pro-
vided they have worked under social se-
curity for 6 quarters.

UPDATING RETIP.EMENT INCOME CREDIT

In addition, the Finance Committee
bill also incorporates my proposal to up-
date the retirement income credit for
retired teachers, firemen, policemen, and
other Government annuitants.

The purpose of the credit is to place
these pensioners on a substantially
equivalent tax basis with social security
beneficiaries.

Social security benefits are, of course,
tax exempt. Government annuitants re-
ceive comparable tax relief by claiming
a 15-percent credit on their qualifying
retirement income—their pensions, an-
nuities, rents, interest, and dividends.

But the credit no longer provides
equivalent relief because it has not been
updated for 8 long years. During that
time, there have been three badly needed
social security increases. And hopefully,

we will soon enact a fourth raise to help
bring retirement income up to a more
realistic level.

My amendment—which was adopted
in modified form—would help to correct
this longstanding inequity.

It would do this by raising the maxi-
mum amount for computing the 15-per-
cent credit from $1,524 to $1,872 for a
single person and from $2,286 to $2,808
for an elderly married couple.

This could mean a possible tax sav-
ings of $52 for a single retiree and $78
for a married couple.

SECTION 225

One especially objectionable feature in
the House-passed bill was section 225,
which provided for a one-third cutback
in Federal funding after 60 days for
medicaid patients in hospitals or 90 days
for persons in nursing homes or mental
institutions.

This is in spite of the fact that two-
thirds of all nursing home residents re-
quire more than 90 days' care.

This ill-advised proposal could have
dealt a crippling blow to the availability
or quality of care for medicaid patients.

Since medicaid patients are unable to
pay for their own medical care, this
crushing burden would fall directly on
the States. And we know that virtually
every State in the Union lacks sufficient
resources to assume this additional sub-
stantial burden.

In the committee bill, there would be
cutbacks in Federal funding for institu-
tional care only when adequate profes-
sional review and medical audit func-
tions are not effectively applied. However,
States properly carrying out these func-
tions would not be affected by any cut-
back provision.

FINANCING OF COST-OF-LIVING INCREASES

In spite of the overall worthiness of
the bill, one especially controversial pro-
vision has arisen, and that is the method
of financing the cost-of-living increase.

To pay for these increases, approxi-
mately 50 percent would come from rais-
ing the tax rates and 50 percent from in-
creasing the taxable wage base.

The effect of this measure is that a
large portion of this burden would be
shouldered by people earning low in-
comes—people who can least afford a
tax Increase.

Since the payroll tax rate would be
uniformly applied to all covered individ-
uals, workers with low earnings would
pay a proportionately higher percentage
of their total income than higher paid
persons.

Once again, this underscores the need
f or well-timed and well-conceived use of
general revenues to help finance a por-
tion of the social security program.

The advantage of this approach Is that
it would provide a more equitable means
for financing this essential, but still Im-
perfect program.

It would not result in burdensome pay-
roll taxes being imposed upon today's
workers. And it would make the tax
structure for financing the program more
progressive.

Mr. President, the overall study of the
"economics of aging" by the Senate
Committee on Aging—of which I am

chairman—has helped make the case for
badly needed reform in social security.

The bill before us today represents a
significant step forward in many re-
spects. But our task is still not complete.

Further reform is still needed and will
be discussed in much greater detail In
the Committee on Aging's final report on
the economics of aging, which will be
issued in the very near future.

A recent letter from Mr. Nelson Cruik-
shank, president of the National Council
of Senior Citizens, makes a very percep-
tive analysis of some of the major pro-
visions in the 1970 social security bill.

His comments about the financing of
the cost-of-living increase, especially
merit the serious attention of all Mem-
bers of the Senate.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this letter be printed in the
RECORD for my colleagues to read.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed In the RECORD,
as follows:

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF SENIOR
CrrIzENs, INC.,

Washington, D.C., December 14, 1970.
Hon. HARRISON A. Wn.z.usss, JR.,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DRAR SENATOR Wn.LIAMS: This is in refer-
ence to H.R. 17550 (Social Security Amend-
ments of 1970) which we understand is be-
ing reported by the Senate Finance Corn-
niittee and will probably be before the entire
Senate this week.

As you know, this Is a very complex bill
containing many proposals for changes in
the basic Social Security program in Medi-
care, Medicaid, and Public Welfare. In one
way or another practically all these pro-
posals affect the well being of the older peo-
ple of this country and we would have
preferred that there were time for us to
make an analysis of all the proposals and
to present our views in detail. However, it
appears that In the short time remaining to
this Congress this will not be possible.

There are some major provisions of this
measure before you on which we would ap-
preciate the opportunity of presenting our
views.

cAsH BENEFITS

The first of these is the matter of in-
creasing the cash benefits under the Old-Age,
Survivors and Disability programs. The
House-passed bill provides but a meagre five
percent across-the-board increase. The Fi-
nance Committee bill provides a 10% increase
with $100 per month minirnwn benefit.
While this represents a substantial improve-
ment, it still falls short of meeting the eco-
nomic needs of the elderly who, In the face
of inflationary increases in living costs, are
witnessing the erosion of their already
meagre incomes.

About 9 out of 10 older people now receive
Social. Security benefits and are largely de-
pendent on them as witnessed by the fact
that one quarter of the married couple bene-
ficiaries and one half of the non-married
have other income of less than $40.00 a
month per person. Average Social Security
benefits are $117 a month for retired work-
ers.

Inflation has hit older people the hardest
because their incomes rise slowly—If at afl—
and because the greatest price increases have
taken place in such necessities as home
maintenance, Insurance, taxes, medical care
and transportation. The most seriously af-
fected are older widows or unmarried women
who form the largest single element In the
older population. The average Social Secu-
rity benefit for widows Is $101 a month.
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It is for such reasons that we appeal to
you to give primary consideration to in-
creases in cash benefits. Whatever disposi-
tion the Senate may make of the many
other proposals contained in HR. 17550—
this is one on which we feel confident you
will want to take immediate action. And
we urge you to take such action as will assure
that whatever comes out of conference will
provide not less than a 10 percent increase
with the minimum benefit of 8100 a month.

COST OF LIVING INCREASES

Secondly, we have some very definite views
of the proposals for Increases in benefits
geared to increases in living costs which we
would like you to consider.

We are, of course, not opposed to increases
whatever their basis. But we want to empha-
size the position we have consistently taken,
namely that cost-of-living percentage in-
creases applied to the present low level of
benefits as a base, will not alone meet the
income needs of the elderly. To do this re-
quires substantial improvements in present
benefit amounts. Future needs could then be
met in large measure by automajic increases
based on a cost-of-living figures.

But if the steadily improving standard of
living provided by the dynamic American
economy is to be shared by the elderly. Con-
gress must continue, as It has in the past,
to review periodically the requirements and
resources of the Social Security system and
make such adjustments as appear necessary
and feasible in the light of current economic
and social conditions.

Both provisions for automatic adjustment
and for continuing responsibility of the Con-
gress in this area appear to be provided in
the escalator provision of the Senate Com-
mittee bill. Except that in this bill the pro-
visions for financing the increases are less
equitable, in our view, than those of the
House-passed bill which would finance the
increased benefits by Increases In contribu-
tion and benefit bases, also geared to in-
creases in cost-of-living.

Consequently, we would urge that the
provisions for financing the cost-of-living in-
creases contained in the House bill be re-
tained along with the provision for "inter-
vening" by the Congress, as contained in the
Finance Committee bill. We feel strongly that
the burden of rising benefits geared to
cost-of-living should not be borne by workers
(and their employers) in the lower wage
brackets, as would be the case under the
financing provision of the Senate Commit-
tee bill.

RETIREMENT TEST

Finally, we support the proposed changes
in the retirement test which are Identical in
both the House-passed bill and the Senate
Committee bill. The liberalizations of the
test both for the present and those for the
future geared to cost-of-living, appear as
moderate adjustments required by changing
conditions. We are opposed to any proposals
for eliminating the test entirely. or for more
far-reaching changes than those contained
in the present bill.

The National Council of Senior C),tizens,
like many members of Congress, I am sure.
has been called upon to request elimination
of the retirement test on the allegations that
the Social Security program should not 'pre-
vent people from working." In response to
these requests we made a thorough study of
the purpose and operation of. the test and
concluded that it would be most unfair to
the great majority of retirees if this test were
to be eliminated. After wide distribution of
the results of this study by every means
available, our membership has supported our
opposition to removal of the test.

The main reasons for this position are (1)
most elderly are not able to work, even if jobs
in the present labor market were available.
(2) removing the test would be of benefit to
less than 10 percent of the elderly and this
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would include those who need help least of
all: professional people, business executives
and others who for the most part do not rely
mainly on Social Security benefits for their
livelihood and (3) the cost which would run
about $2.75 billion the first year and more in
later years, would undoubtedly prevent in-
creases in benefits for those much more in
need.

We appreciate your giving our views con-
sideration as this very vital measure comes
before you for action. If we can be of any
assistance in further clarifying our position,
or in any other way, please feel free to call on
us.

Sincerely and respectfully yours,
NELSON H. CEUIKSHANK,

President.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, presenta-
tions by several members of the Finance
Committee, from both parties, have 11-
]ustrated the fallacy that the family
assistance plan would create Incentives
for people to work rather than not to
work. Supposedly workfare was the
foundation of this program but it Is now
evident we need a pilot project to make
it possible for Information to be de-
veloped to prepare legislation for pro-
grams to accomplish this objective.

We need to determine what can be
done to provide jobs for people under
this program. At the present time we
have a serious unemployment problem
in this country and we must find a solu-
tion. Many of these people are on wel-
f are.

Mr. President, the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare has estimated
the current welfare caseload In the Na-
tion at 12.6 million.

This is an Increase of 2 million persons
over the same date 1 year ago.

Secretary Richardson has also been
quoted as saying that In some States
the hike in welfare caseloads Is up as
much as 30 percent over last year. This
means that caseloads In some areas are
more than doubled every 5 years.

President Nixon has set the current
welfare budget at $8.7 billion—yet It is
expected that the actual cost this fiscal
year will soar over $10 billion.

This welfare load already is a very sub-
stantial burden on the hard-working peo-
ple of our Nation.

And yet, here we are discussing a pro-
gram to double the number of persons
who qualify to collect welfare payments.

This simply is not fair to those people
in our society who work day in and day
out to carry their own weight.

Mr. President, we have run the gamut
of suggestions as to what income a per-
son is entitled to as a birthright Irthis
Nation. It ranges from $1,600 to more
than $7,000—depending on which advo-
cate of the guaranteed annual wage you
may talk. to.

What in the world has happened to
our country?

Why are we so determined to travel
down the same road that proved so dis-
astrous to the British?

Our Nation became great and power-
ful by offering people opportunities—not
by guaranteeing them handouts. Our
people have prospered because of their
sweat and toll and their willingness to
sacrifice.

Perhaps it is a bit old fashioned, but
I believe that some of the principles that
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made our country great still are valid. I
do not see why we should pick the year
1970—or 1971—to switch to a socialistic
philosophy which is contrary to our
heritage,

Those who have promoted the various
guaranteed annuaj wage programs over
the years have dwelled on the plight of
the poor. And I can appreciate this con-
cern. I too am concerned aboUt the plight
of the poor. We certainly have not done
enough for the aged and the ill who are
deserving of much more consideration.

But let us talk for just a moment about
the plight of the working man and
woman and his family.

Throughout our history the bulk of
Americans have been willing—and In
most cases even thankful—to labor hard
for their livelihood. They have been
justly proud to carry their own weight
and do an extra bit to help their Nation.

Millions have started work in their
teens. Mostly they have had precious
little education. Many have worked all
their adult lives, 5 and 6 days a week at
labor that is perhaps monotonous, per-
haps tedious, perhaps physically exhaust-
ing. These proud masses have not
sought—nor would most of them have ac-
cepted—a chance to freeload on their
fellow workers.

Now, suddenly in the latter half of the
20th century, we have a strange, new
movement afoot. There Is a faction that
contends that people have a right to
freeload on their fellows, that no one has
an obligation to help carry his share in
paying the price of making society run.

Advocates of the guaranteed annual
wage—or the family assistance plan as
it is called In this case—make it sound
as though welfare payments somehow
materialize magically. They foster the
old, worn myth that the State is some-
thing with endless resources that can
provide for the needs and desires of
everyone,

But we know better, Or at least I hope
we do.

The Government has nothing to give
to anybody that it does not first take
from someone else.

If we double the welfare roles, then we
multiply accordingly the amount of tax
money that we must extract from the
hard-working man to give to the non-
productive members of our society.

This is not a scheme to take from the
rich and give to the poor.

It is a scheme to take from the middle-
and low-income worker—already strug-
gling against inflation—to give to the
poor, whether the poor be deserving of
help or not. Again, I say that I am not
being critical of persons who have a
legitimate claim to welfare, such as the
aged or the ill who cannot work.

Mr. President, I am pleading for the
man who is determined to do whatever
he can to pay his own way In the best
o1 Am,erican tradition. This Is the man
who would be the victim of the misguided
legislation we are considering.

There is a lot of talk about the right
of every man to live with dignity.

Too many of those people willing to
live off the labor of others do not know
the meaning of the word "dignity."

We have an unfortunate situation in
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our Nation at the current time where
many well-educated or well-trained men
and women, eager to work, cannot find
employment in their chosen field.

These people are having a hard time
maintaining their dignity. But many of
them are doing it, and doing it the hard
way. It is dignity when an engineer takes
a job as a cab driver because he is de-
termined to support his own family
rather than go on the public dole.

It is dignity when a cab driver who
is out of work seeks any kind of manual
labor to support his family.

Recently there was a newspaper ar-
ticle which indicated that a job lacked
proper dignity because it paid a work-
man only $3 per hour.

To me, a man who fails to work at a
job paying $300 a month in wages o
that he can collect $300 a month in wel-
fare has no dignity.

Mr. President, what we need is to re-
form our welfare system—not expand
it.

The proposal we have before us just
adds another layer to the same old mess.

We must have a program to encourage
people to get off welfare. We must have
soniething to break the pattern of gen-
eration after generation of welfare f am-
ilies. We must halt the proliferation of
welfare provisions that encourage peo-
ple to keep their hands out.

The Government is only the inter-
mediary in this.—the handout really
comes from the man who has done his
day's work. It is taken from the working-
man and from the workingman's family.

What we need is a workfare program.
We need meaningful reforms that will

adequately provide for those unfortunate
people who cannot possibly support
themselves. We need to kick the peren-
nial freeloaders, those who can work but
will not, off the welfare rolls. And we
need to offer incentives to put the pro-
spectively productive members of our so-
ciety back to work.

There are those in our Nation who
would sit back gladly and accept a free
ride. They would feel not the slightest
embarrassment or remorse. They believe
people who work are suckers. These peo-
pie are immoral.

And there are dther disadvantaged
people we are trying to inspire to work
who would be irrevocably damaged by
any guaranteed annual wage scheme.
These people are willing to subsist, and
to have their children subsist. They would
be content with $2,000 a year; they would
be prosperous with $3,000 per year; they
would be overwhelmed with $4,000 oer
year.

These people are not immoral. Their
mores—or lifesiyle to use the modern
cliche—has never looked upon labor as
a virtue and they feel no scrupples about
living forever on whatever is given to
them. As I said, subsistence is the essence
of their life. This program would be
ruinous to them.

Mr. President, we already have seen
the phenomenon of welfare recipients
organizing to demand more and more
from the Government. We have seen
them "occupy" the office of a secretary of
welfare.

Now, we have before us a plan to dou-
ble the number of persons who would
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have credentials to join such pressure or-
ganizations and join in such disruptive
tactics.

We would have roughly one out of nine
persons in this country on welfare. This
quarter of a million persons would be a
tremendous political bloc. The politician
playing to this group would have to offer
more and more benefits. He would have
to promise to take more and more from
the assembly line workers, butchers,
mechanics, office workers, and other pro-
ductive members of society to give to
those who not only can not work but
those who simply do not want to work.

Mr. President, if this were a good pro-
gram—and it is not a good program, but
if it wer. a good program—now would be
the wrong time to try to launch it.

Our Federal Government already is
faced with a deficit of $10 to $15 billion—
and perhaps even more—during the cur-
rent fiscal year.

What we need at this time are pro-
grams to put people in jobs, not on wel-
fare rolls. We have an unacceptably high
rate of unemployment. Welfare is not
the answer.

Those who have been trying to sell us
the family assistance plan talk vaguely
about getting welfare recipients even-
tually into jobs. Yet their program makes
no provision for new jobs. No one is say-
ing where these jobs are going to come
from.

What escapes me, Mr. President, is the
logic of some of the people who are 100
percent for expanding welfare and yet
dead set against other legislation to pro-
tect American jobs. It is inconceivable
that we can survive as a nation of wel-
fare recipients after we have exported
virtually all of our manufacturing jobs.

I think that the welfare reform issue
is very closely tied in with the trade bill,
Mr. President, and that is why I felt
compelled to mention it at this point.

I certainly am not opposed to welfare
reform.

In the Finance Committee, I voted for
a pilot program to test out some of the
reform theories. We would have a chance
to see what incentives are effective in
getting people off welfare and into pro-
ductive work.

This is the only sensible way to ap-
proach the issue.

Voting for a multibillion dollar new
welfare program without a pilot project
is like voting for production of a multi-
billion dollar new airplane—we might
take the SST as an example-without
providing for testing of prototypes.

I want to see if the family assistance
plan will fly.

And more important, I want to see if
it is going to fatally pollute the atmos-
phere of our Nation.

The proposal before us is fraught with
dangers. It is built on estimates and as-
sumptions of doubtful value.

A trial run could either prove that the
proposals are sound—or demonstrate
that disaster would strike a full-blown
program if it were attempted.

I firmly believe that the family assist-
ance plan as now offered would •be a
disaster for the Nation.

This Is not something I say lightly.
I have supported 99 percent of Presi-

dent Nixon's programs, but I most del-
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initely oppose the program before us and
everything offered so far by the ad-
ministration.

President Nixon had a good idea—a
work Incentive program to cure the ills
of the welfare system.

The idea obviously went astray in the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare. The program presented to us is
not only a continuation of the same old
misdirected welfare concept, but an ex-
pansion of the fiasco.

We have a program here which is
aimed strictly at increasing the welfare
rolls. It offers no real incentives to put
people to work. It offers no machinery
for encouraging or preserving jobs, or of
getting welfare people into productive
positions.

If this program is approved, I say
again, it will be a disaster for our
country.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, we are
debating the most important domestic
legislation of this Congress. I regret that
we are doing so under the pressures of
adjournment and under a tangled parlia-
mentary situation. The administration's
Family Assistance plan is so important
that it deserves our most earnest and
direct consideration.

The President has called this legisla-
tion the keystone of his entire program
of domestic reforms. I was proud to co-
sponsor the original version of the plan
last year and am pleased to join in spon-
soring the current proposal. It is the
product of years of study by many per-
captive individuals, including the Vice
President, who was among the first to
advocate a Federal floor under welfare
payments as a means of relieving the
fiscal burdens on the States.

This legislation, If adopted, will have
a constructive impact on millions of
Americans, bath those who, as taxpayers,
are now forced to support the obsolete
welfare system, and those who, as re-
cipients, are subject to its inequalities
and whims.

Especially important is the import of
the Nixon proposal for the coming gen-
eration of Americans. We have an op..
portunity here and now to take a long
step toward freeing millions of children
from the tragic welfare cycle of de-
pendence and poverty, and enabllng
them to grow up in a united family, In
an atmosphere of dignity and self-reli-
ance. In an eloquent address to the
White House Conference on Children on
December 13, the President spoke of the
meaning of the Family Assistance plan
for the next generation. I ask unanimous
consent to include the text of the Presi-
dent's remarks in. the REcORD at the
conclusion of my statement.

Mr. President, the Family Amistance
Plan Is based on the premise that all
Americans need money to live ai in-
centive to work. Beyond that, It estab-
lishes national uniform eligibility stand-
ards, and narrows the present variations
in benefits. It combines strong work in-
centives with work requirements. Pt will
lift a great and growing financial burden
from State and local governments, en-
abling them to turn their limited re-
sources to other pressing public prob-
lems.
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This legislation is not perfect; no bill
o.f this scope could fully satisfy everyone.
But it is a bold step forward and deserves
Senate approval this year.

There being no objection, the text of
the President's remarks was ordered to
be printed in the RECORD, as follows:

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT AT TEE WHITE
HOTJSE CONFERENCE ON CHILDREN

Mr. Secretary, Mr. Mayor, Mr. Chairman,
and ladies and gentlemen, all of the dele-
gates to this Conference:

Before I begin my prepared text, I would
like to express my deep appreciation to all
of you who have come to this Conference,
and also for the very special entrance that
was arranged on this occasion.

One of the great privileges for the Presi-
dent of the United States, of course, is to
hear Hail to the Chief. I have heard It many
times since I became President almost two
years ago. I have never heard it played better
than by the East Atlanta School from over
here, an elementary school.

Speaking as one who played a very poor
Second violin in a high school orchestra, I
appreciate all of the work and the talent that
is represented therein by the leader who was
able to develop those talents.

I am very proud tonight to share with six
of my predecessors, starting with Theodore
Roosevelt and most recently, Dwight Eisen-
hower, the honor of convening a White House
Conference on Children. I take very special
pleasure In welcoming all of you here.

Our concern at this Conference is with the
well-being of 55 million Individual human
beings who happen to be children under the
age of 14. and who represent one-fourth of
all the people in America.

When I refer to them as 55 million individ-
ual human beings, I mean to put the em-
phasis precisely on that—in the fact that
nothing Is so intensely personal as the pri-
vate world of the child; nothing so removed
from the statistical abstractions of a chart
or a computer.

in talking about our children, we are talk-
ing about our world and about its future,
but in the most special, the most human,
the most individual sense of anything we do
or consider.

The refreshing little flower emblem that
has been used as the symbol of this Con-
ference is a reminder to us of one very simple
and very basic truth: that the world of the
child is different and very special, and full
of promise and very much alive.

It also reminds us that whether we speak
of a community of 200 people or of 200 mil-
lion. the Important thing to remember is
that no two are alike.

I am sure some of you have heard the
little television commercial, a musical one,
that has the little ditty that goes 'No one
else in the whole human race Is exactly like
you."

Because of this, what is right for one child
may be all wrong for another.

Here in Washington, In government, we
have a tendency to think about things in the
mass, about cities of more than a million or
less than a million, of people over 85 or those
under 21, about whole school systems or
health delivery systems.

Just yesterday. I spent a great part of the
day working on next year's Federal budget,
on billions for this and billions for that, and
how perhaps $100 million could be saved
here in order to do something we want todo
someplace else; trying to balance the needs
and hopes of dozens of government depart-
ments and agencies that operate thousands
of programs involving millions of people.
Sometimes after a day like that, I find my-
self reflecting on both the necessity and then
the impersonality of it all. Budgets have to be
made and they have to be followed because
tbt is the way the real world operates. And
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governments have to deal with great masses
of people because this is the way govern-
ments opei'ate.

But how far removed this can get us from
the perspective of the individual person. How
great a tendency there is in government to
lose track of people as people, to get so
wrapped up in charts and projections and
columns of numbers that we lose sight of
what ultimately It is all about.

If there is one thought more than any
other that I would like to leave with you, all
of the 4,000 delegates to this Conference, it is
this: to remember that what matters is one
person, one child, unlike any other, wIth his
own hopes and his own dreams and his own
fears, who lives at the center of his own
separate and very personal world,

I am sure that each one of you is here tak-
ing part in this great Conference because you
do care not only about children in the mass,
but about the child. I hope you will help us
in government to keep the focus on that one
child.

One of the special glories of America is that
we are a nation of individuals and Individ-
ualists. We produce people, not automatons.
We recognize diversity not as an evil but as
a virtue. We turn not to one institution alone
but to many to perform the great task of
achieving a better life for all of us.

We recognize, of course, the role for gov-
ernment, for the church, the home, the
school, the volunteer agencies that are so
distinctive a feature of American life. And
we do know that this is a case in which in-
dividual cooks, and additional cooks, do en-
rich the broth.

There is, of course, a large and vital role
government must play in insuring the best
possible opportunities for the child.

Tonight I would like to speak briefly to
you about just one government program,
a Federal Government program, presently
being considered by the United States Sen-
ate, which I believe particularly deserves
your support.

The great issue concerning family and
child welfare in the United States is the
issue of family income.

For generations, social thinkers have argued
that there is such a thing as a minimum
necessary family income, and that no fam-
ily should be required to subsist on less. It
is a simple idea, but very profound in its
consequences.

On August 11, 1969, over a year ago, I pro-
posed that for the first time in America's
history we in this great, rich country estab-
lish a floor under the income of every Amen-
can family with children. It has, in turn,
been called by others the most important
piece of domestic legislation to be introduced
in Congress in two generations.

In terms of its consequences for children,
I think It can be fairly said to be the most
important piece of social legislation in the
history of this Nation. I am sure you know
the story of the legislation. In April, it passed
the House of Representatives by almost 2-to-
1. Then it became mired down in the Senate.
It is still stuck there, but it is not lost.
There is still an opportunity for the 91st
Congress to change the world of American
children by enacting Family Assistance.

In these closIng days of that Congress, I
want to emphasize once again unequivocally
my personal support for the welfare reform
this year. and to urge your support for wel-
fare reform this year.

In the last 10 years alone—listen to this—
the number of children on welfare in Ameri-
ca has tripled to more than six million.
Think of it—six million children—six mil-
lion children caught up in an unfair and
tragic system that rewards people for not
working instead of providing incentives for
self-support and independence; that drives
families apart, instead of bringing them to-
gether; that brings welfare snoopers into
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their homes, that robs them of pride and de-
stroys dignity. I believe we should change
that.

The welfare system has become a consuin-
Ing, monstrous, inhuman outrage against the
community, against the family, against the
individual, and most of all against the very
children who are our concern, your concern,
in this great Conference, the children it is
meant to help.

We have taken long strides—not enough,
but long strides—toward ending racial segre-
gation In America. But welfare segregation
can be almost as insidious.

Think what it means to a sensitive child.
Let me give you one example. My daugh-

ter Tricia does tutoring at an inner-city
school here in Washington, She tells me of
her deep concern each day to see the welfare
children herded into an auditorium for a free
lunch, While the others bring ttheir lunches
and eat in the classroom.

We have to find ways of ending this sort
of separation. The point is not the quality
of the lunch. As a matter of fact, she tells
me that the free iunoh is probably nutri-
tionally better than the ones the others
bring from home.

The point is the stigmatizing by separa-
tion of the welfare children as welfare chil-
dren,

I remember back in the Depression years—
and if this dates me, if you can remember,
you can remember, too—of the 1930's, how
deeply I felt about the plight of those peo-
ple my own age who used to come into my
father's store when they couldn't pay the
bill, because their fathers were out of work,
and how this seemed to separate them from
others in our school.

None of us had any money In those days,
but those in families where there were no
jobs and there was nothing but the little
that relief then offered suffered from more
than simply going without. What they suf-
fered was a hurt to their pride that many
carried with them for the rest of their lives,

I also remember my older brother. He had
tuberculosis for five years. The hospital and
doctor bills were more than we could afford.

In the five years before he died, my mother
never bought a new dress. We were poor by
today's standards, and I suppose we were
poor even by Depression standards.

But the wonder of it was that we didn't
know it. Somehow my mother and father,
with their love, their pride, their courage
and self-sacrifices were able to qreate a spirit
of self-respect in our family so that we had
no sense of being inferior to others who
had more.

Today's welfare child is not so fortunate.
His family may have enough to get by on
and, as a matter of fact, they may have
even more in a material sense than many of
us had in those Depression years. But no
matter how much pride and courage his pa-
rents have, he knows they are poor and he
can feel that soul-stifling patronizing at-
titude that follows the dole.

Perhaps he watches while a caseworker—
a caseworker who himself is trapped in a
system that wastes on policing talents that
could be used for helping—watches while
this caseworker is forced by the system to
poke around in the child's apartment, check-
ing on how the money is spent, or whether
his mother might be hiding his father in
the closet.

This sort of indignity is hard enough on
the mother. It is enough of a blow to her
pride and to her self-respect. But think of
what it must mean to a sensitive child.

We have a chance now to give that child
a chance-a chance to grow up without hav-
ing his schoolmates throw in his face the fact
that he is on welfare and without making
him feel that he is therefore something less
than other children.

Our task Is not only to lilt people out of
poverty but from the standpoint of the child
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our task is to erase the stigma of welfare,
illegitimacy and of hardship, and to restore
pride, dignity and self-respect for every child
in America.

I don't contend before this sophisticated
audience of critics that our Family Assist-
ance Plan is perfect. Secretary Richardson,
who has been before the Senate, will be able
to answer questions that you may put to him
because he has been before a very, very
critical body.

But I am only going to suggest this: In
this confused, complex and intensely human
area no perfect program is possible, and cer-
tainly none is possible that will please every-
body. But this is a good program, and a pro-
gram immensely better than what we have
now, and vastly important to the future of
this country—and especially to the neediest
of our children. It is time to get rid of the
present welfare program and get a new one,
and now is the time to do it.

For the United States Senate to adjourn
without enacting this measure would be a
tragedy of missed opportunity for America
and particularly for the children of America.

I have dwelt at some length on Family
Assistance because of its vital and even his-
toric importance and because now is the
time for Senate decision.

This represents, as I indicated, one of the
things the Federal Government can do to
give children a better opportunity.

There are others: our programs for the
right to read, our emphasis on the first five
years of life through the new Office of Child
Development in the Department of HEW, on
education reform, on food, nutrition, and in
many others, where we are trying to meet
what I believe is a great responsibility that
rests with the Federal Government.

I know in this Conference you will have
many new ideas for things we in Govern-
ment, in the Federal Government, might do.

We shall do our best to meet our respon-
sibility in those areas where the Federal
Government can best do what needs to be
done. But I would also stress that equally
and often more important Is what States
and communities do, and the school, the
church, the family, the mass media, the vol-
unteer organizations, each of us as individ-
uals. For the child is not raised by govern-
ment; the child is raised by his family. HIs
character is shaped by those people he en-
counters in his daily life.

I think especially of the millions of Amer-
icans who give their time, their energy and
their heart to volunteer activities working
with children. You know them in your com-
munities—thousands, hundreds of thou-
sands all over America.

Before becoming President, I served as
National Chairman of the Boys Clubs of
America. I saw from the inside the wonder-
ful work organizations like the Boys Clubs
and others do, and also the spirit and dedi-
cation of the people who make them possible.
There are churches and service organiza-
tions, hundreds, thousands of organizations
all across America, helping. They can help
more.

And most important, these volunteer or-
ganizations can do what government cannot
do: they can give heart and inspire hope,
and they can address themselves not simply
to children as a group but to that one spe-
cial. precious child.

Before closing tonight. I would like to
leave with you a few very personal reflections
from the perspective of the office I hold.

A President of the United States always
thinks about the legacy that he would like
to leave the country from the years he serves
in this office. I think often about that In
terms of what I can leave for America's
children.

I know that the first thing I would like
to do for them is to bring peace to America
and to the world. And here I speak not just
of ending the war, but of ending It in a way

that will contribute to a lasting peace, so
that theirs, at last, can be what we have
not yet had in this century—a genetation of
peace,

I speak not only of the absence of war,
but also of a peace in which we can have an
open world in which all the peoples of the
world will have a chance to know one an-
other, to communicate with one another, to
respect one another.

The second thing that as President I
would like to leave for America's children is
a strong, productive and creative economy—
one that can provide every family with a
floor under its income higher than what is
now the ceiling for most of the world's peo-
ples.

I want to leave them an economy that
provides jobs for all with equal and full
opportunity, jobs producing not for war but
producing for peace.

And beyond this, I want, as you want,
America's children in the last generation of
this century to have the best education, the
best health, the best housing that any chil-
dren have had anywhere, anytime.

I want them to enjoy clean air, clean wa-
ter. the open spaces, to restore the heritage
of nature that is rightfully theirs.

Although we will always have differences
here in America, because this is a very di-
verse country, I hope that Government can
help achieve a better understanding among
the generations, the races, the religions,
among those with different values and dif-
ferent life styles.

I would like to do all this and do it in
the climate of freedom.

I want this generation of children to de-
velop a new sense of ratriotism.

Edmund Burr pointed out that patriotism
translated literally means love of country.
And he went on further to say that for us
to love our country, our country must be
lovely.

We do love our country'—most of us—but
we know it has many unlovely features. I
want young Americans to learn to love
America. not because it is the richest coun-
try, or the strongest, or merely because they
were born here, but because America is truly
a good country and becoming better, because
it is truly a lovely country.

I am convinced that in my term as Presi-
dent we made some progress towards these
goals that I outlined and I think that we
by the end, will have made more progress.
But even if aP these goals could be fully
achieved, it still would not meet our duty
to our children.

No matter what Government does for peo-
ple. no matter what we provide in the way
of income, housing or food. we still have not
reached the essential element as far as a full
and meaningful life is concerned. because
what is most important is that every person
in this country must be able to feel that he
counts.

We have to let 55 million very young Amer-
cans, as well as those a little older perhaps,
know that what they do matters, that their
ideas count, that the country needs their
thoughts, their creativity, their contribu-
tions.

I recall Dr. Walter Judd once said that he
loved his daughter very much. and then
when she asked him to help her with her
arithmetic, he really could do it much bet-
ter than she could, the easiest thing for him
to do would be simply to do it for her. But
because he loved her, he would not do it
for her. He helped her learn to do it her-
self.

While this conference will and should
make recommendations as to what Govern-
ment can do for children, about how we can
make life better for them, let us remember
that what is most important is to provide
the opportunity for each of our children to
participate, for each child.

It is not just a matter of what more Gov-
ernment is going to do for him, but how his

own life is going to be enriched so that he can
do something for his fellow man.

A sense of dignity, a sense of Identity, of
pride, of self respect—these no government
can provide. Government can help to create
better conditions. It can help remove obsta-
cles to the child's development. It can
mobilize research and provide services. It can
offer advice and guidance. But all these only
help to make success possible.

The love, understanding, the compassion,
the human concern that touch the child and
make him what he cn become—these are
provided by people, people like you.

And the way we shape the character of
the next generation we test our own charac-
ter as people. And the vigor and the realism
with which we approach the needs of the
next generation, of each and every child In
that generation, tests our devotion to
humanity and our belief in ourselves.

I am confident we will meet that test. And
I am grateful, very grateful, to all of you
here for the concern you have shown, the ded-
ication you have demonstrated, In helping
us to do so.

Your recommendations at the conclusion
of your conference on Friday will receive the
most careful consideration by the various
agencies to which they will be referred and
by the President of the United States, not
only because we in this Administration re-
spect your view, but also because we share
your concern. We share your concern about
our Nation's children, our children. We share
your concern that our children should re-
ceive the best that America can give them,

Now, ladies and gentlemen, having con-
cluded my formal remarks, I would like to
give you a very special invitation and ex-
plain the nature of it.

When I learned about this conference, I
suggested to your Chairman, Steve Hess, that
Mrs. Nixon and I would like to receive all of
the delegates to the conference at the White
House. He said, "There are 4,000."

I checked with our staff to see whether that
would be possible, and they figured out that
based on an experience over the past two
years of moving receiving lines as fast as we
possibly could, it would take six hours and
18 minutes to get 4,000 people through the
line.

I said we couldn't do that because I
thought the people at the end of the line
might get tired by the end of six hours and
18 minutes.

But I do think you should know that to-
morrow the Christmas decorations at the
White House will be completed. Those who
have seen them think they are the most beau-
tiful they have ever seen,

We have various nights blocked out. Mon-
day night is the Congress: Tuesday night is
the Congress; Thursday night are the diplo-
matic children, and so forth,

But Wednesday night belongs to you.
We have arranged for a special tour, Mr.

Hess and his staff will arrange the buses and
all the other various means of transporta-
tion that are needed to get you there,

We have arranged a special tour of the
White House to see the Christmas lights and
we hope that some members of our family
can be there at least part of the tIme to
greet some of you,

Thank you very much, We wish you the
very best.
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SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1910

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BocGs). The hour of 2 o'clock having ar-
nved, the Chair now lays before the Sen-
ate the unñnished business which the
clerk will state.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:
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HR. 17550, to amend the Social Security

Act to provide increases In benefits, to im-
prove computation methods, and to raise
the earnings base under the old-age, sur-
vivors, and disability insurance system, to
make Improvements in the medicare. medi-
caid, and maternal and child health pro-
grams with emphasis upon improvements in
Lhe operating eectiveness of such programs,
md for other purposes.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, it is clear
to me, and I believe by now to a majority
of the Senate, that if we are to pass a
bill to provide for increases in social se-
curity payments even to offset the in-
creases in the cost of living that have
occurred during the past year, it cannot
be accompanied by amendments relating
to trade and to the family assistance pro-
gram. Therefore, in order that 26 mil-
lion social security beneficiaries who
would be benefited by this piece of legis-
lation not be denied those benefits, and
in order that the least controversial pro-
visions of this measure might be con-
sidered by the Senate and become law,
which I believe is the minimum the pub-
lic has a right to expect of us in Con-
gress, I am going to make a motion to
recommit and report back.

Mr. President, I move that H.R. 17550,
the Social Security Amendments of 1970,
be recommitted to the Committee on Fi-
nance with instructions to report it
forthwith, after making the following
modifications:

On page 319, strike line 11 and all that
follows through page 404, line 25. (This is
Title III, the Trade Act of 1970, and Title IV,
the Catastrophic Health Insurance Program.)
On page 482, strike out line 12 and all that
follows through page 483. line 18. (This de-
letes the prohibition against use of Federal
funds to undermine programs under the So-
cial Security Act.) On page 488. strike out
line 1 and all that follows through page 499,
lIne 10. (ThIs deletes sections 561 and 562
of Title V. relating to tests of welfare and
workfare plans.) On page 514, strike line 8
and all that follows through page 519. line 7.
(This is a veterans pension increase, already
enacted In a separate bill.)

Delete all pending floor amendments, as
follows:

No. 1169 (Riblcoff and Bennett), as modi-
fled (prior to printing).

No. 1168 Scott.
No. 1158 (Williams of Delaware and

others).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator will send the motion to the desk
the clerk will report It.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

Mr. LONG. I move that HR. 17550, the So-
cial Security Amendments of 1970, be re-
committed to the Committee on Finance
with instructions as set forth by me.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I make this
motion on behalf of myself and the Sen-
ator from Delaware (Mr. WILLIAMS) with
whom I have discussed this matter and
with whom I find myself in agreement.
A motion of this sort is necessary in
order to expedite the action of this Con-
gress.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am glad
to join the Senator from Louisiana,
chairman of the committee, as a cospon-
sor. To make the record clear, this mo-
tion would strike out titles UI and IV,

the trade amendments and the cata-
strophic health insurance part. It would
also strike out those sections of title V
which the Senator has enumerated and
also the pending floor amendments,
which are the Rlbicoff-Bennett and the
Scott amendments, and the amendment
that was offered by the Senator from
Georgia and myself dealing with trade
amendments, and require the Finance
Committee to report back sections 1 and
2 as the committee originally reported
them to the Senate but with the modifi-
cation as outlined for title 5. Am I correct
in that understanding?

Mr. LONG. That is correct. I personal-
ly very much dislike to move to strike
some parts from the bill after having
voted for them. I would like to see them
a part of the bill. Likewise, in committee
I voted to add the alnendment known as
the Ribicoff-Bennett amendment. But
this also provides to strike the cata-
strophic health insurance part, which is
my own handiwork, and which I hope I
may be permitted to say with some pride
of authorship is perhaps the best thing in
the bill. It Vas agreed on in the com-
mittee by a vote of 13 to 2. But, Mr.
President, these are matters which in all
probability the House would not accept
in conference even if they did pass the
Senate. I have been led to believe that
would be the case if we went to con-
ference.

I would not want the responsibility of
the Congress.adjourning without having
a minimum achieved that can be
achieved so far as social security bene-
fits are concerned. The minimum would
be the 5-percent across-the-board in-
crease provided by the House bill al-
though the cost of living has already
gone up more than 5 percent this year.
So I would think, in conference between
the Senate and the House, that the House
would agree to as much of a social se-
curity increase as would represent an
increase in the cost of living, and per-
haps they might agree to go somewhat
further than that. I am confident the
Senate will send back to the conference
what It voted on before, when It voted
the $100 minimum for social security
and the necessary financing to pay for
It. That would be In conference and I
am confident the House would be will-
ing to consider It, along with the Sen-
ate and House cost-of-living proposal,
and the reforms In medicaid and medi-
care.

If my motion is not agreed to it would
mean 26 million beneficiaries under
social security will have been denied
justice by the Senate and the House. I
do not think the Senate wants that to
happen. I do not. On that basis, I feel It
is my duty to make this motion. We have
had a test vote on the family assistance
plan.

I know that there are enough votes to
pass the trade package, if we could get
to a vote. I know that we cannot get that
to a vote, so it Is not likely to happen.
When I made the motion to table the
family assistance amendment, only a few
Senators voted to table it. If the motion
were to be made again, I know there
would be more, but It would serve no pur-
pose to continue debate over that. I
would hope that the trade advocates as

well as the family assistance advocates
would be willing to agree, quite ap,art
from those two measures, to consider
the good that is in the bill and that it
deserves passage by the Senate and ac-
tion by Congress before we go home.

Mr. President, I would therefore hope
that the Senate would see fit to agree to
the motion.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I op-
pose the motion of our distinguished
chairman.

This, to me, is the tragic end to a no-
ble cause. It is a noble cause that the
President of the United States has ad-
vocated since he became President of our
great Nation.

Frankly, I was surprised to see this
proposal come from the Nixon admin-
istratjon. I applauded the President for
his imagination and dedication when he
pinpointed the family assistance pro-
posal as the most meaningful vehicle
with which to start the United States on
the road to eliminating poverty.

I am at a loss to understand how any-
one in an affluent nation such as ours
could even question the objective of a
powerful and rich nation to see to it that
a family of four would have a minimum
income of $1,600. I for one, believe that
$1,600 for a family of four is the very
barest minimum.

The President's proposal has been be-
fore Congress for some 16 months. It has
been before the Senate for 8 months,
having passed the House of Representa-
tives in April.

The Ribicoff-Bennett amendment has
been the pending business before the
Senate for more than a week.

This proposal has been endorsed by
six former Secretaries of HEW, as well
as many public and private groups.

It has the support of the Democratic
and Republican Governors across the Na-
tion who have to live With the problem of
welfare on a day-to-day and a year-to-
year basis.

The proposal provides a new frame-
work to replace the present disastrous
welfare system. It provides a means for
dealing with children, the aged, blind,
and disabled. It is coupled with strong
work requirements. It provides for fiscal
assistance to the States.

One of the proposals In the amend-
ment—which was a late starter, it is
true—Is a proposal that I thought was
important, and the administration has
agreed with me, that the time has come
to give a sense of certainty to every State
in the Nation.

Every State in the Nation Is on the
verge of bankruptcy. Their budgets show
red ink year in and year out. There is not
a Governor who knows from year to year
what his budget requirements will be.

We have finally assured, in this pro-
posal, each and every State that the
amounts the States would be required to
pay for welfare would never exceed 90
percent of their expenditures in 1971, ad-
justed for the cost-of-living increases.

Here Is a measure that has been de-
bated. It has been In the public press
and in the public eye.

The Senate Finance Committee held
days upon days of hearings. We spent
days upon days in executive session. I
cannot understand how we in the Senate
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can go home by noon of January 3d
without giving the Senate an opportunity
to vote yes or no on family assistance.

The least we could do, it would seem
to me, would be to vote upon the matter
and show our constituents and the coun-
try how the Senate is divided on family
assistance. Are we for it or against it?

I appreciate the objective—and it is a
most worthy one—of the chairman, to at
least pass the increases in social security
by January 1. But in any event, the bene-
ficiaries under social security will not re-
ceive their payments on January 1. They
will not start receiving their payments
until April 1 retroactive to January 1.

Representative MILLs, chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee, and the
ranking minority member, Representa-
tive BYRNES, have said publicly that any
social security bill passed after January
3, 1971, would be retroactive to January
1, 1971.

The President of the United States has
also made the statement and the com-
mitment to the 26 millIon people who are
under social security that if Congress
passes a social security bill in 1971, he
will advocate that it be retroactive to
January 1, 1971. Consequently, not one
single person of the 26 million bene-
ficiaries will lose a penny by our delaying
the passage of the social security pro-
posals until early in February or March
instead of at the present time. This
matter is too important to be sloughed
aside.

I disagree with the President of the
United States on many of his proposals.
I disagree with the President of the
United States on many of his vetoes. But
I am completely in accord with him on
his concept that the time has come to
reform welfare. The President of the
United States has come up with one of
the most imaginative programs in the
entire social field. It is a matter that we
must address ourselves to during the
next decade. It would be tragic if we were
to go home without voting up or down
the family assistance program.

I for one would hope that the motion
to recommit would fail.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I am go-
ing to support the motion. I do so with
mixed emotions.

I must say to my friend, the Senator
from Connecticut, that I do not believe
he has properly stated the case because
the case Is not merely one of voting up or
down the family assistance plan.

The case is a matter of voting up or
down an amendment that is far more
than just a simple $1,600 family assist-
ance proposition. It Is a tremendously
long package of legislative language
which has been massaged and remas-
saged for weeks before the Senate Fi-
nance Committee. It does not even con-
tain all of the provisions which many of
us in the Finance Committee wanted to
see in the measure. It is almost in the
same form that was discussed by the
Governors' conference when we had five
Governors representing the Governors'
conference before the committee. The
consensus of those Governors was that
they did not want this bill. What they
wanted to have was this bill with mod!-
fications. Unfortunately, we do not have
the bill with modifications—at least, not

the modifications some of them were
talking about.

We just have a long, well-intentioned
amendment which is now locked in so
that amendments cannot be offered to it.
When I raised the point with the Senator
from Connecticut the other day about
opening this up to amendment, I was told
that we did not dare do so because there
would be many amendments and we
would never get the amendments taken
care of.

I do not know why we did not try it
that way first instead of using a parlia-
mentary tactic which now puts this mat-
ter before the Senate in such a position
that those who would like to see some-
thing done about the miserable welfare
situation cannot in good conscience vote
for the measure because it is overloaded.

The Senator from Delaware, the Sen-
ator from Nebraska, and I have pointed
out some of the serious defects that exist
in the measure as It is now pending be-
fore the Senate.

I might say furthermore that I do not
think it is calling a spade a spade to talk
about no one being able to live on $1,600
a year. That is not the proposition before
the Senate at all. What we are consider-
ing is a total welfare package which
amounts to perhaps up to $3,500 to $4,000
a year.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, may
we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BooGs). The Senator will suspend for a
moment. The Senator from Massachu-
setts Is correct. The Chamber is not in
order.

The Senator may proceed.
Mr. MILLER. What we are talking

about is a total welfare package of
which $1,600 is merely a part. If one
wishes to be realistic about it, we are
talking about a package consisting of
$1,600 for a family of four, plus food
stamps, plus State supplements, plus
medicare, and in many cases, plus pub-
lic housing, with a total welfare package
coming to $3,500 to $4,000 a year for a
family of four. So let us not talk about
nobody being able to live on $1,600 a
year, because nobody Is being asked to
live on $1,600 a year.

I deeply regret that a parliamentary
maneuver was entered into by the pro-
ponents of the pending amendment
which has placed it before the Senate
without the Senate having an opportu-
nity to offer a single amendment to it, to
modify it so that some of those serious
deficiencies which have been pointed out,
and which Senators can read about in
th RECORD, could be removed from the
pending amendment.

I think the record will bear out that
I was one of the members of the Com-
mittee on Finance who worked day in
and day out to try to give this measure
a chance, to try to perfect it, and to put
in modifications of the kind the Gover-
nors' conference wanted. Unfortunately
we were on the losing side when we
sought to add the measure as an amend-
ment to the pending bill.

I might say further that at the time
the vote was taken in committee the
understanding was that, If it were added
to the pending bill, the committee during
the next several days would have an op-

portunity to go over It paragraph by
paragraph and to work some modifica-
tions into it. We never had that chance.
So when this amendment was being
talked about as prospective legislation
to the social security bill during debate
before the full Senate a good many of
us hoped it would be offered in a man-
ner which would enable us to offer moth-
fications to it by way of amendment. But
those who promoted this amendment.
saw fit, for their own best reasons, not
to put it before the Senate that way and
to use a parliamentary device, legitimate
though it may be, under which the Sen-
ate cannot do a thing about it except
vote it up or down.

Mr. President, this is too important a
measure to be put before the Senate on
such a simplistic basis. The Senate is far
more sophisticated than that. Welfare
recipients are deserving of far better
treatment than that. Those paying the
bill, the taxpayers, are deserving of far
better treatment than that.

I think the chairman has well gaged
the temper of the Senate by stating that
if this is going to be the way it will be
handled, we are not going to get a vote
on it, so let us get on about our busi-
ness and preserve what can be pre-
served, and then we will hope we can do
something about the welfare package
next year.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. I yield.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am sure

the Senator heard the statement made
by the able Senator from Connecticut,
as I did, that the President, the chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and
Means in the House, and the ranking
member, have Indicated that if this bill
dies, they would send us early next year
a social security bill seeking to make
payments retroactive to January 1.

It is well to point out that if this bill
should pass, even this will be retroactive,
because beneficiaries would get their in-
creases on April 1.

If the Senate does not pass this bill
and the House sends us a new bill next
year, there is no reason why Senators
who are trying to do something about
jobs In their States would not offer a
trade amendment on that bill, or why
that bill might not become involved in
a controversial family assistance plan,
again modified, and by the time that
battle is finished in the Halls of Con-
gress it might be August before those
people get checks, retroactive though
they may be. They would be another .5
or 6 months waiting for something to
rhjch they are rightfully entitled.

Furthermore, some of those people will
die between January and August, with
the result that those people never would
get the increase to which they are en-
titled.

So I would say to the Senator that
when one looks at the facts of life that
exist today, what is practical and can be
done, if the Senate Insists on continu-
ing to tie up this bill with trade legis-
lation and a family assistance plan, a
social security bill will not become law
this year. If Senators are determined to
have their way about family assistance
and trade legislation, there Is no reason



S 21220 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE December 28, 1970
to think the same determination will not
prevail In the next Congress, with the
result that Senators could be equally as
adamant, so the bill might not become
law next year.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator made a very valid point. He might
have gone further and pointed out, apart
from the things he has been discussing,
that the Committee on Finance, after
many long days, made some real and
constructive improvements in the medi-
care and medicaid provisions and old-age
assistance provisions; and if these are
scuttled they will not take effect for some
time. These are the kinds of changes
that should take effect "yesterday." That
will be delayed also.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. I yield.
Mr. LONG. Is it not true that the Rihi-

coff -Bennett amendment, pending at the
desk, does not go into effect as far as
any beneficiary is concerned, until Janu-
ary 1972, anyway; and as far as the 14
million people it would add to the wel-
fare rolls, they do not start getting those
benefits until July of 1972; and there is
nothing to keep Congress from passing
it during the 18 months between now and
the time the beneficiaries would get those
checks?

Mr. MILLER. The Senator is correct,
but in fairness I should respond by point-
ing out we all know it will take probably
1 year for the department to crank up
the machinery necessary to put a far-
reaching welfare reform plan into effect.
In fact, this is one reason why the Sen-
ator from Connecticut was very ada-
mant about a pilot testing program, be-
cause such a program could isolate some
defects, not only in administration, but
also defects, perhaps, in the law, which
would enable us to take some action on
this before it went into effect finally.

I think the Senator's real point Is that
there is more of an immediacy problem
In social security, medicare, medicaid,
and old age assistance than a welfare re-
form program which will not take effect
until January 1, 1972, at the earliest.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. I yield to the Senator
from Connecticut.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I asked
the Senator to yield so I could reply to
our distinguished chairman instead of a
point raised by my distinguished col-
league from Iowa.

The chairman is correct that there is
nothing to prevent those interested in
trade legislation from placing an
amendment in the social security bill or
the family assistance program.

I am deeply bothered that we have
tied together so many programs in one
bill. In all candor, there is not a single
program in this huge bill that legiti-
mately does not deserve extensive debate
that would extend over 2, 3, or 4 weeks,
because they are all complex matters.

But the family assistance program was
before us for 16 months; it passed the
House, as the trade bill passed the House,
but we had full hearings on family as-
sistance before the Committee on Fi-
nance. When it came to trade we had
hearings that lasted 2 days. Trade Is a

very important factor in our Nation. I
believe those interested in trade legis-
lation should have a full set of hearings.
A trade bill legitimately should come
from the Committee on Finance, stand-
ing by itself. It should be given early
priority, just as the family assistance
program should be given early priority.

And I wonder if the time has not come
to consider the rule of germaneness, in-
stead of making it possible to put every
possible amendment onto every piece of
legislation.

One of the great tragedies that has
taken place in the last few weeks in this
body is that we as a body have shown our
complete impotence to take care of prob-
lems that a democracy must deal with.
Here we are as a legislative body going
toward the 21st century with the rules
and regulations and procedures of the
19th century. We are acting in the Sen-
ate today as if this were the age of Daniel
Webster, at a time when problems keep
pushing against us for solution and every
institution in the world is under attack
and every institution is being pushed for
change. Whether such institutions live
or die depends on whether those in
charge of the institutions have the in-
telligence and foresight to understand
the changes that they themselves must
put into effect to assure that our institu-
tions live. At a time when our institutions,
when our Government, when corpora-
tions, when labor unions, when universi-
ties are being pushed for changes, there
is no reason for us to sit here in our
smugness and think that, because we
have done things a certain way for 150
years, that is good enough for the future.

There is much soul-searching to be
done by us. This is an institution which
has proven its value, but if this body of
100 men and women are unable to under-
stand each other and the great changes
being faced by the United States and the
world, we are dealing a blow to our pre-
cious heritage of free government. The
Senate is a great Institution. But it will
not stay great and it will not be great if
we continue to do in the future as we
have done in the past month.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I might
add just a footnote to what the Senator
from Connecticut has so eloquently said,
and that is that if we are going to make
a change in the rules, one of them should
be in a rule which prohibits a major
piece of legislation, such as the one we
are now considering, frQm having one
single amendment filed to it. I would
suggest there are those who might re-
frain from following that rule, but if it
were a rule, it would be a rule which was
legal, and I would like to see the present
rule changed. So if we are going to make
some changes, let us make changes across
the board, instead of making one change
here or there.

Mr. RJBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. I promised to yield to
the Senator from Vermont (Mr. AIICEN).
I will yield to the Senator from Con-
necticut later.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I would
like to see most of the Senate version of
H.R. 17550 enacted into law, and I would
vote for most of It. I would vote for the

Ribicoff-Bennett amendment if I had
had the chance and felt that by approv-
ing those provisions we were not killing
the whole bill,

However, I believe that if we under-
took to act on the whole bill now we
would not accomplish any of it. There is
no possibility of its becoming law, and
every one of us here knows that. I do not
want to go home and face the people,
many of whom depend almost wholly
upon their social security checks. I do
not want to go home and face those.
people who are so dependent and so
helped by the medicare law, or would be
helped by the medicare amendment pro-
posed. and tell them that I voted to kill
their social security increase and their
increased benefits from medicare because
I could not get everything I wanted. I
think that would be a pretty shameful
thing to do.

So I am going to vote for the Long
motion, although, as I have said, I would
like other parts of the bill. We are com-
ing back into a new session some time
next month and will have a chance to act
on these other sections of the bill then.
But I certainly hope we do not have to go
home now and tell these people who are
dependent upon social security and
medicare that we turned our backs on
them because we could not be big shots
and get everything we wanted at this
session.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from New York (Mr. JAvITs).

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the sincerity and the truth of what
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBI-
coFF) said to the Senate a few minutes
ago, but I do think a few points should be
touched on as to what faces us, and one
is the key place of the so-called rule
XXII controversy, which will break out
again in January, and, second, the key
place of the administration In everything
that is happening here.

On the first, with respect to rule XXII,
I agree with the Senator from Connecti-
cut that if rule XXII Is not changed, we
are governed by a two-thirds vote, and
not by a majority vote, and until we are
governed by majority vote, with reason-
able opportunity for debate, we will run
into these roadblocks. Not very often.
but on occasion I have used the provi-
sions of rule XXII, That is symptomatic
and characteristic of the fact that the
reform will have to be a basic reform, a
reform of the rules which we will all ac-
cept. With others, I will be one of the
prime movers In January to reform rule
XXII. I rose only to emphasize the key
part of the rule. We modified it once.
Obviously it was not enough. It was one
of the reasons why I joined others in this
procedure, although I began to doubt
whether we should keep on the same old
track, In the plan to challenge the exist-
ing rule XXII, which we will again try to
change in January.

As to the administration, I hope very
much the administration will play its
part in the next few days. We need to
know whether the administration will
accept an assurance that FAP will be one
of the first matters considered in the
next session. We need to know whether
the administration agrees with me, with
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBI-
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corr), and others, that It is a great mis-
take to discuss this trade Issue, on which
people like myself may well get licked. I
give the Senate my assurance that in the
new session we will make no effort such
as we are making now with respect to
the consideration of the bill. If the coun-
try, after an opportunity to talk it out
and hear it out in terms of hearings,
wants quotas, then I certainly will not
be so un-American as to put myself in
the position of thwarting its will, al-
thcugh I think my country would be
making a great mistake.

So I hope we can come to an accom-
modation, not only on our part, but on
the part of the President who has a very
important part to play here.

If the Senator from Iowa (Mr. MILLER)
will indulge me 1 minute further, I call
my colleagues' attention to the fact that
the New York Times, which has not been
overly kind to the Republican adminis-
tration, as we all know, nevertheless
wrote an editorial the other day pointing
out that the lameduck session, much to
its surprise, and to mine, had accom-
plished some good, such as enactment of
the broker-dealer bill which is critically
important to the security of our country.

I ask unanimous consent that the
editorial be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

THE LIVELY DVcK
The unusual post-election session of Con-

gress was expected to be a lame duck, but it
has proved much more lively than lame. The
productivity of both houses has been ob-
scured by the spectacular impasse which the
Senate Finance Committee created when It
merged several unrelated bills into one huge
unmanageable package.

In the last month, Congress has enacted
or reached virtually final action on nearly
a dozen significant measures. The Housing
bill Is considerably more ambitious than the
Nixon Administration desired this year and
its new provisions for the financing of new
towns may have considerable impact on this
nation's future urban growth.

The Occupational Health and Safety Bill
Is an unexpected triumph for the House-
Senate conference committee system which
has been the subject of much justifiable criti-
cism of late. Only the sunniest optimists
really expected a bill to pass this year. But
after several arduous sessions with Adminis-
tration, trade union and industry lobbyists
hovering about, the conferees reached com-
promises on several bitterly contested Issues.
For the first time, workers can now look for-
ward to effective, federally enforced safety
and health standards where they work.

The manpower blU which President Nixon
unwisely vetoed is another significant ac-
complishment. As almost any Mayor could
tell the President, there Is no alternative to
federally financed public service jobs to meet
the double crunch of rising unemployment
and unbalanced municipal budgets. It is dif-
ficult to reconcile Mr. Nixon's veto attack on
dead-end WPA-type jobs with his solicitude
for the survival of financially shaky aero-
space companies. Apparently, one man's
Lockheed is another man's leaf-raking.

The House and Senate also reached agree-
ment last week on the Air Pollution BiU with
its stringent requirement of a pollution-free
automobile by 1975 and its tough standards
for new power plants and manufacturing
plants.

Until recently, Congress's recent approval
of a sizable Federal program to aeIst famIly
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planning would have been regarded as a
breathtaking accomplishment. It Is highly
significant that population control has now
ceased to be politically controversial. Con-
grss in the last several days has also com-
pleted action on bills to Insure the broker-
age accounts of small Investors, extend aid
to the bankrupt Penn Central Raillroad, Im-
prove the law-enforcement assistance provi-
sions of the Crime Control Act of 1968, and
amend the food stamp plan.

Only the food stamp bill remains in doubt.
Representative Poage, Texas Democrat, and
his conservative colleagues on the House
Agriculture Committee finally made some
substantial concessions on their atrocious
bill, although it remains inferior to the com-
passionate, constructive bill put through the
Senate by Senator McGovern. Forty years
after the Great Depression began, the most
durable illusion Ia Congress is that poverty
is due to an Individual's moral failings. No
amount of government coercion or food
stamp blackmail can make men work who
either cannot or will not work.

Yet if this lame-duck session has stepped
lively and accomplished more than might
have been predicted six weeks ago, the fail-
ure of the Senate to overcome the irrespon-
sibility of its Finance Committee casts a dark
shadow over the session and, Indeed, over
the good repute of representative govern-
ment in this country. Whatever the fate
next week of the welfare reform or the Im-
port quota bill, the Senate leadership in the
new Congress has to look squarely at this
problem and seek effective answers, whether
they be revised procedures In the Senate or
new members on the Finance Committee
or both.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, other
things can happen, as the Senator from
Vermont pointed out, If we give them a
chance. So, in spite of my deep feeling
for PAP, I, too, am beginning to have
the feeling that I shall vote for the mo-
tion in order to do something instead of
accepting the certainty that we can do
nothing. But, in order to do it and make
it successful and make it whole to the
American people, I feel the administra-
tion must play a part, and I hope very
much it will.

I thalik my colleagues very much.
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, may I just

make a comment to the Senator from
New York?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator
from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. I know that the Senator
from New York feels very strongly about
rule XXII and the need for a change.
Perhaps I did not quite accurately hear
what he said, but I gained the impression
that he might be suggesting that rule
XXII is un-American.

There are a good many Members of the
Senate who feel very strongly about rule
XXII, who also feel very strongly about
majority rule. Of course, we all know
that a mere simple majority of 51 Sena-
tors here in the U.S. Senate may well not
reflect more than about a third of the
people of this country—perhaps only 25
percent. If we are really interested in the
moat important majority, which perhaps
is the majority of the people of this coun-
try, we might find 18 Senators who could
stand here and represent the majority of
the people of the United States; but I
do not think moat of us would want
them to decide issues In the Senate.
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It seems to me that rule XXII has
weathered the storms over the years. I
know when I first came to the Senate,
and we invoked cloture, I think it was
in 1961, that was the first time in about
35 years that the Senate had invoked
cloture. But in the last 10 years we have
invoked cloture nine or 10 times. So that
shows that when there are really impor-
tant measures, and especially if they
have bipartisan support, we can get the
job done when the time comes.

The Senator from New York well
knows that every time he files an amend-
ment to rule XXII, he always finds an
amendment to his amendment filed by
the Senator from Iowa, agreeing to a
change to three-fifths of the Senators,
provided that a majority of the Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle have
joined in it. The reason, of course, is so
that a ruthless majority will not be able
to choke off debate by the minority.

I would like to see a change in the
cloture rule, but it would have to be cou-
pled with that proviso. I would suggest
to my friend from New York that,
strongly though he may feel about a
change and the need for a change in rule
XXII, we have some colleagues who do
not want any change at all, and I do
not think we should attribute to them
any less love of the Senate and love of
our country than we ourselves share.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield 'for a clarification?

Mr. MILLER. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. I did not apply the word

"un-American" to rule XXII, or to any-
one who believes in It, which I do not.
The proper word is really "irrelevant."I
happened to apply it in terms of my own
feeling that to block arbitrarily a vote,
even on trade quotas, which I think
would be a disaster to our country, would
in my judgment be against the national
interest in trying to get things done.

What is relevant to .rule XXII is that
no proposal that I know of, including the
one which, with the Senator from Mich-
igan (Mr. HART), I espouse, the so-called
Douglas clinch, does not have a provi-
sion that before cloture on anything
there be a minimum of 4 weeks' debate,
and up to 6 weeks' debate.

It seems to me that if we want to get
things done, ultimately, after debate,
elucidation, education, and public discus-
sion, we must come to a vote. That is the
rule that is hamstringing us in terms of
getting the public business done. That
is all I said.

Certainly no Senator has a right to
make a moral judgment as to whether
this or that is un-American. Calhoun felt
that the idea of a concurrent majority
was essential to the future of our coun-
try, and had I been in the Senate then,
I would not have considered him Un-
American. This was his considered best
judgment as to what was In the highest
and best Interests of our land. I grant
him or any other Senator full moral
equality with myself as to judging what
is best for our land.

I do not feel that any Senator who
favors the filibuster rule is un-American
or against American tradition, or any-
thing like that.

Mr. MILLER. I appreciate the clarifi-
cation. I ask the Senator, Is not what he
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is really saying this: That with the short
time remaining for the Senate between
now and the last day of this Congress, it
would be, to use his language, against the
best interest of the country to be arbi-
trary?

Mr. JAVITS. That is correct.
Mr. MILLER. And he indicated that

after we had time, which we will have
early next year, to debate this matter
at great length and analyze it forward
and backward, then, but not until then,
we would be able to say we had not acted
arbitrarily?

Mr. JAVITS. That is exactly right.
And, for example, to add just one word,
Brimmer of the Federal Reserve gives us
figures as to what it will cost the con-
sumers of this country to put quotas on
foods and textiles. No one here has been
able to test those figures either up, down,
or sideways, except in the most cursory
and on-the-surface manner, because we
simply have not had the time and oppor-
tunity to do it in depth.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, wifi the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. MILLER. I yield to the Senator
from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator,
and compliment him as well as the Sen-
ator from New York, because I, too,
agree that what we have to consider now,
with the very short time remaining, is
how to get worthwhile things done; and
that is what should occupy the atten-
tion and time of the Senate during the
few days and hours remaining.

I am not going to talk about rule XXII.
I think the Senate knows how I feel about
it, and yet I doubt if many Senators re-
member that a number of years ago I
suggested on this floor that rule XXII not
be applied to defense measures, and that
a simple majority be permitted to bring
debate to a close with reference to mat-
ters vital to the Nation's defense.

But, Mr. President, to come back to
the motion of the junior Senator from
Louisiana, the Senator will remember,
though I cannot go into the details of
our ôlosed session of some 2 or 3 weeks
ago, that the Senator from Florida theil
made substantially the same suggestion
as has now been made by the Senator
from Louisiana. Of course, I agree with
him, and, of course, I shall vote with him.
I think that the thing we should do is
recommit this overburdened legislation—
overburdened by amendments—back to
his committee, with adequate instruc-
tions to report it, so that an immediate
conference can be held with the House
of Representatives, and particularly so
that the much-needed increases to the
recipients of social security can speedily
go into effect.

I am told there are something like 26
million recipients of social security. Some
Senators spoke of the need of doing some-
thing for all the States. I cannot think
of anything which would help the people
in every State—thousands and thousands
of them, even in our smaller States—to
a greater degree than to help them out
somewhat through the improvement of
their social security payments.

So I commend the Senator from Loui-
siana, and I shall support his motion.

Mr. President, while not saying any-
thing adverse about the amendment of

the Senator from Connecticut, I call at-
tention to the fact that It is 139 pages
long, and I call attention also to the fact
that the distinguished senior Senator
from Delaware has pointed out obvious
defects in it, which cannot be reached
under the parliamentary situation.

I was an original sponsor of the trade
amendment in the form of a separate
bill, offered by the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS) and others. I
am interested in that amendment. But
I think that, putting first things first,
the motion of the Senator from Loui-
siana for recommittal with instructions
should be agreed to, and I think that the
record ought to be perfectly clear now
as to who it Is,if anyone, that will hold
up payments to the recipients of social
security in the increased amounts that
the social security portion of this bill
provides.

It will not be the Senator from Louisi-
ana. It will not be those who support
his motion. It will not be those who want
to support his motion if no vote is per-
mitted because of lengthy discussion. It
will be those who, by one means or an-
other, oppose the motion of the Senator
from Louisiana. The Senator from Flor-
ida stands ready to support it and then
to support the shortened bill when It
comes back, so that it can go to an im-
mediate conference, and he hopes that
the Senate will do just that. It is the
only way we are going to get something
done which is of immense importance
to 26 million American citizens, many of
whom are living under circumstances in
which they need more money simply to
live, simply to exist.

The Senator from Florida commends
his distinguished friend, the Senator
from Louisiana, on his motion, and hopes
that Senators will permit it to be voted
upon shortly, and that we shall then
move ahead along the course suggested
by the Senator from Louisiana.

I thank the distinguished Senator for
yielding. I simply wanted to support him
in his position and also to support that
part of the statement made by the Sen-
ator from New York in which he made
it clear that if we are to get anything
done, that is the only way we are going
to get it done.

I thank the Senator for yielding.
Mr. MILLER. I appreciate the com-

ments of the distinguished Senator from
Florida. As usual, he has cut to the heart
of the problem and has done his level best
to get on with the business of the Senate.
Had it not been for him, I am afraid we
would not have gotten to the business of
the Senate on a great many previous oc-
casions.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I have

been listening to the debate for the last
hour or so, and I still find that those who
are expressing sympathy for the proposal
that has been put forth by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Delaware and
the distinguished Senator from Louisi-
ana, in terms of effectively stripping all
the provisions of this bill, with the ex-
ception of social security, are singularly
unconvincing.

I think the arguments of the distin-
guished Senator from Connecticut still
remain. It is a fIne hour, when everyone

stands up here and talks about the im-
portance of increasing social security.
There is not a Member of the Senate who
has not understood that for the last year
or the last 2 years. Suddenly, In the final
few hours of this Congress, they say, "We
know what has to be done; we have to
take care of the social security recipi-
ents," and therefore try to say, "If you
don't vote for this, you're really against
those who need social security." In effect,
that is what is attempted to be done.

The Senator from Connecticut has
pointed out—and I must say it has been
Interesting, because with the exception
of himself, and sometimes the participa-
tion of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
BENNETT) and the distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS), only a few
voices have been raised by the President's
own party In defense of this proposal. I
might add that the President deserves
credit for that proposal because there
is a great need for it.

We perpetrate a fraud upon the Amer-
ican people by suggesting that we will not
act and act responsibly to increase social
security, or that we cannot do so or will
not do so In the next session of Con-
gress. The fact remains that I think we
have a responsibility and an obligation
to act on the President's program on
family assistance. I do not think it is per-
suasive to say, "We are not really getting
Into the question of whether it will be-
come law. We do not have to take state-
ments made by the members of the op-
posite party that suggest we are not go-
ing to act." This body has a responsibilhy
to act on this matter. We can wrestle
around here all hours of the day and
night listening to the parliamentary
gymnastics of our good friend, the Sena-
tor from Delaware, and other different
proposals, always expounding the thesis
that they are ready to vote; but as we
know, the fact remains that they are not
ready to vote. It is an obstructionist tac-
tic, and we are denying our responsibility
to the American people in not being able
to act.

It is as clear and precise as that, Mr.
President; and I think the Senator from
Connecticut has pointed this up very
well, not only in his comments this after-
noon but throughout the debate on this
issue over the past weeks.

I would hope that those who are in the
White House, who have threatened to
call Congress back on January 4, would
instead use their influence to try to
marshal the kind of support for the votes
to see whether we can find some way to
meet our responsibility to the millions of
Americans who are living in the most
destitute conditions and are crying out
for some kind of help and assistance.

I ask the distinguished Senator from
Connecticut, is It not true that, in effect,
if this family assistance program is killed,
under the amendments that have been
taken by the Finance Committee, we will
be thrown back to some punitive and de-
grading features in the welfare system—
for example, the residency requirement,
and the man-in-the-house rule?

Mr. RIBICOFF. The Senator is correct.
I was under the impression that the
chairman struck out those provisions of
the bill that had to do completely with
welfare, but this is not so.
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Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield.
Mr. LONG. This motion does not strike

what the committee proposed to do with
regard to residency requirements.

The committee proposal with regard
to the residency requirement would say
that the State from which the welfare
recipient is receiving welfare benefits
would continue to pay him for 1 year
after he leaves that State, during which
time he would acquire residency to have
benefits paid by the subsequent State.

The Senator will note that the num-
ber of people receiving AFDC assistance
increased sharply after the Supreme
Court decision on residency and the man-
in-the-house rule. I suspect that the
Senator will find that a great many of
those people are on the welfare rolls
twice—once in one State and once In
another.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, as I
understand—

Mr. RIBICOFF. The Senator is cor-
rect. I was under the impression that
what the Senator was doing was striking
out all but the social security provisions,
and the argument was that we were go-
Ing to make sure that 26 million Ameri-
cans were going to get the social security
provisions. But, apparently, the Senator
has not done this. He is putting up to a
vote, eventually, the most retrogressive,
the most reactionary, the most punitive
type of welfare legislation in the entire
history of the country, and it Is a dis-
service to the U.S. Senate; because I
think most of us, including myself—and
I thank the Senator for bringing it to our
attention—were under the impression
that what was being done was merely
giving us an opportunity to vote on social
security, which apparently is not the
case.

Mr. KENNEDY. Furthermore, would
the Senator from Connecticut enlighten
me on this: Are not these the provisions
about which the Supreme Court has ex-
pressed an opinion In terms of their
constitutionality or their basis in law?

Mr. RIBICOFF. Certainly.
Mr. KENNEDY. So, in effect, we not

only are stripping away all these other
provisions, but also, we would be getting
the reprehensible features which the
Senator from Connecticut has just iden-
tified.

Mr. RIBICOFF. The Senator is correct.
The Supreme Court of the United States
struck down both the man-in-the-house
rule and the residency requirements. By
some legerdemain, the Finance Commit-
tee wrote In, by a change of language,
restrictions trying to avoid the Supreme
Court decisions. I would be shocked and
surprised if the Supreme Court would
sustain the action of the Finance Corn-
inittee, which, In my opinion, is just as
wrong as the provisions stricken down by
the Supreme Court of the United States.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
agree with me that if we were to vote
for the proposal to strip these other pro-
visions from the bill, In effect, we would
be taking some kind of action that would
show almost tacit approval?

Mr. RIBICOFF. Without question.
But, in fact, I believe that a majority of

the Senate is filled with compassion. I
believe that a majority of the Senate
wants justice to be done to the poor of
our Nation. What we would be doing
under the guise of helping people on
social security would be to punish mil-
lions of Americans without their knowl-
edge. That is what we would be doing
by this action.

Mr. KENNEDY. It would certainly
appear to me that by this action the
entire membership of our party should
have a fair knowledge in their own
minds of what we are doing. As I men-
tioned before, I do not think we have to
hear time and time again about the need
for social security. Everyone knows there
is a great need for it and we should act
on it. We are willing to, and we must act
on it. But also, as the distinguished
Senator from Connecticut has pointed
out, we would be instituting the kinds
of adjustments and changes which I
think are unconstitutional and which I
feel are reprehensible and which I think
would be doing a great disservice and
complicating further the already terribly
complicated welfare program.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I suggest
that the Senator consult the Parliamen-
tarian about the motion to recommit.
Everything that Is germane to that part
of the bill would remain subject to
amendment. Any Senator can make his
motion to strike out or to amend any-
thing that remains in the bill. The mo-
tion to recommit was, made in order to
put the bill In such a shape that it could
be passed. If the Senator does not like a
provision, such as the residency require-
ment provision, all he has to do Is move
to strike or to amend it.

But now we have been debating for
days on the trade amendment, and on
the family assistance amendment. We
are still debating an amendment to the
first amendment which is an amend-
ment to the trade amendment aild we
will never conclude debate. We will reach
adjournment without any action. This is
the 28th day of December, and 1 day
between now and the time we adjourn
is Sunday, which means that we have
only 5 days during which the Senate
can act, and that is assuming we can
arrive at an agreement between House
and Senate, and then agree to what the
conferees have done.

It would be my hope that if this mo-
tion is agreed to we could get a time
limitation on the various amendments.
We could get a limitation of 1 hour to be
equally divided, perhaps, or if a Sena-
tor wants to pick out some particular
amendment he does not like, we could
make it 1 or 2 hours, and provide time
on each amendment and vote on them
and bring the matter to a conclusion.

I am satisfied that positions on the
trade amendment are such that we will
not reach a vote on the trade bill, nor on
the family assistance program. There-
fore, we should try to see that as much as
we can be done is done to provide these
benefits for the people.

The Senator mentions that we did not
strip this bill to titles 1 and 2. I would
hope that we would not want to take out
all the good what Is in the other titles of
the bill, a,ll that we provide for little chil-
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dren, such as the increased matching for
day care purposes from 80 to 90 percent.
I would hope that we would not strike out
what the bill provides for the aged, such
as the minimum of a $130 income for the
aged on public welfare, If they have no
other resources. I hope the Senator is not
against that, or what we provide for with
regard to. migrant workers, the bill re-
quires States to have a program with 75-
percent Federal matching for the ex-
penses of caring for migrant families
with children. I hope he is not against
that. I am sure that he would be for it.

There are many other things which
are good in this bill and they should be
voted on. There are some things we
should do to tighten up on the welfare
mess. For that is what It Is, a welfare
mess. A majority of people who talk
about welfare call it that. Among other
things the mess means that we have mil-
lions of people on welfare who do not
belong there.

A woman in Louisiana was recently ar-
rested. She was on the welfare rolls four
times and was applying a fifth time when
she was arrested. There was a young
girl in California, who was a member of
what is called "Cheaters, Incorporated,"
I believe, and she had gotten on the wel-
fare rolls 10 times in Alameda just to
show how easy it was, and she was not
eligible at aU. These kinds of things
should be corrected somehow. Some ef-
fort was made by this committee to try
to do something about these things.

The Senator says the residency re-
quirement is vicious. Well, whatever the
Senate wants to do is all right with me.
What we said on the committee was
that it was all right to be on the rolls
just one time, and in one State, but if
they leave from one State and go to an-
other, then the State from whence they
came would pay for another year until
they had achieved a residency require-
ment in the other State.

The General Accounting Office took a
sample of 600 cases In New York and
some 14 percent of these were totally
unqualified. Even New York itself agreed
that 11 percent were not qualified, and
that they should be looked into. That is
what, from the viewpoint of a lot of peo-
ple, is meant by the welfare mess. There
are millions on the welfare rolls who
do not belong there and the only way to
correct it is to put only those on who
belong there.

I hope that we can do all the things
the bill seeks to accomplish; that is, to
help the 26 million people who need so-
cial security, and to provide for migrant
workers, and to provide for children and
day care centers, and to help the old
people of this country. All these things
should be done.

I am frank to say that I do not think
any responsible committee looking at the
welfare mess would fail to note that there
are many people on welfare who have
no real claim, title, or justification for
being there. Nor do I think a responsible
committee would want fathers who
desert their children to be free from
supporting their children.

As to the Federal court decisions, one
decision says that we cannot even insist
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that the mother tell us who is the father
of her child.

Mr. TALMADGE. If the Senator will
let me interject there, there is another
court decision where the welfare investi-
gator cannot even go into the home to
investigate the family status.

Mr. LONG. That is correct. Imagine
that. Here is the court telling us that
Uncle Sam has to support the child, yet
the mother can refuse even to tell us who
she thinks the father of the child might
be.

I believe that, as a part of correcting
this welfare mess, we should tighten up
on the loose ends and perhaps loosen
up on the tight ends. We can do a lot
better by putting people on the rolls who
belong there and taking those people off
who do not belong there.

In any event, if there is anything the
Senate does not like about this bill,
they can vote on it, and that will be
that.

Mr. SCOTI'. If the Senator would yield
me a moment, because I have not taken
my share of this debate yet, and some
Senators have been overburdened with
the responsibility, I would like to say in
response to my friend, the assistant ma-
jority leader, that I would not worry
about the blame for the delays. There
is plenty of blame to go around for every-
one. Everyone can dip in and have some,
because the reason we have taken so
long and the reason we have not been
able to act is due to a multiplicity of
fears and the many concerns among vari-
ous Senators, some so-called free trade
Senators who are determined not to let
this matter get to a vote for fear some
trade legislation will get in It.

Other Senators have an interest in
textiles, but not in shoes, or in shoes but
not in textiles. Some do not care whether
they wear anything or walk in anything
whatsoever.

There are some that do not want the
family assistance program. There are
others who do.

Some Senators want social security in
its pristine and virginal form as it left
the committee—if that was a virginal
form, which I must doubt; Other Sena-
tors wish to make certain amendments.

The Senator from Massachusetts and
I, I believe, will vote the same way on
this amendment. We will vote against re-
committal to strip the family assistance
program from the bill.

I would like to see It there.
We are confronted with a condition

and not a theory. The condition Is that
we are not getting anywhere. The theory
Is that we wish we would, but we have
100 different opinions on the matter.

We are worse off than the character
described by the late Stephen Leacock
who got on his horse and galloped off In
seven different directions.

I think It is not necessary to say that
one Senator is holding up the bill. In my
judgment, everyone Is holding everyone
else up.

The Senate, Instead of Increasing the
level of Its edifice In the public regard, Is
engaged in holding up each other and
mysteriously—perhaps not so mysteri-
ously—lowering its edifice In the public
mind.

The Senate Is in a mess. it is about
to vote on a motion to recommit which
probably will pass. When it does, we will
go on to the matter of social security
and decide whether we will accept that
measure or not.

Mr. President, I hope that, should this
come down to a point where we can dis-
cuss only social security and its amend-
ments, we will adopt and accept it and
send to the other body—if we can find
them—a workable bill. I think that we
shall have to hurry because the stories
are that the other body Is in a mood to
be rather peripatetic by tomorrow night.
While they cannot adjourn without us,
they can leave without us. We are hay-
Ing trouble getting a quorum, or will
have. Therefore, I would hope that the
motion to recommit would not pass. My
own judgment tells me that it probably
will. If It does, let us at least get as
much business done as we can. But, more
important than anything else, let us
have, before we drop this bill, an assur-
ance from the chairman and the ranking
minority member of the Ways and Means
Committee of the other body that they
will bring it up promptly in the begin-
ning of the next session and act promptly
on it and send It over here.

I would then hope that the majority
leader and I could deliver certain assur-
ances to this body which I have not had
a chance as yet to discuss with him.
However, he is on his horse and will be
here in a few minutes. I hear the gallop
of approaching hooves at the moment. I
think that we will be able to make some
statement about the matter.

Mr. President. last year, on the floor of
this Senate, I had the privilege of intro-
ducing the Family Assistance Act of 1969
(5. 2986). At the time, I noted that
"This bill constitutes one of the most
important domestic initiatives which the
Nixon administration will undertake,"
and that it was vitally essential to the
successful implementation of the Presi-
dent's stated goal, to "assist millions of
Americans out of poverty and into pro-
ductivity."

Nothing that has happened during the
Intervening 14 months—none of the tes-
timony offered during committee hear-
ings or the seemingly endless spate of
words that have been written about this
legislation—has caused me to alter my
position. On the contrary, I am more
convinced than ever that a complete
overhaul of our welfare system Is long
overdue.

The family assistance plan is the vehi-
cle through which this can be accom-
plished. It represents an idea whose time
has come.

Our present welfare system is collaps-
ing of its own weight. Only within the
past decade, the cost of the program of
aid to families with dependent chil-
dren—AFDC—has tripled while the
number of recipients has doubled. And
yet, In spite of our largess, there Is no
end in sight.

In my own State of Pennsylvania, In
the 1-year period from April 1969 to
April 1970, there was a 23.7 percent In-
crease In the number of AFDC recipients
and a 51.9 percent increase In the amount
of payments. Where will It all end?

Worse, still, inequities built into the
system continue unabated. How can we
justify a program in which the State
of residence Is a more important crite-
rion than the state of need in determining
the level of benefits?

What we have today is a program im-
possible to administer equitably, which
imposes an increasingly heavy financial
burden upon the taxpayer, and which
does not do the job it was designed to do
in the first place.

We have long since passed the time
when anyone would suggest that a so-
lution to the welfare problem lies in
making assistance difficult to get and un-
pleasant to take. But it appears that
unconsciously, at least, this is exactly
what we are doing. Unlike the quality of
mercy that blesses both the one who
gives and the one who receives, public
welfare today demeans both.

The present welfare system, designed
as a temporary expedient, emerged from
the depression of the thirties to cope with
the problems of the thirties. It is an
anachronism that should long since have
been laid to rest.

It was established as an optional State
program to provide assistance to specific
categories of the financially indigent—
the blind, the disabled, the aged, and de-
pendent children and their guardians.
Initially, able-bodied male workers were
not eligible for assistance.

Despite the fact that large-scale un-
employment, such as was witnessed in
the thirties, Is not an issue today, the
poor are still with us. Moreover, not-
withstanding our substantial economic
growth, we now accept the fact that there
will always be poverty and unemploy-
ment even in the midst of plenty. Even
in 1968, a good year in terms of employ-
ment opportunities, monthly unemploy-.
ment averaged 2.8 million workers.

The program of aid to families with
dependent children, to which I previously
referred, was designed primarily for
families in which the father was absent
or incapacitated. It has since been
amended to provide, at the State's op-
tion, assistance to families with unem-
ployed fathers. However, only half the
States have exercised this option. The
result is that some families receive more
from AFDC benefits than families headed
by employable men receive from earn-
ings.

The net effect has been to encourage
the breakup of families in order that they
might qualify for public assistance. If
ever a program ran counter to the intent
of those who enacted it as well as those
charged with administering it, this Is It.
It is completely indefensible.

What we have created, in effect, is a
two-headed monster which, on the one
hand, encourages family breakup and, on
the other, penalizes those who work. I
have yet to hear a satisfactory explana-
tion of why income from employment
and receipt of public assistance should
be mutually exclusive.

Our present hodgepodge of welfare
systems also suffers from a lack of uni-
formity. Welfare programs are actually
State programs that receive Federal
matching funds and operate within loose
Federal guidelines. The not surprising.
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result Is that systems differ from State to
State in such essential features as cover-
age, benefits, and administrative prac-
tices.

With all of these negative features, It
is a wonder that the program has sur-
vived this long. But there have been two
factors working in favor of the status
quo—inertia and the lack of innovative,
vi able alternative which goes to the heart
of the problem instead of treating the
symptoms.

We now have for our consideration
what has aptly been termed the most
innovative social legislation of the past
30 years. All we have left to contend with
is our inertia.

Some may justifiably argue that
change is not necessarily progress—and
with that philosophy I must agree. But
let us look at what the legislation does
contain.

The family assistance plan now before
the Senate calls for payments to all I am-
ilies with children having Incomes below
stipulated amounts. At the same time, It
encourages employment by requiring
registration for work or training, while
permitting recipients who are employed
to retain a portion of their earnings.
These features, together with the estab-
lishment of national eligibility standards
and some measure of Federal adminis-
tration, make this legislation more than
change just for the sake of change.

I am particularly pleased that the
Governor of Pennsylvania, the Honor-
able Raymond P. Shafer, and the Gov-
ernor-elect, Milton Shapp, have given
their wholehearted endorsement to the
Family Assistafice Act of 1970.

While much of the discussion concern-
ing this legislation has focused on its Im-
pact on families with children, we should
not lose sight of title XVI which provides
for grants to States for aid to the aged,
the blind, and the disabled. One of its
provisions calls for cash assistance in an
amount which would guarantee an in-
come of $110 per month per recipient.
In addition, the earnings exemption for
the disabled has been liberalized, making
It consistent with that already in effect
for the blind.

There is only one aspect of this bill In
which It is vulnerable—it is not perfect.
I submit, however, that if we wait for
perfection, we will be discussing these
same issues next year, and the year after
that, and the year after that, ad in-
finitum, while welfare costs and human
misery grow apace. And, even then, we
would only be postponing the inevitable.

While perfection Is an Ideal toward
which we must always strive, It is not
a realistic goal In terms of any legisla-
tion, and certainly not In terms of an
undertaking as massive as this.

I suggest, therefore, that the question
should not be: "Is it perfect?" but
rather: "What Is the alternative?"

With whatever Imperfections it con-
tains, the family assistance plan does
provide fiscal relief for financially hard-
pressed States; It does raise benefit levels
for recipients in areas where they are
the lowest; it does combine work require-
ments with work Incentives; It does re-
duce inequities Inherent in our present
welfare system; and It does establish a
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national minimum payment, national
eligibility standards, and national meth-
ods of administration. This is no mean
achievement.

For the first time, all States will be
governed' by the same set of rules, and
each will have the option of contracting
for Federal administration of both the
supplementary payments and the adult
category programs. In addition, the Fed-
eral Government would reimburse States
for any costs resulting from this legisla-
tion in excess of 90 percent of their
actual expenditures for calendar year
1971, plus a factor for cost-of-living in-
creases.

What is the alternative? If there is one,
why has it not been produced since the
President introduced FAP in August
1969?

There is one additional aspect of wel-
fare reform that has not been em-
phasized sufficiently. Ordinarily, when
we speak of the failure of the welfare
system, we buttress our remarks with
statistics which show the astronomical
increase over the years in caseloads and
cost. But there is a conspicuous lack of
statistics reflecting the failure of welfare
in terths of the waste in human re-
sources,

When the President addressed the Na-
tion in August 1969 on the need for wel-
fare reform, he noted that "poverty is not
only a state of income. It is also a state
of mind and a state of health." It is this
state of mind and state of health to
which I want to address myself briefly.

Recently we have witnessed a cre-
scendo of concern regarding our natural
resources, and certainly no one would
dispute the importance of this precious
heritage. But what more important re-
source than its children does any nation
possess? And how would one weigh our
efforts In preserving this resource in
terms of Its collective state of mind and
state of health?

In a statement last April, the President
remarked:

We all know how the present welfare
system breaks up families, demeans human
dignity, and condemns poor people to a
lifetime on the dole.

We know that Itis not unusual for suc-
ceeding generations of the same family to
become so enmeshed in the welfare mo-
rass that it becomes Increasingly difficult
to escape. Is this to be the birthright we
bequeath to children born Into poverty?

As we contemplate the cost of imple-
menting this program, may I suggest that
we also consider the cost of rejecting It.
The legislation before us provides both
the obligation and the opportunity for
meaningful welfare reform.

It has been written that "the fathers
have eaten sour grapes and the children's
teeth are set on edge." How many chil-
dren born into poverty during the past
35 years have been reared in an at-
mosphere of bitterness and despair? I
venture to say it is more than any one of
us would venture to admit. This is a bur-
den that no child should be asked to bear,
a legacy no parent should be forced to
bestow. It Is our responsibility to provide
a better heritage for future generations.

One year ago, I introduced the Family
Assistance Act of 1969. In reviewing my
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remarks of that time, I am impressed by
the similarity with the situation today.
Only one element has changed signifi-
cantly in the past 14 months—the ur-
gency of the occasion. If we do not act
quickly, we will not have the opportunity
to act at all in this Congress.

We are told that there Is a time to
keep, and a time to cast away—a time to
keep silent, and a time to speak. May I
also suggest that there is a time to dis-
cuss and a time to act.

And the time to act is now.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, there has

been some comment about the support
for the President's initiative in respect to
the family assistance program from the
Republican side. In my judgment, there
are a number of us who are deeply con-
vinced that this is a very essential re-
form and that it represents a really his-
toric first by the President and a break-
through equivalent to his espousal of
dealing with hunger in this country, or
even superior to that.

We have all been distracted, I by my
deep feelings about the trade bill and
others by other matters. That has not
been made clear. There is, in my judg-
ment, a vast amount of support on the
Republican side for the President's
initiative.

I hope that that matter will not be lost
on those who write and on those who
speak, because it Is a fact. The tumult
which has been created has been such as
to make It almost impossible to voice
that In a deliberate way, even by one so
convinced as I am.

So, before we lock this up, I think It Is
very important to make that clear.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I think

the Senator from New York Is wrong. I
think that the press is exactly right. The
Republicans have not given the President
of the United States support on this pro-
gram. Let us not have ourselves misun-
derstood. What support the President has
had in the Finance Committee and what
support he has had on the floor of the
Senate has been on this side of the aisle.
I do not want to stand here and say that
I am the only one fighting for the pro-
gram. I have been out here naked fight-
ing for the program. There has been no
help or succor from the Republicans or
from the administration. We now have
this motion to recommit which is alto-
gether different from the motion that we
thought was going to be made, without
casting any reflection on anyone.

We now have a motion to recommit. I
am curious how the Senators on the oth-
er side will vote on that motion to recom-
mit.

The President of the United States and
the Vice President went up and down this
country asking for men to be elected that
would support and help him. I would like
to see the Members of the Senate support
and help him.

Support for the President's program
has come from this side of the aisle. The
job that the President has to do is with
the Members on the other side of the
aisle, Instead of beating the Members on
this side of the aisle over the head.
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Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I had
agreed to yield to the Senator from
Colorado first. However, I will yield to
the Senator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I do not
think that what the Senator from Con-
necticut has said In any way changes
the matter and makes me wrong. The
fact is that I said that in the tumult of
this debate such support as there Is over
here has not been evidenced. There is
support, In my judgment, for the family
assistance plan. That plan has an excel-
lent chance to win a majority of the
membership of this side of the aisle.

It happens that only the Senator from
Utah (Mr. BENNETT)—OUt of great loyal-
ty, fine and noble gentleman that he Is—
felt that he could support this plan In
the committee. However, I do not think
that is evidence of the degree of support
over here..

Second, I point out to my friend, the
Senator from Connecticut, that this mo-
tion is amendable. If he does not like
what is in it and if I do not like what is
in it, we can amend it. There is no clo-
ture on time. It is completely amendable
and debatable.

I hope very much that we will join
together to amend it so as to deal with
the things that we consider to be unfair,
so that we will be able to resurrect
something from this bill other than just
the social security aspects of the matter.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I give
great credit to the President of the
United States for proposing the program.
In all candor. I do not know of any
Democrat who, if he had been elected
President, would have proposed it. It
took a lot of courage and foresight for
President Nixon to propose this program.
He is subject to a lot of criticism by
people who will say that these people do
not deserve help.

The President had the courage and
foresight to see that any society that
has a trillion dollar gross national prod-
uct has a certain overhead that it pays
for any failures. And when we consider
the 14 million people who would be helped
under this program, we realize that the
President was right. There are those who
say that no family of four ought to have
less than $1,600 a year.

I wonder if any Senator would stand
up and say that no family of four is
entitled to $1,600 a year.

I believe in what the President of the
United States was trying to do. I do not
support him because he is a Democrat or
a Republican. I happen to believe in this
program. I believe that the President was
on the right track in proposing this most
Imaginative program in which he showed
great compassion, a program which Is
likely to start us on the road toward
eliminating poverty. I think it deserves
more help and support from the members
of his own party.

What is so ironic to me Is that in the
closing days we want to expedite the
business of the Senate and it could be
expedited by saying that what we will do
Is to vote on social security, because the
leadership In the other body has said
they will not address Itself to anything

but social security. What our chairman
has done by his motion has been to bring
this matter completely back into con-
troversy, in which we forget the pro-
gressive parts of the President's program
and substitute the most reactionary ele-
ment in the last 30 years in social serv-
ices in this Nation.

So now we start all over again in a
vast debate in which Members on this
side of the aisle have undone what they
supposedly have tried to do to simplify
the work of the Senate so we can go
home.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield to

the Senator from Iowa.
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the REC-

ORD should be clear that the Senator from
Iowa joined the Senator from Connecti-
cut in his motion to get his amendment
attached to the social security bill. I
think the Senator from New York should
understand that. There were two of us, at
least, and there might have been a third.
So the Republican side has not been
wanting.

But the matter is not as simple as the
Senator from Connecticut puts it.

He Is suggesting, "Here is an amend-
ment. Vote it up or down." But it is flUed
with defects. It Is a disservice to the Sen-
ate to put it up to the Senate in that
way. We should have a chance to work
our will on amendments to the bill.

The Senator from Connecticut, by his
parliamentary maneuver, in putting the
matter before us In that shape, is not be-
ing helpful to the President.

Mr. RIBICOFF, Mr. President, may I
say to the distinguished Senator from
Iowa, if I may reply, the only reason it
is in that shape is that the Senate refused
to accede to the requests of the Senator
from Delaware to enable the Ribicoff-
Bennett proposal, to be put in the first
degree. I said I would accede to this ar-
rangementafter discussion with the Sen-
ator from Delaware: and we mentioned
the reason we wanted it opened up was to
give the Senator from Iowa and the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma an opportunity to
introduce between them, 10 to 12 amend-
ments which they had. When this request
was refused we had no alternative and
this was the only way to get the family
assistance program before the Senate. It
was not what we wanted. We had no
alternative, after consultation among the
minority leader, the Senator from Utah
(Mr. BENNETT) and me.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, had it not
been for the Senator from Connecticut
offering the amendment in the second
degree, in the first place, the efforts of
the Senator from Delaware would not
have been necessary at all. So the foun-
dation for our trouble was laid when this
amendment was placed at the desk in the
second degree, and the Senator from
Connecticut was the one who did that.

Mr. RIBICOFF. The foundation for
the trouble was when the trade amend-
ment was placed before the family assist-
ance amendment, and when It became
subject to filibuster, and the only way we
could remove the filibuster and get the
President's family assistance program
considered, was to use a parliamentary
procedure.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for yielding. I would like to
say two or three words.

First of all, I think this proves conclu-
sively not only that coming back here
after the election was a mistake, but that
coming back here at this time was a hor-
rible mistake. Many of the things that
have been discussed here are really
superficial. They do not get down to the
basic things that are wrong here, and
wrong in Congress.

There is no need and there is no rea-
son, save and except the family assist-
ance plan that we should have been in
session after Labor Day of this year. If
we would not sit around blindly and ac-
cept the "stuff" that is dished out to us,
not only by word of mouth, the press,
radio, and so forth, that Congress is just
getting so complicated we have to be here
all year, and if we would start using our
heads, we would not accept such a mess
of potage as that kind of statement.

We lost our chance to get out of here
in a reasonable time. We would have
performed one of the greatest services to
this country if we could get our business
done at an early time in the year and not
accept blindly the statement that we are
supposed to stay here all year, and if we
would reassert what I think is one of the
greatest aspects of this Government, and
that is the right of the people at home to
see their Senators and Congressmen in
their own communities, to get their in-
terpretations of what has happened, and
to subject them to questions in their own
communities during the fall. That cannot
be done so long as we operate on the
absurd basis we have.

This surpasses rule XXI. I am never
going to vote for anything below 60 per-
cent, and anyone In a smaller populated
State who does is foolish for the simple
reason that anyone who subjects him-
self to cloture based on majority rule Is
having a blind faith in human nature
which this Senator certainly does not
enjoy. So I do not think we should.

Now, here we are at this hour. No one
can fault the President's courage in at-
tempting to get out the family assistance
plan. While we have been flagellated and
somewhat castigated by the Senator
from Connecticut, I think the Senator
from Iowa has adequately answered that.

By the same token, those Senators on
the committee, whether they were on the
Democratic side or on the Republican
side, would have been fulfilling less than
their duties of office, and they would have
been doing less than they swore to do
when they stood at the desk of the Presi-
dent of the Senate if they had not de-
voted their best ability to working. out a
bill which was a workable bill, in fact.

We know that there are many bad
things in the present welfare system.
Glen Billings, a county commissioner in
one of our large counties, which adjoins
Senator HANSEN'S wonderful State told
me in my office 1 week before Christ-
mas that if the present welfare load In-
creased in his county at the rate It in-
creased the last 3 years, It would equal
the total county budget. It Is a challenge
t, all of us.
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Here we are 3 days, 4 days, 5 days,
perhaps, to adjournment. I know the
Senator from Connecticut feels strongly
about his position. But there are others
of us in the Chamber who have worked
for things for many, many years in the
Senate, who are being thwarted this
minute by a filibuster in this Chamber,
which I think is to the detriment of the
people of this country, which will
destroy one entire industry in this
country, and which will destroy a
whole area of scientific and technologi-
cal advancement. We have feelings, too.
We feel as strongly about this as the
Senator from Connecticut feels, but we
have to face the facts. We have a troika
here. I would like to see a family assist-
ance plan worked out. I am convinced,
and I say this frankly, that the bill that
has been reported to us does not con-
tain many things, because questions
have been raised here again and again
to which there has not been provided
full answers.

I would have been happy to have seen
a pilot plan reported so that we could
try it out in some section or area and
fInd out what it is going to cost and
whether this Government can sustain
it, and whether out of this multiplicity
of welfare plans and "do good" programs
which we have passed, overlapping, over-
lapping, and overlapping again in this
country, we could bring some sense and
order in one family assistance program.
This is what I would dearly hope the
Senate could do. But I am a practical
man, too.

In these last few 4 or 5 days, I know
we are not going to resolve the free trade
measure, In which the Senator from New
York is so interested. I know we are not
going to resolve the family assistance
plan. I do think we have some commit-
ments—at least some of us—with respect
to social security which we could fulfill.

Therefore, I expect, whether there is a
rollcall or not, to vote for the motion to
recommit, with the assurance and un-
derstanding which I understand the
Senator from Louisiana has given, or Is
willing to give, that as soon as this mat-
ter may properly be brought before his
committee, they will attack it again.

My personal feeling is that we owe ev-
ery member of that Finance Committee
a debt of gratitude. I do not care whether
they supported the plan or whether they
were against certain phases of it, no
committee has applied Itself so diligently
to a given portion of legislation as that
committee has In these last 4 months. I
may be off a month, but It does not mat-
ter. They have met night and day, they
have met morning and afternoon, and if
we do not get the family assistance plan
this year, If we do not work It out in a
form which is acceptable to the Senate
as a whole, we still owe the members of
that committee a debt of gratitude. The
members of that committee, with every
bit of power they had, and consistent
with the very multitudinous questions,
technical questions, and legal questions
involved in it, have done a job for all of
us upon which we can build in the com-
ing year.

I hope we are able to do this. I hope
we are able to resolve It. At least if we
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take action which we can take, we can
expect to do it.

When we get to rule XXII, we will talk
about that in January.

I say again that every one of the mem-
bers of the Finance Committee—I do not
care whether they were for it or against
it—who attended the meetings and
heard the 350 or 400 witnesses, deserve
the thanks of the Senate, whether we are
able to resolve it at this moment or not.

Mr. President, I told the majority
leader that I thought when we came
back we should have a quorum call some
time during the day, and I would hope
to have an opportunity at a later time to
suggest the absence of a quorum in or-
der to find out who is present for
business.

Mr. SCOT'l'. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, the Senator from Florida
is not in politics. Six days from now he
leaves the floor of the Senate. He is not
interested In any political implications
in connection with any of the several is-
sues bound together In this bill.

The Senator from Florida cannot be
charged with opposing the President, be-
cause no less an authority than Congres-
sional Quarterly has said that the Sena-
tor from Florida has supported the Pres-
ident more than any other Senator on
this side of the aisle since the President
has presided as such. The Senator from
Florida has no apology to make for that.
He has voted with the President when
he has thought he was right.

The Senator from Florida has not only
great respect, but deep affection, for the
Senator from Connecticut, and I think
the Senator from Connecticut knows
that. But after looking at the charts
Presented by my distinguished friend, the
senior Senator from our oldest State,
Delaware, the other day—charts pre-
pared not by him but by the statistical
staff of the Health, Education, and Wel-
fare Department—the Senator from
Florida knows perfectly well that there
are provisions in this 139-page amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Con-
necticut which need to be corrected and
which cannot be corrected under the
parliamentary situation now prevailing.

The Senator from Florida has not par-
ticipated in either of the filibusters that
have been going on, on either the trade
bill, which he supports, or the family as-
sistance plan, which he would like to
support if it were a more perfect meas-
ure. But the Senator from Florida, trying
to be realistic and hoping the Senate will
do something in support of its own rep-
utation, suggests there is one chance for
us to get something done In connection
with the package and that is to support
the motion made by his distinguished
friend from Louisiana, and that is that
the bill be recommitted with instruc-
tions to report it back with only certain
titles remaining, let the Senate pass on
that measure, and send it to conference.

What does it mean? It means that
over 26 millIon citizens who are now
existing, many of them, on pitiful social
security payments, will be recognized by
the Senate as 'having a need to have sym-
pathetic care shown for their condition.
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If more were possible, if we had time,
it would be a different situation, but we
do not have the time. We have 5 days
for the passage of a bill, for the confer-
ence, and then for the passage of that
conference report if one ensues.

The Senator rom Florida, being one
who has supported the President in
larger measure than any other Demo-
crat in the Senate, simply says that he
could not vote for the measure now of-
fered by the Senator from Connecticut.
much as he Is in support of many of its
provisions, because of the difficulties so
clearly shown by the charts which the
Senate saw the other day, which make it
so clear that the measure has to be
changed, has to be modified, has to be
amended before he expects the rule of
reason to be applicable to the poor peo-
ple of our Nation.

So, Mr. President, the Senator from
Florida hopes, speaking as a realist only.
without reflection on anyone, that the
Senate decides to be realistic, decides to
vote to return this measure to committee
with instructions which have been men-
tioned, so the Senate may quickly, s I
believe it will quickly, work its will for
the modification of the bill.

The Senator from Florida praises
highly the Senator from Louisiana, be-
cause it was not an easy thing for him,
with very great interest in some of the
measures in the bill which will have to
be eliminated under this motion, having
reported the bill in a much different
condition, to make this motion. I think
he knows what I think every other Sen-
ator on the floor who Is a realist knows,
and that is that the only way open to
us whereby we can get something done is
to follow that course.

One more word. I was a little amused
to hear some of my friends say we are
trying to put the blame on somebody. I
am not trying to put the blame on any-
body. I am just putting it wl'ere it be-
longs. If the course offered by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Louisiana does
not prevail and if nothing is done on the
bill, it will simply mean that the 26 mil-
lion people who are recipients of social
security will know they were unheeded
and unattended to and will believe that
the Senate has gone home, at a time
when we should be saying Happy New
Year, offering them a stone instead of
the bread they have asked for.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Senator
from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. It was suggested by the
Senator from Massachusetts and also by
the Senator from Connecticut that there
was something antipoor or at least some-
thing unworthy in leaving in portions of
title V. These sections of title 5 which I
seek to save are worth $1 billion to the
poor of this country. That is why I did
not move to strike these sections.

As a matter of fact, after the Senator
from Delaware (Mr. WILLIAMS) proposed
that we limit this measure to titles I and
II, I urged him to join with me in sav-
ing certain parts of title V. Those provi-
sions include $300 million in higher wel-
fare payments for the aged; $500 million
in additional Federal funds for child
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care, increased matching for family
planning, funds for migratory Workers,
and for persons training under the work
incentive program; and $200 million to
encourage the provision of jobs for wel-
fare recipients.

Mr. President, here is a provision of
the bill calling for additional help for
poor people, for children, the disabled,
the blind, the aged, and for aiding per-
sons who hope to better themselves
through employment to bring them bet-
ter income.

But the fact is that in several instances
the court incorrectly construed the statu-
tory language we ourselves wrote, along
with the Committee on Ways and Means,
and we have sought to set straight in
precise terms what Congress meant. I
would hope that this would not prevent
the Senate from voting for the motion,
because everything that would remain
in the bill would be subject to amend-
ment, and If the Senate does not want
any part of it, the Senate Would be at
liberty to strike it out.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I sought
the floor in my own right.

Mr. SCOTT. Very well; I yield to the
Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. HARRIS. Does the Senator intend
to hold the floor for some time?

Mr. SCOTT. No; after yielding to the
distinguished Senator from Kentucky, I
was about to suggest the absence of a
quorum. I was trying to get to a vote.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I have
an amendment.

Mr. SCOTT. So, if I may yield first
to the Senator from Kentucky, then I
shall yield the floor.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, as was
stated a moment ago, we face a condi-
tion, not a theory. Does the Senator
from Pennsylvania consider that there
Is no possibility of our being able to vote
"yea" or "nay" on the family assistance
plan during this week?

Mr. SCOTr. My answer to that Is that,
acting for the administration and out of
my own desire as a Senator as well, I
have been doing everything in my power
to bring about a vote up or down on the
family assistance plan. I am for It. I am
sure It is Imperfect, as is most of our
major legislation, but I would like to see
It enacted.

I think we hare exhausted, in this
Chamber, every possible means known
to me. If it were possible to get cloture,
I would have done that. I am convinced
it is not only impossible to get cloture,
but It Is difficult, at this late date, to
get 16 Senators willing to even sign a
motion for cloture.

I regret very much that, as I see it,
we are not going to be able to get a
vote up or down on this plan. I think
we should have it.

Mr. COOPER. I think so, too. I must
say, after sitting here for the last 2
weeks, not taking any part in the debate
on this particular measure, that it has
become apparent to me, as I think to
everyone, that we cannot get cloture on
any part of the bill, and we cannot get
a vote up or down except on the motion
to recommit, and then a vote upon. the

social security part of the bill if it Is
reported.

I doubt that a single Senator would
vote against the social security measure.
Certainly I shall vote for social security.
But if the question is raised as to whether
a vote for recommitment is an indication
of opposition to the family assistance
plan, then I intend to vote against the
motion to recommit. Of course, I am for
social security, like everyone else in the
Senate, but I wish to make it clear that
I am also for the family assistance plan.

I speak with some feeling about this
matter for it is a subject of long concern
to me. I do not intend to bore the Senate,
but in 1930, I was elected as county judge
of my rural county in Kentucky, chiefly
an administrative position. I was 28
years of age and found myself the head
of my county in a depression. For 8 years
I served, and there poured into my office
people, hungry and sick, as in every other
area of this country, with no hope, no
source .of help except their government.

Whatever has been said about the
WPA program of that time, it was a great
program. It gave work and sustenance
and hope to people. It did a great deal
of constructive work. I have traveled
through every section of my State since
that time—once or twice a year—and
particularly in the section which has
become familiar to everyone as "Appa-
lachia." I have seen, since 1938, program
after program, proposed to lift up the
poor on welfare. They have been good
programs, as far as food Is'concerned—
school lunches, milk, surplus commodi-
ties, and finally the food stamp plan.

However, with all of these programs,
and the costly poverty program, the peo-
ple have not broken out of the awful
and ugly cycle of welfare without work
or purpose. It involves a deterioration of
the human spirit and mind. There Is
forming in my State, as I am sure is true
In the great cities of other States a class
of our people who are separated and ali-
enated from the rest of society.

I do not know what is wrong with the
family assistance plan bill. I am sure
It can be improved. I am sure it ought
to be corrected. But I know when cor-
rected, it ought to be passed, to turn
away from the present system of goods,
food and clothing, necessary, as they
are, and turn on people in the direction
of training, education, work and self -suf-
ficiency.

I believe it is going to be terribly dif-
ficult for them to break out of the cycle.
We will find many cannot learn because
of their long disassociation from educa-
tion. Many of them cannot eat properly,
because there is no one to tell them how
to use nutritious foods. It will be hard
for many to get work, because they are
not trained and educated to perform use-
ful work in our technical society. But
the change from welfare to training, ed-
ucation, and work must be made.

From the moment I heard President
Nixon make his speech on television over
a year ago, I must say my heart and
my spirits lifted up. I thought I saw at
last something in the making to help
our people in our own country.

If we cannot help people in our own
country, we cannot expect to help oth-

ers anywhere in the world. So I hope
very much that this plan will be cor-
rected properly and will be enacted. It
will not be enacted this session, but early
next year. I hope that the plan or the
test plan of the Senator from Connecti-
cut, will be enacted.

Mr. President, to indicate that I am
for the family assistance, I shall vote
against the motion to recommit.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor from Kentucky pretty much ex-
presses my opinion.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. SCOTT. I yield.
Mr. CASE. I commend the Senator

from Kentucky, who needs no com-
mendation from the Senator from New
Jersey or anyone else, but I do. As the
Senator from Pennsylvania has said
about himself, he expresses my views to a
"T," and my answer will follow his on this
motion.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I am about
to address a question to the distinguished
majority leader.

I would like to say that had we had an
opportunity to vote on this matter up or
down, I am as convinced as I can be,
based on the length of my experience in
this body, that a majority of Senators on
both sides would have supported the fam-
ily assistance plan.

I ask the distinguished majority leader,
as I said I would do when he was on
his way to the Chamber, I have ex-
pressed the opinion that if this bill does
not pass in this session, that as soon as
It comes over from the other body next
year we in this body would seek to refer
it to the Finance Committee, and that
we would, following proper and complete
hearings, do all within our power as the
joint leadership to expedite action by
the Senate on this family assistance
measure. I would appreciate the corn-
ments of the distinguished majority lead-
er on this point.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, In
response to the statement just made by
the distinguished minority leader, first
let me say that it is my intention to vote
against the motion to recommit. Second,
let me say that the President has placed
great stress on this particular domestic
program. There is a need for much to be
done. I have some grave questions about
it in my mind, but I am willing to resolve
my doubts in favor of what the President
seems to be so personally and intensely
interested in achieving.

It has been pointed out that the wel-
fare rates are skyrocketing, and that the
number of people on welfare is increas-
ing at a tremendous rate.

If the motion to recommit carries, I
wish to give the distinguished minority
leader and the Senate my assurance that
I shall do all I can as a Senator to bring
the matter up for debate and considera-
tion once it is reported out of the Fi-
nance- Committee and placed on the cal-
endar. It is my understanding that the
distinguished chairman of that commit-
tee has indicated an interest in taking
the matter up if the House acts and after
it has acted. That is within the purview
of the committee. I do not think It Is
something which, if gone into, should be
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gone into hastily, even though there have
been extensive hearings this year.

So I am assured by what the distin-
guished Senator from Louisiana has told
me—I hope I am free to state this—that
after a bill is reported by the committee
and passed by the House, hearings would
be held here as expeditiously as possible.
When a bill is reported by the Finance
Committee, I assure the Senate that I
will be glad to join with the Senator from
Pennsylvania in doing all I can to ex-
pedite debate, consideration, and dis-
posal.

I reiterate that I think the President
deserves this much courtesy and this
much in the way of consideration.

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the distinguished
majority leader.

I yield the floor.
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, a parlia-

mentary inquiry.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PEAR-

SON) . The Senator will state it.
Mr. HARRIS. Is the pending motion

subject to amendment?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The in-

structions are subject to amendment.
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, a fur-

ther separate parliamentary inquiry.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator will state it.
Mr. HARRIS. If the motion of the

Senator from Louisiana is adopted,
would the bill thereafter reported to the
Senate be subject to amendment by the
Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. HARRIS. Would the bill be sub-
ject to an amendment in the form of a
modified version of the Ribicoff -Bennett
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, first, let
me say that I do not in any case intend
to support the motion of the Senator
from Louisiana. I believe that the Senate
ought to act on both social security and
welfare reform. I am hopeful yet that we
can, if this motion is rejected, get a vote
on the Ribicoff -Bennett amendment. It is
an improved version of an amendment
which was rejected in the Senate Finance
Committee—improved, I think, because
of determined opposition. It has not been
improved enough. If it were adopted by
the Senate, it would be my hope to
amend it, either through later motions
to strike and insert or by other means,
to improve it further still. I think it
needs to be acted upon. The time is at
hand for real welfare reform. I hope,
therefore, that this motion will not be
agreed to.

The thing that has us in so much
trouble is the trade section of this bill,
which I vigorously oppose. I oppose it
both on the substance of the issues in-
volved and on the procedural question
involved. This section is totally non-
germane to the principal issues involved
in this bill—social security and welfare—
and I would hope that the Senate would
at last decide to put aside this nonger-
inane section, the trade section. It is
much too late in this session, with only
two days of hearings in the Finance
Committee, to try to write this kind of

major trade legislation, the most im-
portant trade legislation we have seen
proposed in this country since 1962.

So I would hope that that section
could be dropped, and the Senate could
proceed to consider social security bene-
fits and 'elfare reform. I twice moved
in the committee to strike the trade sec-
tion from this bill, and I hope that that
may yet be done by the Senate; and then
the Senate, with proper deliberation,
with proper hearings, could take up the
whole matter, the very complicated mat-
ter, of trade early next year and act
upon it.

I think that those \vJo support the
general provisions of the trade portion
of this bill can be reassured by the state-
ment of the distinguished Senator from
New York—which I would echo—that
there would not be an attempt to delay,
through a filibuster or by extended de-
bate, final consideration of some trade
bill during the early part of next ses-
sion, after the proper consideration had
been given in the committee and on the
floor.

Furthermore, I think Senators should
be aware that, as has just been stated
by the Presiding Officer, the adoption of
the pending motion would be a nullity;
because if the motion to recommit .is
agreed to by the Senate and the bill
comes back here as a social security bill,
it is then subject to an amendment which,
as a matter of fact, I already have had
printed, which is an improved version of
the Ribicoff-Bennett amendment—im-
proved by amendments which I feel need
to be made to it. So we would be doing
nothing at all. It is time for the Senate to
get down to business on this issue and to
made its decisions and adopt real welfare
reform in this session. I do not believe
we will save any time by proceeding with
the motion to recommit with instruc-
tions.

Furthermore, as has been pointed out
by the distinguished Senator from Mas-
sachusetts and the distinguished Senator
from Connecticut, the motion of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Louisiana does
not just strip this bill down to social se-
curity, medicare, and medicaid. The bill,
as would be reported back to the Senate
if this motion is successful, would still
include welfare provisions. But those wel-
fai'e provisions would not be the kind of
innovative welfare reform, the kind of
progressive welfare changes, that many
of us feel are desperately needed. Instead,
they would be the kind of regressive and
punitive welfare amendments which the
Senate on occasion in the past has re-
jected because they tend to demean
those who receive welfare, making it
much more likely that they will continue
in the cycle of dependency by making
them at least second-class citizens and
attempting to punish them for their pov-
erty, rather than offering the kind of
help!ng hand we should offer.

So, Mr. President, I now move to
amend the motion of the Senator from
Louisiana by adding to the instructions a
provision that title V also be stricken,
and I should like to be heard on the
motion.

Mr. LONG. I ask for the yeas and nays,
Mr. President.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I should
like to be heard on my motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair inquires of the Senator from
Louisiana whether he is asking for the
yeas and nays on the amendment.

Mr. LONG. I am asking for the yeas
and nays on the Senator's amendment to
motion.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I send to

the desk the modified version.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will state the modified amendment.
The assistant legislative clerk read as

follows:
On page 405 strike lines 1 through 25 and

strike all on pages 406 through pages 498
and on page 499 strike lines 1 through 17.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HARRIS. May I first say what the
amendment is, and then I will be pleased
to yield to the distinguished Senator from
New York.

This amendment would add to the in-
structions under the Long amendment
the instruction that the entire title V of
the reported bill be stricken as well as
the other provisions which he would
strike under his proposed instructions.

I reiterate that I do not in any case
intend to support the motion to recom-
mit, but these are issues we will have to
face in the Senate at one time or another
if the motion to recommit is successful.
These issues will have to be faced then;
and if the motion to recommit is adopt-
ed, I would hope it would be adopted in its
best form.

This amendment would strike the com-
mittee provision which would institute a
type of 1-year residency requirement
in the face of the Supreme Court opinion
to the contrary, would strike that pro-
vision of the committee bill which would
resurrect the onerous man-in-the-house
rule, would strike from the bill the pro-
vision which would require a ret.irn of
the amount paid to the welfare recipient
who does not prevail in hearings, a pro-
vision which would certainly deter chal-
lenges of illegal regulations by recipients
and others, would strike the committee
provision which would overturn another
Federal case having to do with adding
eligibility requirements wholly unrelated
to the needs of poor children, would strike
the committee provision which would
tend to abrogate the right of privacy
guaranteed to citizens under the Consti-
tution as it relates to welfare recipients;
and would strike the committee provision
which would do away with the present
system which allows the declaration
method for determining eligibility, with
spot checks.

I will go into any of these provisions
which Senators may want to discuss. I
had hoped that the distinguished chair-
man of the committee would agree to
this amendment. The amendment which
I have offered would do another thing:
it would strike from title 5 also the pro-
vision which was added in committee on
the motion of the distinguished chair-
man, the Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
LoNG), setting up a Federal Child Care
Corporation. I opposed that proposal in
committee. I do not believe it is a good



S 21230 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE December 28, 1970

proposal from the standpoint of the
children involved. It would set up a Fed-
eral corporation to provide child care or
day care for children, including the chil-
dren of welfare families. It would leave
out, in my judgment, two basic funda-
mental requirements of any proper child
care program; that is, parental involve-
ment and community control. The day
has long since passed when poor people
or black people or other minorities will
be willing to allow a private business
corporation made up of outsiders to come
into the neighborhood and take over
child care or day care for their children.
I am desperately afraid that is what
could happen under a private enterprise
franchise system which is permissible
under this child care corporation pro-
posal.

Therefore, I think the thing to do, it
the motion to recommit is adopted, is to
strike all of title V and then take up the
issue later on, if the motion to recom-
mit is adopted. As I said before, I cer-
t,ainly hope it will not be, but if it is, then
I want it to be in its best form.

I now yield to the Senator from New
York (Mr. JAVITS), without losing my
right to the floor.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to
express my satisfaction at the Senator's
amendment. That is what I indicated in
debate before to our colleague from Con-
necticut, who has taken such a laudable
and fine lead in respect of the President's
plan for family assistance. I think, if we
are not going to be back exactly where
we started, the confluence of two things
is necessary; first, another controversial
provision—to wit, title I—should remain
in the bill if we are going to try to avoid
the height of controversy; and some ac-
commodation satisfactory to the Presi-
dent and satisfactory to Senators Risi-
COFF and BENNETT and others who are
also interested in family assistance.
Otherwise, no matter what we do on a
motion to recommit, we will be back ex-
actly where we started, and we will only
have demeaned ourselves by marching
up the hill and marching right down
again.

I shall support the Senator's amend-
ment.

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the Senator
from New York foi' his comments.

I now yield to the Senator from Con-
necticut without losing my right to the
floor.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mi'. President, I want
to commend the Senator from Okla-
homa. I shall vote against the Long pro-
posal to recommit. I shall definitely vote
for the amendment of the Senator from
Oklahoma to the motion of the Senator
from Louisiana. The Senator from Ok-
lahoma is absolutely correct, if we are
not going to vote on the family assistance
and have another look next year at the
welfare reform, what the Senate certain-
ly does not want to do is to adopt some
welfare changes which do not go forward
as the President desires, but go backward
against the recommendations of every
student in the field of welfare, and every
former Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare, Democratic or Republican,

So I hope that this body will vote for
the motion of the Senator from Okla-

homa and will vote against the proposal
of the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oklahoma yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield.
Mr. CURTIS. Did I correctly under-

stand the distinguished Senator from
Oklahoma to say that, should the Senate
by a majority vote recommit the bill to
eliminate family assistance and trade
that, notwithstanding that majority ex-
pression on the part of the Senate, he
would instigate another motion and the
Senate would be back debating family
assistance?

Mr. HARRIS. No, the senator does not
understand me correctly. What I did was
to inquire of the Chair whether, if the
Long motion were to be adopted, a modi-
fied version of the Bennett-Ribicoff
amendment might thereafter be offered
to the newly reported bill, and the answer
of the Chair was in the affirmative. So I
said to the Senate that that is one rea-
son why we should get down to business
on the pending bill, rather than go
through the process of a motion to re-
consider, because what will be done
could be, in my opinion, a nullity, based
upon what the Chair has said.

Mr. CURTIS. I understood what the
Chair said was that the Senator would
have the right to offer an amendment.
There is no question about that, But if
the Senate, by majority vote, expresses
itself in favor of eliminating these con-
troversial sections, would the Senator
from Oklahoma, in the face of that vote,
offer another amendment on family as-
sistance should the Long amendment
prevail?

Mr. HARRIS. Does the Senator from
Nebraska think that a motion to recon-
sider which strikes trade and many other
provisions of the bill and the pending
amendment relating to welfare reform is
exactly the same question, yes or no, as
voting on a modified version of the Ribi-
coff-Bennett amendment, yes or no? It
would not be.

Mr. CURTIS. It has this difference,
that the Senate would, by majority vote,
direct a certain course, to wit, that a por-
tion of the bill go forward. My question
merely amounts to this: Would the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma feel that he would
be bound by a majority vote of the Senate
if they so voted?

Mr. HARRIS. I would be bound in ev-
ery respect by what the Chair holds is
binding as a result of what the Senate
had done. Senators can interpret what-
ever the Senate does in the way they
want to interpret it. I may interpret it
my way, but the one interpretation that
really means anything is what the Chair
says, and he. has just ruled that a modi-
fled version o the Ribicoff-Bennett pro-
posal would thereafter be in order. And
I say to the Senate, therefore, that there
is no use going through this process, that
we should get down to business on the
pending bill.

Mr. CURTIS. I do not think the Chair
would compel the Senator to offer the
amendment. My question was, Would the
Senator offer it in the face of a majority
vote of the Senate?

Mr. RIBICOFF. If he did not, I would.
Let me make it perfectly clear that I
had discussions on this proposal with the
Senator from Delaware and I was under
the definite impression, after my discus-
sion with iiim, that we were going to
strike out titles III, IV, and V. I was
shocked to learn that that was not the
case, that a portion of title V was re-
tained, so that under the circumstances
I do nnt think any such agreement would
be binding. If the motion were defeated
by the Senate and another proposal was
adopted, I would feel honor bound, there-
fore, to reintroduce this amendment,
the family assistance program, the Ribi-
coff-Bennett amendment.

Mr. CURTIS. That answers my ques-
tion.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, let me
wind up briefly. I would be glad to agree
to a time limitation on the considera-
tion of my amendment if there is any
desire that that be done. Someone may
want to propose that at some later time.
I do not want to hold up the Senate very
long. However. I want to say a word in
support of my amendemnt.

The amendment I have offered would
take out those provisions which seek to
go backward, insofar as the rights of wel-
fare recipients are concerned.

I want to address myself briefly to the
regressive welfare provisions of the com-
mittee bill which the motion I have of-
fered would strike. I opposed these pro-
visions very strongly in the committee,
as did other members of the committee.

I will only mention two or three of
them.

First of all, there is the provision in
the committee bill which would reverse
lhe progress recently made concerning
the declaration method of determining
eligibility. Mr. President, when Mitchell
Ginsburg some time ago became head of
the welfare program in the city of New
York, he began to acquaint himself with
what one might call the eccentricities
of the welfare laws in that city and State,
and elsewhere around the country. He
found, for example, that there was a very
detailed investigation that went on in
regard to whether or not a welfare ap-
plicant had told the truth as to whether
he had any insurance with some cash
value.

The city of New York had a very de-
tailed and complex system of following
up that declaration that the welfare ap-
plicant had made, that he had no insur-
ance with a cash value, by a series of
letters and other checks with insurance
companies around the country,

Dr. Ginsburg asked those on the wel-
fare staff of the city of New York what
that elaborate system of checking the
declaration on the welfare application
cost.

He was told that that system of check-
ing and Investigating prior to the time
the welfare applicant was able to receive
assistance, during the past year, had
cost the city of New York some $125,000,
as I recall it.

He then asked how much money the
city of New York had gained as a result
of the elaborate investigation system.

The answer was that the city had
gained $7,500, as I remember it.
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Dr. Ginsburg said to cut it out. He said,

in effect, "Let us not continue this in-
vestigative program."

Someone asked, "What about the
cheats?"

Dr. Ginsburg said, in effect, "We can-
not continue to spend $125,000 a year
in order to pick up $7,500 of net revenue."

Mr. President, that kind of case can
be duplicated all around the country.
Welfare caseworkers over the years have
become almost a hated enemy of a lot of
welfare recipients around the country.
It is not right that they should be, but
they have been made investigators and
law enforcement police and almost
everything else. In addition to being so-
cial workers and trying to help people
get a chance to get out of poverty and
to get off welfare and to be self-sustain-
ing and to get a job, instead of render-
ing the kind of social services that case
workers mostly would like to do and are
trained to do, they have for so many
years been engaged in trying to enforce
the law against those whom they are
supposed to serve.

The declaration method of determin-
Ing eligibility was instituted during the
past administration in HEW and has
been carried on during this administra-
tion. The tests of that system have shown
that only 1.8 percent of such applicants
were found to be ineligible. Maybe there
Is less chiseling and cheating by those
who apply for welfare than by those of
us who fill out income tax returns. Why
would not the same system of checking
be done In each case? Why would not
that apply in both cases?

I will mention only two other provi-
sions that my amendment would strike
from the committee bill If it were adopted
by the Senate.

One is the so-called man-In-the-house
rule. The Supreme Court of the United
States In the cases of King against
Smith, Lewis against Martin, and Shapiro
against Solomon struck down those rules
which would base eligibility, not on actual
resources available to the children or to
a family, but on an imagined Income
from people not legally obligated to sup-
port the children involved.

The clear Import of those olçl rules was
that a welfare recipient was a second-
class citizen who did not have the same
rights as other citizens.

We support a welfare system—and
many of us support a reformed welfare
system—not only because of the morality
Involved, because we want to do what
is right insofar as we can toward a lot
of people who are less fortunate than our-
selves, but also because it Is in our own
self-interest to do so. Mr. President, If
we do not help provide a decent standard
of health and a decent standard of life
and enough to eat for the little children
in this country, for all the little children
in this country, we pay for it many times
over In increased welfare, in the con-
tinuation of the welfare cycle, In reme-
dial education and training, in narcotic
addiction, and in prisons.

Mr. President, the costs of prisons and
or crimes are far more than It would
cost us to do the right thing In the
Initial Instance and provide for a decent
standard of living for every child, which
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There is a myth that people go from place
to place, across State lines, in order to
get into a State with a more generous
welfare system. That is a myth, and the
facts show that it is a myth. People do
not move from State to State because of
the difference in welfare laws or the dif-
ference in welfare programs. In New
York, a check showed that less thrn 3
percent of those who applied for welfare
had lived in the State for less than 1 year.

People move from one place to anothr
hoping for a better job. So often, espe-
cially now when fewer jobs are avail-
able, with a needlessly slack economy,
with job lines needlessly long, they find
that chance is not there for one reason
or another, and many of them apply for
welfare. Only about one-third of those
eligible for welfare have applied in the
past but many of them are becoming
more pinched as the economy becomes
tighter and tighter.

With a 1-year residency requirement
there was case after case of a young
mother with children in whose home the
gas had been turned off, the electricity
had been turned off, the children did not
have shoes or clothing to go to school.
They had applied for welfare but were
told that the residency requirement pre-
vented them from being eligible, other
forms of relief had run out, and here
were little children who were desperately
in need but who were not eligible as wel-
fare recipients because of the residency
law.

I think, is the right of every child in
America. If I am correct in feeling that
It isin our own self-interest to provide
for a decent standard of living for every
child in our country, then we would be
defeating our State purposes, if, by our
rules and our laws, we demean those who
receive welfare assistance, if we degrade
them and hold them up to public shame
and ridicule, as was true under some of
these old rules and laws that the Supreme
Court has now stricken down.

We would now go back to those old
rules, those old, degrading, and demean-
ing rules which in many instances make
second-class citizens out of welfare re-
cipients, that tend to fake away from
them rights that other American citizens
enjoy. That Is why the amendment I
have offered to the motion of the Senator
from Louisiana would strike out those
regressive portions of the bill.

It would strike out that portion of the
measure which attempts to get around
the' opinion of the Supreme Court in the
case of Shapiro against Thompson,
which knocked down the 1-year resi-
dency requirement for people in need of
public assistance.

America is one country where whether
a little child is born in Mississippi, Okla-
homa, or New York decides if that little
child, that American child, is entitled
to the same kind of chance for a decent
life and the same chance for decent
health, and the right against hunger,
and the right to live in a decent home
and to go to a decent school, The Supreme Court said that is not

Mr. President, years ago there were constitutional. I agree with the Supreme
some who said that if Oklahoma or Mis- Court as a matter of law and as a matter
sissippi had an inferior system of edu- of substance.
cation or, if Oklahoma or Mississippi dis- Now, the Committee on Finance, over
criminated against little black children my objection, comes in with a modifica-
in their school systems, "That is the tion of that rule and says that these
business of Mississippi," or "That is Ok- people can stay under the old State's
lahoma's business." There were some who system for 1 year and then be eligible
said, "That is not our business in the under the new State's system. That is an
Senate or at the Federal level." attempt to get around what the Supreme

In my view, that was wrong on moral Court said is illegal, and if it is agreed to
grounds, but it has proved to be wrong on there will be a snarl and mess about
practical grounds, as well, because that whose checks go where and who the
child born in Mississippi or born in Okla- recipients are.
homa did not necessarily stay in Okla- I hope the Senate will agree to the
homa or Misissippi. That child may amendment I have offered to the Long
move to Detroit, to New York, or to Chi- motion and not agree to the Long mo-
cago, and if he goes there scarred by tion, but get down to the business of
ravages of a segregated and discrim.. welfare reform and social security.
inatory, educational system or if he I made the motion in committee to
goes there with the handicap of an Increase to 10 percent the 5-percent
inferior education, that has been shown benefit Increase which had been voted
to become the concern of every one of in the social security bill by the House.
us, as a practical matter, and we pay I joined vigorously in the motion of the
double for it. Those of us who live in chairman to raise the minimum benefit
other States, other than those States to $100. Those two provisions in that bill
where that inferior education or dis- should be agreed to and there are other
criminatory education was first provided, very good provisions in that bill which
pay our part, should be agreed to. I believe they will

The Supreme Court said that everyone be agreed to by the Senate.
in this country is a citizen of this coun- I hope we will have real welfare re-
try and they said that every citizen of form. The welfare restrictions contained
this country is entitled to the same kind In title V are not real welfare reform;
of equal treatment under the law, and they are totally inconsistent with wel-
they said that residency requirements of fare reform. It would be a step backward
1 year cannot be set up, as has been done to adopt them. The other rovislons we
In many State welfare systems. They said would strike in title V can be put back
that is unconstitutional. In by amendment to the bill If it comes

The welfare system in New York City, back in amended fonn, or, as I would
for example, is held up as one that Is prefer, by adoption of an Improved ver-
supposed to draw people into that State. sion of the Riblcoff-Bennett amendment.
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Mr. LONI Mr. President, every pro-

vision the Senator seeks to strike would
be subject to amendment If the motion
to recommit carries. The Senator is say-
ing he is not going to vote for the motion
to recommit and he would have no obli-
gation to go along with anything the mo-
tions suggests or provides, if it carries.
He has already said he is going to vote
against it, even if he gets his way, so
what is the use of trying to humor the
Senator.

On the other hand, I believe it would
be well to point out with respect to those
who might be inclined to vote for the
motion that the whole purpose of the mo-
tion is to dispose of these two issues which
are keeping us from voting on the bill.
One is the family assistance plan and
the other is the trade bill.

When one votes for the motion there
Is an implied understanding that, having
done that, if we want to pass the bill we
will proceed to table further versions of
family assistance and the Trade Act, to
keep those off the bill in the event it is
so reduced.

If the motion were agreed to the Sen-
ator could move to strike any part of that
which remained in the bill, and that
would be entirely in order. The motion
would suggest that anyone could amend
or strike from the bill something he did
not like.

Unfortunately, the Senator will not let
us get to that point. Now, he is filibuster-
ing the bill.

Mr. HARRIS. In what way? I believe I
offered to have a time limitation on the
amendment.

Mr. LONG. The Senator keeps talking
about the matter. The Senator made a
long speech.

Mr. HARRIS. I will ask a question
now, if the Senator will yield for that
purpose.

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that further debate
on the pending amendment to the Long
motion be limited to 30 minutes, equally
divided between the Senator from Louisi-
ana and me.

Mr. LONG. May I suggest it be 10 min-
utes equally divided.

Mr. HARRIS. I am pleased to agree
to that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears no objection,
and it Is so ordered.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, let me just
make It clear that the Senator in his
motion—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LONG. I yield myself 5 minutes.
The Senator in his motion would strike

out every single provision that helps the
people who need it most. For example, if
his motion passed, under the provision
for 10 percent social security increases
and a $100 minimum, States would be
required to consider every item of incom
that would go to a needy person. So when
social security beneficiaries received a
$10 or $20 or $30 increase in their social
security checks, as the case might be, the
States would be required to proceed to
cut their welfare checks by the same

amount that the social security checks
had been increased.

I am sure the Senator would not like
that to happen, but that is what would
happen if the Senate agreed to his
amendment.

We have provided that there will be
a $130 minimum for people who are not
even drawing social security, if they have
no other income. That provision would
be stricken out by the Senator's amend-
ment.

There are other provisions relating to
migrant families with children. I have
seen the Senator vote to help migrant
families, but his amendment would
strike the provision wherein the Govern-
ment would put up 75 percent of the cost
of helping migrant families.

There is provision for 90 percent rather
than 80 percent matching funds for
training people and providing them with
work under the work incentive program.
That provision would be striken out.

There is a provision for more generous
matching funds for child care. That prd-
vision would be stricken out. The match-
ing formula for child care would be
moved up from 75 percent to 90 percent.
That provision would be stricken.

There is provision for tax credit for
those who hire people who are on tile
work incentive program, which is de-
signed to train people and get them jobs.
That provision would be stricken.

Altogether, there are benefits amount-
ing to $1 billion for people who need it
most.

If the Senator wants to propose
amendments to strike what remains in
the bill point by point, I think we ought
to do that when we get around to voting
on recommitting the bill, which he is
against. If we do 1not do that, it will not
be possible for the Senate to make any
kind of decision with regard to tile people
who the Senate believes should not be
the rolls and whom the Senate believes
would be benefited by an erroneous court
decision. That is something which should
be decided, but it will not be decided in
the event the amendment carries, because
we will never get around to voting on it.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFtCER. Who

yields time?
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I yield

myself 2 minutes.
The Senator wants to make things go

faster, and the best way to do that is to
take out these provisions which I have
listed. The other questions which are
raised by the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana are irrelevant because
I have already asked the Chair about it,
and the Chair has responded that if the
Long motion is agreed to and the bill is
reported back to the Senate, it will be
amendable. We could then take up in an
affirmative way, as I think we shouid,
the items the Senator has set forth.

I do not think the committee went as
far as it could with regard to migrant
workers. I think that issue should be
brought up as an affirmative matter.

I do not think the committee did the
right thing in relation to child care, as
I said earlier. I would rather strike that
provision from the bifl and take it up In

an affirmative way, if the motion Is going
to be agreed to, by later amendment. The
other provisions which have been men-
tioned obviously are provisions which can
be offered, if the motion is agreed to, by
amendment; and I say now they will be.

We ought not, on the one hand, say
we are not going to have any welfare re-
form, which is the import of the motion
of the Senator from Louisiana, and then
turn back again and say, not only are we
not going to have any welfare reform,
but we are going to go backward. My mo-
tion would prevent us from doing that.

Mr. LONG, Mr. President, I yield I
minute to the Senator from Utah (Mr.
BENNETT).

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, it seems
to me that if we are ever going to get
this matter handled, it would be better
to clear the decks. I have been opposed
to the motion to recommit, but I realize
that, because of the lateness of the hour,
because we have to go to conference with
the House on this and on several other
bills, we should not continue this futile
exercise. I would have to oppose the
amendment of the Senator from Okla-
homa, because it just confuses the issue.
It divides those who might have sup-
ported the action of the Senate Finance
Committee. It is an overkill because, ob-
viously, he is taking out some provisions
which he would not want to be taken
out.

Reluctantly, I am going to vote for the
proposal of the Senator from Louisiana,
even though my name is on the other
amendment, because I realize we have
reached the time and place now where, if
we are going to be able to salvage any-
thing, we had better proceed in the way
he has indicated.

I have been assured, as have other
members of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, that when we meet again in the
new session, if we can quickly get a bill
over here from the House, we will have
a much better opportunity than we have
had in the closing weeks of this session
to consider the whole problem more care-
fully.

So I hope the Senate will reject the
amendment of the Senator from Okla-
homa.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield back
the remainder of my time.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Okla-
homa to the motion of the Senator from
Louisiana.

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. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
SON), the Senator from North Dakota
(Mr. BURDICK), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHURCH), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CRANSTON), the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. DODD), the Senator



December 28, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S 21233

from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON), the Sena-
tor from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND), the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. GORE), the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the
Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART), the
Senator from South Carojina (Mr. H0L-
LINGs), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
INouvE), the Senator from Washington
(Mr. MAGNUSON), the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. MCCARTHY), the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. MCCLELLAN), the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE),
the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. M0N-
T0YA), the Senator from Maine (Mr.
MuSKIE), the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. PASTORE), the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL), and the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) are nec-
essarily absent.

I further announce that, If present and
voting, the Senator from Washington
(Mr. MAGNUSON), and the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE) would each
vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. COT-
TON) • the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
FONG), the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
HATFIELD), the Senator from California
(Mr. MURPHY), the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. PERCY), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. STEVENS), and the Senator from
Texas (Mr. TOWER) are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from Colorado (Mr. DoM-
INIcK) and the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because of
illness.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD-
WATER) is absent on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HATFIELD) is paired with the Sen-
ator from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT). If
present and voting, the Senator from
Oregon would vote "yea" and the Senator
from South Dakota would vote "nay."

If present and voting, the Senator
from Texas (Mr. TOWER) would vote
£(rLa.3TP

The result was announced—yeas 27,
nays 42, as follows:

INo. 445 Leg.1

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1970

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 17550) to
amend the Social Security Act to provide
Increases In benefits, to Improve compu-
tation methods, and to raise the earnings
base under the old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance system, to make Im-
provements In the medicare, medicaid,
and maternal and child health programs
with emphasis upon Improvements in the
operating effectiveness of such programs,
and for other purposes.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment to the pending
motion of the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana and ask that it be stated
by the clerk.

The PRESIDING OFTICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
On page 467 strike lInes 7 through 25.
On page 488 strike lInes 1 through 25.
On page 469 strIke lines I through 25.
On page 470 strike lines 1 through 25.
On page 471 strike lInes 1 through 25.
On page 472 strike lines 1 through 25.
On page 473 strIke lines 1 through 25.
On page 474 strIke lines 1 through 25.
On page 475 strIke lInes 1 through 25.
On page 476 strike lines 1 through 25.
On page 477 strike lines 1 through 25.
On page 478 strike lines 1 through 25.
On page 479 strike lines 1 through 25.
On page 480 strike lines I through 26.
On page 482 strike lines 1 through 11.
On page 483 strike lines 17 through 25.
On page 484 strike lines 1 through 25.
On page 485 strike lines 1 through 40.
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I would

hope that the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana could accept this amendment

to his motion. It does not deal with any-
thing other than the modifications in
the present law, some of which previ-
ously have been acted upon by the Su-
preme Court, that the Finance Commit-
tee decided to agree to in regard to wel-
fare restrictions. This amendment does
not strike the entire title V as the pre-
vious amendment would have done.
Therefore, it is not subject to the objec-
tions which the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana voiced in regard to strik-
ing the more wholesome, in my view,
provisions of title V. It relates only to
those welfare restrictions.

I would just say, in support of the
amendment, that if it is the hope of the
distinguished Senator from Louisiana
that the adoption of his motion to recom-
mit with instructions would shorten
things down and the Senate could decide
upon social security, medicare, and med-
icaid alone In this session, the Senator
would be defeating his purpose if, hav-
ing foreclosed, as as practical matter, a
vote on welfare reform, he nevertheless
proposes to the Senate very serious, very
complicated, and highly controversial
welfare restrictions, as his motion, un-
amended, would presently do.

So I would hope that perhaps the Sen-
ator could take this amendment; and
that would have the effect, should the
Senator's motion be adopted, of at least
limiting the debate or tending to limit
the debate to the items the Senator had
in mind.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield.
Mr. LONG. If the Senator Would refer

to page 546, the table of .contents of the
bill, would he designate the sections to
which his amendment makes reference?
For example, is he referring to section
540 or 541?

Mr. HARRIS. I could give the Senator
a list of these Items, but I do not have
it from the table of contents. I will just
hand it to him.

May I say, while the Senator is look-
ing at it, that the amendment would not
relate to the child care provisions of the
bill nor to the other provisions of the
bill to which the Senator voiced his ob-
jections earlier, concerning the other
amendment. This amendment would re-
late only to those restrictions on the
present welfare law, the restrictions
which the distinguished Senator from
Connecticut and I and others objected
to very strenuously in committee—to re-
fresh the Senator's memory—and the
provisions to which the Senator from
Masachusetts strongly objected on the
floor of the Senate today.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, section 546,
to which the Senator made reference, is
one that would be deleted by the motion
I have at the desk, which Is pending.

I wonder whether the Senator really
feels, from his point of view, that it Is
regressive to have a definition of em-
ployment, for example, as exists In sec-
tion 551 of this bill, which I understand
is one he would strike.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, there is
no use in us playing games of any kind.
My Intent is clear. If the Senator agrees
with my Intent, we can rapidly work out
the matter If there is any defect in this

So Mr. HARRIS' amendment was re-
jected.
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amendment, which was drawn rather
hurriedly.

May I say, in my own defense, that I
had known that the Senator from Loui-
siana was going to make a motion to re-
commit with instructions, but it had been
my understanding—and I did not get
that understanding from the Senator
from Louisiana, I hasten to say—that
his motion to recommit with instructions
to strike certain portions of this bill
would also strike the restrictive welfare
provisions of the bill, to which I strongly
object, as the Senator knows.

Coming to the Senate floor and find-
ing that that was not the case, I had to
draw an amendment hurriedly. I drew
one earlier—because of the problem in
quickly trying to write out each page
number and section—to strike the en-
tire title V. The Senator objected to that.
So now I have tried to make the amend-
ment !nore seclfic, to strike only .those
welfare restrictions to which I have re-
ferred.

If the amcndment is not precise en-
ough, that can be worked out quickly, if
the Senator feels he can agree to it.

Mr. LONG. I have felt that the Senate
could vote on these various provisions
that the Senator finds objectionable. It
had seemed to me that the way to do it
would be to recommit the bill with in-
structions to report back. The Senator
apparently is not willing to let us vote in
that fashion; but It seems to me if it
would be well for the Senate to vote on
these measures. I believe it is possible
to ask for a division, since the Senate
would vote on the individual issues any-
way, and that way we could see what the
sentiment of the Senate is with regard
to the matters that the Senator would
like to strike.

I would like to ask the present occu-
pant of the chair if it is not correct that
a Senator may insist on a division, in
which case we would vote separately on
each proposition that Is offered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SPONG). The Senator is correct in that
the Senator may demand a division of
an amendment to the extent that the
amendment is susceptible to division.

Mr. LONG. For example, sections 540
through 551, I would take it, would be
subject to a division which would permit
us to vote on each one of those sections
in turn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would
the Senator give the Chair the page
numbers?

Mr. LONG. Each one is a separate
amendment. For example, the first one is
numbered amendment 275 and I would
like to ask that there be a vote on com-
mittee amendment 275 first. I would
like to ask, Mr. President, that we vote
individually on section 540 and then on
sections 541, 542, 543, 544, 545, 550, and
551. These are all separate provisions.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. LONG. I will yield, but I would
like to have the response of the Chair
first; then I shall be happy to yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair has previously ruled to the Sena-

tor that he has a right to ask for a divi-
sion in these instances. Now the Chair
has not as yet gone over these to say
that all of them are susceptible to divi-
sion, but in the interests of time we are
doing that here and now. The Senator
from Oklahoma has asked the Senator
from Louisiana to yield and the Chair
asks the Senator from Louisiana if he
does.

Mr. LONG. I would like to ask that the
Senate proceed to vote on the first
amendment, committee amendment No.
275, section 540 of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SpoNc). The Chair rules—is that on
page 467?

Mr. LONG. On page 467.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair for the moment holds that is Sus-
ceptible of division.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I take it
that the dirtinguished Senator from
Louisiana made his original motion to
reconsider with the Idea that it might
shorten the Senate's consideration of
these matters. I do not see how that is
consistent with his present request that
we divide up the amendment which I
have offered to his motion and vote on it
as many separate times as we possibly
can. His own motion to reconsider with
instructions Is subject to exactly the
same kind of request for a division, Mr.
President, and I feel rather strongly that
the Senator from Louisiana should not
decide what package the Senate will vote
upon. He should not be able to put to-
gether a package and say, 'Let us vote
'yes' or 'no' on his whole package."

The Senator from Louisiana says he
does not want the Senate to vote on wel-
fare reform because that would take too
much time, but instead he is going to
hold us several votes on welfare restric-
tions. I say that will take too much time,
Mr. President.

I now yield to the distinguished Sena-
tor from Connecticut without losing my
right to the floor.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I object.
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, who has

the floor?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Louisiana has the floor.
Mr. HARRIS. I thought I had the floor

in my own right. I did not ask the Sena-
tor to yield to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair asked whether the Senator from
Louisiana yielded to the Senator from
Oklahoma. The Chair asked him that in
his ruling.

Mr. HARRIS. I always appreciate the
Chair's help, but not particularly in this
instance.

[Laughter. I
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the

Senator from Louisiana yield?
Mr. LONG. I will, yield to the Senator

in a moment, but it seems to rae that we
have an Important issue here. The Sen-
ate should vote on It. It is one thing for
a Senator to say that these are restric-
tive provisions or backward steps. But it
is another thing to start out by putting
people on welfare when they do not be-
long there, and then, when we find they
do not belong there, we have to put every-
one else on welfare to be equitable. If we

are considering taking that approach to
welfare legislation, that Is not a very
logical situation. Another Senator might
say that he does not like the 1-year resi-
dency requirement, or this and that other
committee provision. The committee
worked many long months on this sub-
ject trying to bring to the Senate a
responsible bill.

The first amendment I seek to deal
with relates to men who desert their
families. The Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare said that this should
be a crime and the committee amend-
ment says it is a misdemeanor for a man
intentionally to cross a State boundary
for purposes of denying his family sup-
port, when desertion occurs, we have to
tax taxpayers who are working to sup-
port their own families so that they will
have to pay not only to support their
own families but also to support through
taxes the family of the man who deliber-
ately and Intentionally crosses the State
boundary to avoid discharging his obli-
gations to his family, I do not think we
should permit a father to avoid his re-
sponsibilities with regard to his family
by crossing a State boundary, and thus
impose on the taxpayers the duty of sup-
porting his child.

The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare is not regarded as a flaming
conservative. However, with regard to
this issue, his attitude was that we
should do something about fathers who
impose such heavy burdens on the tax-
payers by crossing State boundaries in
the way I have described. Does the Sena-
tor not think that this should be a mis-
demeanor? Does the Senator not think
we should call upon the Federal Gov-
ernment to sue the man and collect what
the Government had to pay because
the man crossed the State boundary to
avoid his obligations to his family—
knowingly and with the Intention of
doing so?

It is my understanding that about 16
percent of the families receiving welfare
are cases where the father deserted the
family.

If the father crosses a State boundary
to get beyond the reach of that State law,
why should it not be a misdemeanor?
Why should he not be sued for support of
his family? Why should we not vote on
it? Let Senators decide what they want
to do about a father who deliberately
abandons his children and refuses to
support them with the result that the
Federal Government and the State have
to combine their resources to support
that family. If Senators think that we
should not do anything about It, let them
so vote.

Secretary Richardson said he would
support such legislation.

He said:
We would support legislation which m5de

it a Federal crime to cross State lines for
the purpose of evading parental responsibil-
ity.

The answer Is not to put a Jot more
people on welfare, but to put somebody
In jail or at least to try to prosecute him
for deliberately abandoning his family.
Why can we not vote on it?

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, how
Ironic the situation Is to have the chair-
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man of the committee pleading for a vote
on these amendments which have had
limited discussion and practically no de-
bate. I believe that we should vote on
practically every measure before the
Senate without a filibuster.

The family assistance program is the
No. 1 issue in the President's program.
We have been debating it for 1 week
and the opportunity for a vote has been
denied to us.

I am for granting a vote on every
measure of the Senator from Louisiana
up or down. But if the Senate is willing to
vote on the proposal for welfare restric-
tions being suggested by the chairman of
the committee, I think there is also the
obligation to have an opportunity to vote
on the family assistance program.

I am going to give the Senate that op-
portunity, because if the motion to re-
commit and report back is adopted, I will
then reintroduce the family assistance
program as a substitute for title V. I hope
that those Senators who have been call-
ing for a vote on restrictions will then be
willing to have a vote on the family as-
sistance program and give the President
and the Senate a chance to vote up or
down on the family assistance program.

I am all for voting on the amendments
of the Senator from Louisiana. But I
hope that the Senator will accord the
Senate and the President of the United
States the same courtesy and will give
the Senate an opportunity to vote on the
family assistance prograim shortly.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I have not
made a speech on either the family as-
sistance program or on the trade bill.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield.
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the

Senator from Connecticut tell us that if
he does intend to offer his amendment
on the family assistance plan In such a
way that the Senate can work Its will on
modifications to clean out the deficien-
cies that have been pointed out on the
floor of the Senate?

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I will
offer the family assistance plan that was
originally the Ribicoff-Bennett proposal,
but will now be the Ribicoff proposal, as
a substitute to title V.

That will be an amendment In the
first degree. It will be subject to amend-
ment, unless the Parliamentarian rules
otherwise.

So, may I say to the Senator that if
a Senator thinks that by adopting a pro-
posal of the Senator from Louisiana, he
is just going to have a clear-cut vote for
Social security, he could not be more
wrong. What the Senator from Louisiana
did, Instead of giving us an oportunity
to vote on social security—and I was
willing to abide by lt—was to go back to
title V with restrictive amendments.
Then, out of a sense of fair play, we
should give the Senate a chance to vote
on welfare reform.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, permit me
Co explain, with reference to what the
Senator has said, that the Senator dis-
cussed this matter with another Senator
and not with the Senator from Louisiana
the possibility of a motion to recommit
and report back. The Senator from Con-

necticut was of the Impression that a
motion to recommit and report back
would eliminate title V.

I had no knowledge of that. I am sure
the Senator will affirm the fact that so
far as he knows, I had no knowledge of a
plan that a motion to recommit was in-
tended to eliminate title V.

When I heard the suggested motion,
my first thought was, "Goodness, you
would not want to eliminate title V from
this bill. You would be striking out $1
billion of help for the poorest people in
the country, those who need it the most."

I would be willing to agree, in the
spirit of compromise and wc$uld go along
with this amendment to strike out all
these sections that the Senator from
Oklahoma would like to strike, but only
if we are not confronted with an effort to
add family assistance and the other pro-
grams tothebill.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Delaware is present. I want
to explain the chronology. The Senator
from Delaware has been opposed to fam-
Ily assistance, and I have been for it.
But we have been living for 8 years In
that committee In a complete sense of
comity.

I have the highest respect for the Sen-
ator from Delaware, and I trust that he
has the same respect for the Senator
from Connecticut.

During all of these weeks, we have
been trying to arrive at some way in
which we could resolve the differences
that confront the Senate, and especially
with respect to the family assistance pro-
gram.

The other day the Senator from Dela-
ware told me that he intended to make
a motion to recommit—I think that was
on Tuesday, or the day before we ad-
journed—and report back, striking out
titles In, 1V, and V.

In a subsequent conversation with the
Senator from Delaware, he said to me
that he was under the impression that
the Senator from Louisiana was going
to join with him on his motion to re-
commit. I therefore took it to mean just
that.

The chairman of the House Ways and
Means Committee and the ranking
minority member have said publicly a
number of times—and it has come back
to me from others in authority—that
under no circumstances would they go to
conference on the trade bill, the family
assistance, or catastrophic illness.

I do not believe in doing useless things.
I recognize that we ought to wind up the
Senate's business and we ought to come
back to the family assistance and fam-
ily welfare next year, and that In the
Interim we should pass the social secu-
rity bill and amendments to clarify the
medicare and medicaid measures, with
which the Senator from Delaware and I
have been laboring for the past 2 years,
which are noncontroversial and the
chances are that the House would go
along with them in the social security
conference.

I was nonplused to find that when the
motion to recommit was submitted, we
were again on title 5 and the welfare
restrictions.

I am willing to forego voting on
amendments and on the family assist-
ance program and come back next year.

But I cannot see why we are here now
on other welfare restrictions.

This is the same matter that the Sen-
ate refused us a vote on with respect to
the President's program. If we are on
welfare, then we have no alternative. If
the Senator wants to vote item by
item on the welfare restrictions, the Sen-
ator should be willing to give us the
courtesy of an opportunity to vote on
family assistance, because if the House
refuses to go into conference on welfare
reform, the President's program, the
same conferees will refuse to go into con-
ference on the welfare restrictions now
advanced by the Senator from Louisiana.

I want to make the situation clear to
the Senate because instead of shorten-
ing the session and taking our differences
and cutting the Gordian knot, we are
back where we started and nothing has
been achieved. I was under the impres-
sion, after talking to the Senator from
Delaware, that we were finally working
out of the situation in which we had
been.

Mr. WiLLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, LONG. I yield.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The

Senator from Connecticut pointed out
last Tuesday that after proposing a se-
ries of unanimous-consent requests which
were objected to, I stated that I was
ready to make a proposal to recommit
the bill and to strike all of sections 3. 4,
and 5. SectIon 6 already had been dis-
posed of otherwise. That section referred
to veterans' benefits. I tried to get a
vote on that motion last Tuesday. I was
asked not to press the matter to a vote
until the chairman came, back since due
to weather he could not be here. I be-
lieve the Senator from Connecticut asked
that that matter not be voted on at that
time, and I aocodlngly withheld my
motion.

Mr. R1BICOFF. The Senator is cor-
rect, That was out of courtesy to the
chairman who was delayed in New York
because of a snowstorm.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. RrBICOFF. I said to the Sen-
ator. because he had not been in com-
munication with him, that I thought It
was not proper for the Senate to take up
a motion to recommit because of the
absence of the chairman who could not
get back to Washington. So I asked that
the matter be held up. Otherwise I would
not have held up a vote on the motion
of the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Then this
morning the Senator from Louisiana, as
he had a right to do, presented his mo-
tion which would keep part of title V.
Section 5 represented committee amend-
ments, and I can see his logic there. They
represent major reforms of the existing
welfare program, and I had hoped they
could be retained.

I wonder, In the spirit of getting on
with this bill, whether we could not work
out some kind of an agreement with the
Senator from Loimiana and the Senator
from Connecticut-and this is just a sug-
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gestion—to strike those three sections
without prejudice, and if Senators
wanted votes on those amendments, up
or down, we could proceed to their con-
sideration. I would like to see this mat-
ter closed out and the social security bill
passed and sent to conference. It does
not appear that we shall get legislation
here to Increase social security benefits
unless we take this step.

I make that suggestion as one who sup-
ported a good many amendments of the
Senator from Louisiana and some I voted
against. I also supported some amend-
ments of the Senator from Connecticut,
but we are confronted here with a prob-
lem of getting a vote. We had one case
pointed out where one person would get
three or four different checks from dif-
ferent welfare agencies. I suggested a
simplified system to guard against this
abuse whereby every welfare recipient
would use his social security number. In
that way there would be a check against
these duplications. That is an amend-
ment which would be most constructive,
and I do not think there would be any
controversy on its adoption. There could
be others, but they could not be offered in
their own right and voted on up or down.
I would like to see some agreement
worked out which would untangle us from
this dilemma.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, in view of
the conversations I have heard from
other Senators in the Chamber, I mod-
ify my motion to include the amend-
ments of the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield so that I may suggest the
absence of a quorum.

Mr. LONG. 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
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, It Is so ordered.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, as I said be-
fore suggesting the absence of a quorum,
I modify my amendment to accept the
amendment the Senator from Oklahoma
has offered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SPONG). If the Senator from Louisiana
will suspend for a moment, the (halr
for the record would like to refine it.s
earlier ruling on the inquiries made by
the Senator from Louisiana. The Chair
stated at that time that the amendment
by the Senator from Oklahoma could be
divided to the extent that It was suscep-
tible to division. Upon examining the
amendment of the Senator from Okla-
homa, the Chair has noted that the
amendment, rather than written by sec-
tion, is written by page; and so, if the
Senator from Louisiana were to pursue
his earlier course of action, it would be
susceptible to division only In three In-
stances.

The parliamentary situation, as the
Chair now understands It, is that the
Senator from Louisiana wishes to accept
the amendment of the Senator from Ok-
lahoma. We would say that to accomplish
what the Senator from Oklahoma in!-.
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tially sought, whether there is to be any
division or not, it is necessary for him to
modify his amendment as originally sub-
mitted to the desk to include all of page
481.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I do so
modify it.

The PRESIIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is so modified.

The Chair now understands that the
Senator from Louisiana now accepts the
Hai'ris amendment as modified, as a
modification of his instructions.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I would like
to explain that, based upon the colloquy
we had on the floor, there was something
of a gentlemen's understanding between
two of my fellow Senators, of which I
was not aware, involving these particular
sections. I discussed the matter with the
Senator from Delaware when he men-
tioned that he felt the motion should be
made, and that the Senate should agree
to it, including the motion to strike title
V. I pointed out that I believed it would
be a very grave mistake. I felt that while
our liberal friends might desire to strike
some part of it, certainly if we were to
strike sections 501 through 530, there
was involved in those provisions assist-
ance amounting to almost $1 billion to
•the poor who needed it the most and that
that part should not be stricken. It was
my feeling that the other sections should
be voted on on their merits.

I subsequently learned, partly from the
colloquy and partly during the quorum
call we had thereafter, that It was the
understanding of the Senator from Con-
necticut that those sections would not
be in the bill.

The Senator from Connecticut, who
has been one of the champions of the
poor and the downtrodden in this coun-
try, himself would be the last to strike
certain provisions in the beginning of
that section which would be highly bene-
ficial to the poor.

So I belleve in this fashipn we should
be able, and I hope we would be able, to
agree to the motion to recommit, and
that would still leave to Senators the
privilege of moving to strike or to amend
certain sections, as an amendment to the
bill, or to offer something relevant, which
was not objectionable, or even to offer
something that was not relevant; but
it does involve a determination on the
part of the Senate to pass on such of that
as remains.

Mr. RrBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I think

the statement of the chairman puts an
entirely different light on the entire
problem, because he is correct that, sec-
tions 501 to 530 are basic Improvements,
In which substantial benefits are given to
the aged, the blind, and the disabled, as
well as many people on welfare, The
other sections that were suggested to be
stricken by the Senator from Oklahoma
were restrictive. That is why I was at a
loss to understand why we would not
vote on welfare reform but would on
welfare restrictions. There Is a difference,
and I am glad the chairman has agreed
to accept the modification of the amend-
ment of the Senator from Oklahoma.
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May I say this in conclusion? As far

as I am concerned, I am going to vote
"no" to the motion of the Senator be-
cause I still think that the Senate should
have the opportunity to vote on family
assistance. I recognize the realities of the
situation. As long as the restrictions are
removed, If the Senator from Louisiana
should prevail, then I would not consider
the family assistance plan at this time,
because to do so would amount to going
down to defeat on the social security
benefits for 26 million Americans and
$1 billion worth of increased welfare
payments to the people who are at the
bottom of the economic and social scale
in this country. In addition, the result-
ing filibuster would render the Senate
useless to perform Its tasks. But again
I am encouraged by my conversations
with the Senator from Louisiana and
the Senator from Utah, who next year
will be the ranking minority member on
the Finance Committee, that they will
do everything possible to expedite the
hearings on the family assistance plan,
and I hope on trade as well, because each
is important.

I would hope that we on the Finance
Committee will recognize our obligation
and will not tie social security and catas-
trophic illness and trade and welfare to
one bill. I would hope that we would
have the responsibility by leaders in Con-
gress to see that there will be full and
separate hearings and markups on each
bill, bring them to the floor, and have
them debated to the fullest extent possi-
ble. I will say to each and every Senator
know that the family assistance plan Is
complex and complIcated and a real
change in the philosophy of this country
and that It deserves long and careful
debate. That also goes with-respect to
trade.

Since I have assurance from the Sen-
ator from Montana, the majority leader,
the Senator from Pennsylvania, the mi-
nority leader, the ranking minority
member of the Finance Committee, and
the chairman of the committee, I think
we can get along with the business of the
Senate.

Mr. BgNNETT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield so I may
respond?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. BENNErr. Mr. President, to the

extent that my efforts will be useful to
the processes, I will do everything I can
In all three of those areas. I am Inter-
ested in seeing a correction of our trade
situation. I am very Interested in follow-
ing through with the President's pro-
posal to improve our welfare program. I
am not sure that this social security bill
as we pass It will be the final one. We
probably will have more social security
amendments.

What gives me hope is the fact that
next time we should avoid the time pat-
tern that brought us to this impasse. It is
my understanding that we have assur-
ances from the chairman and the minor-
ity leader of the House Ways and Means
Committee that they will get the legisla-
tion over to us early so that we will not
be caught at the end of the session, and
we should have time In 2 yrs o' the
next Congress to give ample time to all
three of these matters and I hope make



December 28, 1970
very substantial contributions to their
improvement.

To the extent that I can make any
contribution to that, I shall be very
happy to do so.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, we
have only 5 days remaining in this ses-
sion of Congress before we are required
to adjourn by the Constitution. It was
obvious some days ago that at the rate
we were moving, we were spinning our
wheels, we were going to wind up getting
nowhere, the 26 million retired Americans
on social security would be denied their
raises, and the three million people draw-
ing public assistance—the needy blind,
the aged, and the totally and permma-
nently disabled—would be denied the
benefits which this bill would give them.

It seems to me that now the Senate
is beginning to make progress. But we
can only make progress if we recognize
the realities of what is possible this late
in the legislative session.

Each of us is interested in practically
every provision of this bill. I have the
honor to represent a State that is heav-
ily dependent upon textiles. Some 250,-
000 Georgians make their living either in
the garment industry, or in textile mills,
or in producing the cotton that s sold
to the textile mills. There are 2,400,000
Americans similarly situated through-
out the country. They are losing their
jobs at the rate of 100,000 a year.

The Senate, by overwhelming votes in
1948, in 1968, again in 1969, and again
in 1970, has attempted to take correc-
tive action in that regard. The House of
Representatives heretofore has refused
to accept our efforts in conference. This
year the other body sent us a bill of its
own. There was substantial opposition
in the Senate to the House-passed bill,
but the Senate Finance Committee, once
by a vote of 9 to 3 and again by a vote
of 11 to 6, has determined that these
people ought to have some relief and
some protection. The Senate, by a vote
of 55 to 31 on a motion to lay on the
table, also indicated its desire to take
affirmative action.

Knowing the realities of the situation,
I do not think it is possible at this time
to get a trade bill, and for that reason I
shall reluctantly vote for the motion of
my distinguished chairman, the Senator
from Louisiana. I am happy to see the
spirit of compromise on the part of the
distinguished Senator from Connecticut
and others who recognize that at this
late date in the session, the Senate is not
going to take action to add another 14
million people to the welfare rolls of this
country without giving the matter ade-
quate and thorough consideration.

I think, therefore, Mr. President, that
In this spirit of compromise, even at this
late date, it will still be possible for the
Senate to approve a bill to benefit those
millions of elderly Americans who are in
need and in dire straits. Some of them go
hungry most of the time, because they
cannot make ends meet on the mere pit-
tance they receive on public assistance
or the small social security benefits that
they get at the present time.

For that reason, and only for that rea-
son, I shall support the motion of my
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distinguished chairman. I ask him now if
it will be possible for the Senate Finance
Committee, early in the 92d Congress, to
take action on trade legislation in order
that we can do something to correct our
hemorrhage of dollars and gold, our ui-
favorable balance of payments, and the
loss of the business that we are exporting
to foreigners throughout the world. It
seems to be the policy of many Senators
to export all of our jobs and put all our
people on welfare. But if we are going to
export our jobs, it simply will not be
possible to put our people on welfare, be-
cause we will not have the tax resources
to support the welfare program.

Will my chairman hold hearings on it
next year, so we can get early action on
the trade bill?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I discussed
this matter previously with the Senator
from Georgia as well as the Senator from
Connecticut. Both of them have made
the point that we should hold hearings
at the earliest possible date consistent
with our other duties, because of the
pressing need to act in this area.

I can assure the Senator that we will
hold hearings at the earliest practicable
time, to begin to develop answers to this
vexing problem.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator from
Virginia.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I support the position taken by the
chairman of the Finance Committee.
What the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana is attempting to do is to bring
some order out of chaos. He is attempting
to strip from the social security bill all
of the nongermañe amendments.

If we ai'e going to have a social security
bill, we can only have that bill, as I
see it, at this late stage in the session, if
we take off all of these other amend-
ments and strip It down to the social
security bill, in order to give the social
security recipients an increase in their
benefits.

Many of the amendments that will be
stricken off of the bill if this recommital
motion is carried will be amendments
which I have supported. Others will be
amendments which I have opposed. But
be that as it may, if we are going to bring
a social security bill out of this Congress,
if the Senate is to have an opportunity
to pass a social security benefit bill, then
it seems to me to be necessary to follow
the recommendation of the chairman of
the Committee on Finance to recommit
this bill, strip it of its nongermane
amendments, and bring back a social se-
curity bill, which up to this point has
been held hostage by other amendments,
and then give the Senate an opportunity
to vote for an increase in social security
benefits, which benefits, It seems to me,
the people so badly need in this time of
inflation—and contrary to what many
say, I do not think inflation is getting
better; indeed, it may be getting worse.

I think the social security recipients
are entitled to this Increase in their bene-
fits, and I think the Senator from Lou-
isiana has indicated a way by which the
Senate can pass this social security bill
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at this session and provide those bene-
fits.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask for the
yeas and nays on my motion.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. LONG. I yield to the distinguished

Senator from Wyoming.
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I asso-

ciate myself with the remarks made by
the Senator from Georgia. I, too, shall
support the chairman of our Committee
on Finance. I think the reasons for my
decision have been adequately set forth
by the remarks made by the distinguished
Senator from Georgia.

I think there is great need to enact
some legislation which will protect this
country against the loss of dollars, the
loss of jobs, and the outflow of indus-
tries that we have been experiencing. But
for the time being, I think the actions of
the chairman have been courageous,
honest, and forthright, and I shall give
him my support.

Mr. LONG. I thank the Senator. I yield
to the Senator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to
join my colleagues, first, In praising the
statesmanship exhibited by the Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. LONG), the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS), the Sen-
ator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBrcoF'r),
and the leadership of the Senate In
bringing this matter to some kind of
finality. I think whatever we do now is
bound to bring honor to the Senate, and
I shall loyally cooperate.

I appreciate very much the statesman-
like attitude of the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. TALMADGE) , with whom I thoroughly
disagree on his statements as to the mer-
its of trade quotas, but I certainly laud
his desire to get something done on what
we can get done; and I certainly join on
that wholeheartedly.

I rise only to make this point: I real-
ize that everything must be the result of
accommodation between men. It is a fact
that the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
HARRIs) and the chairman have con-
certed in eliminating many, if not most,
of the objectionable major changes in
social philosophy in the welfare plan, by
eliminating sections 540 through 551, in-
clusive, from the bill. There still remains
the whole question of Federal child care,
and a number of bills have been intro-
duced on that issue, representing an
enormous amount of creative thinking.
The Senator from Oklahoma has intro-
duced one, the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. BAYH) has introduced one, I have
introduced one, and there has been a
White House conference on the subject.

I really think, with all respect—and
that is my reason, of course, for rising—
that, if that, too, could be taken out of
this consideration, it would be most help-
ful,

I only appeal to the chairman. I real-
ize that many things have to be put to-
gether which lean on each other, and if
the chairman of the Finance Committee
feels insistent on it, I certainly would
not wish to cross him at this late date by
offering another amendment. But I do
submit to him, with all respect, that the
deliberation in which he is now join-
ing—for trade, for the family assistance
plan, and for catastrophic health Insur-
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ance—is equally deserved by the child
care provisions of this bill. His own
stature and importance in respect of the
committee which he heads is so great
that I submit to him, as a matter of
statesmanship and policy, whether all
of us might not be better served if that,
too, should be the subject of really pro-
found deliberation and creative enter-
prise by him and the others.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I would
hope the Senator would reserve that is-
sue and let the Senate decide it after we
have concluded this phase, because some
of the most concerned people in the
country in this area believe that what
we have done with regard to child care
is one of the best things that could be
done. The AFL-CIO thinks so, and many
of the child care experts think so. Some
very fine people do not agree and take
the view that the Senator from New
York takes.

I would urge the Senator to let that
be in the same category as an amend-
ment that has to do with peer review
under medicare where the majority on
the committee agreed with the distin-
guished Senator from Utah, but the dis-
tinguished Senator from Nebraska does
not. He is going to submit that issue to
the Senate. I wish the Senator from New
York would raise the child care question
after our motion is agreed to, because it
is one about which the best intentioned
people differ.

I would hope that the Senator would
let us agree to this motion and then
raise the child care question and lay out
both sides of the argument and let the
Senate decide it.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am go-
ing to comply with what the Senator
from Louisiana asks me to do. I think it
is in the highest interest of the Senate's
action. I did not wish, by remaining si-
lent, to fail to point out the seriousness of
this issue, that many of us consider it
to be equal in weight with what is going
out of the bill right now under this mo-
tion and gentlemen's agreement. I did
wish to have the Senator informed that
this would not be a filibuster or extended
debate but a determined fight, because
it deserves it.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, the
proposed action by the Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. Lowo) and the Senator
from Delaware (Mr. WILLIAMs) would
have the effect of killing the possibilities
of providing protection for American
shoe and textile workers during this Con-
gress.

There was an attempt to drop protec-
tion of the shoe workers in the Finance
Committee. That failed.

There was a further attempt to, in ef-
fect, kill shoe and textile quotas on De-
cember 18. This was defeated by a vote
of 31 to 58.

These two recent actions convince me
that the sense of the Senate supports the
contention that our shoe and textile in-
dustries need some form of qualified pro-
tection if they are to survive and main-
tain sorely need payrolls.

These actions confirm my belief that
this body is acutely aware of the plight
of the shoe and textile industries and is
reluctant to turn its' back on them.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

I am certain that many Members feel
precisely as I do about this issue, We be-
lieve in free competition. We are not pro-
tectionists as such. But we refuse to stand
idly by when unfair overseas competi-
tion results in the shutting down of our
factories and the unemployment of our
workers.

This is painfully true in the case of the
shoe industry in my State of New Hamp-
shire and the rest of the Nation, just as
it is true in the case of the textile indus-
try throughout the country.

Two years ago the shoe and leather
industry was the single largest manu-
facturing employer in New Hampshire,
having a total work force of 20,536 peo-
ple. By 1969, employment had dropped
to 18,466 and the industry had lost its
leading role.

In the past 2 years, almost 10 percent
of the shoe factories in New Hampshire
close down, severely affecting the econ-
omy of the communities in which they
were located, and by July of 1970, Mr.
President, the shoe and leather work
force had shrunk to only 16,400.

Now there are those, including the
present administration, who apparently
view the demise of the domestic shoe in-
dustry as unavoidable, inevitable, and,
indeed, necessary to preserve our present
foreign trade policy.

I strongly disagree with that thesis,
and I deeply resent having the economic
backbone of my Stateand this industry
severed on the sacrificial block of to-
tally unrestricted free trade.

For the crucial fact remains, Mr.
President, that in almost every single
case in New Hampshire, the major rea-
son for the shutting down of shoe plants
and the resulting loss of jobs can be di-
rectly attributed to competition from
cheaply made foreign shoes.

Let me repeat once again. I believe in
free competition when that competition
is fair competition. Our shoe and textile
industries are the victims of unfair com-
petition and this is why I continue to
urge the enactment of quotas which will
restore fairness and, in the long run,
strengthen free competition.

Mr. President, I want to join the Sen-
ator from Georgia in expressing the hard
facts of the situation before us. Within
the time constraints facing us at this late
hour of the 91st Congress a trade bill is
an impossibility. It is also certain that a
social security bill is sital to the needs of
millions of our elderly citizens. There is
solid agreement that social security and
medicare amendments can pass. With
the promise for early trade legislation
consideration in 1971 I will vote to
recommit.

ThePRESrDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion, as
modified, of the Senator from Louisiana.
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 North Dakota
(Mr. BURDICK), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHURCH), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CRANSTON), the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. DODD), the Senator
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from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON), the Sen-
ator from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND) , the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. GORE), the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the
Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART), the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. H0L-
LING5), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
INOUYE), the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. MCCARTHY), the Senator from Ar-
kansas (Mr. MCCLELLAN), the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE), the Sena-
tor from New Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA),
the Senator from Maine (Mr. Musiciz),
the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PA5-
TORE), the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
RUSSELL), and the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. SYMINGTON) are necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from North
Dakota (Mr. BURDIcK) is paired with the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PA5-
TORE). If present and voting, the Sena-
tor from North Dakota would vote "yea,"
and the Senator from Rhode Island
would vote "nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire (Mr. COTTON),
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. F0NG),
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD),
the Senator from California (Mr. MUR-
PHY), the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
PERCY), the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
STEVENS), and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Colorado (Mr. DOMI-
NIcK) and the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because of
illness.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD-
WATER) is absent on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), the Sena-
tor from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) , and
the Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER)
would each vote "yea."

The result was announced—yeas 49.
nays 21, as follows:

INo. 446 Leg.
YEAS—49

Gurney
Hansen
Holland
Hruska
Hughes
Jackson
Jordan, NC.
Jordan, Idahq
Long
Magnuson
McIntyre
Metcalf
Miller
Moss
Nelson
Packwood
Pearson

NAYS—21
Harris
Hartke
Javits
Kennedy
Mansfield
Mathias
McGovern

Prouty
Proxinire
Randolph
Sparkman
Spong
Stennis
Stevenson
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tydings
williams, N.J.
Williams, Del.
Yarborough
Young, N. Dak.
Young, Ohio

Mondale
Pell
Ribicoff
Saxbe
Schweiker
Scott
Smith

Aiken
Allen
Allott
Baker
Belimon
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, w. va.
Cannon
Curtis
Dole
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
Fulbright

Bayh
Brooke
Case
Cook
Cooper
000dell
Griffin

Anderson
Burdick
Church
Cotton
Cranston
Dodd
Dominick
Eagleton
Eastland
Fong

NOT VOTING—30
Goldwater Montoya
Gore Mundt
Gravel Murphy
Hart Muskie
Hatfield Pastore
Hollings Percy
Inouye Russell
Mccarthy Stevens
McClellan Syminston
McGee Tower

So Mr. Lowo's motion was agreed to.
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Mr. LONG. Mr. President, on behalf of
the Committee on Finance I report here-
with H.R. 17550. the Social Security
Amendments of 1970 modified in accord-
ance with the instructions of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Moss). The bill will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
HR. 17550, to amend the Social Security

Act to provide increases in benefits, to im-
prove computation methods, and to raise the
earnings base under the old-age, survivors,
and disability insurance system, to make im-
provements in the medicare, medicaid, and
maternal and child health programs with
emphasis upon improvements in the oper-
ating effectiveness of such programs, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report the first committee amend-
ment.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mom consent that the Senate agree to
the committee amendments en bloc and
regard them as original text, preserv-
ing the right of Senators to offer amend-
ments thereto.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on previ-
ous occasions I have objected to this be-
cause of the inclusion in the bill of the
material which, in my judgment, and the
judgment of many others here, has
weighted down and presented an invita-
tion to disaster for our country. But, Mr.
President, it is still possible for any Sen-
ator to add on any of these amendments.
I join with all my colleagues in the hope
that this will not be done. In order to
show good faith and to honor the
efforts of the Senate to disentangle it-
self, I shall not object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the consideration of the
amendments en bloc and that the
amendments be agreed to en bloc and
that the bill as amended be treated as
original text for purposes of further
amendment?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York will state it.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, If the
unanimous-consent request Is granted, as
Is indicated, the amendments may then
lie in two degrees, as an original amend-
ment and as amendments or substitutes
to that amendment; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. They will be amendable
In two degrees, after the unanimous-con-
sent request Is granted.

Is there objection to the request of the
Senator from Louisiana?

The Chair hears none, and it Is so
ordered.

Mr. LONG. 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
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Moss). Without objection, It Is so
ordered.

The Senator from Nebraska is recog-
nized.
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AMENDMENT NO. 1122

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 1122.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to read as follows:

The Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS)
proposes amendment No. 1122, as follows:

Strike out from page 232, line 11 through
line 15, page 269.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, is the
Senator willing to enter into a time
limitation on the consideration of his
amendment?

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I would
be willing to a time limitation of 15 min-
utes to the side.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the debate on the
amendment be limited to one-half hour,
the time to be equally divided between
the sponsor of the amendment and the
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none and it
is so ordered.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on my amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, may we

have order?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ate will be in order. We are on limited
time, and we should give our full atten-
tion to the debate.

The Senator from Nebraska may pro-
ceed.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I shall try
to state my case concisely. I hope that
the Senators present will follow It.

The amendment would strike from the
bill that section which has been called
"peer review." The problem is how we
define peer review.

In administering medicare certain
abuses have sprung up. Our staff has
done some fine work on this matter. In
their report they concluded with the
recommendation that the medical pro-
fession ought to police the medical pro-
fession. With that statement I concur.

The committee had before it many
problems, as the debate over the last
2 weeks has shown. There was testimony
taken on this matter. However, the test!-
mony is far conclusive as to a proper
method of peer review.

Mr. President, we ended up with 39
pages or thereabouts on peer review
which really has not had the attention
that it ought to have. I am not opposing
peer review as such. I oppose the lan-
guage used. And I suggest that in the
closing days of Congress, it ought to go
out and we should have another look at
it next year.

If we wish to examine some of the
language, if we turn to page 234 in the
bill, it will be seen that this peer review
organization will have a lot of authority
to police the practice of medicine inso-
far as these Government programs are
concerned.

On page 234, lines 10 through 11 are
In line with the Idea that the medical
profession should police the medical pro-
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fession. But if we look at lines 20 through
24, we see who else would police the
medical profession.

I read what it says:
Such other public, nonprofit private, or

other agency or organization, which the Sec-
retary determines, In accordance with cri-
teria prescribed by him in regulations, to be
of professional competence and otherwise
suitable;

It gives to the Secretary the power to
select any organization he wants to tell
the doctors how to practice, when a per-
son should go to the hospital, when the
facilities are adequate and many other
far-reaching questions.

I contend that would enable the Sec-
retary to turn to an organization of some
crusader, such as Ralph Nader, or any-
one else, to police the medical profession.

I caB attention to some other language
on pages 237 and 238. There is some very
deceptive language there. It reads:

No Professional Standards Review organi-
zation shall utilize the services of any in-
dividual who is not a physician to make final
determinations with respect to the profes-
sional conduct of any physician, or any act
performed by any physician In the exercise
of his profession.

The catchword there is "final." We
could have an organization with thou-
sands of clerks who could take a blue
pencil and direct the practice of medi-
cine, if we had one doctor at the top.
That doctor would not have to be a prac-
ticing physician if he has been to medical
school and has a license. He puts his
initials on the final paper and that will
determine how the medical profession
shall treat the patients.

Such language should not be agreed to
in the closing days of this Congress.
Surely, we should have peer review, but
not that lçind.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Chair maintain order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair admonishes the Senate to be in
order. The Senator from Nebraska may
continue.

Mr CURTIS. Mr. President, among
other things, a peer review organization
will have authority to require a doctor
treating patients to get permission be-
fore what they have what is called elec-
tive surgery. Who would be the members
of the review organization? Nobody
knows because there is a blank check of
authority to select any group which the
Secretary chooses.

This has the real possibility that the
bureaus can police the medical profes-
sion. I am not here pleading a case for
the doctors. By and large they are well
educated people who take care of them-
selves. I am concerned about the
patients.

When medicare was adopted, the peo-
ple were promised over and over again
there would be no interference with the
doctor-patient relationship; that they
would not be treated in groups but that
every individual would have free access
to his doctor, unhampered by rules and
regulations that told the doctor what
decisions to make, when to operate, what
medicines to prescribe, and so forth.

I believe this language Is too broad.
I believe we should have something like
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this, but certainly not the language that
is in the bill. Through the fault of no one,
this provision did not get the attention
it should have.

My plea is that the matter not be in-
cluded in this bill and that it be consid-
ered in the subsequent bill.

Mr. ALLOT1'. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield.
Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the

Senator state again what his amend-
ment would do?

Mr. CURTIS. The amendment would
strike out the language on page 232 be-
ginning at line 11 through line 15 on
page 269.

Mr. ALLOTI'. The Senator would strike
out all of the language dealing with pro-
fessional review?

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator Is correct.
Mr. ALLOTI'. There have been many

of these situations which have gotten
much public attention. It seems to me
we are taking an erroneous step by in-
cluding the language on page 234 in para-
graph (b) and also including subpara-
graph (C), page 237, which, as the Sena-
tor has mentioned, contains the word
"final."

The effect is that there could be an
unqualified group doing this sort of work
and a doctor or a group of doctors could
be totally tarred with a brush and after
they had had their reputations and per-
haps their livelihoods imperiled, the only
thing they would have would be on final
review they would have a group of doc-
tors to say whether they did or not.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the Senator. I
am on limited time. I do agree with the
Senator.

Mr. ALLOTI'. I did not realize the
Senator was on limited time.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me for 2 mInutes?

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, may I in-
quire how much time I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 3 mInutes remaining.

Mr. CURTIS. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I support
the amendment of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Nebraska, as I did In com-
mittee.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a portion of the
separate views I have filed to the report
of the committee concerning this matter.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed In the REC-
ORD, as follows:

The committee adopted a proposal to estab-
lish professional standards review organiza-
tions at local and State levels throughout
the country to review such functions as ex-
amination of patient and practitioner pro-
files; independent medical audits; on-site
audits; and the development and applica-
tion of norms of care and treatment.

The Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare would be required to enter into
agreements with qualified professional stand-
ards review organizations, principally local
medical societies, to review the totaiity of
care rendered or ordered by physicians for
medicare and medicaid patients. Where medi-
cal societies are unable or unwilling to un-
dertake the - responsibility, the Secretary
could contract with States or local health
departments or other suitable organizations.

This provision has a laudable purpose: to
Insure quality care and to hold down un-
necessary costs.

However, the proposal contains many un-
known and unpredictable factors. Further,
there are serious objections that it grants
organized medicine too much control over
utilization of facilities and payments of
claims.

The proposal should be tested before Con-
gress puts it into effect on a total basis as
the committee bill would do. I am not
satisfied that this proposal will result in
the savings which have been claimed by
its proponents, nor am I satisfied that the
review procedure Is the best and most work-
able which can be devised,

The House provisions on peer review should
be strengthened, and the Senate commIttee
provisions should be stricken.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I partic-
ularly point out, as I said in those sepa-
rate views that—

The proposal contains many unknown and
unpredictable factors. Further, there are
serious objections that it grants organized
medicine too much control over utilization
of facilities and payments of claims.

Mr. President, I support the amend-
ment of the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah is recognized.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, medi-
care's hospital Insurance plan has a def-
icit over 1967 projections officially esti-
mated at $216 billion over the next 25
years, if we go on as we are going. On
the other hand, applying cost projections
of the American Hospital Association,
that deficit is estimated at $370 billion.
Any figure, or any figure between those
figures is intolerable.

The committee overwhelmingly voted
approval of the professional standards
review amendment as the basic approach
to bringing about effective medical—and
not governmental control of medicare
and medicaid. Our present medicare and
medicaid utilization review is frag-
mented, piecemeal, and ineffective. The
basic approach developed and sponsored
by Senator BENNETT was modified by the
committee in response to the construc-
tive comments of organized medicine .and
hospitals.

The amendment is designed to assure
comprehensive and ongoing review of
care provided under medicaid and medi-
care by physicians at local levels—usu-
ally in minimum groupings of 300 praC-
ticing doctors. The amendment Includes
every conceivable safeguard against pro
forma or token assumption of responsi-
bilities by doctors. It includes every con-
ceivable safeguard to protect the public
interest.

The Professional Standards Review
Organization amendment is a responsible
answer developed after long and hard
work, to bringing medicare and medicaid
under effective and professional control.
We just cannot permit medicare and
medicaid to continue as they have. Con-
gress has a responsibility to act.

The alternative to use of professional
standards review organizations is beefed-
up review by governmental employees
and insurance company personnel. That
Is an alternative which holds little ap-
peal to us or the doctors.

The plan, which has been entitled
PSRO—the Professional Standards Re-
view Organization—has been worked on
for months by the staff of the commit-
tee, by the staff of HEW, and through
consultation with many scores of doc-
tors and professional organizations.

I would say that so far as most medi-
cal organizations are concerned, the last
remaining disagreement is over how this
organization shall be constituted. For
obvious reasons there are many people
in the American Medical Association
who feel that t.he power should be lodged
with the State medical society. I have
opposed that because I do not believe
it proper for any private organization
supported by private funds, open to mem-
bership, whose membership would be
controlled by private rules, to adminis-
ter such a law. Therefore, a program was
established under which groups of local
physicians in an area supporting 300 or
more physicians would be invited to offer
their services to the Secretary to carry
out this review process.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BENNETT. I am happy to yield.
Mr. LONG. Is it not true that in the

years we spent studying these matters
we found situations such as that in a
particular area where there would be one
doctor performing five times as many
tonsillectomies as the average doctor
would be performing? When we looked
into it, we found that he should not have
been performing five times as many pro-
cedures. He should have been performing
the same number as the others. Then
we would find a doctor giving five times
as many injections as other doctors and
bringing patients in for unnecessary
numbers of office calls, when it would be
cheaper to give them packages of pills to
take.

Is it not true that we found a multi-
tude of ways in which doctors, hospitals,
and nursing homes, particularly those
who might not hgve as many patients as
others, performed many unnecessary
services thereby running up the costs of
the program in ways that everybody
agreed should not have happened?

If we do not have the Senator's amend-
ment—and as one on the committee I
think he modified it to meet every rea
sonable objection of medical associa-
tions—then we would not have any
mechanism to do anything about the
abuses by doctors and other providers
of care other than the inadequate mecha-
nism we already have.

Mr. BENNETT. I am grateful for the
Senator's contribution. Some language
was read as to what power goes to the
Secretary. It should be pointed out that
that is a residual power. He should use
first the peer group system of review,
and, if it is not available, in the end
there should be some type of review by
the Federal Government. The priority
goes to local peer review groups, and the
Secretary cannot act until he has to act.

The point was made that under the
language of the bill doctors would have
to give permission to take patients into
the hospital for elective surgery or elec-
tive treatment. Actually, we are con-
cerned with problems that exist under our
present system, in which the doctor can
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take the patient Into the hospital and
then, after the patient has been there
for a long time, the service decides it
was improper and refuses to pay for it.

Our problem here is to set up a system
by which we can make reasonably sure
that the surgery or the other treatment
will fall within the medicare rules and
be paid for.

The amendment has been drawn so
that the peer review organizations will
see to it that a man whose patients are
properly handled can be given blanket
permission to take his patients in for
treatment, and they will concern them-
selves only with the problems.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BENNETT. I yield.
Mr. TALMADGE. Can we not say that

the position of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee on this amendment Is that we
want to return the ball game to the
players?

Mr. BENNETT. That Is right. That
Is exactly right, but we have to have an
umpire In the ultimate sense.

Mr. TALMADGE. Either the doctors
police their own profession or It will be
policed in Washington by HEW?

Mr. BENNETT. That Is right. We want
to offer the doctors the first opportunity.
We want to give the local doctors, who
are aware of the limitations and prob-
lems of their colleagues, a chance to pass
on that.

The point was made here that all
kinds of decisions can be made along the
road and that the doctor only will make
the final decision. That was put in there
to make It possible for the doctor to use
registered nurses or use paramedical
people to handle the minutia that go
into loading a doctor down with all the
paper work and with all the compara-
tively unimportant decisions. These
people would be employees selected by
the doctors to represent them.

If this provision is 1-nocked out of the
bill, we are left with the House lan-
guage, and the House language gives the
Secretary full power to do anything he
pleases. The doctors will have no op-
portunity to review their own profes-
sional activity. The purpose of peer re-
view Is not to review the claims situation;
it is concerned only with medical neces-
sity, with professional standards, and
with the possibility of finding less costly
ways of treating patients.

If ever a proposal has been worted
over and carefully adjusted to every
practical suggestion that has been made
by the members of the medical profes-
sion, this proposal has been so treated,
and I think It would be tragic if we
knocked this provision out of the Senate
bill and, therefore, had no chance in
conference to do anything except take
the House language and thus mandated
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare to set up a process by which he
would review and enforce conditions of
medicare.

There must be review. The situations,
the difficulties that have been developed,
demonstrate that. The doctors want a
chance to review themselves. I think this
provision gives them that chance without
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passing it automatically to a private
group such as a State medical society.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BENNETT. I yield.
Mr. LONG. Is the language not directed

to abuses such as are shown on page 664
of the hearings? Here were two doctors
practicing in a ghetto area of a larger
city and they were performing, even
though they were general practitioners,
more tonsillectomies than all of the ear,
nose, and throat specialists put together.
A man might come into the doctor's office
with a headache. The doctor would say,
"It looks like you have a headache. Here
is an aspirin. Meanwhile, you also ought
to have your tonsils taken out." So out
would come the tonsils.

Such practices contribute directly to
the provision of unnecessary medical
services and that Is one of the reasons
why medicare has cost twice as much as
it should and why we have found some
doctors making fantastic amounts of
money under medicare.

This provision would simply enable the
doctors to establish a review organization
and continually review the medical care
in their community or area. It is only
In the event that the doctors declined to
do the job right that the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare would
get into the picture.

Mr. CURTIS. Does the Senator point
out that out in the—

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I have
the floor. This Is on my time.

Mr. CURTIS. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. BENNETII'. Mr. President, how

much time do I have left?
The PRESIDING OCER. About

2'/2 to 3 minutes.
Mr. BENNETT. I shall be happy to

reserve the remainder of my time so
the Senator from Nebraska can ask
questions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator. from Nebraska.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, there Is
no effort on the part of the Senator from
Nebraska to defend abuses. They should
be stopped, and they are being stopl,ed.
The Senator from Georgia said this was
an amendment to turn the ball game
back to the players.

No one can read lines 20 through 24
on page 234 and say that is to turn it
over to the players. It turns the review
powers over to any organization which
the Secretary determines.

What do they have power to do? Here
Is what they have power to do: They are
to ascertain whether or not such serv-
ices were medioally necessary, and to
ascertain concerning the cost of such
services, as to whether they meet cer-
tain professional standards; they have
authority to determine in advance any
elective admission to the hospital or to
the care facility, or any other care serv-
ice which consists of an extended or
costly course of treatment.

Mr. President, I point the finger at
no one, and make no criticism of our
committee. We had too much work to
do at one time. But I submit that this
amendment, consisting of 39 pages, was
never read in the committee, it was
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never read by a staff member to the
committee, there was no time after It
was printed that a staff member was
turned to and asked to go over It sec-
tion by section. It has language in it that
will do things other than that which the
proponents would like to have done.

Many of these abuses that are men-
tioned will be taken care of by Govern-
ment audit. Many of them will be taken
care of by the voluntary committees in
the medical association, and, given a lit-
tle more time, we can write a better peer
review.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's time has expired.

The Senator from Utah has 2 minutes
remaining.

Mr. BENNE'rr. Mr. President, I should
like to read briefly from page 155 of the
committee report:

Priority in designation as a PSRO would be
given to organizations established at local
levels representing substantial numbers of
practicing physicians who are willing and
believed capable of progressively assuming
responsibility for overall continuing review
of institutional and outpatient care and
services. Local sponsorship and operation
should help engender onfidence in the fai-
• Iliarity of the review group with norms of
medical practice in the area as well as in
their knowledge of available health care re-
sources and facilities. Furthermore, to the
extent that review is employed today, it is
usually at the local level. To be approved, a
PSRO applicant must provide for the broad-
est possible involvement, as reviewers on a
rotating basis, of physicians engaged in all
types of practice in an area such as solo,
group, hospital, medical school, and so
forth.

Going back to the charge that It
would prevent or interfere with elective
admissions to hospitals, let me say again
that the doctor has all the power In the
world to take his patient to the hospital.
The thing that must be reviewed is
whether that patient Is properly covered
by medicare, and whether medicare will
pay for the services. That Is the name of
the game. That is the problem that we
face.

Mr. President, the following State
medical societies have supported the
committee's program: Georgia, Missis-
sippi, Pennsylvania, Hawaii, and New
Mexico. Many county societies also sup-
port it.

I think that the medical profession was
disappointed that they did not get the
right to conduct these reviews through
their private State societies. They want
the system. I hope the Senate will sup-
port It and give it to them.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Moss). All time having expired, the ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS).
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. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
SON), the Senator from North Dakota
(Mr. BURDICK), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHURCH), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CRANSTON), the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. DODD), the Senator
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from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON), the Sen-
ator from Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER), the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. GORE), the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the
Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART), the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. HOL-
LINGS), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
IN0UYE), the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. MCCARTHY), the Senator from Ar-
kansas (Mr. MCCLELLAN), the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE), the Sena-
tor from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND), the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. MC-
GOVERN), the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. MONTOYA), the Senator from Maine
(Mr. MusKIE), the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PASTORE), the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL), the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON), the Senator
from Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS), and the
Senator from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH)
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Texas (Mr.
YARBOROIYGH) would vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PA.STORE) is paired with the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER).
If present and Voting, the Senator from
Rhode Island would vote "yea" and the
Senator from Louisiana would vote
"nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. COT-
TON), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
Fowc), the Senator from New York (Mr.
000DELL), 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 neces-
sarily absent.

The Senator from Colorado (Mr.
DoMINIcK) and the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because
of illness.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD-
WATER) is absent on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) would
vote 'nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) Is paired with the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD). If present
and voting, the Senator from Texas
would vote "yea" and the Senator from
Arizona would vote 'nay."

The result was announced—yeas 18,
nays 48, as follows:

iNo. 447 Leg.
YEAS—IS

Allott
Bayb
Bellmon
Cook
Cooper
Curtis

Dole
Fannln
OrifBn
Gurney
Hansen
Harris

Hruska
Jordan, NC.
Packwood
Fell
Proxmire
Ribicoff

NAYS—48
Alken
Allen
Baker
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brooks
Byrd. Va.
Byrd., W. Va.
Cannon
Case
Ervin
F'ulbright
Hartke
Holland
Hughes

Jackson
Javits
Jordan, Idaho
Kennedy
Long
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
McIntyre
Metcalf
Miller
Mondale
MoM
Nelson
Perso
Percy

Prouty
Randolph
Saxbe
Schweiker
Scott
Smith
Sparkman
Spong
Stennis
Stevenson
Talmadge
flurmond
Wflhianis, NJ,
Williasna, DeL
Young, N. flak.
Young, Ohio

Anderson Goodell Mundt
Burdick Gore Murphy
Church Gravel Muskie
Cotton Hart Pastore
Cranston Hatfield Russell
Dodd Hollings Stevens
Dominick Inouye Symington
Eagleton McCarthy Tower
Eastland McClellan Tydings
Ellender McGee Yarborough
Fong McGovern
Goldwater Montoya

So Mr. CuRns' amendment No. 1122)
was rejected.

AMENDMENT NO. 1163

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 1163.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to read the amendment.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 145, between lines 14 and 15, in-

sert the following:
(d) In the case of a health care facility

providing health care services as of Decem-
ber 18, 1970, which on such date is com-
mitted to a formal plan of expansion or re-
placement, the amendments made by the
preceding provisions of this section shall not
apply with respect to such expenditures as
may be made or obligations incurred for cap-
ital items included in such plan where pre-
liminary expenditures toward the plan of
expansion or replacement (Including pay-
ments for studies, surveys, designs, plans.
working drawings, specifications, and site
acquisition, essential to the acquisition, tin—
provement, expansion, or replacement of the
health care facility or equipment concerned)
of $100,000 or more, had been made during
the three-year period. ended December 17,
1970.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Preident, this Is a
corrective and clarifying amendment. I
have submitted It to the chairman of the
committee, and I think that he might
accept It. I yield to him for such com-
ment as he should like to make.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, it is my un-
derstanding that this amendment is sort
of a grandfather provision, Involving a
clarification of intent as the Senator has
stated. It was not considered by the com-
mittee. but I see no reason why we could
not agree to It.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. Should we know some-

thing about it?
Mr. CURTIS. The bill provides that

hereafter, In determining reimbursement
to a hospital for medicare services, they
shall disregard any allowances for cap-
ital improvements that have been re-
jected by a State planning agency.

In many States, the State planning
agencies are just now being brought into
existence. Some of the staff were of the
opinion that this amendment was not
necessary, but It provides that any care
facility which on December 18, 1970, was
committed to a formal plan of expansion
or replacement, the amendment shall
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not affect. Such a beginning includes
such preliminary expenditures toward
expansion or replacement, including
payments for studies, surveys, design
plans, drawing specifications, site acqui-
sition, improvements and expansion and
replacement. In other words, if a hospital
has plans underway on December 18,
1970, this new rule that would exclude
from consideration their capital cost of
facilities, would not apply.

Mr. JAVITS. Is the department say.-
ing this Is a big problem involved, mil-
lions of dollars, or is it a modest prob-
lem? I gather it affects particularly the
Senator's State?

Mr. CURTIS. In this particular case, it
involves the Immanuel Hospital Medical
Center in Omaha.

Mr. JAVITS. I have no objection. It is
a matter of a modest expansion.

Mr. CURTIS. They have spent millions
of dollars on an expansion which is just
now getting underway. This hospital Is
faced with a technical ruling of the Hill-
Burton board, made some years ago, en-
tirely outside the purview of what this
language contemplates, which might
create problems if this amendnTent is
not agreed to.

Mr. JAVITS. I meant universally for
the country, is there a problem

Mr. CURTIS. I think not.
Mr. JAVITS. On that basis, I have no

objection.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask for

a vote on my amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

Moss). The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Ne-
braska.

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 1106

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President—
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the

Senator have a further amendment?
Mr. CURTIS. I do. I call up my amend-

ment No. 1106 and ask that It be stated.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

amendment will be stated.
The assistant legislative clerk read the

amendment as follows:
Beginning on page 213, line 17, strike out

'PATMENTS TO HEALTH MAINTENANCE ORGANS-
ZArioNs" and all of section 239 through
page 225. line 23.

Beginning on page 401, line 21, strike out
all through page 402, line 11.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I am will-
ing to agree to a limitation of time.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
moos consent that, If the Senator Is will-
ing, the time on this amendment be
limited to one-half hour, the time to be
equally divided, 15 minutes to a side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Louisiana? The Chair hears none,
and it Is so ordered.

Who yields time?
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield

myself such time as I shall require.
Mr. President, this late in the year

and this late at night, it is difficult to
make decisions on any bill. Here is what
is Involved In the amendment: The bill
carries provisions for what I term group
practice of medicine. This would make
It possible for an arrangement to be
entered Into whereby the recipients of
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medical care and medicaid to be treated
as a group. In other words, instead of
that individual doctor-patient relation-
ship, they can Join an organization and,
by contract with the Government, for a
flat fee, they take care of all the group's
medical needs.

I want to be fair about this, that it
does not force group practice of medi-
cine on the people generally. I do not
contend that. All I contend is that this
is the beginning of a move toward group
practice of medicine.

As I said a bit ago, when these pro-
grams were inaugurated we were told
over and over again that they would al-
ways be administered so as not to inter-
fere with the individual doctor-patient
relationship.

Now the costs have gone up; part of it
is due to inflation and part to other
causes—60 percent to 70 percent of the
cost of the problem is in labor—but in
grasping for some way to cut down the
costs of government medical programs
the provision Is advanced.

I have a fear that if we make this start
In group practice, it will be enlarged and,
little by little, it will become compulsory
and we will be sacrificing quality for
price. Patients will be treated as groups;
not as individuals.

Well, Mr. President, I am concerned
about the patients. I think that anyone
who Is ill, particularly those who do not
have the resources to pay their own med-
ical bills, should be treated as an indivi-
dual, that they should consult with a
doctor, with a free exchange of ques-
tions and answers, and the doctor should
advise the patient of the treatment, hos-
pitalization, operation, or whatnot that
he should have.

This will make it possible, however, to
contract with groups and have a stated
fee that will take care of all their ills.

Some Senators have information about
company doctors, whether It Is a doctor
provided by a railroad company, a min-
ing company, or other company. It has
never been as satisfactory as the un-
dividual selection of a doctor and the
strict maintenance of that individual
doctor-patient relationship. This begin-
ning of the group practice Is In here, not
for the purpose of improving the health
care of the people of the country, but it
is here to lower the cost.

I am for lowering the cost anywhere it
can reasonable be done, but never by
sacrificing the quality of care.

I do not believe that if someone joins
an organization and that organization
contracts with the Government and, for
a stated fee, everything is taken care of,
that that is as conducive to quality health
care as the Individual practice of medi-
cine.

Again, Mr. President, I want to make
it abundantly clear that I do not contend
that this bill forces group practice on
anyone. But It is the beginning.

Now there are other things we can do
to cut down the cost. Personally, I never
did favor medicare for the extremely
wealthy, but that is water over the dam.

Instead of dealing directly with costs,
such as doing something that will bring
more labor-saving devices into the hos-
pitals, we are turning to a cheaper prac-
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tice of medicine. Weare laying the foun-
dation which could well lead to a sacri-
fice of quality practice.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield.
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, can the

Senator give an example of the way this
works?

Mr. CURTIS. An organization is cre-
ated, which enters into a contract with a
doctor or doctors. I do not know on what
basis of the contract, but they contract
to take care of the ills of their members
for a stated fee.

I have the feeling that it will result in
a group practice that would be very much
like being treated by a company doctor.
We have heard much complaint about
that. It is a beginning which I believe is
a mistake.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the part of
the bill that the Senator from Nebraska
seeks to strike was enthusiastically rec-
ommended by President Nixon, which
was approved by the House Ways and
Means Committee, agreed to by the
House of Representatives and which the
Senate Finance Committee also agreed
to.

Mr. President, this committee ap-
proved President Nixon's recommenda-
tion, with the exception that It did put on
some necessary limitations to tighten It
up to prevent abuse.

We are talking about people who could
sign a contract with a group known as
a health maintenance organization. We
could name many such groups. The
Kaiser Health Foundation on the west
cOast, for example, Is a type of health
maintenance plan. They could, for ex-
ample, possibly sign some sort of an
agreement with the Ochsner Foundation
in New Orleans If the doctors want to
provide such services. Or they could go
to the Mayo Clinic in Minnesota If they
wanted to form a health maintenance
organization with doctors of all special-
ties capable of providing any medical
service one might want. They would pro-
vide the medical services, and the Gov-
ernment would pay 95 percent of what
it would cost on a per capita basis to
provide this individual with his medicare
benefits using present payment mech-
anisms.

It is anticipated that these health
maintenance organizations could save
money. In some cases, they would find
ways to be more efficient. In other cases,
they might use fewer hospital days be-
cause they would be able to do better if
the patient came for outpatient treat-
ment rather than hospital treatment. By
providing more efficient services, they
would hope to save some money in their
operation and to provide either more or
better medical care to the people who
are members of the health maintenance
organization.

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, is not the

main thrust of this provision to keep peo-
ple out of the hospital rather than to put
them in $80- and $100-a-day hospital
beds?
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At the present time under medicare, an
old person who is sick is almost forced
to go to the hospital to get adequate at-
tention. So we have them under those cir-
cumstances in a $75-a-day hospital bed.

Almost anyone subiect to medicare has
one or more chronic conditions—heart,
arthritis, kidney, liver, stomach—some-
thing that he is going to have for the
rest of his life. He needs maintenance.
He needs attention. He needs this on a
regular basis in order to keep out of the
hospital and to keep him doing some-
thing, to keep him active, to keep him
in with people.

I believe the concept of this is so that
they can band together to get this at-
tention without having to go to a hos-
pital and without having to let this
chronic condition develop to the point
where it is serious.

This is an effort to try to have plans of
the type that have been adopted and
which, I am sure, the HEW is contracting
for so that they can make a contract
with the doctors. It Is voluntary. They
do not have to do it. They can say, "Will
you give me the medical attention I
need, not when I am sick, but when I am
well so that you can keep me well and
keep me out of that high-priced hospital
bed?"

I think it is a good thing. I am glad
to see it included in the bill.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Senator
Is correct.

As the Senator from Ohio has pointed
out so ably, this offers the health main-
tenance organization an opportunity to
say to people who would be eligible for
medicare, "We think we can offer you
something better than medicare." If the
Government agrees that this may be bet-
ter for the patient and if they see no
possibility of abuse in it, then they would
pay 95 percent of what they would pay
per capita at the present time to provide
this care.

The administration thinks that this
is a way to provide better care.

Obviously the people who have been
working in this area believe they have
something better to offer.

As the Senator mentions, there are sev-
eral organizations already providing this
care. The State of Ohio has a very fine
organization in Cleveland that provides
health care of this sort.

The administration feels that this type
of thing will grow as people find ways to
provide more efficient and hopefully bet-
ter service on a voluntary basis, and at
a savings for the most part, with the In-
tent of providing better and more serv-
ices to the people who participate in this
organization.

If we are in error, then a lot of good
people have made the same mistake. The
House of Representatives thought this
was wise. We have drawn our provision
even tighter than theirs.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the

distinguished manager of the bill and
the Senator from Ohio have already
given the reasons for the committee pro-
vision which includes possibilities for In-
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creased emphasis and utilization of out-
patient care and facilities.

I wonder if under the proposal In the
bill as brought to the floor there Is a
strict procedure for Federal approval of
a program or programs.

Mr. LONG. Yes. There is provision in
this bill requiring Federal approval. And
the purpose, of course, is to be very care-
ful to make sure the beneficiaries would
receive high-quality care.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield me 2 minutes?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I rise to
oppose the pending amendment. I sup-
port the statements made by the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee.

One of the mistakes made when medi-
care and medicaid were originally en-
acted into law was that we thereby mas-
sively increased the demand for health
care but did not concurrently increase
the supply of health personnel and
health facilities. Because of that mas-
sive increase in demand without a con-
current increase of supply, we virtually
ruptured the system.

That is one of the reasons why the
costs of health care have continued to
go up at a very alarming rate. There Is
presently a shortage of 50,000 doctors In
America and a shortage of nurses that Is
greater than that.

We cannot, with the present financial
difficulties of medical schools and health-
related schools, see where the Increased
personnel will come from. We have to
increase medical and paramedical per-
sonnel In this country. We must increase
the facilities available. But we can also
do much better with the present medical
personnel and paramedical personnel,
and we can do much better in the use
of present facilities than we are doing.
We must do both. We must not only in-
crease the supply but we must also have
more efficient use of present personnel
and facilities. We cannot do that unless
we are willing to go Into prepaid and
preventive medical care. The provision
In this bill starts us In that direction.
It Is a good provision and I hope the
pending amendment Is rejected a'nd that
we will not require that a doctor be paid
on the basis of a fee, but that payment
be on a per capita basis. Then, we can
move toward prepayment and preventive
medicine and toward encouraging group
practice on a voluntary basis.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield back
the remainder of my time.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, the question
is on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from Nebraska.

(Putting the question.)
The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT NO. 1115

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment' No. 1115 which Is at
the desk, and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.
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Mr. HARRIS, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and, without
objpction, the amendment will be printed
In the RECORD.

The amendment, ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, 15 as follows:

The title of section 131 of the bill Is
amended by striking out "TAX RATES".

SEC. 2. The amendments made by sub-
section (b) of section 131 of the bill shall
be deleted and the following shall be Inserted
In lieu thereof:

(b) Title II of the Social Security Act Is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new section:
"'AUTOMATIC ADJUSTMENT OF THE CONTRLBIJ-

TION AND BENEFIT BASE

'SEC. 230. (a) On or before August 5 of
1972 and each year thereafter, the Secretary
shall determine and publish in the Federal
Register the contribution and benefit base
(as defined In subsection (b)) for the first
calendar year following the year In which
the determination Is made.

'(b) The contribution and benefit 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 per-
sons for whom taxable wages were reported
to the Secretary for the first calendar quarter
of the calendar year immediately preceding
the year in which a determination under sub-
section (a) Is made I or such particular cal-
endar 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 1970, with such product,
if not a multiple of $300, being rounded to
the next higher multiple of $300 where such
product is a multiple of $150 but not of
$300 and to the nearest multiple of $300 in
any other case; or

(2) the contribution and benefit base
for the calendar year preceding such partic-
ular calendar year.

'(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of
subsections (a) and (b), the contribution
and benefit base provided by such subsec-
tions with respect to a particular calendar
year shall not be effective as provided in such
subsections—

'(1) if in the calendar year in which the
determination (required by subsection (a))
Is made a law has been enacted which pro-
vides for (I) a general increase in the primary
Insurance amounts of all individuals entitled
to benefits under this title, or (ii) a change
In the rate of tax on wages and self-employ-
ment income under the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 for old-age, survivors, and dis-
ability insurance, or (iii) an increase in the
amount of earnings of individuals that may
be counted for benefits under this title and
that may be taxed under the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 for old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance, or

(2) unless a benefit increase, as pro-
vided in section 215(i) of such Act, is also
to be effective for such year'.".

SEC. 3. Section 131 of the bill is further
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following:

"(d) In each year in which the Secretary
determines—

"(1) under section 215(i) (2) (A) of the
Social Security Act, that a cost-of-living
benefit increase is required, effective for the
following January, or

(2) under subsections (a) and (b) of sec-
tion 230 of such Act, the amount of the
contribution and benefit base, effective for
the following year,
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to the Congress the amounts so determined.
Sucif report shall include information which
according tothe actuarial estimates pub-
lished in the annual report of the Board of
Trustees on the preceding March 1, specifies
the extent to which the long-range cost of
the automatic increase In benefits Is covered
(or exceeded) by the contribution and bene-
fit base that will be effective for the year in
which the benefit increase is effective."

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Presicient, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the amendment,

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that debate on the
pending amendment be limited to 30
m.inutes, equally divided between the
Senator from Louisiana and me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there
objection? The Chair hears no objection,
and it is so ol'del'ed.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma Is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I call the
attention of Senators to a memorandum
in support of my amendment No. 1115,
which has been placed on the desks of
the Senators. I will briefly state the pur-
pose of the amendment. This Is a very
fundamental and Important amendment.

Basically the amendment would 11-
narice the automatic increases In social
security benefits by increasing the tax-
able wage base, as the House did, to
finance the automatic cost-of-living In-
creases provided in the bill—rather than
the position of the Committee on Fi-
nance which would, unless this amend-
ment Is agreed to, finance the automatic
cost-of-living increases one-half by
raising the taxable wage base and ori-
half by raising the tax rate.

This is a fundamental and Important
amendment because if the Senate agrees
to the Senate committee and rejects the
pending amendment, the automatic cost-
of-living Increases in social security ben-
efits would not be financed on a progres-
sive basis, that is, by raising the wage
base upon which social security benefits
are based. That would be entirely con-
sistent with the determination to raise
the benefits at all, because wages gen-
erally would have gone up by reason of
inflation. Otherwise, the Secretary would
have to make all sorts of detailed cal-
culations and finance cost-of-living in-
creases under social security by both
tax rate increases and an increase In the
wage base.

The social security tax system is a re-
gressive system and it gets tougher and
tougher for wage earners to bear. That
is why In committee I supported an
amendment which would begin now to
pay a portion of Increased social security
benefits out of general revenues. That
amendment was not agreed to, but I
think eventually it will be agreed to, and
it will have to be agreed to because I
think we have reached the saturation
point In the social security tax rate. The
burden has become too great for the
working man. Feeling that way, I offered
an amendment which would have fi-

he shall, on or before August 15 of the years nanced a portion of the benefit Increase
in which such determination Is made, report In the bill by raising the wage base to
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$12,000. Presently the taxable wage base
under the committee bill would stop at
$9,000. Anyone making more than $9,000
a year would not pay any more than
those who make $9,000 a year and under.

Furthermore, the social security tax
rate is a regressive rate because it is a
flat rate and not based on graduated
income, even up to the committee $9,000
wage base figure.

Every time we can we should try to
make that tax rate more progressive and
make that burden more evenly distrib-
uted on the basis of ability to pay, as
we envisioned generally the income tax
system would do. That Is what this
amendment would do.

The amendment does not get into the
question of whether social security
would be financed from general reve-
nues, and it does not get into the ques-
tion of presently raising the taxable wage
base. It does provide that when cost of
living increases go into effect automati-
cally under this bill, as they would do
here under either the bill adopted by
the Senate committee or by the House,
that increase which comes about by rea-
son o the fact that wages have gone
up and the cost of living has gone up,
would be financed by raising the tax-
able wage base, and then, the Committee
on Finance, and the Ways and Means
Committee, of the Senate and the House,
could, if they wanted, recommend
changes in the law with respect to tax
rates, wage bases, increased benefits,
or whatever. But the automatic cost of
living increases, unless Congress did
something to the contrary, by raising the
wage base and not the rate, would take
a step forward toward making the social
security tax system more progressive
than It Is.

Mr. President, I think this provision is
desperately needed.

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

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I should
point out that the Senator from Okla-
homa in so many words has suggested
that we do away with the fundamental
concept of social security and social in-
surance, and make it into a welfare plan.
This regressive feature of social security
is something that has existed ever since
social security went on the books, and
properly so. Regardless of income, people
put In a certain amount of tax money
each year, and the employer matches it
each year. As a result, contributors can
look forward to the day when they will
receive, under insurance annuity type
tables, a series of benefits.

If the Senate wants to do away with
the concept of social insurance and make
social security a welfare program, it
might as well do away with all social se-
curity taxes and make everything sub-
ject to the general fund in the Treasury.
That argument has been made through
the years and it has been consistently
rejected through the years.

The Committee on Finance was very
much aware of this problem. We found,
upon advice from the Commissioner of
Social Secirity, that just because there
Is inflation which might Increase the

cost of living which would warrant in-
creases in social security benefits, it
did not necessarily mean that there
would have to be an increase in either
the wage base or the tax rates because
it has been shown that during inflation-
ary periods the general level of wages
rises somewhat faster than prices and
the revenue increases resulting from the
increased wage rates might pay for the
increased cost under the automatic in-
crease provision.

The Finance Committee reached a
compromise. The compromise reached
was to let the financing come half from
an increase in wage rates and half from
an increase in tax rates. A good argu-
ment could be made for having the en-
tire amount come from wage rate in-
creases.

The committee arrived at a reasonable
solution. It was a compromise solution.
I would like to see it stay the way it is.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. I'IARRIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 additional minutes.

This amendment does not involve
anything more than trying to make the
automatic cost-of-living increase reflect
in its financing, as the House-passed bill
would do, the inflation in wages and in
other costs, simply by raising the tax-
able wage base, which, under the Sen-
ate version, would be $9,000, each time
it was necessary to do so in order to pay
for the cost-of-living increase.

The committee proposal would raise
the social security tax rates even though
that was unnecessary, and even though
that would, as generally would be the
case, overfinance the cost-of-living in-
creases. Normally, as the Commission-
er of Social Security would testify, the
normal cost-of-living increase under
the bill would be paid for by the same
kind of increase in the taxable wage base.
It would not be necessary to increase
the tax rates, which are already regres-
sive. The taxation is already too burden-
some on the ordinary taxpayer. We would
not have to do that. That would over-
finance it by and large. All that would
be necessary to pay the cost of living
would be to increase the taxable wage
base. That is what the House bill would
do. That Is what my amendment, if
adopted, would do.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 2 minutes.

The Senator's amendment is based on
the assumption that wages will rise twice
as fast as the cost of living. That as-
sumption might be correct, and then
again it might not. If the assumption
does not prove out, then there would not
be adequate financing to carry these cost-
of-living increases.

Furthermore, one could make the ar-
gument that under the social security
program, the people who pay the least
receive by far the most. For example, in
the very bill we have before us, the min-
imum social security benefit would be
$100 a month. Of course, it stands to rea-
son that in the future we will further
increase the minimum social security
benefit even more than we raise the av-
erage benefit for others. So the person at
the lower average income level does get

a far better buy for the money than the
person in the upper brackets.

The Senator's proposal provides that
these increases would not mean any tax
increase for anybody except those in the
higher wage brackets. They would be
paying all the taxes to pay for the auto-
matic increases in benefit levels neces-
sary because of increases In the cost of
living.

It could well be argued as being a case
of bearing down altogether too hard on
the relatively few who are paying at the
top rate for socail security for the bene-
fit of those who are paying at the lowest
rate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's 2 minutes have expired.

Mr. LONG. I yield myself 1 minute
more.

It was the view of the committee that
we should not permit the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, without
the consent of Congress, to use the sur-
pluses that would otherwise flow into the
fund; we did not wish him to have the
leverage to change his actuarial assump-
tions and provide additional benefits
which might not be financed. It is our
judgment that, under the Senator's
amendment, that could happen and that
is one of the things we wish to protect
ourselves against.

It was the judgment of the committee
that we should have an increase in the
income from the social security tax to
finance exactly the increased benefits
that would be paid out, reserving to Con-
gress the right, if it chose to •do so, to
pass additional benefits, or further lib-
eralize the program in other ways after
the committee has had the opportunity
to consider the problems presented and
to have the House and Senate vote on
its recommendations.

Just one additional word. It was the
thought of those of us on the committee
that, although there would be automatic
benefit increases as envisioned by the
bill—and as we support it in our bill—
we do not feel these should be all the
increases or all the additional benefits
that will be voted in the future. In fact,
it is our thought that, in all probability
for the foreseeable future, we may still
wish to pass a social security bill at least
once every Congress to take care of the
various needs that arise In addition to
taking care of the cost of living, and we
may wish to consider the various prob-
lems, recommendations and suggestions
that can be brought to our attention by
Members in both parties.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has 7 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. HARRIS. I yield myself 2 minutes.
First of all, let me just say again that

I think the cost of living provisions
adopted by the Senate Finance ç.ommit-
tee were generally good. I think the ad-
ditions the committee made with respect
to keeping within its own jurisdiction the
question of whether the committee would
want from time to time to go further
than the automatic cost-of-living In-
creases would go are good. But I do not
believe the automatic method of financ-
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ing the automatic cost-of-living in-
creases is in the spirit of progressive
taxation.

I think, furthermore, as I said earlier,
it should be pointed out that the Senate
committee provision would require an
automatic increase in tax rates, thereby
overfinancing the cost-of-living in-
cases, and overfinancing the bill, obvi-
o usly. therefore unnecessarily.

There is one other aspect which should
be here, My amendment would provide,
on an automatic basis, what has been
pretty much the ad hoc action of the
Congress from time to time in raising the
wae base. We started with a wage base
bock in 1951 of $3600. That base has
been raised from time to time, as wages
have gone up and the cost of living has
one up, to $7,800. and under the present
bill the taxable wage base would be
raised to $9,000.

That is important not only to try to
get more progressiveness in the social
security tax system, which, as I said, is
desperately needed, but raising the tax-
able wage base from tUne to time to re-
flect the rise in wages is important to
keep from having a deterioration in the
coverage.

As wages have gone up since the wage
base was fixed at $3,600, and, as the Sen-
ate and the Congress from time to time
have increased the wage base to $7,800,
and now it is proposed to raise it up to
$9,000. if we had kept the wage base to
where it was fixed originally at $3,600,
beneficiaries would not really have had
the kind of coverage and benefits they
ought to have had and thei'e would have
been a deterioration in the coverage and
in the value of the benefits. In other
words, the benefits would not really have
increased to the degree they should have
in order for the person receiving them to
stay where they had become accustomed
to, according to the cost of living and
the rise in wages.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. HARRIS. I am glad to yield.
Mr. MILLER. The Senator has said at

least twice that what the bill provides
for is potential overflnancing. It was my
clear understanding during the delibera-
tions of the committee, coupled with the
advice from Mr. Ball, the Commissioner
of Social Security, that there is discre-
tion provided in the bill for the Social
Security Administrator to increase the
wage base and the tax rate only so much
as is necessary to finance the increased
benefits, and that if we did not put that
discretion in there, then there could be
over-financing. So that was a bridge that
we reached in the committee that Mr.
Ball advised us not to cross, and the
Finance Committee went along with him.

So I believe the Senator from Okla-
homa has misinterpreted the commit-
tee's action on this point. I was very
much concerned that we not overfinance
and not overtax, and I believe the bill
leads that way.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's time has expired.

Mr. HARRIS. I yield myself an addi-
tional minute.

I respectfully disagree with the Sen-
ator from Iowa. I refer him to the Corn-

missioner of Social Security. The pres-
ent tax system in this bill for financing
automatic cost-of-living increases from
increases in the pay ratio will greatly
overfinance it over the actuarial long
run. The question is whether it finances
the first year the exact amount neces-
sary, and that is the problem, because
over the long teriri, then, it will overbur-
den and overtax the working men and
women of this country, who are already
paying much more than their fair share
of taxation, both under the income tax
system and under the social security tax
rate.

The tax under social security must be
made more progressive. It must keep up
with the cost of living and with rising
wages, and that is why the Senate and
Congress, from time to time, have raised
the taxable wage base. That is why, in
my opinion, Mr. President, the House of
Representatives was quite right in say-
ing that the automatic cost-of-living in-
creases should be automatically financed
by raising the wage base, not by increas-
ing the tax rate, which is already re-
gi'essive and too burdensome.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MILLER. Will the Senator from
Louisiana yield me a minute?

Mr. LONG. I yield the Senator fi'om
Iowa 1 minute.

Mr. MILLER. I still believe there is
a basic difference of opinion here, and
that is that the Senator from Oklahoma
claims this is going to overfinance and
overtax, and I repeat that the Finance
Committee had the clear understanding
that it would not do so. As a matter of
fact, this was a point I raised in the
committee, because I did not want over-
financing and ovei'taxing.

Mr. Ball told the committee we ought
to have a provision in here which would
permit a discretionary amount, and that
if thei'e was an increase in benefits, that
would not necessarily mean an increase
in tax rates.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen-
ator's 1 minute has expired.

Mr. MILLER. And the Social Security
Administration can compute all of that
out. So I think we are clear on that point.

Mi'. HARRIS. Mr. President, how
much time do I have i'emaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has 2 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. HARRIS. I reserve that.
Mr. LONG. How much time remains

to the opponents?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six min-

utes.
Mr. LONG. I yield 2 minutes to the

Senator from Delaware.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Presi-

dent, I hope the committee position will
be sustained and the amendment of the
Senator from Oklahoma rejected. The
committee worked out what we consid-
ered to be a very fair method of raising
taxes to provide for these future in-
creases. The raising of taxes is never
popular, but if we must have them—and
we must have them here—we can only
ti'y to make them as equitable as possible.

The committee felt it would be better
to put half of this prospective increase

on the wage base and half of it on the
rates. I think that would be much fairer
for all taxpayers concerned, and I cer-
tainly hope that the amendment of the
Senator from Oklahoma, with all due re-
spect to him, will be rejected. If it is
adopted it will create an inequity and put
all the tax burden on one group of tax-
payers rather than spreading it across
the board.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two min-
utes.

Mi'. HARRIS. Mr. President, I would
simply refer Senators to the social se-
curity Commissioner and the actuaries
there. The facts are that if the taxable
wage base is kept up to date with rising
wage levels, there will be little if any need
for an inci'ease in the tax rate to cover
the cost of the automatic cost-of-living
increases. I believe that, therefore, the
House provision is a fairer one, more
equitable for the working men and wom-
en of this counti'y, and I hope my amend-
ment will be agi'eed to.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, in Septem-
ber 1969 the President sent to the Con-
gress a message on social security. Among
his recommendations for improvements
in the program were an increase in so-
cial security benefits and automatic ad-
justment of the benefits thereafter to
increases in the cost of living. I strongly
support these recommendations.

HR. 17550, now before us, is the cul-
mination of long and careful considera-
tion of the administration's important
and far-reaching proposals. Oie of the
most important of the pi'ovisions in the
bill is the automatic adjustment of social
security benefits to insure that the pur-
chasing power of those benefits will be
maintained, As the Pi'esident has said,
the automatic adjustment provision "will
install new security in social security."
It will provide peace of mind to the
nearly 26 million beneficiaries on the
rolls and to those who come on in the
future by assuring them that the benefits
on which the vast majority of benefi-
ciaries depend for their day-to-day
needs will be kept up to date with rises
in the cost of living.

We have already provided for auto-
matic adjustment in annuities for the
civil service and the military, and I have
been looking forward to seeing the same
automatic adjustments for our social se-
curity beneficiaries. The Committee on
Finance has, however, made major
changes in the automatic adjustment
provisions that were proposed by the
President and passed by the House of
Representatives. Two of these changes
would, in my opinion, negate the effect of
the provision.

First, the committee bill would re-
quire the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare to promulgate increases in
both social security tax rates and the
contribution and benefit base in order to
finance the automatic increases in bene-
fits, even though such increases in social
security tax rates would be unnecessary.
The reason why such increases would not
be necessary is that the cost of the auto-
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matic benefit increases can be met from
additional income that results from ris-
ing earnings levels without increasing the
tax rates, provided the contribution and
benefit base is increased from time to
time. In fact it is estimated that under
the committee bill the social security sys-
tem will be increasingly overfinanced as
we move into the future. A responsible
Congress could not permit a situation to
continue under which the long-range
surplus of the social security trust funds
which develops from rising wage levels
would grow larger each year and at the
same time the contribution and benefit
base and the tax rates would be increased
by the Secretary to meet the cost of the
automatic benefit increases that would
occur over the years. The Congress un-
questionably would act to take care of the
surplus—either by stopping the increase
in the contribution and benefit base or
the tax rates, or both, or by increasing
benefit levels over and above the increase
provided under the automatic provisions,
or by otherwise improving the program
to use up or reduce the surplus. In fact,
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare might well be promulgating a
tax increase while the administration
was recommending a cut in social secu-
rity taxes—a ridiculous situation, as I am
sure my colleagues will agree.

Second, the provision for automatic
Increases in the contribution and benefit
base to take account of increases in
wages as proposed by the administra-
tion would not delegate to the executive
branch authority to levy taxes, as has
been alleged. The increases In the base
would be automatic, and the determina-
tion of the amount of the increase would
be routine on the basis of wages credited
to social security wage records. The com-
mittee bill, on the other hand, would
delegate authority to levy taxes. It re-
quires that the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare determine the cost
of each automatic benefit increase in
order to determine what increase in the
base would be needed. If that determina-
tion involved not only the short-range
cost but also the long-range cost, many
factors involving discretionary selection
of assumptions would be required, In-
cluding assumptions about long-range
future mortality rates, fertility rates, the
proportion of total population in em-
ployment covered by social security, the
size of taxable payroll, the size of the
population insured for benefits under the
program, the proportion of the popula-
tion that is married, the proportion of
eligible people who are beneficiaries, the
rate of labor force participation by wom-
en, administrative expenses, and inter-
est rates. Under the committee provision,
not only would the Secretary and his
staff be making egtimates involving judg-
ment in each one of the areas mentioned,
as must be done for the purpose of mak-
ing cost estimates, but he would be
setting the tax rates for the social secu-
rity program based on these judgments.
We would in effect be turning over to the
Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare the tax-setting function of the
Congress.

The provision for automatic Increases
In the contribution and benefit base rec-
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ommended by the President rd ap-
proved by the House would merely carry
out automatically the policy which the
Congress has been following on an ad
hoc basis since 1950—that is, periodically
increasing the social security contribu-
tion and benefit base so as to cover the
same proportion of total payroll as had
been covered earlier, when wage levels
were lower. As wages have risen, the
$3,600 base that became effective in 1951
has been changed by the Congress, in
steps, to $7,800—more or less as it would
have been under the automatic pro
visions,

I should mention that the base must
be increased to keep up to date with ris-
ing wages not only from the standpoint
of the income of the program, but to pie-
vent a deterioration in the earnings cov-
ered by the program. For example, a job
which paid $3,600 in 1950 pays around
$9,000 today. If the base had not been
increased over the years the benefits pay-
able to a man in such a job would pro-
vide a much smaller proportion of wage
replacement than was provided when
social security benefits first became pay-
able and there would have been a major
deterioration in the protection afforded
by the program.

In the past, average wages have in-
creased about twice as fast as the con-
sumer price index. If the base is kept up
to date with rising wage levels, as in the
administration's proposal, there is no
need for any increase in the tax rates to
cover the cost of the automatic cost-of-
living increases.

I, therefore, wish to urge that amend-
ment No. 1115, offered by Senator HARRIS,
be adopted. This amendment would bring
the committee bill back in line with the
President's proposal for automatic ad-
justment of benefits and the contribution
and benefit base. Under the Harris
amendment, as under the administra-
tion's proposal, the contribution and
benefit base would rise automatically as
wages rise. In each year in which the
Secretary determines that a cost-of-liv-
ing benefit increase or an increase in the
contribution and benefit base is to be ef-
fective for the following year, the Sec-
retary would be required on or before
August 15 of the year in which the deter-
mination is made to report to the Con-
gress the amounts so determined. He
would also Indicate whether, according
to the actuarial estimates published in
the annual report of the board of trustees
on the previous March 1, the proposed
increase in the base would be sufficient,
or more or less than sufficient, to cover
the long-range cost of the automatic in-
crease in the benefits. He would have no
authority to promulgate any Increase
other than that dictated by the increase
in wages.

The Harris amendment would not
change the provision In the committee
bill under which the automatic provi-
sions would not take effect if in the year
before the year in which the increases
were to be effective a bill had been
enacted that would either increase so-
cial security benefit levels or revise the
schedule of social security tax rates or
the contribution and benefit base. The
automatic adjustment provision, then,
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takes nothing from the power of the
Congress. It does serve as a backup to
assure that social security beneficiaries
will be protected from th ravages of in-
flation when the Congress does not act.
And with the notification by the Secre-
tary being required by August 15, the
Congress would have ample time to inter-
vene if, for example, a promulgated in-
crease in the base was higher than neces-
sary to cover the cost-of-living increase
in the benefits, or if the Congress wished
to provide a benefit increase that was
higher than that provided under the au-
tomatic provision. Under such a provision
there would be no delegation of func-
tion from the Congress to the executive
branch.

I urge all of you to join me in support-
ing this amendment, an amendment that
will insure effective implementation of
the automatic adjustment provisions in
HR. 17550.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield back
the remainder of my time.

Mr. HARRIS. I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Moss). All remaining time having been
yielded back, the question is on agree-
ing to the athendment of the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS). On this
question, the yeas and nays have been
ordered, a.nd the clerk will call the roll.

The legislat.ive clerk called the roll.
Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the

Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
SON), the Senator from North Dakota
(Mr. BURDICK), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHURCH), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CRANSTON), the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. DODD), the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON), the Sen-
ator from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND),
the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FUL-
BRIGHT), the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. GORE), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from Michi-
gan (Mr. HART), the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS), the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. IN0UyE), the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. MCCARTHY), the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. MCCLEL-
LAN), the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
MCGEE), the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. MONTOYA), the Senator from Maine
(Mr. MUSKIE), the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PASTORE), the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL), the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGT0N), the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS)
and the Senator from Ohio (Mr. YOUNG)
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PASTORE) would vote "nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. COT-
TON), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
FONG), the Senator from New York (Mr.
GOODELL), the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
HATFIELD), the Senator from California
(Mr. MURPHY), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. STEVENS) and the Senator from
Texas (Mr. TOWER) are necessarily ab-
sent.

The Senator from Colorado (Mr. DOM-
INICK) and the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because of
illness.
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The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD-

wATER) is absent on official business.
On this vote, the Senator from New

York (Mr. GOODELL) is paired with the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT). If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from New York would vote "yea"
and the Senator from South Dakota
would vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HATFIELD) is paired with the Sen-
ator from Texas (Mr. TOWER). If present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
would vote "yea" and the Senator from
Texas would vote "nay."

The result was announced—yeas 28,

Anderson
Burdick
Church
Cotton
Cranston
Dodd
Dominick
Eagleton
Eastlanci
Fong
Fuibright

So Mr. HARRIS' amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. PROTJTY obtained the floor.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will

the Senator yield?
Mr. PROUTY. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, how late

will we stay tonight?
Mr. MANSFIELD. Quite late.
Could the leadership have some idea

as to how many amendments are still to
be offered?

Mr. President, it looks to me as though
we have approximately 11 amendments
still to be considered. I understand that
all Senators who are offering amend-
ments are very considerate as to the idea
of a limitation of time. I would suggest
that, in view of the fact that we have
only '1 or 5 days left before we adjourn
sine die, we get as many of these amend-
ments out of the way tonight as possible
and, hopefully, reach a point where we
can consider final passage of the bill. So
I would say that we will be here until 11
or 12 o'clock.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. SCOTT. May I suggest, with re-

spect to time limitation, that we might

even contract the time on some of these
amendments?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I have made some
inquiries, and it appears that the best
way to do it would be to take up each one
individually.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself and the distinguished
junior Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAxEE),
I send to the desk an amendment and
ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PAcxwooD). The amendment will be
stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PAcRw000). Without objection, it is so
ordered; and the amendment will be
printed in the RECORD at this point.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill, insert the following
new title:
'TITLE XX—ASSURED MINIMUM ANNUAL

INCOME BENEFITS FOR THE AGED
ELIGIBILITY FOR BENEFITS

"Ssc. 2001. Every individual who—
"(1) has attained age 65,
"(2) Is a resident of the United States (as

defined in section 2009),
"(3) has an annual Income (as determined

pursuant to section 2004) of less than $2,400
in the case of an Individual who is married
and living with his spouse, or $1,800 in the
case of any other individual,

"(4) has filed application for benefits un-
der this title, shall (subject to the succeeding
provisions of this title) be entitled to as-
sured minimum annual income benefits for
the aged.

"PAYMENT OF BENEFITS
"SEc. 2002. (a) Benefits under this title

shall be paid on a monthly basis, except that.
if the benefit payable to an individual for
any month Is less than $5, such benefit may
be paid on such other basis (but not less
often than semiannually) as the Secretary
shall by regulations provide.

"(b) Benefits under this title shall be pay-
able to any Individual only for months (1)
after the month in which his entitlement
thereto is established pursuant to an appli-
cation therefor filed under section 2001, and
(ii) prior to the month in which such indi-
vidual dies.

"(c) No married individual who is living
with his spouse for any month shall be
entitled to a payment under this title for
such month if the spouse of such Individual
receives such a payment for such month.

"AMOUNT OF BENEFITS
"SEC. 2003. The amount of the monthly

benefit of any Individual under this title
shall be equal to one-twelfth of the amount
by which $2,400 (in the case of a married
Individual living with his spouse), or $1,800
(in the case of any other individual), ex-
ceeds the amount of such individual's an-
nual Income (as determined under section
2004) for such year.

"DETERMINATION OF ANNUAL INCOME

"SEC. 2004. (a) For the purposes of this
title, the term 'annual income' means, in
the case of an individual, the total amount
of Income (other than income derived by
reason of benefit payments under this title)
from all sources received In the calendar year
with respect to which a determination of an-
nual Income of any individual who, during
the calendar year, engaged In any trade or
business, there shall be deducted any ex-

penses incurred in carrying on such trade
or business, and except that, Income derived
from the sale or exchange of property shall
be taken Into account only to the extent
of the gain derived therefrom.

'(b) In determining the amount of annual
income, for purposes of this title, of any
individual who is married and living with
his spouse, the annual Income of such in-
dividual shall be regarded as the sum of
the annual income of such individual and
of the spouse of such individual.

"REPORT OF INCOME TO SECRETARY

"SEc. 2005. (a) Any individual applying
for benefits under this title shall submit
with his application for such benefits and
thereafter reports to the Secretary of his in-
come and of any other matter which is rele-
vant to his entitlement to receive, or the
amount of, any benefit payable under this
title. Such reports shall be filed at such
time, in such form, and shall contain such
information as the Secretary shall by regu-
lations prescribe.

'(h) Benefits otherwise payable to an in-
dividual for any month shall be suspended
until such time as any report required pur-
suant to subsection (a) to be filed prior to
such month shall have been received and
evaluated by the Secretary.
"SUSPErSION OF BENEFITS FOR MONTHS WHEN
INDIVIUAL IS ABSENT FROM THE UNITED STATES

"SEC. 2006. Any benefit otherwise payable
to an individual under this title for any
month shall not be paid if such individual is
physically absent from the United States (as
defined in section 2009) during all of such
month, or if such individual is not, during
all of such month, a resident of the United
States (as so defined).

"OVERPAYMENTS AND UNDERPAYMENTS

"SEC. 2007. Whenever the Secretary finds
that more or less than the correct amount of
payment has been made to any individual
under this title, proper adjustment or recov-
ery shall be made in accordance with regula-
tions of the Secretary patterned so as to con-
form, to the maximum extent feasible, to the
provisions of section 204 (relating to over-
payments and underpayments of benefits
under title II).

"ADMINISTRATION

"SEc. 2008. This title shall be administered
by the Secretary and through (to the extent
feasible) the organization and personnel en-
gaged in the administration of title II.

"DEFINITION OF UNITED STATES

"SEC. 2009. For purposes of this title, the
term 'United States' means the fifty States
and the District of Columbia.

"APPROPRIATION

"SEC. 2010. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated for each fiscal year such
sums as may be necessary to carry out the
provisions of this title.

"SNORT TITLE
"SEC. 2011. This Act may be cited as 'The

Older Americans Income Assurance Act of
1970'.

"TAX SURCHARGE

"SEC. 2012. (a) Section 51 (a) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to impo-
sition of tax surcharge) is amended to read
as follows:

"(a) Imposition of Tax.—
"(1) In general—In addition to the other

taxes imposed by this chapter, there is hereby
imposed on the income of every person a tax
equal to 3 percent of such person's adjusted
tax (as defined In subsection (b)) for the
taxable year.

"(2) Limitation—In case of—
"(A) a husband and wife (or surviving

spouse) who file a joint return under sec-
tion 6013 and whose adjusted tax for the
taxable year Is less than $580,

nays 39, as follows:
]No. 448 Leg.]

YEAS—28
Baker Magnuson Prouty
Bayh Mansfield Proxmire
Brooke Mathias Ribicofi
Case McGovern Schweiker
Harris Mcintyre Scott
Hartke Metcalf Stevenson
Hughes Mondale Williams, N.J.
Jackson Moss Yarborough
Javits Nelson
Kennedy Fell

NAYS—39
Aiken Dole Packwood
Allen Ellender Pearson
Allott Ervin Percy
Bellmon Fannin Randolph
Bennett Griffin Saxbe
Bible Gurney Smith
Boggs Hansen Sparkman
Byrd, Va. Holland Spong
Byrd, W. Va. Hruska Stennis
Cannon Jordan, N.C. Talmadge
Cook Jordan, Idaho Thurmond
Cooper Long Williams, Del.
Curtis Miller Young, N. Dak.

NOT VOTING—33
Goldwater Montoya
Goodell Mundt
Gore Murphy
Gravel Muskie
Hart Pastore
Hatfield Russell
Hollings Stevens
Inouye Symington
McCarthy Tower
McClellan Tydings
McGee Young, Ohio
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"(B) an individual who is a head of a

househo1d to whom sectIon 1(b) applIes
and whose adjusted tax for the taxable year
Is less than $440, and

(C) any other Individual (other than an
estate or trust) whose adjusted tax for the
taxable year is less than $290,
the tax Imposed by paragraph (1) shall not
be greater than an amount equal to twice
the tax which would be imposed by para-
graph (1) If the tax were imposed on the
amount by which the adjusted tax exceeds
$290, $220, or $145. respectively."

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall apply to taxable years ending after
December 31, 1970. For purposes of section
21 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (re-
latIng to effect of changes in rates), the
amendment made by subsection (a) shall be
treated as changing a rate of tax.

(c) Effective with respect to wages paid
after December 31. 1970, the Secretary of the
Treasury or his delegate shall prescribe
tables for purposes of section 3402(a) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relatIng to
requirement of withholding) which—

(1) shall be in lieu of the tables contained
In paragraphs (3), (4), and (5) of such sec-
tion, and

(2) shall correspond In form to the tables
contained In such paragraph but shall reflect
the tax Imposed by section 51 (as amended
by subsection (a)).

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
would like to propound a unanimous-
consent request, that there be a 20-min-
ute time limitation on the pending
amendment to be equally divided between
the author of the amendment and the
manager of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none.
and it is so ordered.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, on June
18, 1968, I introduced S. 3654, a bill re-
ferred to the Senate Finance Commit-
tee, an early version of the Older Ameri-
cans Income Assurance Act.

On March 6, 1970, I reintroduced the
bill, S. 3554.

Briefly, the measure simply assures a
minimum income to individuals age 65
or over of $150 per month—$200 for aged
couples. Payment would be administerl
as part of the social security system and
financed out of general revenues.

Mr. President, a 3-percent income tax
surcharge is provided to raise the addi-
tional necessary revenue.

Under this proposal, more than $650
million would be gained in revenue for
the States. So, in effect, this Is a revenue-
sharing plan as well as a guaranteed
Income plan for our elder citizens.

Mr. President, I think it is significant
that nearly every one of our 50 States
Is facing a serious financial crisis. Pres-
ident Nixon sent us a revenue sharing
proposal over a year ago. That proposal
is among the unfinished business of this
Congress. It is interesting to note that
adoption of my Older Americans Income
Assurance Act would entail a revenue
gain for each State so as to help meet
the financial crisis affecting all States.

Mr. President, between 6 '/2 and 7 mil-
lion people age 65 or over would receive
payments under this proposal. Upon en-
actment an immediate result would be
that over 20 percent of those now living in
poverty would be moved out of poverty
as a result of payments bringing their
Income up to a nonpoverty level.

In addition, over 2.1 million older
Americans receiving old-age assistance
under welfare would in effect be taken
off the welfare rolls and receive greater
benefits under this proposal. For those
2.1 million senior citizens, the average in-
dividual cash gain would be $76.32 per
month.

Mr. President, let me point out that an
explanation of this amendment with
various charts and tables has been dis-
tributed and is on the desks of all Sen-
ators at the present time.

I ask unanimous consent to have them
printed in the RECORD following my re-
marks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. PROUTY. The Older Americans

Income Assurance Act will cost approxi-
mately $4 '/, billion a year. It is estimated
that the 3 percent income tax surcharge
will cover the cost of the amendment.

Mr. President, this proposal is a fair
application of an income maintenance
system administered by the Federal
Government.

Both earned and unearned cash in-
come received by an individual would be
subtracted from $150 per month, or
$1,800 per year, and the difference would
be paid under the Older Americans In-
come Assurance Act.

Let me cite some examples:
An unmarried individual age 65 or over

receives a minimum social security bene-
fit of $64 a month. He also receives $16
a month interest on his savings in the
bank. His total income is $80 a month.

Under the Older Americans Income
Assurance Act he would also receive $70
a month to bring his income up to $150
a month or $1,800 a year.

Mr. President, let us examine the case
of an aged couple who have a combined
income of $100 a month from a private
pension. That is their only income but
they own their own house.

Under the Older Americans Income
Assurance Act, since the couple's home
would not count as income because it is
a nonincome producing asset, they would
be entitled to $100 a month in order to
bring their annual income up to $2,400
a year.

Carrying that example one step fur-
ther, suppose the couple sell their house
in 1972 for $10,000. In such a situation
they would be ineligible for benefits in
1972, but they could receive benefits In
1973 assuming that their income was less
than $2,400 that year.

In other words, the effect of my pro-
posal would be to guarantee every older
American a reasonable level of cash In-
come.

I think this is extremely Important,
Mr. President, because for older Ameri-
cans the solution to poverty is not job
training or more education. The solution
Is simply cash Income.

To date we have not solved the prob-
lems of poverty for older Americans.

On December 16, the U.s. Department
of Commerce released a report based on
the recent census concerning consumer
Income. Among other things that report
showed that In the past decade we have
reduced the number living in poverty

by nearly 15.2 million. However, Mr.
President the reduotlon in the number of
those living In poverty came entirely
from those under age 65.

For those over age 65 the number living
In poverty has actually increased. Over
55 percent of the single individuals
trapped by poverty are over age 65. In
total between 6 '/2 and 7 million people
age 65 or over have cash incomes below
the poverty threshold.

The Depcrtment of Commerce used a
poverty threshold which took into ac-
count increased cost of living. For single
individual age 65 or over the threshold
income was $1,749. For an aged couple
the threshold income was $2,194.

Under my Older Americans Income
Assurance Act single individuals age 65
or over would have their cash income
brought up to $1,800 a year thereby re-
moving all of them from the abject pov-
erty category and aged couples would
also be removed from poverty by bring-
ing their income up to $2,400 a year.

On September 22, I testified before the
Finance Committee urging adoption of
a number of amendments. I am pleased
to note that the committee saw fit to
adopt my amendment calling for a $100
minimum monthly payment and a 10-
percent benefit increase.

I regret that the committee did not
grant the same 10-percent benefit in-
crease to beneficiaries receiving the so-
called Prouty payment. As you know, Mr.
President, there are approximately 640,-
000 individuals, now age 75 or older, re-
ceiving special benefits as a result of my
amendment to the Tax Adjustment Act
of 1966. That amendment provided a
special payment of $35 per month for in-
dividuals not otherwise eligible for social
security and who were age 72 by 1968.
More than 1.5 million individuals have
received that benefit which under pres-
ent law Is $46 per month. The other body
gave the Prouty beneficiaries the same
5-percent benefit increase given regular
social sercurity recipients. Unfortunately
the Finance Committee retained that 5-
percent increase even though other social
security recipients were given a 10-per-
cent increase.

Since I do not want to now delay pass-
age of this bill I shall make equal treat-
ment for Prouty payment beneficiaries
my first task in the 92d Congress.

Finally, I am pleased to see that this
bill liberalized the earnings limitation
on the so-called retirement test. I had
hoped that the Finance Committee would
have gone along with my amendment
No. 698 In fixing the earned limitation
at $2,400. However, the committee's ac-
tion Increased this to $2,000 which is a
step forward. I know that several col-
leagues have introduced amendments
Identical to my amendment No. 698. I
want to assure those Senators that I
will give my full support to any amend-
ment increasing the earnings limitation
to $2,400 a year. After all this body has
twice before passed amendments going
to that figure.

Finally, I want to congratulate the
committee on Increasing widow's benefits
from 821/2 to 100 percent of the husband's
benefits. This Is a reform I have been
proposing for nearly 10 years. Its adop-
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tion by both the House and the Senate
is long overdue.
EXPLANATION 00' Paou-ry AMENDMENT To As-

SURE A MINIMUM CAsH INCOME FOR OLDEn
AMERICANS

BACKGROUND

On June 18, 1968, Senator Prouty in-
troduced S. 3654. a bill referred to the Sen-
ate Finance Committee, an eariy version of
the Older Americans Income Assurance Act.

On March 6, 1970, Prouty re-introduced
his measure (S. 3554).

PRO VISIONS

The measure simply assufes a minimum
income to individuals age sixty-five or over
of $150 per month ($200 for aged couples).
Payments would be administered as part of
the Social Security System and financed out
of general revenues. A 3 percent income tax
surcharge is included to raise the necessary
additional revenue.

ADVANTAGES

More than $650 million would be gained
revenue for the state. (See charts E and F).

Between 6'/2 and 7 million people age
sixty-five or over would receive payments
under the Prouty proposal.

Over 20% of those now living in poverty
would be moved out of poverty as a result
of payments under the Prouty Proposal.

Over 2.1 million older American receiving
old age assistance under welfare would in
effect be taken off the welfare rolls and re-
ceive the greater benefits under the Prouty
Proposal.

Nationwide, the average Individual cash
gain for those now on welfare would be
$76.32 per month. (See chart C).

MOW rr WORKS
Both earned and unearned cash Income

received by an individual would be sub-
tracted from $150 per month, or $1,800 per
year. and the difference would be paid under
the Older Americans Income Assurance Act.

EXAMPLES

1. Mary Jones who is unmarried receives
a minimum Social Security benefit of 864 a
month. She also receives Interest on her sav-
ings in the bank, $16 a month. Her total
income is $80 a month.

Under the Prouty Proposal she would also
receive $70 a month to bring her income up
to $150 a month or $1,800 a year.

2. John Smith and his wife, Mary, have
a combined income of $100 a month from a
private pension. That is their only income
but they own their own house.

Under the Prouty Proposal Mr. and Mrs.
Smith's home would not count as income
sisce it is a non-income producing a8set,
however, they would be entitled to $100 a
month under the Prouty Proposal in order
to bring their annual Income up to $2,400
a year.

3. If Mr. and Mrs. Smith sell their house
in 1972 for $10,000 they would be ineligible
for benefits that year but the next year they
could receive benefits assuming that their
income was less than $2,400 a year.

CHART A.—Older Americans Income
Assurance Act

[Number of Individuals receiving old-age
assistance under welfare by year I

CHART B—Older Americans Income
Assurance Act

(Total amount spent for old-age assistance
under welfare by year I

CHART C—Older Americans Income Assur-
ance Act

I Average monthly payment for old-age assist-
ance tinder welfare by year]

CHART D.—Older Americans Income Assur-
ance Act

(1) Federal, State, and local shares for
payments under old-age assistance, calendar
year 1969:

Federal share (65.6 per-
Cent)

State share (29.9 percent) -
Local share (4.5 percent)

$1, 213, 490,000
553, 536, 000
83, 254,000

Total (100 percent)__ 1,850.280,000

(2) Federal, State, and local shares for
payments under old-age assistance (exclud-
ing Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Is-
lands) ,calendar year 1969:

Federal Share (65.6 per-
Cent) $1,209,832,000

State share (29.9 percent) - 551, 788.000
Local share (4.5 percent) - 83, 254,000

Total (100 percent)__ 1,844,784,000

(3) Federal, and State/local (combined)
shares for payments under old-age assistance
(excluding Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Vir-
gin Islands), calendar year 1969:

Federal share (65.6 per-
cent) $1,209,832,000

State and local share
(34.4 percent) 634,952,000

TOtal (100 percent).... 1,844,784,000

CHART E,—Oldei' Americans Income Assur-
ance Act

Between by Stats between Federal and State shares 01 payments

under old age assistance, calendar year 19691

State Federal share State share

Alabama $106, 595, 000 I $25, 417, 000
Alaska 2, 363. 000 1,329,000
Arizona ID, 659, 000 2,386,000
Arkansas 52, 342, 000 9,687. 000
Calilornia 395, 538, 000 1198. 230, 000
Colorado 31, 679,000 10.827,000
Connecticut 8. 638,000 4,402. 000
Delaware 1,528,000 477.000
District xl Columbia 2,291,000 900,000
florida 62. 549,000 16, 944,000
Georgia 55, 443,000 17,698. 000
Hawaii 2, 229, 000 1, l38, 000
Idaho 2,606,000 823,000

State Federal share State share

Illinois
Indiana
lows
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

$31, 125,010
27, 655, 000
30, 453,000
13, 248.000
41, 244.000
99,963,000

7, 358,000

$8, 866,000
114,749,000

12, 980,000
15,610.000
7,406,000

24, 975, 000
1, 258,000

Marytand
Massachusetts

6, 878, 000
53, 001,000

'1, 821. 000
'27,219,000

Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri -

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jeroey
New Meoico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota

31,917.000
18, 218, 000
40, 017, 000
81, 084, 000
2,817,009
5,460,000
2,462,000
5,694, 000

16, 516, 000
6,151,000

101, 688, 000
35, 589, 001
3,765,000

13,198,000
17,716,000
7,245,000

25, 490, 000
'804,000
1,208,000

829,000
I 2, 297, 000
'6,006,000

861, 000
'50,597,000
19,086,000
11,121,000

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Peonsylvan a.
Rhode Island
Sooth Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah .
Vermont
Virgi'ria
Wahington::
West Virginia
WisCossifl
Wyomng.

40, 990, 000
63, 693, 000
5,432,000

46,747,000
2,237,000

10,621,000
3,348,000

42, 052, 000
167,050,000

2,291,000
3,730,080

12, 287, 000
18,275,000
9,768,000

19, 181, 000
1,567.000

I 9, 086, 000
13, 092, 000
'1,942.000
21, 18', 000

205, 000
2,068,000

974, 000
9, 350, 000

40,573,000
557,000

1,234,000
'4, 573 000
6,283,000
2,472,000

'8, 559. 000
'503,000

1 indicates that ''State share'' includes soree local government
undo.

CBAIST F.—Older Americans Income
Assurance Act

[Direct revenue savings accruing to States
under Older Americans Income Assur-
ance Acti

[State and revenue gain per State']
Alabama $25,417,000
Alaska 1,329,000
Arizona 2, 388, 000
Arkansas 9,637. 000
California 198. 230, 000
Colorado 10. 827,000
Connecticut 4, 402. 000
Delaware 477, 000
District of Columbta 900. 000
Florida 16, 944,000
Georgia 7. 698, 000
Hawaii 1, 138, 000
Idaho 823. 000
Illinois 8. 866, 000
Indiana 14. 749, 000
Iowa 12, 980. 000
Kansas 5,610.000
Kentucky 7,466,000
Iouisiana 24, 975, 000
Maine 1,258,000
Maryland 1,821,000
Massachusetts 27, 219, 000
Michigan 13, 198, 000
Minnesota 7,716,000
Mississippi 7, 245, 000
Missouri 25, 490, 000
Montana 804, 000
Nebraska 1,208,000
Nevada 829, 000
New Hampshire 2,297,000
New Jersey 8, 066,000
New Mexico 861, 000
New York 50,597. 000
North Carolina 9, 086.000
North Dakota 1,121.000
Ohio 9, 086, 000
Oklahoma 13, 092, 000
Oregon 1,942,000
Pennsylvania 21, 182, 000

'Under Prouty proposal, states would no
longer have to pay for old age assistance un-
der welfare. Figures represent 1969 state pay-
ments for Old Age Assistance.

Year:
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970

Amount
$1, 568. 985, 000

2,566. 121, 000
1,610,310,000
1,606,429,000
1,594, 183, 000
1,633,675.000
1,679, 199, 000
1,699,984,000
1,694, 175, 000
1,817, 642, 000

Year:
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970

Average
monthly
payment

$59.60
61.55
62. 80
63.65
63. 10
68.05
67. 50
68.95
69.65
73.68

Year:
196!
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970

Number
2,229,000
2, 183,000
2, 152, 000
2, 120. 000
2,087,000
2,073. 000
2,073,000
2,055.000
2, 027,000
2,047, 635
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Total 634,952,000

Minimum
monthly

cash Present
income

assured
average

OAA
Individual
cash gain

under monthly under

State
Prouty

proposal
cash

payments
Prooty

proposal

Alabama
Alaska

$150
150

$66.10
96.45

$83.90
53.55

Arizona
Arkansas
Calitoroia

150
150
150

72.20
59.35

109. 85

77.80
9.65
4. 15

Colorado 150 76.40 73.60
Connecticut 150 90.30 59.70
Delaware 150 73.80 76.20
District ot Columbia,.... 150 89.35 60.65
Florida 150 51. 85 98. 15
Georgia
Hawaii

150
150

52.70
89. 75

97.30
60. 25

Idaho 150 63. 30 86. 70
Illinois 150 73.65 76. 35
Indiana 150 55. 15 94.85
Iowa 150 112.70 37.30
Kansas 150 78.35 71.65
Kentucky
Louisiana

150
150

54.50
67.40

95.50
82.60

Maine 150 61. 25 88. 75
Maryland
Massachusetts

150
150

58.60
99.20

91.40
50.80

Michigan
M!nnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

150
150
150
150

75.70
72.65
50.40
75.95

74.30
77.35
99.60
74.05

Montana 150 58. 20 91. 80
Nebraska 150 59.20 90.80
Nevada
New Hampshire
NewJeroey
New Mexico

150
150
150
150

64. 50
122. 90
75.20
57. 95

85. 50
27. 10
74.80
92. 05

New York 150 102.00 48.00
NorthCarotina 150 64.85 84.15
North Dakota 150 64.80 85.20
Ohio 150 60.70 89.30
Oklahoma 150 69.60 80. 40
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina

150
150
150
150

63.55
101.75
54.25
48. 70

86.45
48.25
95.75

101. 30
South Dakota 150 59.55 90.45
Tennessee 150 50.40 99.60
Texas 150 62.65 87.35
Utah 150 52. 95 97. 05
Vermont 150 72. 90 77. 10
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin

150
150
150
150

61.90
66. 65
70. 55
9. 20

88.10
83. 35
79. 45
50. 80

Wyoming
Nationwide

150
150

60.95
73.68

89.05
76. 32

Mr. President, I am happy, now, to
yield to my distinguished colleague from
Ohio (Mr. SAXBE).

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, the sharp
cutting edge of inflation has hit the sen-
ior citizens of this country who are
presumed to be living in their golden
age. They bought protection through so-
cial security at the time they were mem-
bers in the 1930's. The small amount
they paid into social security from their
pay checks was a large amount in those
days. The payrolls of that time averaged
from $15 to $75 a week. Today these
people who are collecting social security,
If they have no other means of support,
are public charges.

This amendment attempts to live up
to the promise we made to these people
when social security became a part of
our law in 1935. What the amendment
would do would be to say to them that
there is a minimum wage for older peo-
ple over 65 and that they will receive
$2,400 as a couple, or $1,800 as an
individual.

This is a floor. If they receive money
from pension funds or from other re-
tirement programs, of course it will be
stricken, because this is the floor. It will
help substantially the States that are
now in dire financial circumstances.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
of the Senator from Vermont has ex-
pired.

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, how much
time was there?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
was 10 minutes. The Senator from
Louisiana has control of the time.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield us 5 minutes?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, the total
amount involved is such that it would aid
the States that are now in dire financial
circumstances. It is for that reason that
I joined in this amendment rather than
offer the one that I have at the desk
which I do not intend to call up, which
would provide $155 a month to these
people.

I feel that we have an obligation to
see that those people who paid their
social security get the insurance which
they thought they were getting at the
time social security became a law and
before inflation took a great deal of it
out from under them.

I admit that this is an advanced pro-
gram, and one that I wish had more
time for consideration.

I believe that it is an attempt to live
up to our promises to these people and is
a genuine attempt to relieve the States
of the great financial burdens they find
themselves under which, under the orig-
inal concept of social security, was never
contemplated.

I believe that by adjusting this pro-
gram to the other benefits which they
have coming in, we will in the long run
help to pay off out' obligations and at
the same time not send that money into
those hands where it is not needed.

A $2,400 payment per couple today is
a bare minimum for existence. I have
been in the homes of those people who
are trying to live on this money. Those
people thought at one time that they
were secure with a small amount of
savings and perhaps a home that was
paid for, feeling that social security
would take care of them.

They now find it slipping away day
by day, month by month, and year by
year until they reach the point where
they are a public charge.

I think they are entitled to something
better. Therefore I feel that this program
as contained in this amendment Is an
obligation that we should try to live up
to.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PAcKwooD). The Senate will be in order.
Let there be order in the Chamber, so
that the Senator from Ohio may be
heard.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I invite
the attention of the chairman of the
Finance Committee, Mr. LONG, I realize
that at this late hour, even if the Senate
were to approve my amendment, the
House conferees would be very reluc-
tant to consider a program of this mag-
nitude. I have discussed this matter with
my distinguished colleague, the Senator
from Ohio and we feel that under the
present circumstances we perhaps should
withdraw the amendment. However, be-
fore we do so, we would like to have the
assurances of the distinguished chair-
man of the Finance Committee that next
year when this bill is reintroduced, it
will be given very serious consideration
by the distinguished chairman and other
members of the Finance Committee.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 2 minutes.

Mr. President, the Senator has long
had a great interest in older Americans.
I very much appreciate his interest in
this matter.

I think his statement is correct, and
that at this late hour in this Congress,
there would be no hope of persuading the
House to agree. I think that the commit-
tee would certainly like to consider the
cost as well as some of the other features
of the measure to see the extent to which
we could agree to it. I do not think that
we could agree to all of it. However, if
the Senator would like to have hearings
on the matter next year, I would be glad
to accommodate him.

Mr. PRQTJTY. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the Senator's willingness to give
attention to the matter.

I might point out to the Senator that
under this proposal the State of Loui-
siana would in effect receive $24,975,000
because it would not have to expend that
amount under the old age assistance
program. This is a revenue-sharing
measure as well as a provision to guar-
antee income for older Americans.

I think our proposal merits careful
and serious consideration. I will be glad
to appear before the Finance Committee
next year and hopefully persuade my
colleagues on that committee to report
the Older Americans Income Assurance
Act.

Mr. President, with the agreement of
the distinguished Senator from Ohio,
I withdraw the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

AMENDMEN.rNO 1150

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 1150.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to state the amendment.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, It Is so ordered.

Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

$205, 000
2, 068, 000

974, 000
9, 350, 000

40,573,000
552, 000

1, 234, 000
4, 573, 000
6, 283, 000
2, 472, 000
8, 559, 000

503, 000

CHART G—OLDER AMERICANS INCOME ASSURANCE ACT

Comparison between Prooty monthly minimum payment and
present average State monthly payments trons old age assist-
ance under weltarel
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The amendment reads as follows:
On page 46, line 10, strike out "8166.66%"

and insert in lieu thereof '$200".
On page 46, line 14, strike out "8166.66%"

and Insert In lieu thereof "$200".
On page 46, line 21, strIke out "8166.662/3"

and Insert in lieu thereof "200".
On page 121, line 21, strIke out "166.66%"

and insert In lieu thereof "200".
NANIMOU5-CoN5ENT AGREEMENT

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, would
the Senator from fllinois be willing to
have a time limitation on the amend-
inent?

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I would be
very happy to have 10 minutes to the
side.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a time
limitation of not to exceed 20 minutes,
the time to be equally divided between
the Senator from Illinois and the dis-
tinguished Senator from Utah.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on my amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I should

first like to commend the Finance Com-
mittee and its able chairman as well as
the distinguished ranking minority
member for taking a good hard look at
the problem involved in people working
while they are drawing social security
and having a disincentive to continue to
work because of an aibitrary limitation
that has been placed on them.

I commend the committee on increas-
ing the limitation. However, I think we
must be realistic and say that the limita-
tion is still much too low.

The amendment I have proposed
would Increase the current annual earn-
ings limitation from $2,000, which is pro-
vided for in the committee bill, to $2,400
and would do so immediately. The provi-
sion I had in my original amendment
that I discussed with the committee and
which I testified about would have In-
creased it substantially and would at the
same time have phased It out over a pe-
riod of 7 years.

I recognize that the cost involved in
phasing out the earnings limitation
might be exorbitant, though I think that
we should do it sometime. I will continue
to work toward this.

I hope that the committee will do like-
wise.

The amendment I originally offered
was partially accepted by the House of
Representatives and by the Senate Fi-
nance Committee. By raising the earn-
ings limitation to $2,000, with a $1 for
$2 reduction In earnings above $2,000,
and by eliminating the former $1 for $1
reduction in earnings once a person be-
gan making $2,880. the House and Sen-
ate committees moved in the right di-
rection. I commend them for this. I feel
we èan and should go further, however,
by raising the limitation to $2,400.

Since the social security program was
originally devised to provide a floor of
protection against the loss of earnings
caused by a worker's retirement, death,
or disability, the so-called retirement
test was established to assure that a
worker had, In fact, retired. Since social

security was also never intended to pro-
vide much more than a modest standard
of living, an individual was expected to
supplement social security with individ-
ual savings or a private pension plan. A
person is allowed to keep full social se-
curity benefits no matter how much he
gets in dividends and interest from in-
vestments or savings; but he cannot keep
all of his earnings once he makes more
than $1,68C.

All this is well and good, except that
even If a person does as he should and
invests in a private pension plan or in
savings, this does not assure him an in-
come. There Is a certain amount of truth
in a remark made by Thomas R. Dona-
hue, an Assistant Secretary of Labor
during the Johnson administration, who
told the Senate Labor Committee:

In all too many cases the pension prom-
ised shrinks to this: "If you remain In good
health and stay with the same comoany liii-
til you are 65 years old, and If the company
Is still In business, and if your department
has not been abolished, and if you haven't
been laid off for too long a period, and if
there's enough money in the fund, and that
money has been prudently managed, you will
get a pension."

One private study of pension plan re-
vealed that less than 10 percent of 60,000
low-paid workers would ever receive a
pension benefit.

What does a person do if all his sav-
ings have been eaten away by inflation
and his pension plan has collapsed or
otherwise failed to provide his needs?
All he can do Is try to supplement his
income by working, yet under present
law, he is penalized for doing so.

I now propose In this amendment to
increase the earnings limitation immedi-
ately to $2,400. While I would like to see
a total elimination of the retirement test,
I think we must be realistic in recogniz-
ing that this would be extremely costly
if done now. It is my understanding that
an immediate elimination of the "test"
would cost between $2.25 and $2.50 bil-
lion in the first year, which we all recog-
nize we could not absorb.

The Idea of removing the earnings
limitation completely—which i feel has
considerable rnerit—shoiijd be studied
further by the Committee on Finance in
1971.

The cost of my amendment above the
committee bill would be $280 million In
the first year, and the "level-cost" would
be .08 percent of the taxable payroll.

But because my amendment might
also preclude the necessity for some
aged persons to go on welfare, its addi-
tional cost over the committee bill would
be offset to a certain extent.

A full one-third of all social security
recipients live at or near the poverty
level. By raising the earnings limitation
to $2,400 instead of $2,000, I think we
could prevent some of these people from
having to go on welfare, and allow them
to maintain their sense of dignity and
independence—so important to all of us.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PERCY. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to

support the Senator's amendment. The
Senator has had enormous experience in
industrial management. We have been

aspiring to do this for a long time. The
entire movement to longevity, we under-
stand in geriatrics, is to keep people
working. This is the greatest Induce-
ment in the world.

As the Senator has stated, the cost of
his amendment would be $280 million in
the first year, but the people involved
will be encouraged to work which may
well cancel out what it will cost strictly
on an actuarial basis in social security
benefits.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I thank
my distinguished colleague. Not only will
the Government get some of this money
back in taxes, but the Federal Govern-
ment and State and local governments
will benefit by not having some of these
people go on welfare, and it is much
more dignified to receive increases in
social security and to receive adjusted
earnings, rather than have the humiliat-
ing experience of accepting welfare
which, many times, is beyond the control
of the recipient who thought he would
have adequate income to meet his needs.
I do not think this is a costly amend-
mew. I think it is a humanitarian
amendment.

I commend the committee for moving
in this direction. I ask that we move a
little further by raising the earnings
limitation to $2,400. If a person received
the maximum social security and earned
the minimum amount, he would still be
at the poverty level.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PERCY. I yield.
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I com-

mend the Senator from flhinois. This is
a step forward that needs to be taken. I
have an amendment at the desk which
would provide for a complete elimination
of the earnings limitation. Even though
we did increase the amount to $2,000, we
did accept an amendment which I put
before the committee to eliminate the
provision for keeping 50 cents of each
dollar, which is currently limited to
$2700.

I commend the Senator from Illinois
and I' hope the Senate agrees to the
amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me briefly?

Mr. PERCY. I yield.
PRTYILEGZ OP THE FLOOR

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that John Scales, of
the staff of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, who is familiar with
child care matters, be permitted in the
Chamber.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER, All time
of the Senator from Illinois has expired.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, this pro-
posal and a number of other meritorious
proposals were considered by the com-
mittee. It was felt that rather than have
a number of modifications of the law,
eh of which would cost a substantial
amount, but not as much as the meas-
ure voted in committee, it would be best
to vote for an across-the-board 10-per-
cent increase, something that could
benefit every social security beneficiary.
In addition, we voted for the minimum
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increase that the Senate voted earlier
this year.

These are matters that I would like to
vote for as I did for a number of other
popular suggestions. The only problem
is they all cost a lot of money and we
must choose which ones would be the
best way to benefit the most people in-
volved. All factors considered, it is the
judgment of the committee that the 10-
percent across-the-board increase and
the $100 minimum would be more mean-
ingful to more people than the increase
in earnings base that would be permis-
sible without any reduction iii social se-
curity benefits.

I regret I cannot support the proposal.
The committee went about as far as we
could in this area. The committee raised
the limitation to $2,000 and eliminated
the $1,200 limit on the $1 for $2 reduc-
tion, so that the person loses $1 for every
$2 he earns until he phases out his beiie-
fit. But he would never get to the point
where he loses $1 for $1 earnings.
Furthermore, the bill provides for an
automatic increase in the $2,000 exemp-
tion. The committee did consider this
general problem to meet the need of these
people.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.

President, I recognize there is much
merit to the amendment of the Senator
from Illinois. However, the committee
was faced with the problem of how far
we should go in liberalizing the social
security benefits. The bill now pending
before the Senate already increased the
benefits for social security by around
$3.25 billion more than the House bill
provided. The bill did that by raising the
benefits from 5 to 10 percent and, as the
Senator from Louisiana pointed out, by
putting in the amendment providing for
a $100 minimum and raising the earn-
ings limitation to $2,000.

There is a limitation as to how far we
can go without additional financing. For
that reason I hope the committee posi-
tion will be sustained and that the
amendment will be rejected. Perhaps it
can be considered at a later time when
we have more money. Right now we
would have to have a substantial increase
in the tax rate over and above what the
bill flow provides.

Mr. LONG. I yield back the remainder
of my time.

Mr. PERCY. I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, the question
is on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. PERCY). 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. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
SoN), the Senator from North Dakota
Mr. BURDICK), the Senator from Idaho

(Mr. CHURCH), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CRANSTON), the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. DODD), the Sena-
tor from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON), the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. EAST-
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LAND), the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
FULBRIGHT), the Senator from Tennes-
see (Mr. GORE), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from Michi-
gan (Mr. HART), the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS), the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. IN0UYE), the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. MCCARTHY), the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. MCCLEL-
LAN), the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
MCGEE), the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. MCGOVERN), the Senator from
New Hampshire (Mr. MCINTYRE), the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. MON-
TOYA), the Senator from Maine (Mr.
MUSKIE), the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PASTORE), the Senator from Geor-
gia (Mr. RUSSELL), the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON), the Senator
from Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS), the Sen-
ator from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH), and
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. YOUNG) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from California (Mr.
CRANSTON), the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. PASTORE), the Senator from
New Hampshire (Mr. MCINTYRE), and
the Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
BuRDIcK) would each vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. COT-
TON), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
FONG), the Senator from New York (Mr.
GOODELL), the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
HATFIELD), the Senator from California
(Mr. MURPHY), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. STEVENS), and the Senator from
Texas (Mr. TOWER) are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from Colorado (Mr.
DOMINICK) and the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because
of illness.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD-
WATER) lS absent on official business.

The Senator from Utah (Mr. BEN-
NETT), the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
SAXBE), and the Senator from North
Dakota (Mr. YoUNG) are necessarily
absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. FONG), the Senator
from New York (Mr. GOODELL), the Sen-
ator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT), and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) would each vote "yea."

The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 9, as follows:

IN0. 449 Leg.l
YEAS—52
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So Mr. PERCY'S amendment (No. 1150)
was agreed to.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York.
AMENDMENT NO. 1151

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 1151, and I would be
willing to have a 5-minute limitation on
the side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from New York yield for that
purpose?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

have discussed this matter with the
chairman of the committee and the rank-
ing minority member, as well as the
author of the amendment. He has two
amendments on which I understand a
10-minute limitation on each will be
perfectly acceptable, and I ask unani-
mous consent that that be agreed to
under the usual conditions.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I having
been recognized, will the Senator agree
that I may follow Senator PERCY?

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is perfectly all
right with me.

Mr. JAVITS. I am perfectly happy to
yield to him now, but I wish to follow
him.

Mr. CANNON. Well, now, Mr. Presi-
dent—

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from
New York was recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 499, between lines 17 and 18, in-
sert the following:
DISREGARDING OF FINANCIAL RESPONSIBU.ITY OF

OTHER PERSONS IN DETERMINING ELIGIBILITY
OF BLIND INDIVIDUALS FOR AID OR MEDICAL
ASSISTANCE

SEC. 571. (a) Section 1002(a) (8) of the
Social Security Act is amended—

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

(2) by Inserting immediately before the
semicolon at the end thereof the following:
", and (D) shall not take Into account the
financial responsibility of any other natural
person for such Individual unless such in-
dividual Is such person's spouse or such
person's child who is under age 21."

(b) Section 1602(a) (14 (A) of such Act Is
amended—

(1) by striking out "and" at the end of
clause (i); and

(2) by inserting after clause (ii) the fol-
lowing: "and (lii) shall not take into GO-
count the financial responsibility of any
other natural person for such individual un-
less such individual Is such person's spouse
or such person's child who Is under age 21,".

Iong (c) Section 1902(a) (17) (D) of such Act is
Miller amended by striking out "or is blind or
Williams, DeL permanently and totally disabled".

Anderson
Bennett
Burdick
Church
Cotton
Cranston
Dodd
Dominick
Eagle ton
Eastland
Fong
Fulbright
Goldwater

NOT VOTING—39
Goodell Mundt
Gore Murphy
Gravel Musllie
Hart Pastore
Hatfield Russell
Hollings Saxbe
Inouye Stevens
Mccarthy Symington
McClellan Tower
McGee Tydings
McGovern Yarborough
McIntyre Young, N. Dak.
Montoya Young, Ohio

Aiken
Allen
Baker
Bayh
Bible
Boggs
Brooke
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Vs.
Cannon
Case
Cook
Cooper
Dole
Ellender
Ervin
Griffin
Gurney

Allott
BellmOn
Curtis

Pell
Percy
Prouty
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoif
Schweiker
Scott
Smith
Sparkman
Spong
Stermis
Stevenson
Talmadge
Thurmond
Wiilizins, N.J.

Harris
Hartke
Hruska
Hughes
Jackson
Jazits
Jordan, NC.
Jordan, Idaho
Kennedy
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
Metcalf
Mondale
Moss
Nelson
Packwood
Pearson

NAYS—9
Fannin
Hansen
Holland
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(dl The amendments made by the preced-
ing subsections of this section shall take
effect on January 1, 1971.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to a time limitation of 5 min-
utes for each side?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object—

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
withdraw the request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
quest is withdrawn.

Mr. JAVITS. No, Mr. President, I wish
to accommodate—

Mr. MANSFIELD. That Is all right,
but we have to get on, and I do not want
to argue, so I withdraw the request.

Mr. JAVITS. May I suggest to the
leader that I yield to the Senator from
Illinois without losing my right to the
floor, which I will be glad to do.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may yield to the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. PERCY) without losing my
right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Senator from New York
asks that he be recognized after the
amendment of the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, does this cover both
amendments?

Mr. JAVITS. Yes; that is satisfactory.
Mr. PERCY. Five minutes a side on

each amendment?
Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I object.

I ask for the regular order.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection

is heard.
The Senate will be in order. The

pending business is the amendment of
the Senator from flhinois. The Senator
from New York yielded to the Senator
from Illinois to offer his amendment and
that amendment has been read. There
was objection to the unanimous consent
request. The Senator from flhinois may
withdraw his amendment, but it is the
pending business.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from flhinois yield to me for a
question?

Mr. PERCY. I am happy to yield.
Mr. LONG. I would like to ask if the

Senator is offering his amendment that
has to do with relative responsibility for
blind persons, because if it does, we are
willing to accept the amendment.

Mr. PERCY. Yes, that Is the first
amendment, and I am gratified at the in-
dication that the committee chairman Is
accepting it.

RELATIVE RESPONSIBILITY

Mr. President, I would like to call up
my amendment No. 1151 to HR. 17550
which removes discriminatory provisions
of the Social Security Act applying to
blind and permanently and totally dis-
abled persons.

At present, title XIX of the Social Se-
curity Act—medicaid—in determining
eligibility for the extent of medical as-
sistance to be available to individuals,
states that "the financial responsibility
of any individual for any applicant or re-
cipient of assistance under the act should
not be considered unless such applicant
or recipient is such individual's spouse or
such individual's child who is under age
21; or is blind or permanently disabled.
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Titles X and XVI—grants to Slates for
Aid to the Blind; and Grants to States
for Aid to the Aged, Blind or Disabled,
respectively—also have the effect of al-
lowing States the latitude to set up "rela-
live responsibility" regulations. In other
words, blind or permanently and totally
disabled persons over age 21 must, in
many cases, undergo the humiliating,
degrading experience of proving to the
State that their parents lack the finan-
cial means, or the willingness, to meet
their medical—or other—needs.

Nondisabled, needy adults are not sub-
jected to this humiliating experience.
Only the blind and otherwise disabled—
of whom there are about 82,000 and 600,-
000, respectively, in the United States—
are singled out and expected to bankrupt
their parents.

In most cases, when the parents or
relatives of adult blind or disabled chil-
dren are able to offer assistance, they
do so willingly. When the parents are
not in a position to offer assistance, what
is the point of allowing States to say to
a blind or disabled individual: "Your
parents are responsible for your needs,
but since they will not provide them, we
will not either." This makes no sense at
all in my opinion.

When one considers the hardships
caused by blindness, and other dis-
abilities, and the courage and self-con-
fidence necessary to overcome handicaps
so as to function in a dynamic society,
it seems even more unfortunate that we
ask these people to face a humiliating,
painful, and unnecessary experience be-
fore qualifying for assistance they might
need. The sense of independence and
self-respect that a blind adult can ac-
quire by knowing he is no longer a bur-
den to his family may make a significant
impact on his level of aspiration and
ability to move forward into real in-
dependence.

The ability to perform successfully and
to be a contributing member of society is
a necessary foundation for the self-re-
spect of a young blind or disabled adult.
As he becomes no longer a burden to his
family, the improved attitudes and the
more wholesome relationship between
him and his parents can be expected to
result in increased support and encour-
agement from them. We thus will have
provided the conditions under which a
seriously handicapped person can aspire
to freedom and achievement and can
move forward into real independence.

I, therefore, urge support for this
amendment so that we can do away with
this glaring inequity and discrimination
against blind and disabled citizens with-
in our society.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
(No. 1151) of the Senator from Illinois.

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 1166

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 1166.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. PERCY. I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the amendment
be dispensed with.

December 28, 1970'
The PRESIDING OFFICER, without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. PERCY's amendment (No. 1166) is

as follows:
On page '70, line 24, strike out "(D)" and

insert in lieu thereof "(E)
On page 70, insert the following between

lines 23 and 24:
"(D) is the grandchild or stepgrandchild

of such Individual who (I) was living in such
Individual's household at the time applica-
tion for child's insurance benefits was filed
on behalf of such child, (ii) was legally
adopted by such individual In an adoption
decreed by a court of competent jurisdiction
within the United States, and (lii) had not
attained the age of 18 before he began living
with such individual, or".

Qn page 123, after line 24, insert the fol-
lowing:

BENEFITS FOR A CHILD ON EARNINGS RECORe
OF A GRANDPARENT

"SEc. 134. (a) The first sentence of section
216(e) of the Social Security Act is amended
by—

"(1) Striking out 'and' at the end of clause
(1) thereof, and

"(2) inserting immediately before the pe-
riod at the end thereof the following: ', and
(3) a person who is the grandchild or step-
grandchild of an individual, but only If (A)
such person was living In such individual's
household and receiving at least one-half of
his support from Such individual, at the
time application for child's Insurance bene-
fits was filed on behalf of such person as the
child of such individual, or at the time such
individual died, and (B) such person began
living In such Individual's household before
such person attained age 18'.

"(b) Section 202(d) of such Act is amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new paragraph:

"'(9) A child who is a child of an indi-
vidual under clause (3) of the first sentence
of sectIon 216(e) and is not a child of Such
individual under clause (1) or (2) of Such
first sentence shall be deemed to be depend-
ent on such Individual at the time specified
in subparagraph (1) (C) of this subsection.
unless at the time specified In clause (3) of
such first sentence such child was receiving:
regular contributions from—

"'(A) his natural or adopting parent, or
his stepparent, or

"'(B) a public or private welfare organiza-
tion which had placed such child in such
individual's household under a foster-care
program.'

(c) The first sentence of section 203(c) ol
such Act is amended—

"(1) by striking out the period at the end
thereof and Inserting in lieu of such period
';or'; and

(2) by adding after and below clause (4)
thereof the following new clause:

'(5) in which such individual, if a child
who Is entitled to child's insurance benefits
on the basis of the wages and self-employ-
ment Income of a person (but would not be
so entitled except for application of clause
(3)' of the first sentence of section 216(e)).
is not in the care of such person or the
spouse of such person, except that the pro-
visions of this clause shall not apply if such
person has died.'

"(e) The amendments made by this section
shall apply with respect to monthly benefits
payable under title II of the Social Security
Act for months after December 1970, but only
on the basis of applications filed after the
date of enactment of this Act."

GRANDCHILDREN—BENEFITS FOR IJNADOPTED
GRANDCHILDREN

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, at this'
time I would like to call up my amend-
ment No. 1166 to provide benefits for
grandchildren dependent upon their
grandparents. Under the present social
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security law, some children who are de-
pendent on their grandparents cannot
obtain benefits based on their grandpar-
ents' earnings. A grandchild must be
adopted by his grandparents before he
qualified for a child's social security ben-
efits. This is most unfortunate, as there
are cases in which the grandparents, for
valid reasons, are either unable to or
do not wish to adopt the child, yet still
maintain a quasi-parental relationship.

The puflose of social security is to
provide the family with a continuing
source of income when the family in-
come stops because of the death, retire-
ment, or disability of a worker. Follow-
ing this, social security benefits are paid
to children whose parents have died, re-
tired, or become disabled on the theory
that children are generally dependent
on their parents and suffer a loss of
support when the parents' income stops.
However, if that parent is a grandar-
ent the child suffers in being denied a
social security benefit. Benefits are ex-
tended to grandchildren only when they
are legally adopted.

This distinction which prohibits the
unadopted child living with and sup-
ported by his grandparents from receiv-
ing the same benefits he would receive
If he were adopted is grossly unfair. A
child dependent on his grandparents Is
as deserving of social security benefits
as is a child who is dependent on his
parents—perhaps even more deserving
as grandparents very possibly would
have less income. The payment of these
benefits should be based on the realities
of the situation.

I, therefore, urge favorable action on
my amendment to permit the payment
of social security benefits to the depend-
ent grandchildren of disabled, retired, or
deceased workers when It can be shown
that the child is actually dependent for
support upon the grandparents.

My amendment redefines the term
"child" so that benefits would be pro-
vided for a grandchild if, at the time the
grandparents died or became entitled to
benefits, he had been living with the
grandparents at least 1 full year—except
in the case of death or disability of the
grandparent, within the same year as
the loss of support from the parents. In
addition, it would have to be shown that
the grandparents actually furnished at
least one-half of the child's support dur-
Ing this time.

Adoption of this measure would cor-
rect an anomaly in the social security
program. It would make actual depend-
ency the criterion for payments to a
grandchild.

Although this is not a major change
when measured In terms of of the num-
ber of people affected, it Is nonetheless
a major change when measured by the
effect it will have on the incomes of
those individuals who will qualify for
benefits. Moreover, the social security
actuaries Inform me that because only a
relatively few people could be expected
to qualify for benefits, adoption of the
proposal would have no significant ef-
fect on the total cost of the social se-
curity program. The "level-cost" would
be .01 percent of the taxable payrolL
Passage of the bill would eliminate the
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need for taking action on about 300 pri-
vate bills annually.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield, the Senator submitted to
us an amendment of which this was a
part, and we agreed to part of his amend-
ment. Apparently the Senator feels that
a problem still remains.

As far as I am concerned, I am willing
to take the amendment to conference,
and if the conferees will accept it, we are
willing to agree to it.

Mr. PERCY. I am deeply gratified at
this indication by the committee chair-
man.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
(No. 1166) of the Senator from Illinois.

The amendment was agreed to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York is recognized.
AMENDMENT NO. 1117

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 1117.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment will be printed in the RECORD.

Mr. JAvITs' amendment (No. 1117) Is
as follows:
PRIVATE PENSION BENEFITS THAT DECREASE BY

REASON OF SOCIAL SECURITY INCREASES

SEC. 614. (a) Section 404 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to deduc-
tion for contributions of an employer to an
employee's trust or annuity plan, etc.) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

"(g) PENSION, ETC., PLANS CORRELATED
WITH OLD-AGE, SuRvIvoRs, AND DISABILITY IN-
SURANCE BENEFITS—If Contributions are
paid by an employer to a stock bonus, pen-
sion, profit-sharing or annuity plan designed
to provide benefits upon retirement, and, the
amount of the benefit payment or payments
to an individual who is entitled to such bene-
fit payment or payments under the plan for
any period after December 31, 1970, Is re-
duced, In whole or in part, by reason of an
increase in the amount of the monthly In-
suranCe benefits which are payable to such
individual for such period under title II of
the Social Security Act, then the total
amount deductible under this section
with respect to contrlbutiox?' made by the
employer to the plan for the taxable year in
which occurs the period described in this
section shall, under regulations of the Secre-
tary or his delegate, be reduced by an amount
(which shall not be In excess of the total
of the amount otherwise so deductible)
equal to the net decrease in payments to all
Individuals under the plan by reason of
such increase during such taxable year."

(b) The amendment made by this section
shall apply with respect to taxable years
of employers contributing to such stock
bonus, pension, profit-sharing or annuity
plans beginning on or after the date of en-
actment of this Act.

Mr. JAVITS. I wish to inform the ma-
jority leader that I would be willing to
debate this amendment for, say, 20 min-
utes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
i.manimous consent that the time be
equally divided between the Senator
from New York—
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Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I need 20
minutes. I do not know how much time
Senator LONG needs.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a time
limitation of 40 minutes on the pending
amendment, the time to be equally di-
vided between the Senator from New
York and the manager of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is sa ordered.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I can dis-
pose of this amendment quite quickly.

The purpose of this amendment is to
prevent private pension plans which are
correlated with social security benefits,
from charging the beneficiaries with the
increased social security benefit which
they are going to receive in this and in
succccding increases by watering down
the private pension benefits which they
are entitled to receive.

Last week, I had word from the Treas-
uly Department by letter dated Decem-
ber 16, which I read to the Senate, that
it appreciated the equity of this amend-
ment and that under its own regulations
it was going to do exactly what this
amendment calls for. They end their let-
ter, which is in the RECORD of Decem-
ber 22, and signed by John S. Nolan, a
Deputy Assistant Secretary, with this
statement:

In light of the foregoing, I believe that
the amendment you have proposed to the
pending Social Security bill Is unnecessary.
As you may have been informed, we have
submitted to the Olilce of Management and
Budget a proposed report opposing the
amendment.

Moreover, they stated in this letter
that they have changed their position
from the position taken on this matter on
April 28, 1967, in a letter which they
addressed to Senator RANDOLPH, who was
then chairman of the Subcommittee on
Employment and Retirement Incomes of
the Senate Special Committee on the
Aged.

This was the record until late last
week when I read in the press that in a
statement made to a newspaper reporter,
they qualified their position by saying
they were going to defer the application
of their ruling until December 31, 1971.

We checked back with the Treasury
Department and found that what ap-
peared in the newspaper article was so,
that they really had made that repre-
sentation, although they had written
me about a week before that my amend-
ment was unnecessary because they were
going to do this themselves.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the Treasury Department letter of
December 16 and the newspaper article
I had referred to, be Inserted in the
RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the letter
and article were ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

THE DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, D.C., December 16, 1970.

Hon. JACOB K. JAVITS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR JAvITs: ThIs is In reply to
the request of Mr. Gordon of your office for
the present position of the Treasury Depart-
ment concerning the effect of increases In
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Social Security benefits upon benefits paid
to retired employees under so-called offset
plans.

Revenue Rulings 69—4 and 69—5, copies of
which are attached, provide specific rules for
determining whether a pension, annuity,
profit-sharing or stock bonus plan is properly
integrated with Social Security benefits. Sec-
tion 7 of Revenue Ruling 69—4 provides that
an offset plan (i.e., a plan under which an
employee's retirement benefit is reduced by
a stated percentage of his Social Security
benefit) is properly integrated only if the
rate at which the offset is computed does not
exceed (1) 833 percent, if the offset i3 com-
puted on the basis of the benefit to which the
employee would be entitled under the Social
Security Act as in effect in 1968, or (2) 75
percent, if the offset is computed on the
basis of the benefit to which the employee is
or would upon application be entitled under
the Social Security Act as in effect at the time
at which the offset is first applied. Thus, in-
creases In Social Security benefits cannot
result in an Increase of the amount of the
Social Security offset. This represents a
change from the position in former Assistant
Secretary Surrey's letter of April 28, 1967, to
the Honorable Jennings Randolph, Chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Employment
and Retirement Incomes of the Senate Spe-
cial Committee on Aging.

In light of the foregoing, I believe that the
amendment you have proposed to the pend-
ing Social Security bill is unnecessary. As you
may have been informed, we have submitted
to the Office of Management and Budget a
proposed report opposing the amendment.

Sincerely yours,
JOHN S. NOLAN,

Deputy Assistant Secretary.

[From the Washington Post, Dec. 23, 1970J
PENSION PLAN RULES REVISED To PROHIBIT

BENEFIT REDUCTIONS

The Treasury Department has revised its
rules In order to prohibit private pension
plans from reducing benefits when Social Se-
curity payments go up.

The change caine to light after Sen. Jacob
K, Javits (R-N.Y.) Introduced an amend-
ment to the pending Social Security bill to
stop the practice.

Javits said he was troubled by complaints
after last year's substantial Social Security
increases that private pension plan benefits
were being watered down as a result.

But Javits took to the floor yesterday to
read a Treasury letter indicating the depart-
ment has already barred the practice. Conse-
quently, he Is withdrawing his amendment,
Javit,s said.

The prohibition applies strictly, however,
to those workers who retire after Dec. 31,
1971, according to a Treasury source. He said
it is "conceivable" that some persons already
retired might find, their pension benefits re-
duced by Social Security increases. But this
practice is far less common today than for-
merly, he added.

The big push in corporate employee pen-
sion funds came after World War II and
largely on the bargaining initiative of labor
unions, notably the United Automobile
Workers under the late Walter P. Reuther.

Most of these operated under a formula in
which the employer made up the difference
between Social Security payments and a
stated sum. Thus, If a union had negotiated
a $100 a month pension benefit and a retiree
drew $40 a month in Social Security, the
company paid him $60.

Any Increase in Social Security reduced the
employer's liability proportionately.

The National Association of Manufac-
turers and other business groups, which had
fought establishment of Social Security in
the mid-1930s, suddenly became its partisans
when the first big improvements were voted
in the early 19508.
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As late as 1967 the offset practice was still

permitted by Treasury, which has limited au-
thority to regulate private pension funds
through its power to certify favorable tax
treatment for qualified plans.

Javits said yesterday in his floor speech,
"It was appalling to me that in these infla-
tionary times, the result of voting Social Se-
curity increases was to deprive the retiree, by
reduction of his other pension income—of
the very money he needed to cope with the
rising cost of living."

In a letter to Javits, John S. Nolan,
deputy assistant Treasury secretary for tax
policy, advised that the regulations had been
revised to limit such offsets to amounts based
on 1968 Social Security rates or those in effect
at the time the reduction is first applied.

"Thus, increases in Social Security bene-
fits cannot result in an increase of the
amount of the Social Security offset," Nolan
wrote.

Mr. JAVITS. This indicates that we
cannot rely upon the Treasury Depart-
ment's regulations or its interpretations
of its regulations; but if we wish to act
on this matter—and they, themselves,
have admitted its equity—we have to act
on it by legislation.

It seems to me, in all honesty and un-
der the conditions we face, that we are
in this situation: I am compelled, by the
fact that we are driving through to the
conclusion of this bill, to bring up this
amendment even though I have not been
able to get an answer in writing from
the Treasury Department as to the rea-
sons for this change in the position they
previously related to me. I have had to
depend upon a phone call,

I would hope very much that, under
the circumstances, the chairman could
see his way clear to take the amendment
to conference and unravel it there. The
best we have been able to get from the
Treasury Department, is that they have
not adequately expressed their view or
that they have found something in their
regulations that causes them to change
their view.

There is no question about the equity
involved—that, insofar as the pensioner
in this type of pension plan is concerned,
if an increase in social security will leave
him no better off, because his private
pension income will be correspondingly
reduced. We give it to him with one
hand, and private pension plans take it
away with the other.

The Treasury Department has the
ability, under the tax law, to deal with
this, because they determine what is de-
ductible for income tax purposes so far
as pension contributions are concerned.

So I think that the fair thing to do
would be to take this amendment to
conference and unravel the situation.
The Treasury said on December 16, 1970,
that it is the right thing to do, that they
are going to do It, and that my amend-
ment is unnecessary. Within a week, they
backtrack to reduce the force of their
own letter by approximately three-quar-
ters. That Is our own estimate. That is
what it results in.

I believe, therefore, that since this is a
very equitable matter—as they, them-
selves, have recognized—we should, at
long last, enact into law the substance
of the Treasury Department position as
originally expressed, and have our own
conferees—who I am sure will feel as
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solicitous as I do about retirees who have
both forms of coverage, both private and
public, in social security—work it out in
a way which would be equitable and fair,
especially in view of the fact that the
Treasury Department itself has con-
ceded the main point.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
Mr. LONG. I yield myself 3 minutes.
Mr. President, if the amendment is

such that the Treasury Department was
willing to agree to it, but then re-
neged on it after the Senator withdrew
his amendment, it presents some prob-
lems. Unfortunately for those of us on
the committee, we were aware of the fact
that the Senator had offered the propo-
sal and also that he had withdrawn it,
and therefore our staff, being busy with
other matters involving this bill, simply
studied it no further.

If the Senate wishes to do so, it would
be all right with the Senator from Loui-
siana to take the matter to conference.
I am frank to tell the Senator that this
may prove to be one of those complicated
areas in which the clock will run out on
us even in conference and where the an-
swer may not come easily. It would be
all right with the Senator from Louisi-
ana to agree to it, but I must say that we
do not understand it well enough to ad-
vise the Senate how it should vote on
the amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Standing on the thresh-
old of adjournment, and the fact that the
Treasury Department agreed only a week
ago and now is only backtracking, it
seems to me that it could be resolved,
and I would be willing to run that l'iSk.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I would

not want this amendment to go to con-
ference under any illusions that some
of us think we would bring it back as
written.

I recognize the points that the Sena-
tor makes,.but if we accept this amend-
ment there is a question as to whether
we are changing rules for a thousand
private pension plans without those com-
panies having a chance to be heard.

Many of the private pension plans are
on the basis that they will give their
employees, for example, x amount, or
the difference between whatever the so-
cial security is and the agreed figure.

A great deal of argument can be made
for the position of the Senator from New
York, but he is changing the rules after
t.hese pension plans have been approved
by the Treasury Department. This could
be done prospectively, but I question the
wisdom of doing it retroactively.

I do not understand the confusion ex-
isting in the Treasury Department, be-
cause it would be my opinion that they
would have no right under existing law
to do this by regulation. It would take
legislation.

I would be willing to go along with the
chairman that we take it to conference;
but in all fairness I would only state
that in working it out, I can see problems
developing here in which we may not be
able to do it without coming back and
giving those who have these pension
plans an opportunity to be heard. With
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that understanding I would agree to take
it to conference, but I do not want the
Senator to think we are accepting this
amendment and that it can be worked
out that easily.

Mr. JAVITS. If the Senator will check
back on my presentation of the matter
first, which I did on December 1, in put-
ting the amendthent into the committee,
I made It very clear that not many plans
were involved. See CONGRESSIONAL REC-
ORD, December 1, 1970, at S19078. We
have the hearings of the Subcommittee
on Fiscal Policy of the Joint Economic
Committee on that subject. So it is not
a very dense problem in terms of the
number of plans involved.

The other point, which Is critically im-
portant, is this: Nobody has a right, in
any pension plan, to figure on social se-
curity increases to the retiree.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. COOK. For the life of me, I can-

not see why this should be very difficult,
even in conference. I do not see how in
the world a corporation can build into a
pension plan the actuarial science of
contemplating what social security in-
creases will be in the future and say to
an employee who pays into a pension
program for 30 years, 'You will receive
$200 a month based on the fact that you
will receiye $150 In social security. Then,
when your social security goes up to
$170, your pension goes down to $180 a
month." There Is not an actuarial ex-
pert In the country that could figure
that out. But now what they are doing is
building into a program benefits for the
corporation or the insurance company,
so that at no time will we receive over
x dollars between pension and social se-
curity.

Mr. JAVITS. It is nothing but a wind-
fall proposition. The Treasury recognizes
that, but first they told us it was being
stopped right away and then they de-
cided that they could not go that far.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am not
prejudging the Senator's position, but I
point out some of the problems that can
arise. I call attention to the fact that
Congress in its wisdom—and Congress
is always wise—passed such a provision
In the Railroad Retirement Act where
this very same formula prevails. I do not
know what this would do to the Rail-
road Retirement Act because the rail-

road pension is based on the premise
that the employment will get x amount
made up by the railroads over and be-
yond social security. We are locked in on
that pension plan by law.

This law can be changed, but it does
take legislation.

I say again that I am not prejudging
this, but I would foresee that there can
be problems. Congress itself recognized
that principle in the Railroad Retire-
ment Act, and I do not know what effect
this would have on that plan. This pro-
posal was not considered by the com-
mittee. I am willing to go along with the
chairman and take it to conference and
not prejudge it, but I do say that we
may not be able to work it out. I can fore-
see problems which may require holding
it over for a little more careful study. I
would have no objection to taking it to
conference with that condition in mind
with the thought that we are not dump-
ingit or prejudging it.

Mr. JAVITS. The Railroad Retirement
Act is not a Government program like
social security. I am dealing only with
a private pension fund and not at all
with the Railroad Retirement Act. It will
have no effect on railroad retirement.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Except
that the railroad retirement is not a
Government Insurance plan; the Gov-
ernment Is only the trustee. The plan Is
financed in its entirety by millions of
railroad workers, with the railroad pay-
ing as the employer and payments being
made by the employee. The employee
gets x number of dollars in the pen-
sion, of which social security a part.
That is the theory of the Railroad Re-
tirement Act.

Mr. JAVITS. The distinguished Sen-
ator must know that it does not qualify
under the terms of my amendment as a
private pension plan. That is all I am
arguing. I do not want to get it confused
with railroad retirement to which my
amendment does not apply. That is ad-
mitted, the fact that my amendment
covers only private pension plans and
does not affect railroad retirement at all.
That is all I argue.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
precedent we establish would apply to
the Railroad Retirement Act. I have
heretofore argued this position from the
point of view of the Railroad Retirement
Act, unsuccessfully, I might say, in the
committee, but I know that when we

open this up we will be opening up Pan-
dora's box, with a great many problems
involving numerous private pension
plans.

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator is stretch-
ing the rubber band a long way when he
says it will be a precedent. I am confin-
ing this amendment to private pension
plans. Private pension planners should
not have the benefit of this windfall.
That is all I argue.

Mr. COOK. Is it conceivable, if social
security goes high enough, that an indi-
vidual could pay into a private pension
plan for the entire years of his employ-
ment and conceivably receive nothing
out of it, if in fact this type of downward
escalation were to continue to prevail?

Mr. JAVITS. Without any question,
that is exactly what could happen; and
that is exactly what we are trying to
forestall.

Mr. President, I know that a rolicall
vote could be had on this amendment,
but I am sure of the good faith on the
part of the chairman and the conferees
as to what will happen and so I am will-
ing to have the amendment subjected to
a voice vote.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield back
the remainder of my time.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PAcxw000). The question is on agreeing
to the amendment of the Senator from
New York.

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 1155

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 1155 and ask that
it be stated.

The RRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it Is so ordered; and the
amendment will be printed in the RECORD
at this point.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Strike out the table which appears on
pages 7 and 8 of the bill, and insert in lieu
thereof the following new table:
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TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS

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
It an individual's Or his payable (as
primary insurance primary Or his average The amount provided in
benefit (as deter— insurance monthly wage (au 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 ol this employment

more subsec. more subsection income

At least— than— (c)) is— At least— than— shall be— shall be—

•1 II III IV V

(Primary
in so ranca

(Primary insuronce 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 hia 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- sebsec. (b)) is— preceding of his wages

mined paragraphs and sell-
But not uoder But not of this employment

more subsec. more subsection income
At least— than— (c)) is— At Isast— than— shall be— shalt be—

$24.21
24.61
25.01
25.49
25.93
26.41
26. 95
27, 47
28. 01
28.69
29.26
29.69
30. 37
30. 93
31.37
32.01
32. 61
3321
33.89
34. 51
35.01
35.81
36. 41
37.09
31.61
38. 21
39. 13
39. 69
40. 34
41. 13
41.71
42. 45
43.21
43. 77
44. 45
44.89

$24.20 $82.30 $101 $100.00 $150.00
or tesa

24. 60
25.00

83. 50
84.90

$102
103

102
104

100. 20
101.90

150. 30
152.90

25.48 86.40 105 106 103.70 155.60
25.92 87.80 107 107 105.40 158 10
26. 40 89. 20 108 109 107. 10 160. 10

26.94
27.46

90.60
91.90

110
114

113
118

08.80
110.30

163.20
165.50

28.00 93.30 119 122 112.00 168.00
28.68 94,70 123 127 113.70 170.60
29.25 .96.20 128 132 115.50 173.30
29.68 97.50 133 136 117.00 175.50
30.36 98.80 137 141 118.60 177,90
30. 92 100. 30 142 146 120. 40 180. 60

31.36 101.70 141 150 122.10 183.20
32.00 103.00 151 155 123.60 185.40
32. 60 104. 50 156 160 125. 40 188. 10
33.20 105.80 161 164 127.00 190.50
3388 107.20 165 169 12870 19310
34.50 108.60 170 174 130.40 195.60
35.00 110.00 175 178 132.00 198.00
35.80 111.40 179 183 133.70 200.60
36.40 112.70 184 188 135.30 203.00 '

37. 08 114. 20 189 193 137. 10 205.70
3760 115.60 194 197 138.80 208.20
38.20 116.90 198 202 140.30 210,50
39.12 118.40 203 207 142.10 213.20
39.68 119.80 208 211 143.80 215.70
40.33 121.00 212 216 145.20 217.80
41.12 122.50 217 221 147.00 220.50
41. 76 123. 90 222 225 148. 70 223. 10

42. U 125. 30 226 230 150. 40 225. 60

43. 20 126. 70 231 235 152. 10 228. 20

43. 76 128. 20 236 239 153. 90 230.90
4.&44 129. 50 2411 244 155. 40 234. 30

44.88
49.60

130.80
132. 30
133. 70
134.90
136.40
137.80
139.20
140.60
142. 00
143.50
144.70
146.20
147.60
148.90
150.40
151.70
153.00
154.50
155.90
157.40
158.60
160. 00
161.50
162.80
164. 30
165.60
166.90
1611.40
169. 80
171.30
172.50
173. 90
175.40
176.70
178.20
175.40
180.70
182.00
183.40
184.60
185.90
187. 30
188.50
189. 80
191. 20
192. 40
193.70
195.00
196.40
197.60
198.90
200. 30
201.50

245
258
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
380
385
390
394
399
404
408
413
418
422
427
432
437
441
446
451
455
460
465
469
414
479
483
488

249
253
258
263
267
272
277
281
288
291
295
300
305
309
314
319
323
328
333
337
342
347
351
3.56
361
365
370
375
379
384
389
393
398
403
407
412
417
421
426
431
436
440
445
450
454
459
464
468
473
478
482
487
492

157.00
158.80
160. 50
161.90
163.70
165.40
167.10
168.80
170.40
172.20
173.71)
175.50
177.20
178.70
180.50
182.10
183.60
185.40
187.10
188.90
190.40
192. 00
193.80
195.40
197. 20
198.80
200. 30
202.10
203. 80
205.60
207.00
208. 70
210.50
212. 10
213.90
215.30
216.90
218.40
220.10
221. 61)
22310
224. 80
226.20
227. 80
229. 50
230.90
232.50
23400
235.70
237.20
238.70
240.40
241.80

239.10
242. 90
247.70
252. 50
256.40
26120
266.00
269.80
274.60
279.40
283.20
28800
292.80
296. 70
301.50
306.30
310.10
314.90
319.70
323.60
328.40
333.20
337.00
341.80
346. 60
350.40
355. 20
360.00
363. 91)
368.70
373.50
377. 30
382.10
386.90
390.80
395.60
40040
40420
409.00
413.80
418.60
420. 50
42290
425. 30
427. 20
429.60
432.00
43&00
436.40
438.80
440.70
443. 10
445.50

$202. 80
20420

$493
497

$496
501

t243. 40
245.10

$447.40
449.00

205. 40 502 506 246. 50
205. 70 507 510 248. 10 454.
208.00 511 515 249.60
209. 30 516 520
210.60 521 524
211.90 525 529
213.30 530 534 256.00 465.60
214. 50 535 538 257.40
215.00 539 543
217.20 544 548
218.40 549 553
219.70 554 556 263.70
220. 88 557 560 10

22203 561 563 266. 40 479.
223. tO 564 561 267. 80 48).
224. 30 568 570 269. 20

270.50
482.90
484.80225.40 571

226. 60 515 577 272. 00 486. 30
227. 70 518 581 273. 30 488. 20

60228.90 582
216,00 491.60230.00 585
217. 50 00231.20 589

494.90232. 30 592
40233. 50 596

234, 60
235. 80

599
603

602
605

28). 60
283.00

498. 30
499. 10

236.99 606 609 284. 30 501.

238. 10 610 612

239. 29
240.40
241.50

613
611
62)

616
620
623

288. 50
289.80

506.90
50&40

242.70 624 621 291.30
243. 83 628 630 292. 60 512.

245.00 631 634 294.00
40 00246. 10 635 637

247.30
248. 40

638
642

641
644

296.80
298. 10 521. 70

249.60 645 648 299. 60 524.
60250. 70 649

651
656
661
666
671
676
681
686
691
696
701
706
711
716
721
726
731
736
741
746
751
756
761
766
771
776
781
786
791
196
801
806
811
816
821
826
831
836
841
846
851
856
861
866
871
876
881

650
655
660
665
670
675
680
685
690
695
700
705
710
715
720
725
730
735
740
745
150
755
760
765
170
175
780
785
790
795
800
805
810
815
820
825
830
835
840
845
850
855
860
865
870
875
880
885

300. 90
301.90
302.90
303.90
304.90
305.90
306.90
30790
308.90
309. 90
310.90
311.90
312.90
313.90
314.90
315.90
316.90
317.90
318.90
319.90
320.90
321.90
322.90
323.90
324.90
325.90
326.90
327.90
328. 90
329.90
330. 90
331.90
332.90
333.90
334. 90
335.90
336.90
337.90
338. 90
339. 90
340. 90
341.90
342. 90
343.90
344. 90
345.90
346. 90
347.90

528.40
530.10
531.90
533. 60
535.40
537. 10
538.90
540.60
542.40
544.10
545.90
547.60
549.40
551.10
552.90
554.60
556.40
558.10
559.90
561.60
563.40
565.10
566.90
568.60
570.40
572. tO
573.90
575. 60
577.40
579. 10
580.90
582.60
584.40
586. 10
587.90
589.60
591.40
593. 10
594. 90
596. 60
598, 40
600. 10
601.90
603.60
605.40
607. tO
608.90
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$891 $895 $349.90 $612.40
896 900 350.90 614.10
901 905 351.90 615.90
906 910 352.90 617.60
911 915 353.90 619.40
916 920 354.90 621.10
921 925 355.90 622.90
926 930 356.90 624.60
931 935 357.90 626.40
936 940 358. 90 628. 10
941 945 359.90 629.90

On page 9, line 23, strike out "110 percent'
and insert In lieu thereof '120 percent".

On page 72, line 24, strIke out '$9,000" and
Insert In lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 73, lIne 19, strike out "$9,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 74, line 6, strike out "$9,000" and
insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 74, lIne 14, strIke out "$9,000"
and Insert In lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 75, lIne 14, strike out "$9,000"
and Insert In lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 76, line 2, strike Out "$9,000"
and Insert In lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 76, line 5, strike out "$9,000"
and Insert in lieu thereof '$12,000".

On page 76, line 14, strike out '$9,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 76, line 17, strIke out "$9,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 76, line 23, strike oxt "$9,000"
and insert In lieu thereof "$12,000",

On page 77, line 1, strike out "$9,000"
and insert In lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 77, lIne 12, strike out "$9,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 77, line 19, strike out "$9,000"
and insert In lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 78, line 6, strike out "$9,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 78, line 14, strIke out "$9,000"
and insert In lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 78, line 17, strike out "$9,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 84, line 2, strike out "5.0 percent"
and insert in lieu thereof "5.35 percent".

On page 84, line 5, strike out "5.5" and
Insert "5.85".

On page 84, line 7, strike out "6.1" and
insert "6.45".

On page 84, line 23, strIke out "5.0" and
Insert "5.35".

On page 84, line 25, strike out "5.5" and
Insert "5.85".

On page 85, line 2, strike out "6.1" and
Insert "6.45".

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, would the

distinguished Senator agree to a time
limitation on his amendment?

Mr. HARTKE. Yes. How much time?
Mr. LONG. Would the Senator agree

to lOmmutes to aside?
Mr. HARTKE. I thInk 15 minutes to

a side would be better.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask ursani-

mom consent that time on the pending

amendment be limited to one-half hour
to be equally divided between the author
of the amendment and the manager of
the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Louisiana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I rise
in support of H.R. 17550. I support whole-
heartedly the many much-needed im-
provements contained in this bill—in par
ticular, the $100 minimum benefit and
the provision calling for automatic in-
creases In social security benefits as the
cost of living goes up, The provision to
adjust social security benefits automat-
ically will make certain that retired
workers, disabled workers, and their de-
pendents and survivors will never again
bear the brunt of inflation. But adjust-
ing benefits automatically to take account
of increases in the cost of living is small
comfort to the people dependent on
social security if benefits are inadequate
to start with. The provision in the bill
that would increase benefit amounts for
1971 by 10 percent is a step in the right
direction—but only a step. A 10-percent
increase is not enough. We must do more.
We have an obligation to make bene-
fit amounts provide true economic secu-
rity for all beneficiaries.

I, therefore, propose that we revise
the bill so as to increase social security
cash benefits, not by 10 percent, but by
20 percent.

The need to substantially raise the gen-
eral level of social security benefits be-
comes very clear to anyone who looks at
the benefit amounts that would be pro-
vided under the committee bill and
considers the fact that most social secu-
rity beneficiaries have very little in the
way of continuing income other than
their social security. For almost all bene-
ficiaries, social security is the main
source of continuing income and for
about half the beneficiaries social secu-
rity is virtually the only source of con-
tinuing income.

Monthly benefits for retired workers
now on the social security rolls who began
to draw benefits at age 65 or later average

$946 $950 $360.90 $631.60
951 955 361.90 633.40
956 960 362.90 635.10
961 965 363. 90 636. 90
966 970 364. 90 638. 60
971 975 365.90 640.40
976 981 366. 90 642. II
981 985 367.90 643.90
986 990 368. 90 645. 60
99i 995 369.90 647.40
996 1000 370. 90 946. 10'

$118; with the 10-percent increase, to-
gether with the other benefit improve-
ments provided in the bill, the average
would be $136—$4.50 per day. With a 20-
percent benefit increase alone—taking no
account of the other improvements—the
average monthly benefit for retired work-
ers be raised to $141.60. With a 20-per-
cent benefit increase, the benefit amount
payable to workers with average monthly
earnings of $650, the highest possible un-
der present law, would be increased from
$250.70 to $300.90. For a survivor family
consisting of a widow and two or more
children getting benefits on the basis of
$650 of average monthly earnings, total
monthly benefits of $526.60 would be pay-
able instead of the $434.40 payable under
present law.

With the 10-percent increase and the
$100 minimum recommended by the
committee, 1.2 million aged beneficiaries
would be moved out of poverty. With
the 20-percent increase and $100 mini-
mum that I am recommending, this
number would increase to 1.6 million.
Thus the increase in benefits provided by
my amendment will increase the num-
ber of people lifted above the poverty
level of 400,000. Surely a 20-percent bene-
fit increase is the least we can do.

Frankly, we can do this, and the rec-
ol'd shows that I at least am one Senator
who pointed this out In 1967 when we
made such a gross error as to overcharge
the people $500 million on an annual
level sufficient to provide for a 15-per-
.cent increase the next year without an
additional penny to pay for that.

And we can do it without any addi-
tional financing in the next several years
beyond what the bill now provides. All
too often in the past when the Congress
has made benefit improvements it has
also increased the near-term social se-
curity t.ax rates in order to finance those
benefit improvements, In my judgment
it is preferable to Increase the tax rates
10 or 15 years from now rather than to
increase the near-term rates. Because
the near-term rates have been Increased
by congressional action, the assets of the
social security cash benefit trust funds
now amount to $38 billion and under
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present law, the assets will increase by
more than $7 billion in 1972 and by more
than $12 billion in 1973. Even under the
financing provided under the committee
bill, the size of the funds would increase
substantially in future years. I do not be-
lieve that there should continue to be un-
necessary, large-scale growth in the size
of these funds. In fact, I consider it im-
perative that we discontinue this prac-
tice of building up large trust funds. We
are taking money from the working poor
through a regressive tax that is not
needed for benefit payments. This money
is then loaned to the Federal G3vern-
ment to finance its general operations at
extremely low interest rates. The Gov-
ernment should find other ways to meet
its general expenses than to force those
who can afford it the least to contribute
through a regressive social security tax
to meet the cost of operating the Gov-
ernment. Unlike an increase in the con-
tribution and benefit base, which in-
creases social security contributions only
for high earners, an increase in contri-
bution rates- imposes 'an additional tax
burden on the poor as well as on those
better off. The imposition of taxes which
serve only to increase the size of trust
funds is unfair and unjust and unnec-
essary.

I am pleased that the Committee on
Finance has seen fit to use part of the
trust fund assets to pay the cost of the
benefit improvements the Committee has
recommended. I think we can and should
use these assets to finance the additional
increase I am recommending.

If we are honest, we will admit that we
do not need all the money we have in the
trust funds now. The money In the trust
funds can be used to pay the cost in the
next few years of the additional benefits
I am recommending. Rising wages over
the years should bring enough money
into the social security system In later
years to finance the cost of the additional
benefits payable then.

Of course, I am basing my conviction
that no additional financing Is needed
for a 20-percent-benefit increase instead
of a 10-percent increase on the assump-
tion that wages will continue to rise in
the future as they have In the past. I
think it is only realistic and reasonable
to assume so. It Is my belief that we have
seriously burdened our citizens with high
social security taxes In order to build up
large trust funds simply because we have
used a level-wage assumption to figure
social security costs expressed as a per-
cent of payroll.

If, however, my distinguished fellow
colleagues cannot be convinced to move
away from this extremely conservative
tradition, if they cannot be convinced
that it Is safe and sound to use a rising-
wage assumption to figure social security
costs, then general revenues should be
used to finance the cost of the additional
increase. I am strongly in favor of the
idea of the Government's sharing In the
cost of the social security program. This
idea has been advanced many times be-
fore. For example, it was advanced by
the Committee on Economic Security in
1935, when the social security program
was being conceived. And It was again
advanced both by 1938 and 1948 Advisory

Councils on Social Security. A majority
of foreign social security programs have
provisions for Government contributions
to their social insurance programs. The
United States has delayed too long in
financing Its social security program in
ways which reflect the social characteris-
tics of the protection provided.

The Congress has already provided for
general revenue financing of certain spe-
cial aspects of the program. I am re-
ferring to hospital Insurance for unin-
sured people already over age 65 in the
early years of the program and to the
special payments that the Congress has
provided for people age 72 and over who
are not eligible for regular cash benefits.

General revenue sharing of part of the
cost of the social security program would
make an improved program possible
without increases in the social security
tax burden of those who can afford it the
least. The program would continue to be
contributory, with benefits related to
earnings and conditioned on a -specific
period of past work under the system.
Yet, with provision for a general revenue
contribution the cost of the program
could be more equitably distributed.

I do not anticipate the need for a Gov-
ernment contribution until further im-
provements in the social security pro-
gram are proposed in the future. But if it
is the opinion of the Senate that addi-
tional financing Is needed for my pro-
posed benefit increase I strongly prefer a
general revenue contribution to any
other method of additional financing. I
am conceding on this matter of financing
because I am so strongly convinced that
a 10-percent increase in benefits is totally
inadequate. Because I am not willing to
sacrifice a 20-percent increase on a fi-
nancial point, I will modify my amend-
ment to include provision for additional
financing from general revenues.

If I can secure approval of my proposal
for a 20-percent increase in no other way
than to provide additional financing, and
if we cannot agree to allocate general
revenues for that purpose, then I suggest
we raise the contribution base t. $12,000.

Mr. President, may I point out that
when the social security system was
originally enacted, the base was $3,000,
which covered 90 percent of the work-
ing force. To achieve the same percent-
age today, the program would not be
for a limitation of $9,000 or $12,000, but
$17,000.

As I have Indicated, raising the base
increases social security contributions
only for high earners and Is thus the
Less regressive alternative. I am told that
adequate financing on the same basis we
have used in the past would be forth-
coming with a $12,000 base and a com-
bined employee-employer contribution
rate for cash benefits of 9.2 percent for
1971—74, 11 percent for 1975—79. and
12.5 percent for 1980 and thereafter.
These rates are no higher than they
would be under present law until 1975.

In conclusion, I want to repeat my con-
viction that this is a good bill, and one
that deserves the support of all of us.
With my amendment, however, It could
be a truly significant bill—one that would
have a substantial impact on the lives
of 26 millIon Americans. I trust that we

will not fail our social security benefici-
aries when they need our help.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD letters
endorsing this proposal from the Ameri-
can Association of Retired Persons, Na-
tional Retired Teachers Association, the
National Farmers Union, and the Na-
tional Council of Senior Citizens, Inc.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

AMERICAN AssociATIoN OF RE-
TIRED PERSONS, NATIONAL RETIRED
TE\CHERS ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., December 17, 1970.

Hon. VANCE HARTKE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HARTKE: On behalf of the
more than 2,500,000 members of the National
Retired Teachers Association and the Amer-
ican Association of Retired Persons I com-
mend you for your efforts to provide a mean-
ingful across-the-board Increase in Social
Security benefits. Your Amendment to HR.
17550 providing for a 20% increase in So-
cial Security benefits effective January, 1971,
recognizes the immediate financial needs of
over 20 million older Americans.

While we welcome the action taken by the
House of Representatives in tharea of So-
cial Security reform, the 5% across-the-
board increase authorized by the House is far
from adequate.

We were pleased to note that the Senate
Finance Committee recommended In its re-
port to the Senate that this benefit raise be
increased by an additional 5%, providing for
a 10% overall increase in benefit levels. How-
ever, this benefit Increase would not take ef-
fect untii some months after January, 1971,
and with our rapidly rising cost-of-living
even the 10% raIse would be too little, too
late.

This period of spiraling inflation, at an
astounding rate of 6% to 7% annuafly, has
a greater and more profound effect on per-
sons living on limited fixed incomes. It is our
older and retired citizens who bear the larg-
est share of the burden during such a period
of rapid inflation.

The plain truth Is that nearly one-third
of the more than 20 million AmerIcans 65
years of age and older are now living at or
below the poverty level. An even more
shocking fact Is that many of these people
did not become poor until they became old.
While possession of monetary resources does
not necessarily guarantee happiness, the ab-
sence of such resources can prevent people,
at any age level, from leading a life of dig-
nity. happiness and usefulness.

We feel that fundamental to creating a
meaningful life in old age Is Insuring suffi-
cient economic resources to these millions of
older retired workers who helped build this
country and make it great.

Your Amendment to provide a 20% across-
the-board increase in Social Security bene-
fits, effective January, 1971, would do much
to prevent elderly persons from losing this
desperate race with inflation and assure them
that their financial situation will, at least,
remain relative to today's economy.

Sincerely yours,
CYRIL F. BRICKFIELD,

Legislative Representative.

NATIONAL FARMERS UNION,
Washington, D.C., December 17, 1970.

Hon. VANCE RAETKE,
U.S. Senator,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HARTKE: I wish to express
our appreciation for your amendment to in-
crease social security benefits by an addi-
tional ten percent above the amount ap-
proved by the Senate Finance Committee.
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The National Farmers Union Is etrongly In
favor of increased payments under social se-
curity, and we pledge our full support for
your efforts to achieve this through a Senate
floor amendment.

Thanks again for your important initla-
t I Va.

Sincerely,
Dr. WELDON V. BARTON,

A.s'.stant Director of Legislative Services.

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF
SENIOR CITIZENS, INC.,

Washington, D.C., December 16, 1970.
Hon. VANCE HARTKE,
Old Senate Office iluikling,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HARTKE: We are informed
that you are planning to introduce from
the floor of the Senate an amendment to
HR. 17550 (Social Security Amendments of
1970) which would provide an additional ten
percent across-the-board increase in the cash
benefits of the Social Security program.

We in the National Council of Senior Citi-
zens are delighted that you are considering
such an amendment and we urge you to go
forward with your plans. In my letter of
December 14 I cited again some of the well-
known facts about the desperate plight of
the great majority of elderly citizens In this
country who depend, for the most part, on
Social Security benefits for their livelihood.
As I indicated then, the ten percent Increase
in benefits contemplated In the Finance
Committee bill would not anywhere nearly
meet the needs of these older people, nor,
indeed, of the widows and other survivors in
families whose breadwinners have died. Ob-
viously the five percent increase—without
any additional increase in the minimum
benefit—as provided In the House-passed bill,
would fall even shorter as would any compro-
mise between the two figures which might
emerge from conference if the Senate ap-
proved Only the proposed ten percent in-
crease.

It Is our understanding also that you are
developing proposals for financing these In-
creases in benefits that would maintain the
actuarial integrity of the Social Security Sys-
tem. We believe this is a responsible position
and we support you in these efforts. We In
the National Council believe strongly that
the most equitable method of financing such
Improved benefits is to make a substantial
Increase in the contribution and benefit base.
Financing by this method avoids placing the
additional burden on the younger workers
in the lower and middle-wage brackets and
places it where It ought to be, on those re-
ceiving higher Incomes—in short, makes the
Social Security tax less regressive and more
progressive. In this connection, it Is Inter-
esting to recall that when the Social Security
Act was first passed, the tax base of $3,000
covered the entire wage income of about 96%
of all the covered workers. To keep pace with
this standard, we would today have a con-
tribution and benefit base approaching
$17,000. In the light of the history of the
Social Security tax base therefore, the $9,000
base contemplated both in the House-passed
bill and the Senate Committee bill continue
to lag far behind. Even a $12,000 limit on the
taxable wages or a $15,000 one are modest
compared to the coverage of wages under
the provisions of the original act.

With all good wishes—
Sincerely yours,

NELSON B. CRUIKSHANK,
President,

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the com-
mittee had the proposal before It. I be-
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lieve the Senator outlined the cost. It
Would be about $3.3 million a year in
excess of the $5 billion in additional so-
cial security benefits which the commit-
tee voted.

I really do not think that we can
afford to go beyond this point. I believe
that the tax which the Senate would
have to put on the help pay for this
extra benefit would be extremely un-
l)opula r.

I think that if the Senate were to
agree to this amendment, the elderly
people of the country would be in for a
big disappointment when reading on one
day that the Senate voted for a 20-per-
cent increase in social security benefits
and then reading 2 or 3 days later that
in conference the Senate conferees were
only able to sustain an increase of 6 or 7
percent, which is about where the cost
of living has gone, and perhaps a little
beyond.

Mr. President, we will have enough
difficulty working out a bill with the
House conferees the way it is now, since
there has been some talk of the House
conferees not even conferring with us
on this matter. I believe it would make
it much more difficult to reach an agree-
ment and, as a practical matter, I do
not think it is possible to persuade the
House to go along to afford the 10-per-
cent increase we have already voted.

I would submit at this time, along with
the many other things that have been
done in the bill to help the poor, that the
committee has done about as much as
we could afford to do at this time. I do
not think Senators would care to vote the
large tax increases inherent in this
amendment.

Does any Senator wish me to yield to
him?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator from
Delaware.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I join the Senator from Louisiana
in expressing the hope the Senate rejects
the amendment, This could be the
amendment that would sink the ship.

Congress raised social security bene-
fits 15 percent about a year ago. The
House bill provided for a 5-percent in-
crease, and this bill as reported by the
committee carries a 10-percent increase
with a $100 minimum. If that amount is
doubled again we could end up with no
bill at all.

I hope the amendment is rejected.
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I yield

myself an additional 2 minutes.
I would like to point out that this same

argument was made in 1967. At that
time I thought we would accumulate $3
billion. I was wrong. It has been $7 bil-
lion. We will spend more money but even
if we did not change the base, by 1975
we will accumulate $4,000,700,000 in the
trust fund, which will take us to a $30-
billion surplus in the trust fund.

If Senators have really been in the
field as I have been, talking to the poor
people and understanding their prob-
lems, they know that two million poor
people are eligible for welfare and they
do not know how to apply for welfare,
and they are not getting social security.
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If Senators wish to eliminate welfare
they should put It on a social security
basis. This is about on4-fifth of the poor
people of America.

I agree with the Senator from Louisi-
ana that if we are going to concede to
the House before we start to fight, I
imagine we will not do very well. If we
put in the 20-percent increase we will be
in a better position to hold something in
conference than if we started at 10
percent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields 'time?

Mr. LONG. I yield back the remainder
of my time.

Mr. HARTKE. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, the question
is on agreeing to the amendment (No.
1155) of the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
HARTKE). 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 North Dakota
(Mr. BURDICK), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHURCH), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. DODD), the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON, the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND, the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. GORE),
the Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL),
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART),
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
HOLLINGS, the Senator from Hawaii
(Mr. INouyE), the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. MCCARTHY), the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. MCCLELLAN, the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE),
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc-
GOVERN), the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. MONTOYA), the Senator from Maine
(Mr. MuSKIE), the SenMor from Rhode
Island (Mr. PASTORE), the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL), the Senator
from Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS), the Sen-
ator from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH), and
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. YOUNG) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PASYORE) would vote "nay.'

Mr. GRrFFIN. I announce the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr. Corrow), the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG), the
Senator from New York (Mr. GOODELL),
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HAT-
FIELD), the Senator from California (Mr.
MURPHY), the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
STEVENS, and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Colorado (Mr.
DOMINICK) and the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MUNOT) are absent because
of illness.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD-
WATER) is absent on official business.

The Senator from Utah (Mr. BEN-
NETT), the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
SAXBE), and the Senator from North
Dakota (Mr. YOUNG) are detained on
official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) and
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the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HAT-
FIELD), would vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from New
York (Mr. 0000ELL) is paired with the
Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER). If
present and voting, the Senator from
New York would vote "yea" and the Sen-
ator from Texas would vote nay."

The result was announced—yeas 24,

So the amendment (No. 1155) was re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I send
to the desk amendment No. 1110, as mod-
ified to conform with the new bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Montana will be read.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
On page 418, between lines 19 and 20, In-

Sert the following:
(c) The Secretary shall pay to each State

which has a plan approved under title I, X,
XIV, XVI, or XIX, or part A of title Iv, of the
Social Security Act, for each quarter begin-
ning after March 1971, an amount equal to
the excess of—

(1) the total expenditures, under the State
plan approved under such title or part, as
aid or assistance with respect to Indians,
Aleuts, Eskimos,. or other aboriginal persons,
over

(2) the amounts otherwise payable to
such State under such title or part and under
section 9 of the Act of April 19, 1950 as the
Federal share of such aid or assistance to
such persons.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, this
amendment would provide full Federal
payments for welfare for all Indian peo-

pie in all categories that under existing
law are provided at 80 percent for the
Navajo and Hopi in three categories. The
amendment was originally offered as S.
2265, with 14 cosigners, then was revised
and introduced as amendment 1110 with
the cosponsorship of Senators MANSFIELD,
GOLDWATER, GRAVEL, HARRIS, MCCARTHY,
MONDALE, Moss, STEVENS, YARBOROUGH,
and ANDERSON.

Our amendment would extend to all
States 100 percent Federal payments for
expenditures by the States under public
assistance programs for aid to all In-
dians, Aleuts, Eskimos, or other aborig-
inal persons. Existing law provides a spe-
cial Federal payment of 80 percent for
expenditures by the States in behalf of
the Navajo and Hopi receiving old age as-
sistance, aid to dependent children, or
aid to the needy blind. Our amendment
would provide Federal payments for
these three categories and aid to the dis-
abled and medicaid.

In April 1950, the distinguished rank-
ing member of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, Senator CLINTON ANDERSON, with
Senators Hayden, O'Mahoney, Chavez,
and McFarland succeeded in amending
the Social Security Act to increase the
Federal share of assistance to the Navajo
and Hopi from 75 to 95 percent in some
cases and from 60 percent to 92 percent
in others.

Mr. President, the American Indian is
a Federal responsibility.

In his major policy statement this
summer, President Nixon reminded us
of this fact. He said:

The special relationship between Indians
and the Federal government Is the result
of solemn obligations which have been en-
tered Into by the United States govern-
ment . . . the Indians have often surrendered
claims to vast tracts of land and have ac-
cepted life on government reservations. In
exchange, the government has agreed to pro-
vide community services such as health, edu-
cation . . . services which would presumably
allow Indian communities to enjoy a stand-
ard of living comparable to that of other
Americans.

The message went on to say:
Because of the high rate of unemploy-

ment and underemployment among Indians,
there is probably no other group in the
country that would be helped as directly and
as substantially by programs such as the
new Family Assistance Plan and the pro-
posed Family Health Insurance Plan. It Is
estimated, for example, that more than half
of all Indian families would be eligible for
Family Assistance benefits and the enact-
ment of this legislation Is therefore of criti-
cal importance to the American Indian.

Probably it is true that half of all In-
dian families would be eligible for bene-
fits, but my amendment, incorporating
much of the administration's Family As-
sistance Act, repeals Public Law 474 ef-
fective January 1, 1972, and makes no
substitute provision so that not even the
special payments for the Navajo and the
Hopi will be made as before.

It was estimated in 1966 that three-
quarters of the Indian families living on
reservations earn less than $3,000 an-
nually, and while the off-reservation In-
dian may earn higher wages because he
does not receive the free medical care
and other benefits that are available to
the reservation Indian, his real income is

reduced accordingly. In States in whose
boundaries there are large tract,s of land
set aside as reservations for Indian peo-
ple, there is an overriding Federal re-
sponsibility because the States derive no
revenue from these lands.

Deprived of that source of revenue, and
realizing precious little in income taxes
from a people who earn too little to pay
them, the State of Montana and others
with large Indian populations are simply
not able to handle the burden of welfare
assistance.

The Montana Department of Public
Welfare has advised me that it is cost-
ing $1.1 million in the biennium to pro-
vide assistance to Indians in State-ap-
proved plans for old age assistance, aid
to dependent children, aid to the needy
blind, and medicaid, as well as aid to the
disabled.

Mr. President, I ask the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare to
prepare a projection of the additional
Federal cost if our amendment were to
be adopted.

Summarized, the additional cost to the
Federal Government would be $45 mil-
lion annually under existing law and $70
million annually with enactment of the
family assistance substitute.

Mr. President, I have one final plea.
There are many, many hopeful signs

on Indian reservations and among Indian
people today. In Montanathere are sev-
eral economic development programs
that are changing life on the reservations
from one of hopelessness and joblessness
to one of hope and industry and employ-
ment and education.

There are motels, recreation com-
plexes, et cetera. The Fort Peck Indians,
for example, were successful in secur-
ing a contract to repair rifles. The enter-
prise has employed 120 people and has
brought a payroll to the reservation that
has in turn brought pride and stability. I
am convinced that we are on the right
track. I am convinced that the Senate,
with approval of the Alaska Native claims
bill, has prepared the way for Alaska Na-
tives to participate fully in the benefits
of economic development in that great
State. In Rough Rock, Ariz., a demon-
stration school among the Navajo In-
dians has achieved national recognition,

I believe if we continued this momen-
tum, the American Indian in a genera-
tion could so significantly improve his
condition that the cost of public assist-
ance would drop sharply.

In the meantime, public assistance is
a vital support that will assure the suc-
cess of the education and economic de-
velopment programs which are bringing
opportunity to the American Indian.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that several pertinent documents be
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at
the conclusion of my remarks. They in-
clude a history of Public Law 474 pre-
pared by the Honorable Wilbur J. Cohen
cost estimates of my amendment pre-
pared by the Social and Rehabilitation
Service of the National Center for Social
Statistics, a letter from the administra-
tor of the Montana Department of Pub-
lie Welfare and another from the claims
attorney for that department.
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There being no objection, the ma-

terial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PRovIsIoNs FOR NAVAJO

AND Hoes INDIANs: PUBLIC LAW 474
(By Wilbur J. Cohen)

On April Th, President Truman approved
Public Law 474, providing for the rehabilita-
tion of Navajo and Hopi Indians. Section 9
of this law provides for increasing the Fed-
eral share of public assistance payments for
needy Indians of these tribes who reside on
reservations or on allotted or trust lands and
who are recipients of old-age assistance, aid
to dependent children, or aid to the blind.
The new law becomes effective July 1, 1950.
It provides that with respect to assistance
payments for these Indians the Federal Gov-
ernment will pay, in addition to its regular
share under titles I, IV, and X of the Social
Security Act, 80 percent of the State's regu-
lar share. The maximums for individual pay-
ments specified in the Act apply to these
payments.

Thus, in a payment of $20 to a needy in-
dividual, the regular State share is $5 and
the Federal share is $15. For Navajo and Hopi
Indians the Federal Government will pay $4
additional (80 percent of the $5 State share)
or a total of $19 out of the $20 payment. The
Federal share in such a payment would thus
be increased from 75 percent to 95 percent.
In a $50 payment the Federal share would
be increased from $30 to $46, or from 60 per-
cent to 90 percent.' The accompanying table
illustrates the effect of section 9 on public
assistance payments to Navajo and Hopi
Indians.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

The first form (S. 1407) of the legislation
that became Public Law 474 was introduced
on March 25, 1949, by Senatore O'Ma.honey,
Hayden, Chavez, McFarland, and Anderson.
Companion bills, H.R. 3476 and HR. 3489,
were introduced in the House of Representa-
tives.2 S. 1407 passed the Senate on July 6,
1949, with amendments, and passed the
House with some further amendments on
July 14, 1949. In the Conference Committee a
new provision dealing with increased Fed-
eral grants to the States for public assistance
to Navajo and Hopi Indians was Included in
section 9. The Conference Report was ac-
cepted in both the House and the Senate on
October 3, and the bill was then sent to the
President. The President vetoed the bill on
October 17, 1949, but his veto message did
not contain any objection to the public as-
sistance provisions of the bill.

The Senate deleted the provisions of the
bill to which the President objected and
passed a new bill, S. 2734, on October 18, the
day after the veto was received. Immediate
consideration of the bill In the House on
October 19 was objected to by Representative
Kean, a member of the House Committee on
Ways and Means.

With the adjournment of Congress, S. 2734
went over the second session in 1950. The
House passed the bill on February 21, 1950,
with several amendments, one of which
changed the method of determining the
Federal share of public assistance payments
to the two tribes. However, this amendment
was based upon an erroneous interpretation
of section 9 and in effect made the entire
public assistance provision Inoperatlve. The
Conference Committee therefore deleted
certain language from the amended section
9 and thus restored the section's effective-
ness.7 The Conference Report was adopted
by the House on April 6, 1950, and by the
Senate on April 10. The President signed the
bill on April 19, 1950.

The basic issue as to whether Indians
should be given public assistance entirely at
Federal expense or on the same basis as other

Footnotes at end of article.
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individuals has been the subject of lengthy
deba.te. When the House added the provision
to 5. 1407 to make all Indians within the
Navajo and Hopi reservations subject to the
laws of the State in which they live, it be-
came necessary to consider whether this same
principle should be applied to public assist-
ance recipients or whether it should be
modified in some way. The following quota-
tion from the Conference Committee Report
describes the difference of opinion between
the two houses:

The House conferees insisted upon
section 9, but the Senate conferees wanted
it eliminated for the reason that the exten-
sion of State laws would obligate the States
to make available the benefits of the State
social security laws to reservation Indians, an
obligation which has not been assumed by
New Mexico and Arizona for two reasons:
First, they have notadmitted their liability,
claiming that under the enabling acts and
Federal laws the Indian was an obligation
of the Federal Government. Second, because
of the large Indian population, the States
strenuously urged their financial inability to
meet this obligation.

The Conference Report also explains the
justification for the '80-percent formula":
Less than 20 percent of the Navajo and
Hopi Indians speak the English language.
The States have indicated their willingness to
assume the burden of administering the so-
cial security laws on the reservations with
this additional help. The Conference Com-
mittee was of the opinion that this was a
fair arrangement particularly in view of the
large area of tax-free land and the difficulty
in the administration of the law to non-
English-speaking people, sparsely settled in
places where there are not adequate roads
and that it would be of particular advantage
to the Indians themselves. This arrangement
can and no doubt will be changed as soon as
the Indians are rehabilitated. Both States
assume full responsibility for nonreservation
Indians at the present time.

The percentage to be paid by the States
under this section, other than the cost of
administration, is the same as was worked
out In a conference at Sante Fe, New Mexico,
between representatives of the Federal Se-
curity Agency, Bureau of Indian Affairs, the
offices of the Attorney General of the States
of Arizona and New Mexico, and the State De-
partment of Welfare of the States of Arizona
and New Mexico, on April 28 and 29, 1949. At
this conference, it was agreed that the net
cost to the State would not exceed 10 percent
of the total cost Incurred by the Federal and
State Governments in aid to needy Indians
(aged, blind, and dependent children). This
is the agreement under which the' States are
now operating. However, it Is the opinion of
the Conference Committee that the Indians
would be greatly benefited by the States' as-
suming full responsibility for the adminis-
tering of this law, and It would assure a
continued assistance which Would not be
dependent upon appropriations through the
Bureau of Indian Affairs from year to year.

Before the passage of the Social Security
Act, the Federal Government assumed full
responsibility for needy reservation Indians,
and there is strong argument that the Fed-
eral Government still has full responsibility
for their care. The additional cost of the
extension of social security benefits not here-
tofore assumed by New Mexico and Arizona
is only part of the cost of the extension of
State laws to the reservations. Therefore, the
Conference Committee is of the opinion that
the amendment which was adopted Is a fair
and equitable division of the expense.

The 80-percent formula embodied in Pub-
lic Law 474 is based upon a formula pro-
posed in bills S. 691 and HR. 1921. Introduced
in both houses on January 27, 1949, for all
Indian "wards" in any State. Testimony was
given before the House Committee on Ways
anct Means in favor of HR. 1921,10 but the

c'
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Committee did not report that bill out nor
did it include any special provision for Indi-
ans in the social security bill, HR. 6000,
reported out by the Committee.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

On several occasions Congress has given
consideration to legislation affecting Indi-
ans receiving public assistance under the
Social Socurity Act. In 1935 when the original
social security bill was being considered in
the Senate, a provision for payment by the
Federal Government of the full cost of Indi-
an pensions was passed by the Senate as are
amendment to the pending bill. The proposed
amendment provided for a new title in the
Social Security Act making payments to In-
dians "a pension from the United States in
the sum of $30 per month." 11 This amend-
mnent was Sponsored by Senator Norbeck of
South Dakota. It was dropped, however, by
the Conference Committee and was not in-
cluded in the final law.

In a special report of the Social Security
Board on proposed changes in the Social
Security Act, which President Roosevelt sub-
mitted to the Congress in January 1939, the
Board stated as follows:

A number of States have a considerable
Indian population, some of whom are still
wards of the Federal Government. The Board
believes that, with regard to certain Indians
for whom the Federal Government is assum-
ing responsibility in other respects, and who
are in need of old-age assistance, aid to the
blind, or aid to dependent children the Fed-
eral Government should pay the entire cost.
If this provision Is made, the Board should
be authorized to negotiate cooperative
agreements with the proper State agencies
so that aid to these Indians may be given iii
the same manner as to other persons in the
State, the only difference being In the amount
of the Federal contribution. The Board be-
lieves that it should also be given authority
to grant funds to the Office of Indian Affairs
for this purpose, if that appears more desir-
able in certain circumstances.

The House Committee on Ways and Means,
however, did not include any provision con-
cerning Indians in the 1939 social security
bill. The Senate Committee on Finance con-
sidered an amendment affecting Indians but
did not report it out. On the floor of the
Senate, an amendment was offered which
provided that "notwithstanding any other
provisions of law, the Social Security Board
shall not disapprove any State plan under
titles I, IV and X of this act because such
plan does not apply to or include Indians." 10
This amendment passed the Senate but was
deleted by the Conference Committee and
was not included in the final 1939 law.

The Social Security Administration has
consistently Interpreted the Social Security
Act to mean that a State public assistance
plan could not legally be approved if that
plan discriminated against any citizen of the
United States on account of race. Twenty-
four of the 26 States In which there are
Indians residing on reservations provide pub-
lic assistance under the Social Security Act to
these individuals. In Arizona and New Mex-
ico, however, questions have been raised over
the years by both State agencies as to Wheth-
er reservation Indians were to be included in
the public assistance programs under the So-
cial Security Act.

The immediate factors that led to the in-
clusion of the public assistance provisions in
section 9 of Public Law 474 first made them-
selves felt on April 17, 1947. On that date the
State Board of Public Welfare of New Mexico
refused the application of a Navajo Indian
for old-age assistance on the grounds that
reservation Indians were not a responsibility
of the State Welfare Department "just as
long as they are under the complete juris-
diction of the Indian service and insofar as
the ezpendlture of State money for their wel-
fare Is concerned." At about the same time
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the Arizona State Department of Public
Welfare also took a position that it would
riot make payments to reservation Indians.

The Social Security Administration dis-
cussed the subject with the State agencies
in an effort to resolve the conflict between
the position they had assumed and the re-
quirement of the Social Security Act that
assistance must be available to all eligible
person within the State. Discussions con-
tinued over a period of time, and the States
were Informed that the continued receipt of
Federal funds for their public assistance
programs was dependent on whether the
State programs were operating in conformity
with the principle that applications are to be
accepted from all who apply and assistance
granted to all eligible persons. During the
same period the Bureau of Indian Affairs
made some payments, as their funds per-
initted, to needy Indians in the two States.

Finally, after all efforts to bring the States
into conformity with the requirements of
the Social Security Act had failed, the Com-
missioner for Social Security, after due no-
tice, held hearings to determine whether
there was a failure by New Mexico and Ari-
zona to operate their plans in accordance
with sections 4, 404, and 1004 of the Social
Security Act. A hearing on New Mexico was
held on February 8, 1949, and on Arizona on
February 15, 1949. Before findings or deter-
mination based upon these hearings were
made, the arrangements described in the
quotations from the Conference Report on
S. 1407 were completed at Santa Fe, New
Mexico, on April 28 and 29. 1949, and assist-
ance was provided for reservation Indians in
these two States. It was the purpose of Pub-
lic Law 474 to solve, by congressional action,
the problems raised In the hearings before
the Social Security Commissioner." As stated
In the Conference Report on the bill, the
Committee felt that efficient operation could
be more definitely assured if the State were
to administer the entire program for needy
Indians rather than share the responsibility
with the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

FOOTNOTES

Technlcal Adviser to the Commissioner
for Social Security.

'The above figures and those in the table
are used only as general illustrations of the
amount of Federal participation. They are
based on hypothetical Individual payments,
Whereas actually, under the basic formula
of the Social Security Act, the Federal per-
centages are not applied to individual pay-
ments but rather to the average payments of
a State under each title. That part of any
payment for a month In excess of $50 to an
aged or blind recipient and in excess of $27
with respect to one dependent child in a
home and $18 with respect to each of the
other dependent children in a home Is not
counted in computing the averages.

For the history of legislative proposals
before 1949 see Hearings Be/ore a Senate
Subcommittee of the Committee on Inter-
ior and Insular Affairs on S. 1407 (81st Cong..
let seas.), pp. 3-7. HearIngs were also held
on HR. 3476 by the House Committee on
Public Lands.

'For proceedings in the House see Con-
gressional Record (daily edition), July 14,
1949, pp. 9682—92.

'IbId., Oct. 17, 1949. pp. 15119—20.
'IbId., Oct.. 19. 1949, pp. 15243—46.
IbId., Feb. 21. 1950, p.2120.
See Conference Report on S. 2734, Con-

gressional Record (daily editIon), Apr. 5,
1950, p. 4835.

House Report 1338 to accompany S. 1407,
S.cpt. 22, 1949, p. 7.

Ibid., pp. 7-8.
10 Hearings before the House Committee on

Ways and Means on HR. 2892 (81st Cong.,
1st sesa.), pp. 791—801.

so Congressional Record, June 18, 1935, p.
flAfl. ..1,S 1tta,. f,.nm +5,... CnmmivCinnpY

of Indian Affairs stating that he was "in
sympathy with this proposal," pp. 9540—41.

12 Hearings Relative to the Social Security
Act Amendments of 1939 Be/ore the House
Committee on Ways and Means (76th Cong.,
1st sess.), February 1939, p. 15. The Secretary
of the Interior alsq urged that "social secur-
ity benefits for Indians be administered as a
part of the general plan for the citizens of
the United States" (Hearings Before the
Senate Committee on Finance on HR. 6635,
76th Cong., 1st sess., June 1939, p. 272).

°' Congressional Record, July 13, 1939, pp.
9027—28.

" On December 27, 1949, the Arizuna State
Board of Public Welfare adopted a resolution
stating that it would not disc:ntinue its
policy of excluding crippled reservation
Indian children In the provision of treatment
services. The Commissioner of the State
department in transmitting the Board's
resolution to the Chief of the Children's
Bureau of the Social Security Administration
stated that It was 'necessary to sever our
connections." No Federal funds have been
paid to Arizona under part 2 of title V of the
Social Security Act since December 22, 1949.

COST TSTIMATE: SENATOR METCALF'S
PROPOSAL

Method for estimating number of India,i
recipients nd additional Federal cost.

A. Number of Indian recipients.
1. Obtained the recipient rate for Indians

by eligibility factor for most recent period
for which such data were available (number
of Indians obtained from most recent char-
acteristics studies of OAA, AS, APTD, and
AFDC recipients.

2. Compared the recipient rates for all re-
cipients by eligibility factor for the period
corresponding to study year with rate for
all public assistance recipients as of Decem-
ber 1969.

3. Estimated rate for Indians as of Decem-
ber 1969 by keeping the same relationships
between the recipient rates for Indians and
all recipients for the earlier period and the
rates for both groups for December 1969.'

4. The estimate for the "projected" num-
ber of recipients was obtained by increasing
the "current" estimated number in 3) above
by 50 percent. Adjusted figure used for AFDC
and APTD.

B. Costs for maintenance assistance.
1. For the adult categories, we used the

estimated U.S. State share of the average
payment under HR 16311 times 12 times the
estimated number of adult Indian recipients.

2. For the AFDC supplementary payment,
we used estimated State share of average
monthly supplementary payment for the
U.S. (amount obtained from ASPE) times
the number of AFDC recipients.

C. Costs for medicaid.
1. Computed a cost per case month amount

by eligibility factor for the U.S. which was
multiplied by the estimated number of In-
dlan recipients.

2. Inflated amount In 1) above by 8 per-
cent to give effect to the costs for "other"
medicaid recipients, i.e., Individuals age 21—
64 not categorically related and other chil-
dren under 21.

3. The State share was estimated at 49.2
percent (non-Federal share of total pay-
ments In fiscal year 1969) of the total pay-
ments for the money payment recipients,
categorically related recipients, and other
children under 21 plus the total cost for in-
dividuals age 21—64 which represented the
additional Federal cost under the prOpos&i.

'Numbers receiving AFDC also were estI-
mated by applying 1.3 percent (percent In-
dians In 1969 study) to total child recipients,
which yielded a lower figure. The lower fig-
ure was used as the "current" number and
APTD number also was adjusted downward
sasine AFOC as a model.

STATE OF MONTANA,
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE,

Helena, Mont., April 29, 1970.
Hon. LEE METCALF,
Senator from Montana, U.S. Senate, Washing-

ton, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR METCALF: Because of your in-

terest in legislation relating to special federal
matching for assistance to Indians, I am
bringing to your attention the fact that Sec-
tion 401 of HR. 16311 (The Family Assistance
Plan) would repeal Section 9 of the Act of
April 1950 (25 U.S.C. 639) providing for spe-
cial federsi matching for assistance to Nay-
ajo-Hopi Indians.

Your bill, 5. 2265, which you introduced on
May 27. 1969, would extend this special
matching for all categories of federally-aided
assistance to all Indian tribes ill all states.
The enactment of this legislation and the
resulting additional federal funding would
enable Montana to consider options and al-
ternatives for program expansion that are
not now available because of the limitation
of funds. I am sure there would be similar
impact in other states with substantial num-
bers of Indians.

In view of this, we would strongly urge
the inclusion of some form of special as-
sistance for "Indian" states for the programs
included under HR. 16311 as well as for
Title XIX of the Social Security Act. Fur-
thermore, pending the implementation of the
provisions of HR. 16311 on July 1, 1971, the
provisions of your bill (S. 2265) should be
enacted for the interim period and for per-
manent effect if HR. 16311 fails of enact-
ment.

We greatly appreciate your efforts in be-
half of the public welfare programs and this
department. If there is any information you
will need from us. please let me know.

With kindest personal regards, I am,
Sincerely yours,

THEODORE CARKUL.IS,
Administrator.

MAHAN-STROPE,
Helena, Mont., January 15, 1969.

Hon. LEE METCALF,
U.S. Senator from Montana, Senate Office

Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR METCALF: The State Depart-

ment of Public Welfare of the State of Mon-
tana has caused to be introduced in the
Senate and House of Representatives of the
State of Montana during their current Legis-
lation Session, a Joint Resolution urging that
the President and Congress expand the aid
now given by the Federal Government to the
Navajo and Hopi Indians, under Public Law
474, 81st Congress (64 Stat. 47; 25 U.S.C.
639).

This legislation authorized eighty percent
(80%) contrIbution by the Federal Govern-
ment in addition to all other amounts pre-
scribed, toward expenditures during the pre-
ceding quarter by the State under the State
plans approved by the Social Security Act for
Old Age AssIstance, Aid to Dependent Chil-
dren and Aid to the Needy Blind, to these
two Indian Tribes.

The State Department believes that if this
aid was expanded to include the Indian
Thbes in Montana, and also expanded to not
only include the three Welfare categories
above mentioned, but all categories of We1-
fare, including Medical Assistance, there
would be a saving of State funds of 1.1 mil-
lion dollars for the two-year biennium.

We feel that the Indians In Montana de-
serve equal treatment with the Navajo and
Hopi Indians. We feel that they are some-
what similarly situated in that Montana Is
a sparsely settled state and subject to severe
weather conditions and the Indians often
find themselevs under great hardships. If
Congress finds It Inadvisable to extend this
aid to all Indian Tribes then we would specif-
ically ask that It be extended to those Indian
Tribes similarly situated to the Navajo and
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Hopt Indians, such as the Rocky Boy Reser-
vation Indians In Montana and the other
Indians on reservations In the Montana area.

A,iy consideration you could give to change
the present law to extend this aid to the
Montana Indianz and to increase It to Include
all categories of Welfare Assistance would be
sincerely appreciated.

With kindest regards.
Yours very truly,

THOMAS H. MAHAN,
Claims Attorney for the State Depart-

inent of Public Welfare.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. METCALF. I am delighted to
yield.

Mr. MONDALE. I was privileged to join
with the Senator from Montana in co-
sponsoring this proposal.

Is it not a fact that many of the same
counties In which Indian reservations
and large Indian populations are found,
are very often, from a real estate stand-
point of financing, burdened in the fi-
nancing of the local share of these wel-
fare cost,s? Thus, in addition to every-
thing else, without full Federal support
for the welfare cost.s, they are burdened
with constantly rising local welfare
charges consisting of local shares of the
welfare costs. I know that in the State
of Minnesota In some cases these costs
have risen to the point where there is
literally a destruction of the local real
estate tax structure.

Therefore, this amendment, if adopted,
would go a long way toward relieving
them of what is an unfair and dispro-
portionate imposition. Is that correct?

Mr. METCALF. The Senator is correct.
The fact Is that In many counties a sub-
stantial amount of the land owned by
Indians is in a trust status, and there-
fore is not taxable either for State or
county purposes.

Second, if we adopt this amendment,
we will have recognized that we have a
Federal responsibility for the Indians,
and, therefore, the State responsibility
will be taken over.

Some of the discrimination among In-
dians—and we have discrimination all
over the Western United States—will be
alleviated. The second thing, of course, is
that we will have Indians who are on the
reservation and have low Income, and
have no opportunities for employment,
given a chance to have a substantial wel-
fare payment.

Mr. MONDALE. Would the Senator
yield further?

Mr. METCALF. Certainly.
Mr. MONDALE. Is It not the case that

a few of the Indian reservations now en-
joy the 100-percent feature?

Mr. METCALF. The Navajos and the
Hopis.

Mr. MONDALE. So that what the Sen-
ator's amendment would do is simply
apply to all Indians similarly situated
the same treatment?

Mr. METCALF. All over America.
Mr. MONDALE. I am proud to join

In cosponsoring the amendment, and I
hope it will be adopted.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. METCALF. I am glad to yield.
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I am very

pleased to be a cosponsor of the amend-
ment now offered by the distinguished
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Senator from Montana. He has done a
great service in suggesting this amend-
ment. I think it gets at a problem which,
as has been rightly pointed out, is a tre-
mendous problem, and one which the
Senate ought to meet. I hope the amend-
ment will be adopted.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. METCALF. I yield.
Mr. RIBICOFF. I wonder if the Sen-

ator could generally enlighten the Sen-
ate as to how many beneficiaries would
be affected, as of now, if the Senator's
amendment were adopted.

Mr. METCALF. I have talked about
Indians. The Interior Committee's defi-
nition of an Indian is a person with one-
fourth Indian blood. I do not know how
many Indians in that category there are
in America. In Montana there are 27,000
Indians In that category, but only about
4,000 of those 27,000 are eligible to have
relief or welfare programs.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I mean, does not the
Department of the Interior or Health,
Education, and Welfare know at the
present time how many Indians are
covered? Because if the Federal Govern-
ment picks up 80 percent of the cost,
they must know what the numbers are.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, may we have order?

The PRESrDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order, ,please.

Mr. METCALF. The Federal Govern-
ment picks up 80 percent of the cost of
welfare for only the Navajos and the
Hopis. The Federal Government does
not pick up any of the cost of welfare
for the Blackfeet, the Crows, the Papa-
goes, the Sioux, and all those other In-
dian tribes that are all over the West-
ern United States.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I mean, historically,
does the Senator know why the Federal
Government picked up the costs for two
tribes, and not the others?

Mr. METCALF. Because of the great
ability of the distinguished Senators
from New Mexiäo, Mr. ANDERSON and
Mr. Chavez, who got this special treat-
ment for Indians in their area.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Those two Indian
tribes are in New Mexico only?

Mr. METCALF. That is right. But my
amendment would not only provide that
80 percent would be given, but would pro-
vide that 100 percent of the contribu-
tion be given to all Indian tribes all
over the United States, the Western
United States.

Mr. RIBICOFF. But the Senator does
know the number involved, or the total
cost?

Mr. METCALF. What?
Mr. RIBICOFF. The Senator does not

know the pumber involved, or the total
cost?

Mr. METCALF. I do not know the
number involved, and I have not been
able to ascertain the number from either
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare or the Department of the
Interior. But it Is a matter of common
justice that every Indian on welfare
should have this contribution from the
Federal Government.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
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Mr. METCALF. I yield.
Mr. FANNIN. I think there are approx-

imately 600,000 Indians in the United
States. Is that not the figure?

Mr. METCALF. But the 600,000 In-
dians are not all on welfare.

Mr. FANNIN. No; I understand. But
when we are talking about numbers, is it
not true that what we ar talking about,
mostly, is the reservation Indians, as far
as the Western United States is con-
cerned?

Mr. METCALF. That is what I am
talking about.

Mr. FANNIN. So we really have more
tribes than the Navajo and the Hopi
involved, and more than the State of New
Mexico, because a large part of the
Navajo Reservation is in Arizona, as well
as the Hopi Reservation.

Mr. METCALF. The Navajos and the
Hopis are already taken care of.

Mr. FANNIN. I understand; but
among the Papagoes and all these other
tribes, there are approximately 60 to 90
reservations in the State of Arizona, de-
pending on how you count reservations,
and I ask the Senator how those reserva-
tions are covered.

Mr. METCALF. The only reservations
covered are the Navajo and the Hopi
reservations. They get payment of their
welfare costs from the Federal Govern-
ment. My amendment would provide that
all of the costs of welfare for all of the
Indians in all of the reservations all over
the United States would be paid, 100 per-
cent.

Mr. RrBICOFF. If the Senator is cor-
rect—

Mr. FANNIN. I was just trying to help
the Senator understand.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Yes. I appreciate that
very much, because I think we have a
basic problem. I appreciate what the
Senator is trying to do, but I think we
should have the facts before us. How-
ever, we do not have the facts. Between
the Interior Department and HEW, we
ought to have those figures. The Sen-
ator's amendment, as I understand it,
covers all Indians all over the United
States, regardless of whether or not they
arc on reservations.

Mr. METCALF. That is correct. If
they are Indians and on welfare, they are
going to be compensated 100 percent.

Mr. RIBICOFF. So if an Indian lived
in Washington, or in the State of Con-
necticut, and could be so identified, then
the cost to the State of Connecticut or
the District of Columbia, the entire cost,
would be chargeable to the Federal Gov-
ernment?

Mr. METCALF. That is correct.
Mr. RIBICOFF. I think it is unfortu-

nate that we do not have the figures.
I am very sympathetic with what the
Senator is trying to do. I would hope
that if the amendment is adopted and
goes to conference, by the next time
around, between the departments, they
could enlighten the Senator as to the
number of people involved.

Mr. METCALF. I would be delighted if
they could enlighten me. But it is a mat-
ter of justice that an Indian who is on
welfare should be compensated by the
Federal Government instead of by the
State government.
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Mr. RIBICOFF. But if an Indian lives
In the State of Connecticut and receives
welfare—

Mr. METCALF. And is on welfare.
Mr. RIBICOFF. He would be receiving

welfare on the same basis as any other
resident of the State of Connecticut, and
the State of Connecticut would contrib-
ute it.s 50 percent and the Federal Gov-
ernment its 50 percent. What happens in
the State of Montana? Do not the State
of Montana, the State of Arizona, the
State of Washington, and the State of
Utah treat the Indians the same as they
do every other person who may be in-
cligent and on welfare in their respective
States?

Mr. METCALF. Except for the Navahos
and th Hopis.

Mr. FANNIN. If the Senator will yield,
I rm very concerned about the welfare
of the Indian and would like to clarify
the difference in these programs. From
the standpoint of the reservation Indian,
we have a different program than we
have as far as the nonreservation Indian
is concerned. The nonreservation Indian
Is treated the same as any other citizen,
whc-rcas the reservation Indian comes
under a different program, administered
by the BIA.

It would be very difficult to administer
this program other than in the areas
where they have the tribes. If we start
saying an Indian in Chicago or in New
York or Illinois is entitled to such treat-
ment, how do you make that determina-
tion, or how do you find that Indian and
give him that treatment?

Mr. METCALF. Many Indians, of
course, from Montana are in Chicago.

Mr. FANNIN. Yes: I realize that. I am
Interested in this proposal and would
like to find how it would work.

Mr. METCALF. Because of the unfor-
tunate relocation program that a former
Secretary of the Interior put into effect,
we have reservation Indians from Mofl-
tana and Arizona In Los Angeles who are
on welfare. And, since we have a Federal
responsibility for Indians, why should
the State of California have to take care
of those Indians that we have moved to
Los Angeles, or the State of Illinois take
care of those Indians that we have
moved to Chicago, when we have a re-
sponsibility to take care of these welfare
Indians, on the reservation or off the
reservation?

I can remember a generation ago, In
1937, when I was In the Legislature of
the State of Montana, we had the In-
dians coming down to us from so-called
HIll 57, asking for welfare. They asked
for appropriations and they asked for
help. We failed to do that, and a whole
generation has gone by. We have failed
to take care of the welfare and we have
failed to provide opportunities for these
Indians. So we have the same problem
over again, a generation later.

This is what I am trying to do: 'I am
trying to say that the Federal Govern-
ment should assume its responsibility for
Its Indian wards, and that if they are on
welfare, wherever they are, we will pay
the welfare.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. METCALF. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I say, In sup-
port of the amendment offered by my
distinguished colleague, of which I am a
cosponsor, that when he used the word
"ward," I think he told the whole story.
The Indians do occupy a peculiar posi-
tion in American society. They are a
minority group about which we have
forgotten a great deal, from whom we
have taken a great deal, who are the
subjects of dire poverty on their reserva-
tions as well as in the large cities.

I think that this is doing no more than
what is just for these people, from whom
we took this country, who have received
so little consideration, and who should
be given a good deal more in the way of
compensation than they have received
up to this time. I think we can forget the
sympathy and the figures and the num-
bers and recognize a reality and face up
toit.

Mr. RIBICOFF. There is no question
that what the majority leader says is
true, that of all the minority groups, the
Indians are lowest in the scale, whether It
is poverty, social, economic condition—

Mr. METCALF. Income.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Lower than the hlack,,

the Mexicans, the Spanish-speaking, any
group in American society that we can
name. Their poverty is the direst of all
and deserves consideration. I am very
sympathetic. I am going to support the
Senator's amendment.

I do not know what will happen to it
in conference, but I would hope that the
next time we have a social security bill,
between the Interior Department and
Health, Education, and Welfare, they
would supply some information so we
can address ourselves in a little more
depth and a little more understanding
of the nature of this problem.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. METCALF. I yield.
Mr. LONG. As the Senators have

pointed out, a problem of discrimination
is involved here, and I would be willing
to agree to the amendment and see
whether we can work It out with the
House in conference.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 1128

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I call up
ray amendment No. 1128.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, It Is so ordered; and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 46, line 10, strike out .$166662,4'•

&nd insert in lieu thereof "$208.33!/3".
On page 46, line 14. strike out "$166.66%"

and insert in lieu thereof "$208.33Y3".
On page 46, line 21, strIke out '$166.66%'

and Insert in lieu thereof '$208.33 l'j".
On page 121, line 21, strike out "$166.66%

and insert in Ueu thereof '$208.33Y3".

December 28, 1970

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, this
amendment is very simple. It is one that
I had printed and ready to offer prior to
the submission of amendment No. 1150
by Senator PERCY, which the Senate
adopted by an overwhelming vote of 52
to 9. Senator PERCY'S amendment pro-
posed a work exemption of $2,400 prior
to the loss of social security benefits. My
amendment No. 1128 proposes an exemp-
tion of $2,500 prior to loss of benefits un-
der the social security piovisions. It
means that a person could earn $8.33 ½
more per month before losing social sec-
urity benefits than he would under the
amendment offered by Senator PERCY.

I am sure that in view of the over-
whelming vote of 52 to 9 that occurred on
the Percy amendment—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
interrupts the Senator to state that the
amendment is not in order.

Mr. CANNON. The amendment is not
in order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is not
in order. That part of the bill already
has been amended.

Mr. CANNON. I was going to withdraw
it, anyway, in view of the fact that the
amendment had been adopted. But I did
want to comment on it, because I am
sorry that the time limitation on the
previous amendment had not been used
up, and this amendment therefore oc-
curred at an earlier time than was in-
tended. Otherwise, I would have pro-
posed mine as a substitute.

However, I am sure that the Senate
would not want to begrudge the recipi-
ents of social security the opportunity
to earn another $100 per year before los-
ing their social security benefits. I regret
that it is not possible to give them the
opportunity to earn $2,500 per year be-
fore losing the social security benefits,
in view of the high cost of living and the
increasing cost, due to the Inflation that
has been taking place in this country
during the past 2 years.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HARTKE). The Senator will state it.

Mr. COOK. If the Senator were to sub-
mit this amendment as an amendment
to another section of the bill, other than
the section which has already been
amended, would the amendment then be
In order?

The PRE1DING OFFICER. If the
amendment amends a part of the bill
which has not previously been amended,
then the amendment would be in order.

Mr. COOK. I thank the Chair.
Mr. CANNON. I thank the Senator. I

will see if I can find a spot for it.
AMENDMENT NO. 1130

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 1130.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRFIDING OFFIC Without
objection, it Is so ordered; and, without
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objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.
The amendment is as follows:
Beginning on page 408, line 13, strike out

all through page 408, line 20.
On page 522, between lines 21 and 22, in-

sert the following:
(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of

section 2(a) (10), 1002(a)(8), 1402(a)(8),
and 1602(5) (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 of
such Act, shall disregard (and the plan shall
be deemed to require the State to disre-
gard), in addition to any other amounts
which the State is required or permitted to
disregard In determining such need, any
amount (or any portion thereof) paid to an
individual under title II of such Act (or
under the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937
by reason of tbe first proviso in section 3(e)
thereof) if—

"(1) for the month preceding the first
month that monthly insurance benefits pay-
able under title II of the Social Security
Act are Increased by reason of the enact-
ment of section 101 Of this Act—

(A) such Individual received aid or assist-
ance under such State plan;

(B) such Individual was entitled (on the
basis of an application filed in or before
such month) to monthly insurance benefits
under section 202 or section 223 of the
Social Security Act; and

(2) such amount (or portion thereof) Is
attributable to the Increase, In monthly In-
surance benefits payable under title II of
the Social Security Act, resulting from the
enactment of section 101 of this Act.

On page 522, lIne 22. strike out '(c)" and
insert In lieu thereof "(d)".

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, this
amendment would prohibit the States
from reducing the amount of welfare
payments to recipients by the amount
of increase those recipients would re-
ceive as a result of the passage of the
social security amendment,s to increase
the benefits.

In the proposed act, as it now reads,
is an exemption to the extent of $10 a
month. However, a number of recipients
would receive more than an increase of
$10 a month under the social security
amendments. I think it is Indeed unf or-
tunate that States In the past, in many
instances, when Congress has enacted
a social security increase, have reduced
the amount of the welfare payments
from the State by the amount that was
passed as an increase under the Social
Security Act.

Plainly and simply, this amendment
would prohibit the States from making
a corresponding reduction in the amount
of welfare payments to the social se-
curity recipients as a result of the in-
creases in the act.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, when we
raise social security benefits, we corre-
spondingly reduce the need of individ-
uals for welfare assistance. Down
through the years, some of us—I have
been one offering amendments from time
to time—have offered amendments to re-
quire that the States not reduce welfare
payments when social security payments
are increased. One thing we do hope to

achieve over a period of time is, by rais-
ing the minimum payments under social
security and by increasing social security
benefits, that gradually we will reduce
the number of people drawing public as-
sistance. Over a period of time we hope
that the relatively small number of our
aged who are now required to seek pub-
lic assistance will be further reduced, be-
cause our social security program is in-
tended ultimately to eliminate that need.

The committee bill we have here has
niore or less split the difference. The
States would have some saving against
their welfare budgets in the adult cate-
gories. But at the same time, they would
be required to pass along, in terms of
welfare benefits, the lalge portion of that
which has been voted by the committee
for social security increases. So if a per-
son receives a social security increase, let
us say, of $15 or $20, he would be able to
keep most of it, although there may be
some reduction in his welfare payments.

The Senator would try to see that
there would be no reduction in the wel-
fare payments. If we are going to do
that, it would result in the situation
that, by raising social security payments,
we would never be taking people off the
welfare rolls. They would just stay there
receiving the same amount of welfare,
no matter how much we raised social
security payments.

In that regard, I think the amend-
ment would create an even greater prob-
lem, because we would be committed in
the future to the proposition that when
we voted social security Increases the
welfare payments people were receiving
would not be reduced.

To do so would mean that even if we
would provide enough social security
benefits so that recipients really did not
need welfare any further, we would still
be paying it.

I think the Senator's amendment goes
too far. The committee has gone about
as far as it could towards achieving the
objective the Senator has in mind and,
therefore, I would hope that the amend-
ment would not be agreed to.

However, I applaud the Senator for
his interest in these people.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I be-
lieve that the increases in social security
benefits being proposed by the Senate
are not intended to take people off wel-
fare. They are intended to help get peo-
ple in a position to maintain a standard
of living that they cannot maintain to-
day under the present social security
benefits. It is indeed, unfortunate that
many people on welfare are those who
are drawing a minimum of the amount
of social security benefits who, unfor-
tunately, in the past, have received some
small increases and, in turn, have had
that taken away by the States.

In this case, here we are providing
some increases to those people. I think
that they are entitled to those increases,
even though they may be entitled to a
subs1stence amount from the welfare
system of the State. because of the In-
adequate amount they are now receiving
to maintain a standard of living and
that, therefore, these people should not
be penalized simply because they are

drawing welfare compared to other peo-
ple who are drawing social security.

I hope that the Senate will support
the amendment. I an prepared to vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HARTKEL The question is on agreeing to
the amendment of the Senator from
Nevada.

The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT NO. 1129

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I cafl up
my amendment No. 1129 and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clei k pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous 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 1LEc-
ORD at this point.

The text of the amendment i.; as
follows:

CHANGE IN TAX ON NON-TURBINE-POWERED
AIRcRAFT

SEc. 614. (a) Section 4491(a) (2) of the In-
terne.l Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to taX
on use of civil aircraft) Is amended by
striking out clause (A) and Inserting In lieu
thereof "(A) In the case of an aircraft (other
than a turbine-engine-powered aircraft), 2
cents a pound of each pound of the maximum
certificated takeoff weight In excess of 2,500
pounds. or".

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall take effect on July 1, 1971.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, earlier in
the year, when Congress adopted a corn-
prehensive Airport and Airways Act,
there was a provision for the licensing
of aircraft which provided that there
would be a registration fee of $25 pe
aircraft, on general aviation type air-
craft, on aircraft weighing 2,500 pounds
or less, and on aircraft over and above
that weight there would be a poundage
fee applied of 2 cents per pound.

Congress passed the act, and in imple-
menting the provisions of the act it de-
veloped that a person who had an air-
cl'aft, for example, that weighed 2,600
pounds, would pay the initial $25 regis-
istration fee and then would pay the
poundage fee on the entire 2,600 pounds,
not on the excess poundage over and
above 2,500 pounds weight.

All this made a very inequitable situa-
tion to the many general aviation air-
craft owners throughout the country who
are, indeed, having a difficult time of
it today, because of the increases that
were added in the aviation fuel tax to
pay for the airport and airways bill. So
that we hit them with the added fuel
tax on the one hand and the registration
fee on the other. But, in addition, we
doubled the application of the registra-
tion fee for those general aviation air-
craft owners who had aircraft that
weighed more than 2,500 pounds.

I submit that this is clearly an in-
equitable situation, that it was not the
intent of Congress at the time-it was
certainly not my intent at the time and
I served on the committee that helped
to draft the bill, and I served on the con-
ference committee, It certainly was not
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my Intention that these aircraft owners
be taxed twice on the weight of their
aircraft.

Therefore, the amendment I have pro-
posed here would say that a man would
pay a $25 registration fee on an aircraft
weighing less than 2500 pounds, and
would pay the poundage on the aircraft
weight only on the weight in excess of
2,500 pounds, and would not be paying
twice on that weight from zero up to
2,500 pounds.

I hope that the Senate will help to cor-
rect this inequity.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
my colleague from Nevada yield?

Mr. CANNON. I yield.
Mr. RANDOLPH. The category of air-

craft operations for which the able Sena-
tor speaks is, of course, general aviation.
In these days general aviation is not an
operation using the single-engined air-
craft of 20 years ago. General aviation
now includes many sophisticated twin-
engine planes. These newer aircraft have
brought increased safety and greater
comfort for passengers who are flying. It
Is necessary, I believe, to promote and
support air taxi in the United States—
services which connect with local car-
riers and trunk lines throughout the
country. These operators, persons often
with little financial strength, are giving
real service to the mobility of the Ameri-
can people. They need the aid which Is
proposed in the amendment offered by
the Senator from Nevada.

I remember very well working with him
at the time we were active in the Federal
airports and airways bill in reference to a
better break for general aviation in the
taxes he pays. If agreeable with him, I
would like to ask that he include me as
a cosponsor of his amendment.

Mr. CANNON. I am delighted to have
the Senator's support as a cosponsor of
my amendment.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, would the
Senator from Nevada yield?

Mr. CANNON. I yield.
Mr. LONG. We do not have any other

revenue provisions on this bill that are
not related to the problems of the aged
or to medicare and I would, therefore,
hope that the Senator might offer his
amendment on some other revenue meas-
ure. For example, we have this excise
tax bill which will have to be passed be-
fore we are through.

We have a number of other measures
that have been brought to us In the last
day or so. I have no strong objection
to the Senator's amendment. However, I
hope that he would not open the door
to amendments that are completely non-
germane to social security, public wel-
fare, and retirement Income, because to
do that opens the door to Senators going
to the desk and picking up bills that
come over here by the dozens these days
from the House. They ought to be at least
considered and have the benefit of a
committee recommendation.

I would hope that the Senator would
be willing to offer the amendment on
some other measure, such as the excise
tax bill or some other bill that we will
have an occasion to consider between
now and the time we adjourn.

I am sure that the Senator knows
the amendment is not germane to the
bill. We managed, by a motion to recom-
mit, to limit ourselves to the subject
matter we are working on in the bill.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, If I with-
draw the amendment and offer this to
the excise tax bill, would I receive the
support of the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I would co-
operate with the Senator if he were to
offer it to another bill so that we could
then go with that to the House.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, based on
that assurance, I propose to withdraw the
amendment, because I for one do not
want to see the social security bill get
loaded down with a lot of nongermane
items that might conceivably delay its
passage. That is one of the reasons that
I voted earlier to recommit the bill and
have it reported back without some of
the other provisions in It.

Mr. President, based on the state-
ment of the Senator from Louisiana, I
withdraw my amendment No. 1129, and
I will offer It at the appropriate time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment Is withdrawn.

The bill is open to further amendment.
AMENDMEN'r NO. 1140

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 1140.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment reads as follows:
On page 123, alter lIne 24, Insert the fol-

lowing new section:
ELECTIVE COVERAGE FOR MINISTERS AS

EMPLOYEES

SEC. 134. (a) Section 210 of the Social Se-
curity Act is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

"(p) (1) Service performed In the employ
of a religious, charitable, educational, or
other organization described In section
501(c) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 which is exempt from Income tax under
section 501(a) of such Code, by a duly Or-
dained, commissioned, or licensed minister of
a church In the exercise of his ministry shall
constitute employment under this section
beginning with the first day of the calendar
quarter In which coverage under section
3121(r) (3) of Such Code becomes effective
with respect to such service.

(2) Service performed in the employ of an
American employer as defined In subsection
(e) (3), (4), (5), or (6), other than an em-
ployer specified in paragraph (1) by a duly
ordained, commissioned, or licensed minister
of a church in the exercise of his ministry,
shall constitute employment under this sub-
section for any calendar quarter in which an
election under such section 3121 (r) (2) (A) is
effective for him.".

(b) Section 210(a) (8) (A) of such Act is
amended by striking out "Service" and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following: "Ex-
cept as provided in subsection (p), service".

(c) Section 211(c) of such Act is amended
by inserting before the period at the end of
the sentence following paragraph (6) thereof
the following: "or, in the case of paragraph
(4), unless the service performed by a duly
ordained, commissioned, or Ucensed minister

of a church in the exercise of his ministry
constitutes employment under subsection
(p) of sectIon 210".

(d) SectIon 3121 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 Is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new subsection:

"(r) MlNlsltRs.—(l) Service performed In
the employ of a religious, charitable, educa-
tional, or other organization described in
section 501(c) (3) which is exempt from in-
come tax under section 501(a), by a duly
ordained, commissioned, or licensed minister
of a church ifi the exercise of his ministry
shall constitute employment under this sec-
tion if—

"(A) an exemption under section 1402(e)
is not effective with respect to him;

"(B) lie has elected to have such service
covered as employment under this section;
and

"(C) the organization has elected to have
such service covered as employment under
this section.

"2) (A) Any minister who makes an elec-
tion under paragraph (1) shall file a cer-
tificate of such election in such form and
manner, and with such official, as the Secre-
tary or his delegate shall by regulations pre-
scribe. Such certificate shall specify the date
on which the minister wishes such election
to become effective for him, but in no case
shall such election become effective (i) prior
to January 1, 1971, or the first day of the
calendar quarter which begins no earlier
than the first day of the sixth calendar
month before the month in which such min-
ister files such certificate, whichever is later.
or (ii) alter the first day of the quarter fol-
lowing the quarter In which such minister
files such certificate.

"(B) Any organization which makes an
election under paragraph (1) shall file a
certificate of such election and a waiver of
exemption from taxes Imposed by section
3111 In such form and manner, and with
such official as the Secretary or his delegate
shall by regulations prescribe. Such certifi-
cate shall specify the date on which the or-
ganization wishes such election to become
effective for such organization, but In no
case shall such election become effective (I)
prior to January 1, 1971, or the first day of
the calendar quarter which begins no earlier
than the first day of the sixth calendar
month before the month in which such or-
ganization files such certificate of such elec-
tion, whichever is later or (ii) after the first
day of the quarter following the quarter In
which such organization files such certificate.

"(3) Coverage shall become effective with
respect to service specified in paragraph (1)
on the first day of the first quarter for which
both an election by the minister is effective
ul'tder paragraph (2) (A) and an election by
the organization is effective under paragraph
(2)(B). Such service shall constitute em-
ployment under this subsection beginning
with the first day of the calendar quarter
in which coverage is effective with respect
to such service.

"(4) Any election under this subsection
shall be Irrevocfble. An election made under
this subsection by a minister shall apply
with respect to any service performed by
such minister in the exercise of his ministry
In the employ of any organization which has
made an election under this subsection or
In the employ of any employer specified in
paragraph (6); an election made under this
subsection by an organization shall apply
with respect to any such service performed
In the employ of such organization by a
minister who has made an election under
this subsection.

"(5) An organization which has made an
election under this subsectton or an em-
ployer specified in paragraph (6) shall net,
for purposes of sections 3102 and 3111, be
considered to be the employer, of any minis-
ter who has not made an election under this
subsection..



December 28, 1970
"(6) Service performed in the employ of

an American employer as defined in subsec-
tion (h) (2), (3), (4),or (5) bysuchadulY
ordained, commissioned, or licensed minister
of a church in the exercise of his ministry

shall constitute employment under this sub-
section for any calendar quarter In which
an election under paragraph (2) (A) is effec-
tive for him.".

(r) Section 3121(b) (8) (A) of such Code
is amended by inserting before "service" the
following: "except as provided in subsection
(i.)

(1) (1) Section 1402(c) of such Code is
amended by Inserting before the period at
the end of the sentence following paragraph
(6) thereof the fo,llowing: "or, in the case of
paragraph (4), unless the service performed
by a duly ordained, commissioned, or li-
censed minister of a church in the exercise
of his ministry constitutes employment un-
dei' such subsection (r) of section 3121".

(2) The last sentence of paragraph (1) of
section 1402(e) is amended by inserting be-
fore the period at the end thereof the follow-
ing: "or if he has made an election under
section 3121(r)".

Mr. FELL. Mi'. President, what this
amendment does is to provide for clergy-
men the right either to be considered
self-employed or to be considered as em-
ployed by a church or vestry in which
case, they would be required to con-
tribute a smaller amount than if they
were self-employed, but that amount
would be matched by the employer.
This would mean that the clergymen
would not be faced with the problem
they are faced with today where they do
not receive the same benefits at the end
of their service as they would if they had
been considered as normal employees.

The amendment is not mandatory in
force, but is optional. I think that in
general it justifies some support.

I am very conscious of the fact that
the chairman has pointed out to me that
this was not introduced in time to secure
hearings. I would hope that if I do with-
draw the amendment now that he would
be kind enough to let me have a hearing
at the first opportunity.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the prob-
lem of social security protection for
clergymen has been very difficult to deal
with because of the different problems
facing different religious groups. We
tried to work out the best compromise
between the various religious groups we
could in previous legilation. We thought
that we had, to about the greatest extent
practicable, resolved these conflicts and
different points of view consistent with
the actuarial problems presented by the
administration. It would seem to me that
it would be appropriate to raise this mat-
ter next year in connection with the so-
cial security bill that the House intends
to send to us.

I hope that the Senator will raise the
question at that time and that we could
have hearings so that those who might
oppose the amendment could be heard as
well as those who favor it.

I do welcome the opportunity to look
at the matter and see if we can work it
out in a fashion that would be agreeable
to all.

Mr. FELL. Mr. President, I thank the
junior Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. President, I withdraw the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 1116

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, on behalf
of myself and the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) I
call up amendment No.1116 and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read as follows:
WORXMEN'S COMPENSATION OFFSET FOR DIS-

ABILITY INSURANCE BENEFICIARIES

Sac. 134. (a) Section 224(a) (5) of the So-
cial Security Act is amended by striking out
"80 per centum of".

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall apply with respect to monthly bene-
fits under title II of the Social Security Act
for months after December 1970.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr.President, would
the Senator be willing to consider a time
limitation on the amendment?

Mr. HARRIS. I would be willing to
have a 10-minute limitation to the side.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I suggest 15 minutes.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that there be a time
limitation of 25 minutes, with 15 min-
utes to the distinguished Senator from
Oklahoma and 10 minutes to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Louisiana.

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

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized for
5 minutes.
COMBINED WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION AND

SOCIAL SECURITY DISABILITY PAYMENTS MUST
BE RAISED TO 100 PERCENT TO AVOID FAMILY
HARDSHIPS

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I co-
sponsor the amendment of the able Sen-
ator from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS).

Earlier this year I Introduced legisla-
tion—S. 1781—to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to eliminate com-
pletely the reduction of disability insur-
ance benefits. Under present law, the
"offset" reduction is required for an indi-
vidual who qualifies for both workmen's
compensation and social security bene-
fits. The disabled worker and family
breadwinner finds that the social secu-
rity benefits payable to him and his fam-
ily are reduced by the amount, if any,
that the total monthly benefits payable
under the two programs exceed 80 per-
cent of his average current earnings be-
fore he was disabled. This provision has
created injustice among those several
thousand disabled workers who know
that the social security insurance they
have contributed to over the years has
been cut, because of receipt of workmen's
compensation benefits to which they are
entitled. There are innumerable individ-
ual hardships created by this arbitrary
law.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the

S 21269

RECORD a memorandum which I was
privileged to present to the chairman of
the Senate Finance Committee and the
members of that committee in connec-
tion with my prior legislative effort to
amend title II of the Social Security Act.

There being no objection, the memo-
randum was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

MEMORASIDUM

To: Members of the Senate Finance Com-
mit.tee.

From: Senator Randolph.
Subject: S. 1781, "a bill to amend title II

of the Social Security Act to eliminate
the reduction in dlsabiilty insurance
benefits which is presently required in
the case of an Individual receiving work-
men's compensation benefits.

S. 1781 would amend Title II of the Social
Security Act by repealing Section 224 which
provides for reduction in disability insurance
benefits in the case of an Individual who is
receiving workmen's compensation.

Under present law, when a disabled worker
under age 62 qualifies for both workmen's
compensation periodic payments and social
security disability benefits, the social secu-
rity benefits payable to him and his family
are reduced. The reduction Is calculated on
the basis that total payments under the two
systems cannot exceed 80 percent of his
"average current earnings" before he became
disabled.

The net result Is that the combined bene-
fits equaling 80 percent of a disabled worker's
average earnings are usually less than 80 per-
cent of his level of earnings achieved at the
time of disablement (average about 72 per-
cent) even though his normal expenses con-
tinue at the pre-disablement level in addi-
tion to expenses caused by his disability not
covered by workmen's compensation. The
unfairness of this provision is further com-
pounded by its application Only to those per-
sons who become eligible for disability In-
surance benefits after December 31, 1969. It
does not apply to those who were already
receiving these benefits.

An example: Father of four, age 35, dis-
abled on the job in 1967, received a lump
sum compensation award of $8,700. He paid
off debts, made down payment on small
home. His claim for social security dis-
ability Insurance benefits was denied, but
two years later on appeal, denial was reversed
by district court. His social security pay-
ments were drastically reduced because
workmen's compensation was pro-rated over
five-year period at $151.60 a month. Thus,
the disabled father's earned social security
payments were cut from $262.50 a month to
$110.80 a month—even though he already
had spent the workmen's compensation award
for debts, house payment and living expenses
over prior two years before court decision.
As a result, the father who previously had
earned $328 monthly average before dis-
ablement had to apply for public welfare,

Another example: An unskilled worker in
the oil Industry suffered a work-related ac-
cIdent in 1966. The worker (father of three
minor children) was totally disabled and
workmen's compensation pays him $35 a
week. Over the years, his earnings had varied,
but had reached a monthly average of $291
in 1965. After application of the offset pro-
visions, his monthly social security benefits
($106) were totally withheld. His monthly
income of $151.60 (from workmen's com-
pensation) amounts to 52 percent of his
monthly earnings during the year prior to
his disabling injury.

Approximately 18.900 disabled worker bene-
ficiaries (about 1 percent of the 1.4 millIon
disabled workers on social security rolls)
were affected by the reduction provision (Sec.
224) which was added to the Social Security
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Amendments of 1965. At that time, the Sen-
ate Committee on Finance report stated: "It
is desirable as a matter of sound principle
to prevent the payment of excessive com-
bined benefits."

Although moSt persons generally would
agree with that statement, its application to
disabled persons and families creates severe
hardship and burdens. There are many In-
justices and inequities in our system of
laws. Very often legislative action favors cer-
tain classes of persons or areas. But it is my
belief that full payment of combined bene-
fits to the disabled workers and their fami-
lies would not be challenged on this basis.

Particularly important justification for re-
pealing Sec. 224 is the concept of the pro-
grams involved—workmen's compensation is
private insurance, while social security is
compulsory public insurance.

The Social Security Administration states
that the total number of disabled benefici-
aries (workers and dependents) whose bene-
fits were withheld or reduced was about
61,lOO—out of a total of 2.5 million on the
rolls. That is 2.5 percent of the totai of social
security beneficiaries. The higher proportion
of disabled beneficiaries affected results from
a requirement of the law that any necessary
reduction be applied first to dependents'
benefits.

S. 1781 would eliiinate the economic -in-
equities created by Sec. 224 by allowing full
payment of combined benefits to a disabled
worker and his family. If the change is en-
acted, 55,000 beneficiaries would have their
social security benefits increased and 5,000
persons who presently receive no benefits
would receive some benefits at once.

It is my genuine hope that S. 1781 will
be included in the Social Security Act
Amendments of 1970.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, we
have heard testmiony in various com-
mittees—for example, the Subcommittee
on Labor of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare—that seldom do disabled
workers receive the full benefit of com-
pensation awards. In Charleston, W. Va.,
recently, the Subcommittee on Labor
heard witnesses testify that, although
compensation cases nominally do not re-
quire the services of an attorney, in ac-
tual practices those appealing such cases
must share their compensation awards
with lawyers.

Under the social security offset pro-
vision, a worker's average current earn-
ings for the purpose of establishing bene-
fits are computed on the basis of: First,
the average monthly earnings used for
computing his social security benefits, or
second, his average monthly earnings in
employment or self-employment covered
by social security during the 5 consecu-
tive years of highest covered earnings
after 1950, computed without regard to
the limitations which specify a maximum
amount of earnings creditable and tax-
able under social security.

Mr. President, the objective of these
provisions is to avoid the payment of
combined amounts of social security ben-
efits and workmen's compensation pay-
ments that would be excessive in com-
parison to the beneficiary's earnings be-
fore he became disabled.

I point out that the matter of a sum of
money is not the total consideration here.
The man who has an injured spine or the
man who has twisted limbs for all in-
tents and purposes is totally disabled. It
should not be necessary for me to impress
upon Senators t'he financial hardship to
a worker and his family when the work-
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er's combined social security disability
benefits and workmen's compensation
payments amount to less than he earned
at the time he became disabled.

We must recognize, however, that
workmen's compensation is not solely a
replacement of lost earnings but is, in
part, compensation for pain and loss of
function for which the disabled worker
might otherwise secure recompense
through legal action against his employ-
ers. The present provisions are unduly
restrictive and result in severe hardships
for disabled workers and their families,

A worker's total disability will usually
give rise to substantial expenses in addi-
tion to the family's continuing regular
expenses, particularly in health care and
medical expenses. Limiting the combined
benefits that are payable to 80 percent
of the average current earnings has in
many instances caused a significant re-
duction in the family's living standard.
The family's long-term commitments,
such as mortgages and time purchases,
cannot be reduced accordingly, and in
some cases, long-time plans for college
educations for children evaporate.

A worker's average current earnings
are calculated for purposes of the exist-
ing provision on the basis of his earnings
over a protracted period, rather than his
earnings just before disablement. There
are documented cases in which a worker
received substantial increases in wages
or earnings in the year prior to his dis-
ability, and accordingly mcreased his
standard of living. Families often suffer
a sharp drop in income upon disablement
of the breadwinner which is significantly
below 80 percent of the worker's latest
earnings.

To correct these inequities, the House
committee decided that the allowable
amount of combined workmen's com-
pensation and social security disability
benefits should be increased. The House
amendment would raise the combined
payments allowable to 100 percent of
the worker's average current earnings.

This provision was deleted by the Sen-
ate Finance Committee in its considera-
tion of the social security bill because,
as I stated, members of the committee
felt the combined benefits to which the
disabled worker is justly entitled might
be an excessive reward for his disable-
ment, or might somehow discourage him
from entering a rehabilitation program.

Mr. President, I believe there is no cer-
tain sum of money that can adequately
compensate for a broken spine, twisted
or missing limbs. I believe that no work-
ingman who is a productive member of
our society would trade places with his
disabled brother who, along with his
family, must face the future with some-
thing less than pride of achievement and
promising outlook.

The human spirit, I submit, can be as
sorely wounded as the human body.

I strongly support our amendment
which would provide that, in a case in
which workmen's compensation is pay-
able, social security disability benefits
will be reduced only by. the amount by
which the combined payments exceed
100 percent of the worker's average
earnings before he became disabled. I
remind Senators—and I emphasize this
point—that such a formula will not nec-
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essarily bring a worker up to his level of
earnings just prior to disability. I urge
the Members of the Senate to join in
assuring that disabled workers receive
fair and equitable treatment under the
laws governing disability payments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana is recognized.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, in this bill
we have liberalized the definition of dis-
ability for welfare purposes to provide
that the person is regarded as disabled
if he is unable to work at gainful em-
ployment for one year because of illness
or disability. In the years when we first
started working on disability, I was one
of those Senators seeking to provide as-
sistance to disabled persons. I joined as
a cosponsor in the amendment to insure
people under social security for disabil-
ity. But we have two kinds of situations
that develop. We have situations where
people are disabled for 1 year or a year
and a half and after a while they over-
come that disability and they are able
to go to work, and we hope they do go to
work.

If they are to receive as much money
in social security plus workmen's com-
pensation as they would receive if they
went to work, where is the incentive to
go to work? They would lose those bene-
fits if they went back to work, so the in-
centive would be not to go to work.

The Senator pointed to a situation
where the person is truly totally dis-
abled. Let us assume the person had a
back injury and is never able to work
again. It can well be argued in that case
we should let him have 100 percent of
what he would make if he went to work.
That would be a reasonable compromise
between the Senate provision and the
House provision because the House
would do that which the Senator seeks
and say the person can have 100 percent
in social security and disability of what
he earned prior to being disabled.

However, if the Senator's amendment
prevails, we could have only the House
position in conference, and even though
a person would have a disability that
lasted only a year or a year and a few
months, the incentive would be not to go
to work because that person would get
as much money by not working as he
would for working. In that case it would
make good logic, as in the Senate provi-
sion, and as the committee sought to do,
that he get only 80 percent as much in
social security and disability insurance
and In disability benefits under work-
men's compensation as 80 percent of
what his pay would be, hoping that the
other 20-percent advantage would entice
him to go to work.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. CURTIS. Will the distinguished

chairman tell me what the tax conse-
quences are of disability benefits and
workmen's compensation?

Mr. LONG. It Is tax exempt; so as a
practical matter, this amendment would
mean, when taxes are taken into consid-
eration, the person who Is disabled
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would actually be better off in terms of
money if we take the 100 percent amend-
ment because he would pay no taxes on
his social security disability benefits
while his earnings would be taxed if he
went to work.

Mr. CURTIS. What would be the situ-
ation with reference to expenses of em-
ployment, the expenses of going to and
from employment, lunch away from
home, and that sort of thing? Those
would be expenses that would fall on
the individual who was employed, would
they not?

Mr. LONG. Well, presumab1y, it costs
him money to go to work. Those are
expenses a man would incur going to
work so that would come out of his
wages. I had not made that argument,
but if that were taken into considera-
tion, he would be worse off if he goes
back to work.

If one were to take taxes into con-
sideration and expenses in going to work,
a person would be better off to continue
to draw social security benefits and
workmen's compensation benefits than
to go to work, so if there is to be any
incentive to get him back to work, the
Senate will have to do at least part of
what the Committee on Finance did, in
trying to place the emphasis on work,
hoping the person would go to work and
make more and improve his ability to
do a better job rather than draw the so-
cial security and disability insurance, and
decline to go to work.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I think
the colloquy we just heard between the
Senator from Nebraska and the Sena-
tor from Louisiana, with all due re-
spect, does not take Into account the real
situation of the man who receives bene-
fits because he Is totally disabled and is
receiving what he paid for. That Is the
Insurance he paid for. This is not some
welfare program we are giving him out of
the goodness of our hearts. He paid for
that and he is entitled to it.

Furthermore, it leaves out the con-
sideration that a man who has been in-
jured on the job and has been adjudi-
cated to be entitled to workmen's com-
pensation because of the fact he has
been Injured Is not better off if he gets
the same amount of money. That argu-
ment does not take into account that the
man has been injured. He had pain and
suffering in addition to the loss of his
wages. Therefore, it is not correct to say
just because he gets what is coming to
him, and what he has paid for under the
Social Security System, and just be-
cause he is receiving what he is entitled
to under the law—workmen's compensa-
tion, not only for loss of wages but pain
and suffering—that he should be held
to 80 percent of what he made before.
That does not make him whole. He is
entitled to 100 percent and that Is what
the House said In their bill.

Mr. President, this amendment would
restore the House-passed provision re-
lating to the reduction of social security
benefits when workmen's compensation
is also payable.
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Under present law, social security ben-
efits are required to be reduced when
workmen's compensation is also payable
and when the combined payments ex-
ceed 80 percent of average current earn-
ings before disablement.

The House amended this provision.
The House bill called for a reduction in
benefits by the amount by which the
combined payments under both programs
exceed 100 percent of average current
earnings before disability.

This amendment applies to only about
60,000 persons and would cost only about
$7 million annually.

I believe a strong case can be made
to restore the House language.

A convincing argument for the House
provision is made in the report of the
Committee on Ways and Means, wherein
it is stated:

Workmen's compensation is not solely a
replacement of lost earnings but is, in part,
compensation for pain and loss of function
for which the disabled worker might other-
wise secure recompense through legal action
against his employer. It should, therefore,
not be necessary to limit a worker's com-
bined social security disability benefits and
workmen's compensation payments to less
than he earned before becoming disabled.
Limiting the combined benefits that are pay-
able to 80 percent of average current earn-
ings has in many instances caused a sig-
nificant reduction in the family's standard
of living In comparison with the level at-
tained by the worker at the time of dis-
ablement.

The argument is sometimes made that
raising the ceiling for combined work-
men's compensation and social security
disability benefits to 100 percent of the
worker's average earnings—during the
5 years of highest earnings—may in some
cases result in combined benefits that
are larger than the worker's earnings
before his disablement.

However, we know that as a rule a
worker's wage increases year by year,
and over a 5-year period the earnings at
the end of the 5-year period are al-
most always higher than the average for
the 5 years.

The argument is also made that since
current earnings of a worker are taxable,
and social security benefits and work-
men's compensation benefits are not,
that a 100-percent ceiling on combined
benefits could exceed the worker's pre-
disability take-home pay and thereby
reduce the incentive of the worker to
attempt to become rehabilitated for
gainful employment.

There is no merit in this argument.
Most of the workers affected by this
amendment are workers in the lower In-
come brackets and the taxes involved are
relatively small. But, more Importantly,
a disabled worker's motivation for vo-
cational rehabilitation is strong and
would not be influenced by a small
amjunt of additional money that might
be received by a worker by reason of not
having to pay taxes.

As a matter of basic fairness, a dis-
abled worker should be entitled to 100
percent of average earnings before social
security benefits to such worker also re-
ceiving workmen's compensation would
be reduced.

I yIeld 1 minute to the Senator from
West Virginia.
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Mr. RANDOLPH. For the purpose of
a question.

Mr. HARRIS. I yield.
Mr. RANDOLPH. It is correct that the

worker has been injured and that is why
he receives workmen'. compensation. Is
that correct?

Mr. HARRIS. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct.

Mr. RANDOLPH. He was not on wel-
fare. He was not a drag upon society.
He was the breadwinner. He was the head
of the family, and the injury which came
to him in discharge of his honest labor
brought to him a total disability which
makes it impossible for him to return to
his employment. Is that not correct?

Mr. HARRIS. That is absolutely cor-
rect.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Certainly in this
amendment we are not seeking to bring
an incentive to loaf. Rather, we are ask-
ing only equity for a worker who became
disabled while engaged In gainful em-
ployment.

As some Senators have stated, the com-
bined payments for a limited number
of workers will exceed the amount of
money such workers were earning at the
time of disability. But in most situations
this will not be true because of the aver-
age earnings formula.

Mr. HARRIS. The Senator Is quite
correct, and I say, in closing, I am very
grateful that the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia brought this matter
so forcefully to the attention of the Sen-
ate Finance Committee. I am pleased to
join with him now in bringing it to the
attention of the Senate.

I urge the adoption of the amendment.
I am prep*red to yield back my time.
Mr. LONG. 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. The yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call the.
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
SON), the Senator from North Dakota
(Mr. BURDICK), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHURCH), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. DODD), the Senator from
Missouri (Mr EAGLETON), the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND), the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. GORE),
the Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL),
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART),
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
H0LLING5), the Senator from Hawaii
(Mr. INouYE), the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. MCCARTHY) • the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. MCCLELLAN), the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE),
the Sen3tor from New Mexico (Mr.
MONTOYA), the Senator from Maine (Mr.
MU5HIE). the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PASTORE), the Senator from Geor-
gia (Mr. RUSSELL), the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. Tyoir'as), and the Sena-
tor from Ohio (Mr. Yotrwc) are neces-
sarily absent.

I further announce that, If present and
voting, the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PA5TORE) would vote "yea."
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The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLD-
wATER) Is absent on official business.

The Senator from Utah (Mr. BEN-
NETT), the Senator from Colorado (Mr.
SAXBE) and the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. YOUNG) are detained on official
business.

On this vote, the Senator from New
York (Mr. 000DELL) Is paired with
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT). If present and voting, the Sen-
at4or from New York would vote "yea"
and the Senator from South Dakota
would vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HATFIELD) is paired with the Sena-
tor from Texas (Mr. TOWER). If present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
would vote "yea" and the Senator from
Texas would vote "nay."

The result was announced—yeas 46,
nays 20, as follows:

So Mr. HARRIS' amendment was agreed
to.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I think we should point out

to the Senate .just what has been done
by this last rolicall vote. Congress has
just made It possible for a man who is
drawing social security and unemploy-
ment combined to equal 100 percent of
what he would make if he were working
full time, his total wages. That sounds
nice; but the fact is that if he works
his earnings are taxable, and the social
security and the unemployment insur-
ance are not taxable. The net effect of
what we have just done here is that a
man who does not work gets about 30 per-
cent more than if he goes back on the
payroll. So we would be paying him a 30-
percent premium not to go back on the
payroll.

Unfortunately, this is not in confer-
ence; this is now in both bills. I jus&
cannot understand the Senate's taking
this position.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendment, the question
is on the engrossment of the amendments
and the third reading of the bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 1114

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 1114 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

Strike out the table which appears on
pages 7 and 8 of the bill, and insert in lieu
thereof the following ne\, table:

"TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr. COTTON), the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG), the
Senator from New York (Mr. 0000ELL),
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HAT-
FIELD), the Senator from California (Mr.
MURPHY), the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
STEVENS), and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Colorado (Mr. DOMI-
NICK) and the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because of
illness.

[No. 451 Leg.]
YEAS—46

Holland
Hughes
Jackson
Javits
Jordan, NC.
Jordan, Idaho
Kennedy
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
McGovern
McIntyre
Metcalf
Mondale
MOM
Nelson

NAYS—20
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Hruska
Long
Miller
Packwood

Pell
Percy
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicofi
Schweiker
Scott
Sparkman
Spong
Stevenson
Symington
Talmadge
Williams, N.J.
Yarborough

Pearson
Prouty
Smith
Stennis
Thurmond
Williams, Del.

Allen
Baker
Bayh
Bible
Boggs
Brooke
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Case
Cook
Cooper
Cranston
Ellender
Ervin
Harris
Hartke

Aiken
Allott
Belimon
Byrd, Va.
Curtis
Dole
Fannin

Anderson
Bennett
Burdtck
Church
Cotton
Dodd
Dominick
Eagleton
Eastland
Fong
Fuibright
Goldwater

NOT VOTING—34
Goodell Murphy
Gore Muskie
Gravel Pastore
Hart Russell
Hatfield Saxbe
Hollings Stevens
Inouye Tower
McCarthy Tyd.ings
McClellan Young. N. Dak.
McGee Young, Ohio
Montoya
Mundt

II III IV

(Primary
insurance

amount (Primary
under

1969 act)
(Average

monthly wage)
insurance
amount)

(Primary insurance
benefits under 1939
act, as modified)

If an individual's
primary insurance
benefit (as detor-
mined under
subsec. (d)) is—

But not
more

At least— than—

''I II III IVV

(Maoimam
family

benefits)

And the
masimum
amount of

benefits
payable (as
provided in
Sec. 203(a))
on the basis
of his wages

and self-
employment

income
shall be-

V

Or his
primary Or his average The amount

insurance monthly wage (as referred to
amount determined under in the

(as deter- subsec. (b)) is— preceding
mined paragraphs
under Bat not of this

subsec. more subsection
(c)) is— At least— than— shall be—

(Primary
insurance

(Primary insurance
benefits under 1939
act, as modified)

amount
under

1969 actY
Average

monthly wage)

Primary
insurance
amount)

(Manimum
family

benefits)

And the
masimum
amount of

benefits
If an individual's
primary insurance
benefit (as deter—
mined under

Or his
primary

insurance
amount

.

Or his average
monthly wage (as
determined under

The amount
referred to

in the

payable (as
provided in
sec. 203(a))
on the basis

subsec. (d)) is—

But not
more

(as deter-
mined
under

subsec.

subsec. (b)) is—

Bat not
more

preceding
paragraphs

of this
subsection

ot his wages
and self-

employment
income

At least— than— (C)) is— At least— than— shall be— shall be—

$26.94 $90.60
or less

$113 $100.00 $150.00

$26.95
27.47

27.46
28.00

91.90
93.30

$114
119

118
122

101.10
102.70

151.70
154.10

28. 01
28.69

28.68
29. 25

94. 70
96. 20

123
128

127
132

104. 20
105.90

156.30
158.90

2926
29.69

29.68
30. 36

97. 50
98.80

133
137

136
141

107.30
108. 70

161. 00
163. 10

30.37 30.92 100.30 142 146 110.40 165.60
30.93 31.36 101.70 147 150 111.90 167.90
31.37 32.00 103.00 151 155 113.30 170.00
32.01 32.60 104.50 156 160 115.00 172.50
32.61 33.20 105.80 161 164 116.40 174.60
33.21 33.88 107.20 165 169 118.00 177.00
33.89 34.50 108.60 170 174 119.50 179.30
34.51 35.00 110.00 175 178 121.00 181.50
35.01 35.80 111.40 179 183 122.60 183.90
35.81 36.40 112.70 184 188 124.00 186.00
36.41 37.08 114.20 189 193 125.70 188.60
37.09 37.60 115.60 194 197 127.20 190.80
37.61
38.21

38.20
39.12

116.90
118.40

198
203

202
207

128.60
130.30

192.90
195.50

39.13 39.68 119.80 208 211 131.80 197.70
39.69 40.33 121.00 212 216 133.10 199.70
40.34 41. 12 122. 50 217 221 134.80 202. 20
41. 13 41.76 123.90 222 225 136. 30 204. 50
41.77 42.44 125. 30 226 230 137.90 206.90
42.45 43. 20 126. 70 231 235 139.40 209. 10
43.21 43.76 128.20 236 239 141.10 211.70
43. 77 44.44 129. 50 240 244 142. 50 214.80
44.45 44.88 130. 80 245 249 143.90 219.20
44.89 45.60 132. 30

133.70
134.90

250
254
259

253
258
263

145.60
147. 10
148.40

222. 70
227. 10
231.50

$136.40
137.80

$264
268

$267
272

$150.10
l5l.60

$235.00
239.40

139.20 273 277 153.20 243.80
140.60 278 281 154.70 247.30
142.00 282 286 156.20 251.70
143.50 287 291 157.90 256.10
144.70 292 295 159.20 259.60
146.20 296 300 160.90 264. 00
147.60 301 305 162.40 268.40
148.90 306 309 163.80 272. 00
150.40 310 314 165.50 276.40
151.70 315 319 166.90 280.80
153.00 320 323 168.30 284.30
l54.50 324 328 170.00 288.70
155.90 329 333 171.50 293.20
157.40 334 337 173.10 296.60
158.60 338 342 174.50 301.00
160.00 343 347 176.00 305.40
161.50 348 351 177.70 308.90
162.80 352 356 179.10 313.30
164.30 357 361 180.80 317.70
165.60 362 365 182.20 321.20
166.90 366 370 183.60 325.60
168.40 371 375 185.30 330.00
169.80 376 379 186.80 333.60
171.30 380 384 188. 50 338.00
172.50 385 389 189.80 342.40
173. 90 390 393 191.30 345.90
175.40 394 398 193.00 350. 30
176.70 399 403 194. 40 354.70
178.20 404 407 196. 10 358. 20
179.40 408 402 197.40 362.60
180.70 413 417 198.80 367. 00
182.00 418 421 200.20 370. 50
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On page 72, line 24, strike out "$9,000" and
insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 73, line 19, strike out "$9,000" and
insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 74, line 6, strike out '$9,000" and
insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

One page 74, line 14, strIke out "$9,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 74, line 24, strike out "$9,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 75, line 14. strike out "$9,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 76, line 2, strIke out "$9,000,.
and insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 76, line 5, strIke out "$9,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 76, line 14, strIke out "$9,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 76, line 17, strike out "$9,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 76, line 23. strike out "$9,000"
and Insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 77, line 1, strike out "$9,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 77, line 12, strike out "$9,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 77, line 19, strike out "$9,000"
and insert In lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 78. line 6, strike out "$9,000" and
Insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 78. line 14, strike out "$9,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 78, line 17, strike out "$9,000"
and Insert in lieu thereof "$12,000".

On page 83, line 5, strIke out "6.6" and
Insert In lieu thereof "6.15".

On page 83, line 23, strike out "4.4" and
sert in lieu thereof "4.1".
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On page 84, line 4, strIke out "1984, and
1985." and insert in lieu thereof "and 1984,".

On page 84, line 7, strike out "1985" and
insert in lieu thereof "1984".

On page 84, line 7, strike out "6.1" and
insert in lieu thereof "S. 85".

On page 84, line 20, strike out "4.4" and
insert in lieu thereof "4.1".

On page 84, line 25, strike out "1984, and
1985," and insert in lieu thereof "and 1984,".

One page 85, line 2, strike out "1985" and
Insert In lieu thereof "1984",

On page 85, line 2, strike out "6.1" and in-
sert in lieu thereof "5.85".

On page 85, line 17, strike out "1973" and
insert in lieu thereof "1972".

On page 85, line 18, strike out "0.8" and
Insert in lieu thereof "0.7",

On page 85, line 22, strike out "1972" and
Insert In lieu thereof "1971".

On page 85, line 23, strike out "0.9" and
Insert in lieu thereof "0.8",

On page 86, line 2, strike out "1.0" and
insert in lieu thereof "0.9",

On page 86, line 5, strIke out "1.1" and
insert in lieu thereof "1.0".

On page 86. line 21, strike out "years 1971
and 1972" and insert In lieu thereof "year
1971".

On page 86, line 21, strike out "0.8" and
Insert in lieu thereof "0.7".

On page 86, line 23, strike out "1973" and
insert in lieu thereof "1972, 1973,".

On page 86, line 23, strike out "0.9" and
insert In lieu thereof "0.8".

On page 87, line 2. strike out "1.0" and
insert in lieu thereof "0.9".

On page 87, line 4, strike out "1.1" and
Insert In lieu thereof "1.0",

S 21273

On page 87, line 18, strike out "years 1971
and 1972" and insert in lieu thereof "year
1971".

On page 87, line 18, strike out "0.8" and
insert in lieu thereof "0.7".

On page 87, line 20, strIke out "1973" and
insert in lieu thereof "1972. 1973",

On page 87. line 20, strike out "0.9" and
insert in lieu thereof "0.8".

On page 87, line 23, strike out "1.0" and
insert In lieu thereof "0.9".

On page 88, line 2, strike out "1.1" and in-
sert in lieu thereof "1.0",

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, this
amendment has to do with the financing
of the—

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator agree to a time limitation on
this one?

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, may I say
in response that as far as I am con-
cerned, on this amendment, which has to
do with the financing of social security
benefits, which I shall offer, and then for
myself and Senators JAVITS and McGov-
ERN on my amendment No. 1172, which
has to do with the elimination of the
present law requiring maintenance of
effort by a State in regard to medicaid,
and then on two amendments which I
shall offer together with the distin-
guished Senator from New York (Mr.
JAvITs) on child care, I do not see how
we could get to the two child care amend-
ments tonoght, that being a matter of

''I II Ill IV V ''I II iii IV V

(Primary (Primary
insurance . insurance

(Primary insurance amount (Primary (Maximum (Primary insurance amount (Primary (Maximum
benefits under 1939 under (Average insurance family benefits under 1939 under (Average insurance family

act, as modified) 1969 act) monthly wags) amount) benefits) act, as mndified) 1969 act) monthly wage) amount) benefits)

And the And the
maximum maximum
amount ot amount of

benefits benefits

If an individual's Or his payable (as If an individual's Or his payable (as
primary insurance primary Or his average The amount provided in primary insorance primary Or his average The amount provided in
benefit (as deter— insurance monthly wage (as referred to Sec. 203(a)) benefit (as deter- insurance monthly wage (as referred to sec. 203(a))

mined under amount determined under in the on the basis mined under amount determieed under in the on the basis

subsec. (d)) is— (as deter- subec. (b)) is— preceding of his wages oubsec. (d)) is— (as deter- subsec. (b)) is— preceding of his wages
mined paragraphs and self- mined paragraphs and self-

But not under But not of this employment But not under But not of this employment

more subsec. more Subsection income more subsec. more subsection income

At least— than— (c)) is— At least— than— shall be— shall be— At least— than— (c)) is— At least— than— shall be— shall be—

$183. 40 $422 $426 $201. 80 $374. 90
184. 60 427 431 203. 10 379.30
185. 90 432 436 204. 50 383.70
187. 30 437 440 206. 10 385. 50
188. 50 441 445 207.40 387.70
189. 80 446 450 208. 80 389. 90
191. 20 451 454 210.40 391.60
192.40 455 459 211.70 393.80
193.70 460 464 213.10 396.00
195.00 465 468 214. 50 397. 80
196. 40 469 473 216. 10 400.00
197.60 474 478 217.40 402. 20
198.90 479 482 218.80 404.00
200. 30 483 487 220. 40 406. 20
201. 50 488 492 221.70 408. 40
202.80 493 496 223. 10 410. 10
204. 20 497 501 224. 70 412. 30
205. 40 502 506 226.00 404. 50
206.10 507 510 227. 40 416.30
208.00 511 515 228.80 408.50
209.30 516 520 230.30 420.70
210.60 521 524 231. 70 422.40
211.90 525 529 233.10 424.60
213.30 530 534 234.70 426.80
214. 50 535 538 236.00 428. 60
215.00 539 513 237.40 430.80
217. 20 544 548 239. 00 433. 00
218. 40 549 553 240. 30 435. 20
219.10 554 556 241.70 536.50
220. 80 557 560 242. 90 438. 30
222.00 561 563 244.20 539.60
223. 10 564 567 245. 50 441. 40
224. 30 568 570 246. 80 442. 70
225.40 571 574 248.00 444.40
226.60 575 577 249. 30 445. 80
227. 70 578 581 250. 50 447. 50
228. 90 582 584 251.80 448. 80
230.00 585 588 253.00 450.60

$231. 20 $589 $591 $254. 40 $451.90
232.30 592 595 255. 60 453.70
233. 50 596 598 256.90 455.03
234.60 599 602 258. 10 456. 80
235. 80 603 605 259.40 458. 10
236.90 606 609 260.60 459. 80
238.10 610 612 262.00 461.20
239.20 613 616 263.20 462.90
240.40 617 620 264.50 464.70
241. 50 621 623 265. 70 466. 00
242.73 624 627 267. 00 467. 80
243. 80 628 630 268. 20 469. 40
245.00 631 634 269.50 471.70
246. 10 635 637 270. 80 473.90
247. 30 638 641 272. 10 476. 20
248. 40 642 644 273. 30 478.30
249.60 645 648 274.60 480.60
250. 70 649 650 275. 80 482. 70

651 655 276. 80 484. 40
656 660 277.80 486.20
66i 665 278.80 487.90
666 670 279. 80 489. 70
931 935 332.80 582.40
936 940 333.80 584.20
941 945 334. 80 585.90
946 950 335.80 587.70
951 953 336. 80 589. 40
956 960 337. 80 591. 20
961 965 338.80 592.90
966 970 339. 80 594. 70
971 975 340.80 596.40
976 980 341. 80 598. 20
981 985 342. 80 599.90

986 990 343 80 601 70
'

991 995 344. 80 603.40
996 1, 000 345. 80 605. 20"
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such great importance that I do not see
how now, at 15 minutes until 11, we
could get into that, or that we could agree
to a time limitation.

What I think would be a better pro-
cedure—and I would propose it to the
majority leader—considering that we
have moved along rather rapidly on what
is a terribly complicated bill, and accord-
ing to the last vote, I believe we are now
down to about 66 Members of the Senate
out of 100, if we might agree that these
are the only four amendments remain-
ing, we could perhaps agree to a time
limitation on the first two and put all of
them over until tomorrow, or, failing
that, perhaps agree to a time limitation
on the first two tonight, though it is aw-
fully late, and then agree that the two
amendments on child care which Senator
JAVITS and I shall offer would be the
only two remaining amendments before
third reading and that they would come
up tomorrow. But at this time we would
not be in a position—and I think I speak
for the distinguished Senator from New
York as well as myself—to agree to a time
limitation on those latter two.

I yield to the Senator from New York
so that he may comment on this last
point, Mr. President.

Mr. JAVITS. I think the Senate should
be advised on this matter, so that It will
not appear that the Senator from Okla-
homa and I are failing to cooperate with
the majority leader with respect to a
limitation.

The fact is that here we are dealing
with a new child care corporation with
a $50 million initial capital and In the
context of the following additional fac-
tors:

First, the corporation would be mov-
ing Into a field In which we now
spend somewhere around $500 million a
year;

Second, we have just had the White
House Conference on Children, with the
objective of providing for the educational
and other development of youth; and

Third, we have very comprehensive
bills by a number of Senators on the en-
tire matter of child care.

The question which faces us Is, Will the
establishment of the child care corpora-
tion preempt or conflict with these ad-
ditional factors?

Nonetheless, I have agreed with Sena-
tor HARRIS that we will go through with
it and do our utmost to inform the Sen-
ate, and let the Senate exercise Its will.
It will require a matter of a few hours.
probably, In order to really begin to deal
with the subject. I hope Senators will
understand that with all the good will In
the world, to expedite It every way In the
world, we simply cannot deal so rapidly
with a subject of that size.

Senators will remember that I raised
this question when the motion to recorn-
mit was made. It Is in the bill; the Sena-
tor from Louisiana felt strongly that he
wanted It in the bill. That Is all right,
however, we also have some rights as to
advise the Senate to what we who have
been working on It for months think
ought to be done about It,,

Mr. MANSFIELD. Would the Senator
suggest a time for the two amendments
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which he mentioned would be amenable
to such a proposal?

Mr. HARRIS. As far as I am con-
cerned, on the first two amendments
which I have listed, I would be glad to
agree to a 30-minute time limitation, 15
minutes to a side. But I would prefer—it
seems to me that would not hold the
Senate up unduly—that they be the first
order of business tomorrow, rather than
go on late tonight. As I have said, there
are only 66 Senators here, and I think It
would be better to start on this tomorrow.
I would agree to a total of an hour on
both amendments, equally divided. Then
we could go to the child care amend-
ments and perhaps agree tonight that
they would be the last amendments to-
morrow prior to third reading.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Would the Senator
agree on a 30-minute limitation on the
two amendments tonight? The Senator
has mentioned the number 66 several
times. The highest number of Senators
we have had has been 69. So that indi-
cates that the Senators are sticking
around pretty closely.

I would suggest most respectfully to
the Senator from Oklahoma that as
long as we have gone this far, we ought
to at least take up the next two amend-
ments and then see whether we can
come to an agreement on the other two
for tomorrow, if not tonight.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I want to
be as agreeable as possible, and I think I
have been earlier today with respect to
the other amendments that have been
involved. Many amendments are not
being offered by myself and others be-
cai se of the press of time, although they
are almost of equal importance to those
which have been offered.

Perhaps we could make it part of one
total agreement that we would finish up
these two amendments tonight with 30
minutes each, the time to be equally
divided—that is, a total of an hour to-
night—and I would hope that we would
not use all that time; then the only re-
maining amendments would be the two
child care amendments, which could be
taken up tomorrow prior to third read-
ing. Perhaps we could make that one
package and thereby shorten the work
of the Senate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Would the Senator
agree—as I assume he will—that there be
a 30-minute limitation, the time to be
equally divided, under the usual pro-
cedure, for tonight, and that at the con-
clusion, with no time limitation inter-
spersed on the two remaining amend-
ments, the Senate go to third reading on
the bills, and that at that time there be
an hour on the bill itself?

The PRESiDING OmCER. Is there
objection?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, let us un-
derstand this. I do not quite get It. Could
we have the unanimous-consent request
repeated?

The PRESiDiNG OFFICER. The un-
derstanding Is that the unanimous-con-
sent request Is that on the two amend-
ments tonight there be a half hour,
equally divided between the proponents
and the opponents; that two amend-
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ments would be offered tomorrow upon
which no time limit would apply; and
that there would be 1 hour after the
third reading of the bill, a one-hour limit
on the debate, to be equally divided.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, may I inquire why
no time limit would apply?

Mr. MANSFIELD. The distinguished
Senator from New York indicated that
he would have a great deal of explaining
to do because it covers such a wide and
extensive area.

Mr. SCOTT. Let us fix the time.
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. HARRIS. I yield.
Mr. HOLLAND. In the proposed unani-

mous-consent request, is there also word-
ing limiting the remaining amendments
to the four about which we are talking?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed.
Mr. HOLLAND. I did not hear that

statement.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

unanimous-consent request is that no
further amendments would be in order
other than the four amendments, two
to be disposed of tonight, and two to be
disposed of tomorrow.

Mr. MATHIAS, Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—

Mr. !ILLER. Mr. President, may I
understand the Senator? I feel confident
that I know what he is trying to do.
Can we agree that the two amendments
that we are talking about for tomorrow
be the amendments relating to the child
care provisions In the bill?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That Is my under-
standing.

Mr. HARRIS. That is correct.
Mr. LONG. Further, can we agree that

this does not bar technical amendments
which must be offered on behalf of the
committee?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is perfectly
acceptable.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Technical
amendments will be excluded.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, would the dis-
tInguished majority leader amend his
unanimous consent request to Include
one amendment which has been printed,
which I have offered?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Would the Sena-
tor agree to a time limitation?

Mr. MATHIAS. Yes.
Mr. MANSFIELD. How much?
Mr. MATHIAS. Half an hour.
Mr. MANSFIELD. And a half hour

on the amendment to be offered by the
distinguished Senator from Maryland
(Mr. MATHIAS).

Mr. MATHIAS. This is the amend-
ment which involves the State taxation
of interstate commerce.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The time to be
equally divided, under the usual pro-
cedure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
agreement would also Include one
amendment to be offered by the Sena-
tor from Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS), a
tIme limItatIon of one-half hour, 15
minutes to each side.

Mr. HARRIS. ReservIng the right to
object, would that amendment come u
tonight?
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Mr. MANSFIELD. We hope so.
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, further

reserving the right to object, can we
have the two amendments on which
there is no time allotted identified by
number?

Mr. HARRIS. Not at the present time,
but I can show them to the Senator. We
are In the process of getting the exact
language on one. Both relate to child
care, and they will be offered jointly by
the distinguished Senator from New York
and myself. We can give the Senator a
copy of It in just a moment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

The unanimous consent agreement
later prepared in statement form reads
as follows:

Ordered, That, effective on Tuesday, De-
cember 29, 1970, during the further con-
sideration of HR. 17550, an Act to amend
the Social Security Act, etc., the only amend-
ments, except techn.Ica.l amendments to be
offered by the nanager of the bill (Mr.
Long), that will be in order will be two
amendments relating to child-care to be of-
fered jointly by the Senators from Oklahoma
and New York (Mr. Harris and Mr. Javits).
Third reading of the bill will immediately
follow disposition of any technical amend-
ments and the two child-care amendments.

Ordered further, That on the question of
the final passage of thesaid bill, debate shall
be limited to one hour, to be equally di-
vided and controlled, respectively, by the
majority and minority leaders, or their
designees.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HARTKE). The Senator will state It.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. If we take the
two or three amendments tomorrow,
whichever it is, with the time limitation
for debate on the bill, at what hour would
the final vote on the bill take place?

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is difficult to say,
because we do not know how much time
will be consumed on the two child care
amendments.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—and I shall not
object—I did not understand the request
of the Senator from Maryland. Is his
amendment germane to the social secu-
rity bill?

Mr. MATHIAS. The amendment is to
add a new section dealing with limiting
the State taxation of interstate com-
merce.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
thought the Senate had committed itself
to consideration Only of social security
matters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
Is now under control, under the unani-
mom-consent agreement.

Who yields time?
Mr. HARRIS. I yield myself 5 minutes.
Mr. President, the amendment which

is presently before the Senate has to do
with the financing of the social security
benefits which, in effect, are now a part
of the bill which will be adopted. Under
the committee provision, the increased
social security benefits—that is, pri-
manly the increase of 10 percent In so-
ial security benefits and the $100 mini-
mum and the other improved benefits In
the bill—would be financed by raising the

taxable wage base to $9,000 and then by
making certain increases in the tax rate
itself. The amendment I offer would raise
the taxable wage base to $12,000 instead
of the $9,000 which the committee recom-
mends.

It would make certain adjustments in
the tax rate over time, but it has this one
other counter cyclical economic aspect:
There is presently a tax rate increase
written into the law, whether this bill is
passed or not, which would go into effect
on January 1, 1971, raising the tax rate
by 0.4 percent. The amendment I offer
would increase the taxable wage base to
$12,000. It would put off for 1 year the 0.4
percent tax rate increase now in the law,
and then it would make certain other ad-
justments in the tax rate over term.

Mr. President, I think it is important
to do this for two very basic reasons. One,
as I have indicated earlier, I am firmly
convinced that the social security tax
rate represents presently a regressive tax
system. It is a flat rate. It is not grad-
uated on the basis of income. Further-
more, it is limited in the total amount of
salary upon which the tax is levied.

Under the Senate bill, that would be
$9,000, and therefore the average lower
and middle income wage earner is over-
burdened, and overtaxed, paying more
than his fair share of social security
taxes as, unfortunately, Is also true un-
der our present income tax system.

The wage base in 1951, as I said earlier
today in connection with another amend-
ment, was $3,600. From time to time,
Congress has increased that wage base
until its present level Is $7,800. That
$7,800, by and large, represents an ad-
justment for increases in wages and in-
creases in the cost of living since the
original wage base was set.

To raise the taxable wage base not
only makes the social security tax system
more progressive; that is, based more on
the ability to pay, but also widens the
coverage so that those who would re-
ceive benefits under the social security
system would more nearly receive bene-
fits on their retirement or disability
which are in accordance with the wages
they had received while earning wages.

Second, the amendment which I offer
would have another Important aspect
and that is the economic effect of avoid-
ing too immediate increase in the tax
rate, deferring for 1 year the effective
date of present law, raising tax rates by
four-tenths of 1 percent.

Mr. President, this country Is in a
serious recession. There are millions of
people who are needlessly out of work,
who are needlessly out of work because
of the mistaken and misguided fiscal and
monetary policies which have conscious-
ly been made effective during thi. ad-
ministration by its policies.

What we need to do now Is to stimu-
late consumer demand and spur the
economy of the country; otherwise, I
sadly fear that unemployment which now
stands at 5.8 percent is going to get worse,
and we will continue with a needlessly
slack economy, with jobless lines need-
lessly long. If on the 1st of January, at
a time when we are in a recession, when
the economy is down and unemployment
Is up, we put Into effect an increase In

the social security tax rate, taking out
of the private econolily additional mil-
lions of dollars, we will add to the re-
cession and the slump in the economy.

What we should be doing is spurring
consumer demand. What we will do,
unless this amendment is enacted, will
be to add to the recession and take more
out of the consumers' hands and more
money out of the private economy. What
I propose to do is to make the social
security tax system more progressive by
increasing the wage base taxable up to
$12,000 rather than $9,000. I would post-
pone the four-tenths of 1 percent tax rate
increase that would otherwise go into ef-
fect upder' present law except for this
amendment and increase the tax rate
over time after that. By this amendment,
there would continue to be a cash surplus
in the social security accounts. There
would not be a deficit In any year. And
over term, as the actuaries for social se-
curity have made clear, the fund would
continue to be actuarially sound.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield me 2 min-
utes?

Mr. LONG. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. The irgument advanced
by the Senator from Oklahoma on his
pending amendment is about the same
as those advanced by him In connection
with an earlier amendment, which was
substantially defeated by the Senate. He
keeps insisting that social security taxes
are regressive.

As I said earlier, everyone knows that.
It has always been that way. As long as
we adhere to the concept of social insur-
ance, it always will be that way.

Now, if the Senator from Oklahoma
does not want to have regressive taxa-
tion, he does not want to have social
insurance, he wants to have welfare.

We might as well throw out the whole
social security tax system, legislate the
benefits, and take it all out of the general
fund of the Treasury; and we can make
an argument for that, too.

As a matter of fact, the Senator from
Iowa believes that, in connection with
benefits relating to the $100 minimum,
there will be hundreds of millions of dol-
lars of unfunded liability connected with
such a provision. Many of these people
will receive $100 minimum even though
they have only paid a fraction In taxes
necessary to support that $100 minimum.
So that if we do not take the money
needed to pay for it out of the general
fund of the Treasury, we will take It out
of the hides of the workers and especially
the ones I am concerned about, the lower
paid workers trying to maintain their
families and getting caught with social
security taxes needed to underwrite this
$100 minimum. That, to me, is not fair.

I think the way to handle this would
be to take the money out of the general
fund of the Treasury into which taxes
are generally paid according to relative
ability to pay.

If the Senator from Oklahoma wants
to do that, I would join him in that; but
that only. Because it relates to benefits
that have not been funded by the social
security taxes paid by the recipients.
That is a unique aspect of social security
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which is not social Insurance. It Is wel-
fare. But if we are going to adhere to
the concept of social security as being
social insurance, then I think we had
better understand that we are going to
have to pay taxes in proportion to the
benefits each of us will be entitled to.
This is a regressive approach, but it is the
necessary approach if we are going to
stick with the concept of social insur-
ance.

People do not go out and buy insur-
ance policies and pay different premiums
according to their relative income. Rela-
tive income is beside the point. This is
a regressive approach. But that is the
way to pay for insurance. I think that
we should be pretty chary about chang-
ing the concept of social insurance. And
that is what we will be doing if the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma's amendment Is
adopted.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield me 2
minutes?

Mr. LONG. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I too
rise to express my opposition to
the amendment proposed by the Senator
from Oklahoma.

The amendment wou1d revise the fi-
na.ncing of the committee bill by Increas-
ing the tax base—$7,800 under present
law and $9,000 under the committee
bill—to $12,000 a year and by revising
the schedule of taxes.

Under the committee bill, employer
and employee taxes are each scheduled
to Increase from 5.2 percent next year—
this Is also the rate under present law—
to 5.5 percent in 1972 and rising In a
number of steps until they reach 7.6 per-
cent for 1986 and after.

Under this schedule, a person earning
$9,000 or more will pay social security
taxes of $495 In 1972 and $684 in 1986
and after.

Under amendment No. 1114, the tax
rates under the committee bill would
be reduced so that In 1972 the rate would
be 5.2 percent and rising In a number of
steps to 7.25 percent in 1985 and after.

Under this schedule, a person earning
$12,000 or more will pay social security
taxes of $624 in 1972 and $870 in 1986
and after.

The amendment fails to take Into ac-
count the need to revise the proportion
of social security taxes allocated to the
disability Insurance trust fund which
arises when the tax base and schedule of
tax rates Is revised.

I would point out that the amendment
was offered in the committee and was
voted down. I think it Is unfair to Impose
these rates on higher Incomes and thus
make this, as has been pointed out by
the distinguished Senator from Iowa
(Mr. MILLER), a welfare bill Instead of a
social security bill.

I hope that the Senate will reject the
amendment.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma Is recognized for 2
additional minutes.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I point
out In closing that this amendment post-
pones for an additional year the Increase
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In the tax rate from 4.8 to 5.2 percent
which is otherwise scheduled to go into
effect in January 1971, under present
law. Instead of the Increase in the wage
base from $7,800 to $9,000, the amend-
ment would Increase the wage base to
$12,000.

The amendment provides for actuarial
soundness, with less of an Increase In the
tax rate over a period of years than rec-
ommended by the Senate committee.

The amendment is important because
the committee bill and the House bill do
not properly take into account the eco-
nomic impact of the financing provisions
In the proposals and do not take into ac-
count the presently regressive nature of
the social security tax system.

Unless the rate increase is postponed.
it will have a seriously dampening effect
on consumer demand at a time when the
economy is much too sluggish and unem-
ployment too high. Stimulation of con-
sumer demand through postponement of
the presently scheduled tax rate Increase
and through increased benefits would
not be inflationary in my view and in the
view of emirent economists such as Ar-
thur Okun, Chairman of the Economic
Advisers, and others, by serving to cause
expanded production volume, allowing
some reduction In unit cost.

By increasing the wage base, rather
than the tax rate, the social security tax
system would be made more progressive.

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield back
the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second? There is not a suf-
ficient second.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.
Mr. HARRIS. 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
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-

tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Oklahoma. 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 North Dakota
(Mr. BURDICK), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHURCH), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. DODD), the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON), the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND), the
Senator from North Carolina. (Mr.
ERVIN), the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
FLJLBRIGHT), the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. GORE), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from Michi-
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gan (Mr. HART), the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS), the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. MCCARTHY), the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. MCCLEL-
LAN), the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
MCGEE), the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. MONTOYA), the Senator from Maine
(Mr. MUSKIE), the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr PASTORE), the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL), the Senator
from Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS), and the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. YOUNG) are
necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PASTORE) Is paired with the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
ERVIN).

If present and voting, the Senator
from Rhode Island would vote "yea" and
the Senator from North Carolina would
vote 'nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr. CorroN), the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG), the
Senator from New York (Mr. 000DELL),
the Senator from Florida (Mr. GURNEY),
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HAT-
FIELD), the Senator from California (Mr.
MURPHYI, the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
STEVENS), and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Colorado (Mr.
DOMINICK) and the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because
of illness.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD-
wATER) is absent on official business.

The Senator from Utah (Mr. BEN-
NETT), the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
SAxEE), and the Senator from North
Dakota (Mr. YoT.mG) are detained on of-
ficial business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) and the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) would each vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from New
York (Mr. 000DELL) Is paired with the
Senator from Texas (Mr. 'DOWER). If
present and voting, the Senator from
New York would vote "yea" and the Sen-
ator from Texas would vote "nay."

The result was announced—yeas 24,
nays 40, as follows:

Bayh
Brooke
Byrd, W. Va.
Case
Cranston
Harris
Hartke
Hughes

Aiken
Allen
Allott
Baker
Beilmon
Bible
Boggs
Byrd, Va.
Cannon
Cook
Cooper
Curtis
Dole
Ellender

Anderson
Bennett
Burdlck
Church

[No. 452 Leg.1
YEAS—24

Jackson Moss
Javits Pell
Kennedy Proxmlre
Magnuson Randolph
Mansfield Ribicoff
McGovern Stevenson
Metcalf Williams, N.J.
Mondale Yarborough

NAYS—40
Pannln Percy
Griffin Prouty
Hansen Schwelker
Holland Scott
Hruska Smith
Jordan, NC. Sparkman
Jordan, Idaho Spong
Long Stennis
Mathias Symington
Mcintyre Tainiadge
Miller Thurmond
Nelson Williams, Del.
Packwood
Pearson

NOT VOTING—36
Cotton Eastland
Dodd Ervin
Dominick Pong
Eagleton Puibright
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Goldwater Tnouye Pastore
000dell McCarthy Ruaaell
Gore Mcclellan Saxbe
Gravel McGee Stevens
Gurney Mon toya Tower
Hart Mundt Tydinga
Hatfield Murphy Young, N. flak.
Holliuga Muakie Young, Ohio

So Ivir. HARRIS' amendment No. 1114
was rejected.
* * * * *



* * * * *
AMENDMENTS NO. 1172

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will be stated.

The legislative clerk read the amend-
ments, as follows:

On page 181, strike lines 1 through 5.
On page 301, strike lines 10 and 11.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, this Is
the last amendment for the night, as I
understand it. I yield myself 5 minutes.

I refer Senators to the separate views
which I filed with committee report on
this bill. Under present law States are
required to maintain their present finan-
cial efforts in support of medicaid and
are required to build toward comrehen-
sive medicaid programs by 1977.

The State of Missouri asked the Sen-
ate Finance Committee to pass legis-
lation giving it a special one-time
exemption from the maintenance of ef-
fort requirement under medicaid. The.
committee granted that special request,
and my amendment would not have any-
thing to do with that special request of
the State of Missouri for the one-time
provision exempting Missouri from the
maintenance of effort requirement; that
special provision would still remain in
the bill.

But the Senate Finance Committee
went far beyond the special request of
the State of Missouri and simply re-
pealed the maintenance of effort provi-
sion altogether.

The committee recommended repeal
of the entire section 1902(d) of the pres-
ent law, under which States are required
to maintain their financial efforts under
medicaid. The House of Representatives
had previously stricken section 1903(e),
which requires States to enact compre-
hensive medicaid programs by 1977.

The recommended repeal of these two
provisions will become law unless the
amendment which I have now offered is
adopted. That would be most unfortu-
nate. The poor people who are covered by
medicaid are entitled to better medical
attention and care—not less.

What we would do, unless the amend-
ment is adopted, is to say to the States,
"You do not have to build up a better
and more comprehensive medicaid pro-
gram by 1977, as the present law requires;
you do not even have to maintain your
present efforts, as the present law re-
quires. Those requirements are stricken
from the law."

What we ought to be doing here Is
providing better medical attention for
poor people, not less. We ought not to be
reducing the requirements.

If we do that, It seems to me there
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will be less demand for a comprehensive
national health insurance program,
which we should have, and for a massive
increase in funds for health personnel
and facilities which is desperately
needed. We are going to allow health
care, which is provided for in the law
and is already inadequate to deteriorate
further.

It just seems a shame that a matter as
serious as this should come up at 11:30
at night, with not the amount of time
that ought to be provided for its consid-
eration. This is a backward step so far as
health care is concerned, aid I hope the
Senate will not agree to it.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 5 minutes.

The Senate Committee on Finance
considered this measure before, in 1969,
and we recommended that something be
done about the fantastic increase and
enormous waste in the medicaid pro-
gram. This was a program which was
originally estimated to cost about $230
million more than existing expenditure
levels when put into effect. It is cost-
ing about 10 times that much. Some of
us have been complaining that, in the
first years of experience under medicare,
it cost twice as much as estimated. This
one is costing 10 times as much. Why
is it costing so much?

We in Louisiana had the most liberal,
free medical program in the United
States prior to medicare. With that pro-
gram we provided for all who needed
medical care. On the most liberal basis,
we provided medical aid to those who
needed it.

Then the Federal Government provid-
ed 70 percent of the matching funds, so
the Federal Government would put up $7
out of every $10, meaning that we would
be required to provide 200 percent of the
needs in Louisiana. The Governor of Lou-
isiana pleaded to be permitted to save
money under the program, because he
was being required to provide far more
medical care than anybody could justify.
He wanted to do that to save the State
some money. Every time the State would
save $1, the Federal Government would
save $3. He could not do It, because it
would be against the law to save 5 cents
under the program.

I helped write the law, and I apologize
for it. Listen to what it says:

Section 1903(e) of the Medicaid statute
requires that each State make "a satisfactory
showing that it Is making efforts In the direc-
tion of broadening the scope of the care and
services made available under the plan and
In the direction of liberalizing the eligibility
requirements for medical assistance."

What does that mean? Even if a State
meets all the medical requirements of
all the poor people of that State, It Is still
required to go upward and onward,
broader and greater, just up and out,
just keep moving to make it bigger and
more expensive, and it cannqt save any-
thing.

So here comes the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. EAGLETON), former Lieutenant
Governor of his State, to plead for Mis-
souri, which, together with other econ-
omies, was trying to get cutbacks to
save the State from fiscal disaster. He
said "Will you please let us make reduc-
tlons In this program to meet a very
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desperate situation in the fiscal affairs of
the State of Missouri?" The State passed
a constitutional amendment to try to
raise taxes to pay for this program, but
the people voted it down.

So at the same time the State is saving
money, it will save money for the Federal
Government. Here is California with the
same problem. Texas has a parallel prob-
lem. There are problems to a lesser de-
gree in other States.

Does it make sense to say that we have
all the,.wisdom here in Washington? If
the States are doing as much as they can
and in so doing the program costs 10
times what it was estimated to cost, and
they would like to make some reductions,
should not the Governors be able to do
so, since they have to account to their
people? Should not the State Rep-
resentatives, who have to run even of ten-
er than U.S. Senators, be able to fix the
requirements for the services? There are
six basic services involved—in-patient
hospital services, out-patient hospital
services, other laboratory and X-ray
services, skilled home nursing services
and others, also visits whether secured in
office or hospital and home health visits.

So they have to furnish all those basic
services. If they do make a saving, they
have to account to their people.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, the State does not
have to provide any particular level, but
just some.

Mr. LONG. I agree. Admittedly, it
would be conceivable that a State could
drastically reduce what It is doing to
provide medical care for its aged or poor
people in that State. Admittedly, that
could happen.

The committee proceeded on the as-
sumption tha the State should have
some power to make a mistake toward
economy rather than the other way.

What is the alternative offered by the
Senator from Oklahoma? Ever upward
and outward. Ever onward. Ever more
expensive, even though there is being
spent 10 times what it was estimated to
cost and in some respects it is virtually
Impossible for the States to meet their
budgetary requirements.

Why should not a State be permitted
to have some discretion about this mat-
ter? Why not let the States use a little of
their discretion, and see if they can find
where some money could be saved? Mr.
President, I do not know of any reason
for a requirement that they should be re-
quired to spend ever more, ever upward,
for ever broader services. The House of
Representatives has tried to provide some
relief in this area. The Senate has tried
to provide some relief. It seems to me
that at least at some point, we ought
to respect the States and those who rep-
resent the people there, and let them be
accountable to their people.

One more minute.
Mr. President, I was the original spon-

sor of these maintenance-of-effort pro-
posals. I used to sponsor those proposals
at times when I was personally offering
amendments to try to get Grandpa $5
or $10 extra In his welfare check, and
some Governor or some legislature would
not pass It through, or would delay It a
year or so, and cut It In half, and then
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say, "Look what we did for you." I want-
ed to see if, by Increasing it, maybe the
people would get a little extra in their
checks.

But at some point, we ought to let the
States have some responsibility In this
area. Mr. President, in this medicare and
medicaid program, we have worked
mightily, and so has the House of Rep-
resentatives, to try to reduce waste and
eliminate a lot of extravagant expenses
and costs. But I know of no way in which
economy could be more effectively
achieved than to stop implementing a
law requiring States to continue to
broaden their programs and continue to
spend more money, even though they, in
their best judgments, are spending all
they think they ought to spend on this.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. President, this is no way to legis-
late. The President of the United States
has stated that he will recommend to
Congress next year some kind of health
insurance program. I support another.
All Senators are aware of the tremendous
cost of the medicaid program and the
welfare programs that States have to
bear. It is much more than they ought to
bear. That is precisely what the Senate
will go into next year, when we bring up
the President's welfare reform bill and
related amendments.

All Senators are aware o the alarm-
ingly increasing costs of medical care.
That is precisely what we will go into
next year, Mr. President, in considering
the President's proposals on national
health insurance, and other health in-
surance proposals which are pending be-
fore the Senate.

But this is no way to legislate. We
are taking care, in this bill, of the special
case of Missouri, on a one-time basis.
That is the only State that came before
us and made a special presentation for
relief. I do not think we have handled
that exactly right, but It is in the bill,
and I do not now quarrel with it, and
would not try to take it out or amend
It out now. But, Mr. President, next
year we can take up these other things.

The Senator's position and the com-
mittee position does nothing at all about
rising costs.

I yield myself 1 additional minute.
It does nothing at all about the short-

age of medical personnel, which is one
reason why costs have gone up. It does
nothing about trying to hold down un-
necessary costs. It simply says to the
States, "You can reduce care, reduce
expenditures, do anything you please."

Mr. President, it Is aimed only toward
reducing costs, and it leaves out the real
solutions to these problems. It leaves out
the real health needs of the poor people
of this country, the old people and other
welfare recipients in this country. It does
nothing at all except back away from the
problem. It just says, "Do anything you
please to reduce costs, and that will be
all right with us."

I yield myself 1 additional minute.
I say that Is not the way to legislate.

Let us adopt this amendment, strike this
provision of the bill that no one is push-
ing us for, and all these matters will be
before us later. I plead with Senators
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not to take this backward step to reduce
the quality of medical care, which is al-
ready insufficient, at this late date in
this session of Congress.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield the Senator from
Delaware 2 minutes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, the Senator from Oklahoma points
out that all Senators are concerned
about the rising costs of medicaid.

I say to Senators that if you are con-
cerned and want to do anything about
rising medicaid costs, you had better re-
ject the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma, because If his
amendment carries, there will be no re-
duction whatsoever in the medicaid pro-
gram for this year, next year, or there-
after.

Under the law, we would then be in a
position where whatever a State was
spending last year would be a plateau.
That would be the spending floor, and all
they could do would be increase expendi-
tures each year thereafter.

The committee went into this matter
in detail and held hearings for several
months before this bill even came over
from the House. We have done a lot of
work on the rising cost of the medicaid
program. But with the adoption of the
amendment of the Senator from Okla-
homa, there would be no reduction what-
soever in these costs. The only chance
that we can achieve a reduction is by
maintaining the committee position. As
the Senator from Louisiana points out,
the medicaid program Is costing now
about 10 tmes what we were told it would
cost. Let us either vote for economy or
else stop talking about our concern.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 additional minute.

Mr. President, we would not have any
cost at all under medicaid if we just did
away with it altogether. What the com-
mittee position asks us to do is some-
thing like that. It says, "Do away with
part of it until the States reduce what
they spend, and that will cut down the
costs."

Mr. President, that does not get at the
rising costs of medicaid. It does not get
at the need for better and increased care
for old people and other covered by
medicaid. All it does Is back away from
the problem, saying it is costing too much,
rather than doing something about such
problems as the need for additional
medical personnel and the shortage of
medical facilities in the country now. It
merely provides that we will say to the
States, "Reduce, if you want to, what
you spend for medicaid, and that will
reduce the cost."

I say that is not the way to go about
the matter now, when all these matters
will be before us again this very next
month.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana has 7 minutes.

Mr. LONG. I yield myself 3 minutes.
Mr. President, the Senator from Okla-

homa has completely Incorrectly stated
what the amendment would do. He says
this amendment tells the States they
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must cut. It does not tell them anything
of the sort.

Mr. HARRIS. If the Senator will yield,
I do not believe I said that. I said that
is the way it is suggested to reduce ex-
penditures, by the States reducing what
they are doing.

Mr. LONG. I understood the Senator
to say that this amendment tells the
States they ought to cut their programs.
It does not say any such thing as that.

Mr. HARRIS. well, I do not believe
I said that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be In order.

Mr. LONG. What the amendment does,
Mr. President, Is to permit the States
to either spend more or spend less. The
way the law reads now, the State has only
one choice—to spend more, more, more.
Even a State like Louisiana, in which
the Federal Government puts up 7.0 cents
every time Louisiana puts up 30 cents,
may be required to provide somewhere
between 250 percent and 300 percent of
the medical needs of people who are re-
garded as being indigent. You still have
to broaden more. Where are you going to
broaden to? Just tax your imagination.

That is the way existing law reads.
How that got in there I cannot imagine,
because I was manager of that bill. That
was the language that came to us in the
House bill. I do not think the House Ways
and Means Committee could have been
quite that foolish; that provision had to
be drafted by the Department and sent
up here.

It says no matter how much you are
doing, that Is not enough, next year you
have to spend more and next year you
have to spend still more, and that no
matter how broad your program is, next
year It must be broader, ad Infinitum.

So then they start saying, "Why does
not somebody save some money on the
program?"

The answer to that is easy: We have
made it against the law. So Louisiana
could still spend another $3 million, and
the Federal Government would have to
match that with $7 million more. That
is still permissible; and if any State
wants to spend more, they will get at
least 50 percent matching funds.

But if a State decides, "If we do that,
we are already spending more than we
ought to spend for this purpose: we
ought to be able to make some savings
on the program," that is, against present
law.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator from
Georgia.

Mr. TALMADGE. Does the Senator
feel that the Senate has greater knowl-
edge and wisdom concerning the needs
of the States than the combined wisdom
of the 50 State legislative bodies and the
50 Governors of those States?

Mr. LONG. I do not think so, and I
would challenge anyone to go out and tell
his State legislature that—and we are
often called upon to address our legis-
latures—that we have all knowledge
here, and that no matter how desperate
they might be, they just do not have
enough legislative wisdom to match the
legislative wisdom of this body.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. LONG. I yield myself 1 additional
minute.

Mr. TALMADGE. Does the Senator
feel that this Senate should put the com-
bined legislatures of 50 States and 50
Governors in a straitjacket as to how
they shall levy and spend their tax
money?

Mr. LONG. I do not think we should.
Mr. President, there may be Senators

here—I am sure some of the former Gov-
ernors—who know more about the prob-
lems in the States and the relative de-
mands upon the State budgets than do
the Governors and the legislatures of
their States. But having done this kind
of thing to the point of being ridiculous
and having a program that exceeds esti-
mates by 10 to 1, one would think that
in some area a State would be permitted
to have some discretion, and I hope that
would be true in this instance. This is
not the first time the committee felt
something should be done about this
matter. We tried to do something about
it last year, and we did, but we did not
go far enough. We ought to at least
give the States this small amount of
discretion.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, how much
time do I have remaining

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 6 minutes remaining.

Mr. HARRIS. I yield myself 1 minute.
Mr. President, there are very obvious

ways by which we can and should relieve
the States of their increasing and diffi-
cult burdens with regard to welfare and
medicaid. Some, including the President
of the United States, have said we should
do it through revenue sharing. Some,
including the President of the United
States, have said that we should do it
through welfare reform which takes part
of the welfare burden off the States. I
agee with that principle. There are ways
we can can do something about the
health costs. Some, including the Presi-
dent of the United States, have said we
ought to have some kind of national
health insurance program. I agree with
that, but I do not think his plan goes
far enough.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. HARRIS. I yield myself 1 addi-
tional minute.

All these things are going to be be-
fore the Senate Finance Committee, and
the Senate will have before it such mat-
ters as Increasing medical personnel and
getting at other shortages which have
helped to make costs of medical care sky
rocket.

The question before us Is, will we, In
those ways, In a reasonable manner, de-
liberately go about trying to solve these
problems, or will we simply say, "Re-
duce the cost of medicaid by permitting
the reduction In medical services for
those who need it most"? That is the
question.

SEVERAL SENATORS: Vote! Vote!
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sen-

ators yield back their time?
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Mr. LONG. I yield back the remainder
of my time.

Mr. HARRIS. I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Oklahoma.
On this questions 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 North Dakota
(Mr. BURDIcK), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHURCH), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. DODD), the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON), the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. ERVIN), the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. GORE),
the Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL),
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART),
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
HOLLINGS), the Senator from Hawaii
(Mr. INouyE), the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. MCCARTHY), the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. MCCLELLAN), the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE),
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. EAsT-
LAND), the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. MONTOYA), the Senator from Maine
(Mr. MUSKIE), the Senator from Rhode
Islands (Mr. PAsToRal, the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL), the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS), the Sen-
ator from Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS), the
Senator from Texas (Mr. YARBOROTJGH),
and the Senator from Ohio (Mr. YOUNG)
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from North Carolina
(Mr. ERVIN), and the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PA5TORE) would each
vote "nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire (Mr. COT-
TON), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
FONG), the Senator from New York (Mr.
GOODELL), the Senator from Florida (Mr.
GURNEY), the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
HATFIELD). the Senator from California
(Mr. MURPHY), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. STEVENS), and the Senator from
Texas (Mr. TOWER) are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from Colorado (Mr.
DoMINIcK) and the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because
of illness.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD-
WATER) is absent on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) ,the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT), and the Sen-
ator from Texas (Mr. TOWER) would each
vote "nay."

The Senator from Utah (Mr. BEN-
NErr), the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
SAXBE), and the Senator from North
Dakota (Mr. YouNG) are detained on
official business.

The result was announced—yeas 18,
nays 44, as follows:
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YEAS—18
Hughes
Jackson
Javits
Kennedy
Math las
McGovern

NAYS—44
Fannin Pearson
Griffin Fell
Hansen Percy
Holland Prouty
liruska Froxmire
Jordan, N.C. Randolph
Jordan, Idaho Smith
Long Sparkman
Magnuson Speng
Mansfield Stevenson
Mcintyre Symington
Metcalf Talmadge
Miller Thurmond
Nelson WilIIam.s, Del.
Packwood

NOT VOTING—38
Goodell Murphy
Gore Muskie
Gravel Pastore
Gurney Russell
Hart Stxbe
Hatfield Stennis
Hollings Stevens
Inouye Tower
Mccarthy Tyclings
McClellan Yarborough
McGee Young N. Oak.
Montoya Young, Ohio
Mundt

HARRIS' amendment was re-

Mondale
Moss
Ribicoif
Schweiker
Scott
Williams, N.J.

Bayh
Brooke
Case
Cranston
Harris
Hartke

Alken
Allen
Allott
Baker
Bellmon
Bible
Boggs
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Vs.
Cannon
Cook
Cooper
Curtis
Dole
Ellender

Anderson
Bennett
Burdick
Church
Cotton
Dodd
Dominick
Eagleton
Eastland
Ervin
Fong
Fulbright
Goldwater

So Mr.
jected.

AMENDMENT NO. 1181

Mr. PROIJTY (for himself and Mr.
SAXBE) proposed an amendment to the
bill (HR. 17550) to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to provide increases in benefits,
to improve computation methods, and to
raise the earnings base under the old-
age, survivors, and disability insurance
system, to make improvements in the
medicare, medicaid, and maternal and
child health programs with emphasis
upon Improvements in the operating ef-
fectiveness of such programs, and for
other purposes, which was ordered to be
printed.



S 21314 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE December 29, 1970

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1970

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAN-
NON). The Chair now lays before the Sen.
ate the pending business, which the clerk
will state.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The bill (HR. 17550) to amend the Social

Security Act to provide Increases in benefits,
to improve computation methods, and to
raise the earnings base under the old-age,
survivors, and disability insurance system,
to make improvements In the medicare, medi-
caid, and maternal and child health pro-
grams with emphasis upon improvements
In the operating effectiveness of such pro-
grams, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to its
consideration.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the 1011.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask
Unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CANNON). Without objection, it Is so
ordered.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I send to
the desk on behalf of myself and Sena-
toi's JAVITS,' MONDALE, and BAYR, an
amendment and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 418 strike lines 20 through 24,
and strike allot pages 419 through 448, and
on page 449, strike lines 1 through 10.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, the pend-
ing amendment is the first of two child
care amendments which were covered by
the agreement entered into last night. It
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would strike that section of the bill
which would create a Federal Child Care
Corporation.

At this time, I should like to set forth,
in brief, an explanation of the amend-
ment and the basic reasons why I hope
it will be adopted by the Senate. Then I
should like to yield to one of the co-
sponsors of the amendment, the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BAYH), for a statement on it. There will
be other Senators who will want t speak
on this amendment. I shall reserve my
argument-in-chief until other Senators
have spoken.

First of all, Mr. President, the Federal
Child Care Corporation which would be
created under this bill, and which would
be stricken by the pending amendment,
should be stricken, in my view, and in
the view of the cosponsors of the amend-
ment, because this is a major piece of
legislation dealing with the children of
the country and it has not been ade-
quately heard. In the press of other busi-
ness in the consideration of what came
to be called "the conglomerate bill,"
where issues such as trade legislation,
welfare reform, and social security bene-
fits and increases and other major is-
sues took up the major attention of Sen-
ators and of members of the Finance
Committee. There has not been a suf-
ficient effort to coordinate this piece of
legislation and the creation of this new
Federal Child Care Corporation with the
many other Federal programs which also
deal with or touch upon child care or day
care services.

Under the provision of the bill which
Is sought to be stricken by the pending
amendment, there would be created a
Federal Child Care Corporation to be
governed by a board of directors ap-
pointed by the President by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate.

The Federal Child Care Corporation
would undertake to provide child care
services under contract with States and
localitieh and others for children of fam-
ilies receiving welfae assistance and
others.

Itis deficient, it seems to me, in sev-
eral respects but, first of all, because it
Is such a massive piece of legis1ation, It
should have, as I have said, far more
careful and deliberate consideration.

I point out that there is no need to
rush here, at this late date in this ses-
sion of Congress, to pa,ss this kind of
major new legislation when, as a matter
of fact, as has already been made clear
on the floor of the Senate, during the
early days of the next session of Con-
gress, this very next month, the new
Senate will take up welfare reform as
recommended by President Nixon and by
others. In connection with that bill that
we will have to consider, child care and
day care services, and that will be the
appropriate time for us to consider what
we are about.

Second, this provision which is sought
to be stricken is deficient in two furida-
mental requirements which I think any
system of child care services should meet.
Those are parental involvement and
community control, which are not ade-
quately safeguarded by the provisions in
the bill, and I think that they are abso-
lutely necessary. All the experts who have

dealt with this question think they are
absolutely necessary—that is, parental
involvement and community control-—
if there is to be a successful program of
child care and child development.

Third, the standards set up in the bill
are not adequate, They are not adequate
in regard to child-staff ratios, not ade-
quate in regard to staff qualifications,
and they are not adequate in regard to
facility standards. This bill would super-
sede State and local standards. Last, but
most important, those standards are not
adequate in regard to child development
concepts.

Will this be mere custodial care?
Will there be an educational compo-

nent?
What sort of standards will have to

be met?
What kind of concepts will be insti-

tuted under this massive new major child
care program?

I think it is well known that a child's
early years are extremely important in
intellectual development. I think that we
had better be awfully careful when we
set up a new program which will be very
much like and of equal importance to
the public school programs in this coun-
try, 'that we had better be very sure
about what we are doing, and about what
its effect will be upon millions and mil-
lions of young schoolchildren in this
country.

A good many organizations vitally in-
terested and concerned in this matter,
and very knowledgeable in regard to it,
have submitted comments in opposition
to that provision in the bill in its present
form.

These include the Child Welfare Lea-
gue and the National Association for
Black Child Development. May I say, Mr.
President, that I think the day has long
since passed, as I said last night, when
poor people or black people or other mi-
norities will sit idly by while outsiders
come in, as can be done under this pro-
vision in the bill—and it could be a pri-
vate enterprise franchiser—coming and
control the child care and development
of the children of that community.

The Day Care and Child Development
Council of America, Inc., Is also one of
the organizations, together with those I
have previously mentioned, which are
not in agreement with this provision in
the bill in Its present form.

The same is true of the American Acad-
emy of Pediatrics. I invite attention to
a letter which that organization wrote
on December 18, 1970, to the distin-
guished chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, the Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
LONG), in which it is stated in part:

The Academy is gravely concerned with
that section of this bill which established
Federal child care standards. The minimum-
al standards prescribed In this legislation
will result in mere custodial care programs,
and will severely neglect Intellectual, social,
and emotional developznental needs of
children.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the entire letter written by
Robert G. Frazier, M.D., executive direc-
tor, printed In the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

AMERICAN ACADEMY OF PEDIATRICS,

Arlington, Va., December 18, 1970.
Hon. RUSSELL B. LONG,
Chairman, Finance Committee, U.S. Senate,

Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR LONG: The American Acad-

emy of Pediatrics, the natlonai organization
of board certified pediatricians, wishes to ex-
press its concern with S. 4101, establishing
a Federal Child Care Corporation. This bill,
one of the amendments to the Social Security
Act reported out by the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, would create Title XX of the Social
Security Act.

The Academy is gravely concerned with
that Section of this bill which establishes
federal child care standards. The minimal
standards prescribed In this legislation will
result in mere custodial care programs, and
Will severely neglect intellectual, social, and
emotional developmental needs of children.
Because S. 4101 further provides that state
and local licensing and similar requirements
would be superceded, much of the construc-
tive work and planning done at state and
local levels to enhance the quality of child
care programs would be negated. Health serv-
ices are an integral part of child care and
provisions for an adequate health program
are needed.

This bill attempts to overcome financial
barriers associated with the establishment of
child care centers. Although there is a need
for such funding, the primary Intent of this
proposal is to help more mothers find gainful
employment. it Is our opinion that this ob-
jective is being achieved at the expense of
the child. Adequate provisions do not exist
In the bill to assure that high quality child
care programs will be established to meet the
developmental needs of children.

The primary purpose of day care should
be to offer a Sound basis for learning and
further development of the child and to sup-
port and encourage the mother In her effortsto care for her child, Consequently, the Acad-
emy would urge that the provisions of S. 4101
be deleted from the Social Security Amend-ments this year.

Sincerely yours,
HOBERT G. FRAZIER. M.D..

Executive Director.
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I pay de-

served tribute to the distinguished chair-
man of the Finance Committee, the Sen-
ator from Louisiana (Mr. LONG) for his
great and laudable concern for the need
to expand and improve child care serv-
ices available in this country. I believe
that mothers receiving welfare assist-
ance are entitled to have high quality
child care available to them.

I believe, however, that we should not
stop there. I think that the other mothers
in this country, not just those receiving
welfare assistance, are also entitled to
that kind of child care service.

I believe it Is terribly important that
we not stigmatize child care or day care
as being merely a welfare program. I be-
lieve that it has got to be a universal
program which extends far more broad-
ly than the present provision would al-
low it to do.

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen.
ator from Louisiana is most well Inten-
tioned. But I believe that if we can lay
aside this provision in the pending bill
and take it up again in a deliberate and
careful fashion after the first of the year,
we will be able to make some Important
steps forward in providing adequate child
care services in this country.

It is Important that we do that and
take it up again after the first of the year.
as we will do if this provision Is stricken
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from the bill. As I said earlier, there are
so many programs, programs under the
Commissioner of Education at HEW, un-
der the Office of Economic Opportunity,
under Headstart, under HUD to some de-
gree, In regard to facilities, and under
the welfare laws in regard to those re-
ceiving welfare assistance.

It seems tome that we must make some
kind of uniform system out of all this
hodgepodge we have at present.

We will have time to do that if we
agree to the motion to strike the present
provision and go into all of this matter
in the kind of detail and with the kind
of care it deserves.

Mr. President, I am pleased at this
time to yield the floor to one of the dis-
tinguished cosponsors of the amendment
who is quite knowledgeable in this field,
the distinguished Senator from Indiana.

Mr BAYH. Mr. President, I have
listened with a great deal of interest to
the discussion which has been initiated
by my friend, the Senator from Okla-
homa. I find myself in a rather unique
position, I say to my friend, the Senator
from Louisiana, in joining in a motion
such as that presented by my colleague,
the Senator from Oklahoma, which
would strike the provision for day care
from the pending legislation.

I say this because for over a year, for
about a year and a half now, the Senator
from Indiana and his wife, who is his
No. 1 adviser in this matter, have
been deeply concerned about day care.
Together we have examined day care
facilities in the United States, in our
home State of Indiana, and in the Na-
tion's Capital. We have had the good
fortune to compare facilities here with
those available in other countries, such
as the Soviet Union, Great Britain, the
Hague, Japan, and Israel, just to name a
few.

In the course of this study, the Senator
from Indiana has become convinced that
one of the most critical problems con-
fronting us today is the lack of signifi-
cant child care and child development
facilities in this country.

Thus I find myself joining in a motion
to strike the child care corporation pro-
vision of the distinguished Chairman of
the Committee on Finance from the bill.

Before proceeding further, I would like
to echo the words of the Senator from
Oklahoma in paying tribute to the Sen-
ator from Louisiana for recognizing the
need that something be done. I do not
think that any of us should take lightly
the suggestion that is made by the Sen-
ator from Louisiana, because this is a
start. This is an idea which could be,
and should be, considered in an overall
study of the problem of child care and
development in this country.

If this problem is as significant as the
Senator from Indiana feels it is, I do not
feel that we should start with just a
small crumb, but rather that we should
give this problem the study in committee
and in debate on the floor that it SO
rightly deserves.

Mr. President, we are all aware of some
of the very difficult and perplexing prob-
lems confronting us today.

There is the problem of law and order,
the problem of juvenile delinquency, the
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the problem of high school dropouts,
the problem of welfare, the problem of
the low capability wage earner, and the
impact that he has on our economy as
a whole, the-problem of the obsolescence
so far as individual employee skills are
concerned, the problem of terrible hous-
ing conditions, which produce the ghetto
and urban blight. These are just a few
of the problems that are tearing at the
very foundation of our society today.

There is not a Senator who is not aware
of these problems. I think it is fair to
say, or at least that is the judgment of
the Senator from Indiana, that there is
not a Senator who is not concerned with
these problems.

As I have looked over them, particu-
larly over the last year, and as I have
studied the potential impact of adequate
child care and development programs, it
is my judgment that no one program, if
it is approached in the right manner, in
a comprehensive manner, could do more
to alleviate the multitude of problems
confronting us than adequate child care
and development programs.

These problems are not going to be
whisked away with one speech on the
Senate floor or with the acceptance or
rejection of one Senate amendment. It
will not be done in 1 day, 1 month, 1
year, or in 10 years.

The problems are the result of general
conditions of neglect and they will not
disappear overnight.

The Senator from Indiana thinks that
with comprehensive planning of ade-
quate child care and development pro-
grams in our lifetime we can hope to
reverse the pathways in those areas of
our country which today lead only to
despair.

So I rise to support the proposed
amendment to delete the child care cor-
poration, not because the Senator from
Indiana does not believe that this par-
ticular proposal might not some day be
part of a comprehensive proposal, and
certainly not because he finds fault with
the desires of the Senator from Louisi-
ana to bring some legislative input to the
problem, but because the Senator from
Indiana believes that this is a day late
and a dollar short approach to the ques-
tion. It can lead some people to believe
that the problem is going to be an easy
one to solve and that providing adequate
day care and child development centers
is going to be inexpensive. It is not. In
my judgment, to do the job adequately
will cost much more money than most
people realize.

I cannot think of a better investment.
And let us not suggest that we will get
something for nothing. We have had too
much of this already in this country.

If we are going to give our attention
to the children of America, the Senator
from Indiana happens to believe that
there is no better place to invest our
money.

I think it is to the credit of the Senator
from Louisiana that his original bill
authorized $500 million for the Federal
Child care Corporation. That would be
a good start. However, when the present
measure was reported, it contained only
$50 million.

It Is rather difficult for the Senator
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from Indiana to talk about only $50 mil-
lion. We are talking about an expenditure
of hundreds of millions of dollars, indeed
billions of dollars, if we are going to pro-
vide adequate child care and child devel-
opment programs for the younger people
of our Nation.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BAYH. I am glad to yield to the
distinguished Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator has introduced a measure to ex-
pand child development. His bill would
start out by spending $2 billion a year
and go on to spend about $6 billion a year.
It may be that a program of this mag-
nitude is necessary and that it should
become law some day. But what we are
trying to do in the committee bill is to
provide at least enough child care to see
to It that mothers who want to work to
supplement the income of their families
are not denied the opportunity to do so.

I would like to have had a larger pro-
gram than the Committee on Finance
was willing to agree upon, but I would
submit that something is better than
nothing. The best I can make of the Sen-
ator's argument and the argument of
the Senator from Oklahoma is that noth-
ing is better than something.

I would earnestly and sincerely hope
that we would not be denied the oppor-
tunity of doing what is provided in this
bill to help provide mothers the child
care they need and which will be ade-
quate to meet their needs, merely because
we cannot have the kind of program the
Senator would like to have.

As far as I am concerned, as a mem-
ber of the Committee on Finance, I say
more power to those who serve on other
committees if they can work out some-
thing to provide this kind of child de-
velopment program. As proposed, it will
cost from $6 billion to $10 billion.

But for the life of me I cannot under-
stand why the Senator takes the attitude
that although the committee bill only
provides $50 million for working cap-
ital for the corporation and it increases
the Federal matching rate from 75 per-
cent to 90 percent, it is still not better
than nothing. It seems to me that this
is a straightforward attempt to make
child care available where it is not avail-
able now.

If one can go forward with a program
for complete child development as the
Senator advocates, more power to him.
But I cannot see why the Senator would
take the position that nothing is better
than something, because in my opinion
the committee bill will go a long way to-
ward meeting the problem.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I appreciate
the comment of the Senator from Louisi-
ana. As I mentioned earlier, while he was
In conference, I think he is to be compli-
mented for directing this matter to the
conscience of the Senate in an attempt
to move forward.

I find myself in what might be con-
sidered by some a presumptuous position,
because I have long respected and ad-
mired the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana. He has serve in this body for
many more years than the Senator from
Indiana, and Is the author of many more
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pieces of legislation than the Senator
from Indiana, but I think lie would be
the first to suggest that we do not solve
complicated national problems by pass-
ing legislation upon which there have not
been extensive hearings. We have not
had beneft of such hearings.

I know the Senator has studied this
matter, but I have been looking at it for
a year and a half and I still c'o not have
all of the answers.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. BAYH. I am glad to yield to the
distinguished Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. The Committee on Finance
held extensive hearings on the proposal.
For example, I have before me the state-
ment of the American Federation of
Labor which was made when they testi-
fied on the proposal we are talking about.
Admittedly the bill as introduced was a
bit larger in the amount of money pro-
vided for working capital, but baically it
was the same proposlticn. The AFL
stated:

We support the very constructive and com-
prehensive provisions of the day care bill
Introduced by the chairman of the commit-
tee, which would provide both the financial
Incentive and the means to eliminate some
of the barriers preventing development of
day care centers.

That Is the statement of the American
P'ederatlon of Labor. They want child
care for children so that mothers can
work and earn a decent wage. They favor
this proposal strongly.

Other groups testified, for example the
Child Welfare League of America. They
have some suggestions of ways the pro-
posal might be Improved upon, but basi-
cally they state that—

This is an ingenious and innovative plan
to design and deliver day care and other
child care services appropriate to the needs
of a diverse child population. We agree with
the bill's findings and declaration of purpose.
in section 2001, taken in the context of our
understanding of the bill's intent What
is proposed is a means to discover the kinds
of services needed by all children ar,d their
families, and to arrange for the delivery of
those services in the most appropriate.
timely, and efficient manner possible.

So I say again that we did have hear-
ings. When I Introduced tic bill on
July 20,1 made this statement:

Mr. President, it would be my hope that
persons and organizations interested in child
care would study the bill and present their
views to the Committee on Finance at the
same time as they testify or submit their
views on the Family Assistance Act.

We had hearings from August 24 to
September 10. This matter was discussed
by a number of witnesses. Finally the
committee approved this proposal, with
some modifications.

The chairman of the comrnitLee, in in-
troducing the amendment on which his
committee was conducting hearings, urg-
ed all Interested persons to express their
views on it, and, of course, urged the
organizations to come before the com-
mittee to discuss it. If Senators wanted
to Ignore the possibility that the amend-
ment was going to be voted on, they could
do so. The chairman asked Senators to
look at the proposal and urged them to
express their views on it If thQy were in-
terested in this type of legislation.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Indiana yield?

Mr. BAYH. I yield.
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I wish to

respond to the distinguished chairman of
the committee as a member of the Com-
mittee on Finance. I said earlier I
thought there had been inadequate hear-
hgs. I was careful to say why. There was
certainly no reflection on the distin-
guished chairman or any indication that
he did not give adequate notice that this
matter was being consicered by the com-
mittee. I made clear and I reiterate now
that there were inadequate hearings on
this provision or any child care provision,
because in the consideration of what has
come to be called "the conglomerate bill,"
we had all we could do to consider the
trade provisions, which encompassed the
most important revisions in trade law
since the Trade Expansion Act of 1962,
a new concept of Nelfare reform, which
President Nixon advocated and many of
us supported In principle, and concern-
ing which many of us had Ideas of our
own; and, of course, there was the social
security bill, with its financing, benefits
increases, the catastrophic illness plan
that the Senator from Louisiana pre-
sented—all of these matters were to-
gether in one set of hearings

We had hearings on most of these
provisions, then started executive ses-
sions, then came back for 2 more days
on trade, then the committee went back
Lto executive session, and there were
just too many riders on one horse; too
many things were Involved in one bill.

I presided all one afternoon In the
Committee on Finance. The Senator from
Louisiana was good enough to let me do
that so that I might ask questions par-
ticularly about welfare reform. But I did
not begin to get into all the questions I
wanted to ask concerning child care, even
though I asked as many questions con-
cerning it as time would allow on that
day and on other days.

The surface of the problem of child
care and development has not even been
scratched. We must really go into this
matter. We will have time next year.

There is certainly no reflection on the
way the chairman conducted the corn-
m.ittee. He did so with complete fairness
and complete notice, but I say that Sen-
ators were so burdened down with all
of the other provisions of the bill that
they did not have time fully to consider
this major new proposal of the Senator
in regard to child care.

That is what I meant by saying there
have been inadequate hearings on this
provision and insufficient effort to try to
coordinate this provision with all of the
many other Federal programs which re-
late to It.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.
Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I believe I

have the floor. I would like to make one
further remark, then I would be glad to
permit free discourse.

I want the RECORD to show that the
Senator from Louisiana was busy Con-
sulting with his staff when I started ray
remarks. As the Senator from Oklahoma
has just done, I salute him for his efforts.
I think In the months he has been looking
into this It should be readily apparent

even on a casual study of this matter,
how complicated it is if we are really try-
ing to solve the total problem.

The Senator from Louisiana has had
so many burdens to carry. I do not know
how he carries them all. That is why I
said earlier I hope the critique and con-
structive criticism that we are involved
in today is taken in proper perspective
by our friend from Louisiana.

He mentioned a moment ago that he
finds it difficult to see how the Senator
from Indiana or other Senators could
suggest that no solution is better than a
partial solution. I think when we are
starting out with a complicated, multi-
faceted problem involving adequate child
care and development. If we are to be
totally responsible in our efforts to reach
a final consideration, the proposal of the
Senator from Louisiana has to be taken
into consideration with other needed
aspects of this problem. When we start
out we might have to retreat, come back
to point zero, and then start again on
the well-intentioned approach of the
Senator from Louisiana. That is why I
do not at this particular time, particu-
larly at this 11:30 hour In this session,
feel that this is the proper way to pro-
ceed. After thorough study, it is entirely
possible and conceivable that we will find
there is a proper place for corporations
to play in comprehensive provision of
child care and child development
programs.

I made a proposal for the considera-
tion of the Senate. I did not introduce
it because I thought, at this stage of the
legislative process, something that Is as
comprehensive as this should not be in-
troduced, since it could not be passed,
and it ought to be passed after being
subjected to minute study and hearings
next year. But I did put in the RECORD
that the approach to child care was
studied in detail by the recent White
House Conference on Children. Frankly,
as the result of that conference there are
some changes I want to make before I
introduce it next year.

One thing that comes to, mind is that
there are a number of child-care centers
today, concerned that a major national
child-care program would make It more
difficult for them to operate. That is not
our intentiOn. We want to help those
child-care centers that are being oper-
ated today, and at the same time do
something about the despicable child-
care centers that are not really child-
care centers at all, but inadequate cus-
todial centers, and some of them I would
not want to be caught dead in.

I yield to the Senator from Minnesota.
Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator

for yielding.
The Senator from Louisiana asked the

question whether something Is not better
than nothing. The answer to that Is that
to do the wrong thing to children may be
worse than to do nothing. What I fear
in this pending proposal and why I am
supporting the Javits-Harris amendment
to strike is that the basic philosophy un-
derlying the proposal Is to let the moth-
er work and store the children some-
where while she is working.

The question is: Is the emphasis upon
the development of the child or Is It upon
letting the mother to get to work? The
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trouble with this proposal Is that it is the
latter.

It fails to recognize and make provi-
sion for the special child development
needs of millions of disadvantaged
youngsters who suffer irreparable harm
from a lack of adequate nutrition, health,
and educational assistance in the crucial
first years of life.

It reveals a emphasis on the needs of
adults to find or maintain employment
rather than on the best interest of the
children involved—two goals which
sometimes conflict.

It contains none of the necessary em-
phasis on parental participation and
community involvement in child develop-
ment efforts.

Let me emphasize how important this
parental and community involvement is,
There are hundreds of thousands
of Mexican-American, Puerto Rican,
black, and Portuguese, and other minor-
ity group children with different cul-
tures, different languages, and different
backgrounds. Many times those of us in
the white middle class, with the best of
intentions, thrust on those children our
notions, our language, and our ideas,
and as a result mangle those children,
insult them, put them down by our be-
havior. By our example we are saying to
them that their culture is inferior and
ours is superior. This runs through our
school system. It is one reason why they
were able to identify in New York City
last year only 200 Puerto Ricans who got
academic degrees out of a total Puerto
Rican student body of a quarter of a
million in that city. We have not been
responsive to their needs. Yet there is
nothing In this proposal which will
remedy that basic problem. There is
nothing to guarantee the parental and
community involvement that is nec-
essary.

Finally, it contains a general thrust
toward full day, full week day care pro-
grams without sufficient emphasis on
part time, part day tutoring programs
such as the Infant research project here
In the District of Columbia which hold
so much promise for real child develop-
ment.

I favor putting more money into crea-
tive child development efforts. But in my
judgment there is one over-riding non-
negotiable criteria for determining
whether early childhood development
efforts should be supported. That cri-
terion Is not whether the program en-
ables mothers to work, but whether the
program enhances the child's develop-
ment. I do not see this criterion receiv-
Ing the priority it requires in the Federal
Child Care Corporation proposal.

There was just completed in Washing-
ton a White House Conference on Chil-
dren. Four thousand people came from all
around the country, including many of
our Nation's experts, many of them hav-
ing been involved in this problem. One of
their key recommendations was exactly
In this area and bears directly on the
point I have made. That is the recom-
mendation of the White House confer-
ence to strengthen the family, to bring
the parent or parents and the children
together, to have early childhood devel-
opment programs that treat the family

as a unit and do not simply stack chil-
dren like cordwood in some kind of cus-
todial care center while the mother is
working,

It so happens that the head of the
Office of Child Development, Dr. Zigler,
is one of the most gifted men in this
field in the world. I commend the admin-
istration for finding him and putting him
in this position. I am sure that on the
basis of his advice, the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare has
urged the adoption of the motion to
strike.

How to deal with children in early
childhood involves the best and most
sophisticated kind of advice that we can
receive. To preempt or to go into the
field with a new corporation, with this
kind of remoteness for the con3jnlmity,
and with this kind of job oriented and
nonchild development program, seems to
me is a step in the wrong direction. It can
do more harm than good.

For that reason I join the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS) in the mo-
tion to strike.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I would
hope the Senator would not continue to
beat a straw horse by arguing against
what is not in the amendment. The Sen-
ator argues that this is something that
forces mothers to go to work. But expe-
rience shows that all over the country
there are mothers who want to go to
work but cannot go to work because they
have no place to leave their children to
be cared for while they are working. This
provision of the bill would seek to pro-
vide that opportunity where it does not
exist now.

The Senator somehow assumes that
the committee bill is not concerned with
the welfare of Individual children. But
let us look at the aim of the Corporation,
as stated on page 420 of the bill. The
language of the bill requires the Corpo-
ration to "promote the well-being of all
children by assuring that the child care
services provided will be appropriate to
the particular needs of the individuals
receiving such services."

Mr. President, child care provided by
the Corporation may well include the
comprehensive child development pro-
grams of the kind the Senator would
like to provide for all children. But not
all child care need be of that type. For
example three out of four children on
welfare are school age children. Since
they are already going to school, they
do not need an educational program
after the school hours are over. For most
school age children, it should be sufficient
to provide them a good recreational pro-
gram, both outdoors and indoors. After
all, what kind of things do school age
children do if their mothers are not
working? Typically, after school they
play in the backyard or on the play-
ground, or watch television with their
friends.

Now, as to the scope of the corpora-
tion's operations, this provision is not
limited to people participating in the
work incentive program, or to other peo-
ple on welfare. This Is and has been all
along, since I first introduced the pro-
posal, Intended to help all mothers who
went safe and adequate child care for

their children. They should have an op-
portunity to get the kind of child care
they want, provided either at their own
expense or, if they are drawing welfare
assistance, at the expense of the Gov-
ernment. The committee bill is not at all
intended to segregate children on welfare
from other children; it is in fact intended
that all kinds of children be provided the
care.

As it stands now, out of at least 7 mil-
lion children who need child care because
their mothers work, there are only 700,-
000 of them who are ir any kind of li-
censed child care facility at all. The bill
provides standards; perhaps the Senator
would like to hi -e them higher. The
standards in the bill were very carefully
considered, and we think that they are
about as high as can be reasonably re-
quired at the present time. We do provide
standards to guarantee such things as
safety and healthful conditions. The
main thing is that the bill provides a
mother with a variety of choices of kinds
of child care if she lives in a city that
is large enough to have a number of
child care facilities.

Just to outline briefly some of the kinds
of standards the committee bill provides,
Mr. President, we stipulate what the ra-
tio of children to staff must be; we stip-
ulate that the facility must meet the Life
Safety Code of the National Fire Pro-
tection Association, the nationally recog-
nized and accepted fire safety code; and
we provide that there must be sufficient
space both indoors and outdoors. Thus
where today at least 90 percent of the
children of working mothers are in fa-
cilities meeting no standards whatever—
if they are in any facilities at all—we
would hope to reverse that, and have vir-
tually all of the children in facilities
which do meet these standards.

The Senator has talked about parent
participation as though this is hampered
by the bill. The opposite is true. The dif-
ficulty today is that when parents try to
get together to set up child care services
for their children, there is no one to
help them. The committee bill will help
them. Let me read from page 338 of the
committee report:

Child care services organized by parents or
run with extensive parent participation have
shown great promise in raising the educa-
tional level of disadvantaged children in de-
privecl areas. Groups Interested in promoting
parent involvement should find it possible to
establish child care facilities through the
Corporation where they are unable to do so
today.

We provide someone to whom they can
go, who can help them to set up exactly
the kind of child care facility with pa-
rental participation that the Senator
thinks desirable. The Corporation will
help them by providing training, by pro-
viding them with the technical assistance
and information they need, and by ad-
vancing initial operating expenses.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, will the
Senator permit me to raise a couple of
questions?

Mr. LONG. Yes.
Mr. BAYH. He has great familiarity

with this particular bill.
Suppose the parents of a given com-

munity feel one thing should be done,
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and the authority for establishing this
service under the bill feels something else
should be done for the children. Who
rules the day in a situation like that?

Mr. LONG. The mother makes the de-
cision as to what kind of child care fa-
cility the child will go in.

Mr. BAYH. But the standards, the pro-
graming, the type or lack of compre-
hensive care available at any facility is
not determined by the parents involved,
but the vehicle for governing it estab-
lished under the corporation; is that not
accurate?

Mr. LONG. The Corporation would
make a contract with the provider of
child care services. If it is a group of
parents who wish to establish a child
care facility, then the Corporation would
make the contract with those parents
and they would proceed to establish a
day care center. But the Corporation
might also contract with a day care cen-
ter already run by a city, or one run by
a nonprofit organization. But the main
point I want to make to the Senator is
that it is the mother who would have the
choice as to whether she wanted to send
her child to this child care center or that
child care center, or whether she wants
to join with other parents in organizing
a new child care center instead. In the
first and last analysis, the choice rests
with the parents of the child.

I want to point out also that the bill
does not require that the State use the
services of this Corporation at all. If the
State thinks It can do a better job, it can
do so. Frankly, the fact is that the States
are now doing a pitiful, miserable job in
arranging for child care. They are not
even using 50 cents on the dollar of Fed-
eral funds appropriated for this purpose.
In effect we are saying to the States, "If
you cannot get the job done, we will put
someone in business who will do It for
you."

Let me take a moment to document
what I have said about the States' failure
to utilize child care funds. We all know
that there Is a crying need for child care
for mothers who would like to work, to
provide additional family Income, to put
meat on the table and milk in their chil-
dren's mouths. Now then, what happened
in fiscal year 1969? The Federal Govern-
ment appropriated $25 million for child
care, but what did the States use? Only
$4 million. In fiscal year 1970, we appro-
priated $52 million for child care, and
how much of this were the States able
to use? Only $18 milion out of the $52
million.

In the committe2 bill, we change the
ratio from 75 percent Federal matching
to 90 percent, and we also have a stipula-
tion that the States must continue to
spend at least what they are spending
now. That should mean at least 3 times
as much money available for child care.
But that will do us little good if we have
to rely on the performance of the States.

We must do more than just increasing
the matching. We must also provide a
mechanism for making child care avail-
able. We say to the States, if you don't
want to provide child care yourselves, we
will get the best experts we can find, and
have them arrange for child care serv-
ices. Here is someone who will do the job
for you if you don't want to.

This is about the same kind of situa-
tion as when one wants to decorate his
home. He car' do it himself, or he can hire
someone to do it for him, or work with
someone he has hired to do it for him.
Most people are better satisfied if they
hire somebody who has some credentials
as an interior decorator, but they do not
have to do it that way.

Under the committee bill the States,
if they want to, can do exactly as they
have been doing, though overall there is
little to be proud of, or they can do it
the other way by doing business with the
Corporation, and the Corporation can
then proceed to arrange for child care
the way that we think, on a nationwide
basis, it should be done. The Corpora-
tion will be accountable to the Congress
to explain what they have or have not
done, just as I would like to have Mr.
Richardson explain what his department
has failed to do. I would like to ask him,
'Now, when we gave you money to meet
this crying need for child care, why did
not you spend it and get the job done?"

Now that we are proposing to give
someone else the job, Mr. Richardson
comes along and says, "Oh, we do not
want to shake up our bureaucracy. We
would prefer to do business as usual."

Our reaction to this is: If you cannot
get this job done, Mr. Richardson, then
we want to set up an organization that
can get this job done. The Corporation
will be headed by a three-man board,
with 3-year terms, one member's term
expiring every year. We will want that
board to be accountable to the Congress
for its activities to provide for the care
of children.

If a member of that board fails to per-
form the function we intend, we will not
reappoint him. As far as I am concerned,
the Committee on Finance will not con-
firm any of those people for reappoint-
ment unless they show us they are doing
what we are trying to do: namely, provide
these mothers with adequate child care
for their children.

Mr. HARRIS and Mr. BAYH ad-
dressed the Chair.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I want to
answer that question about what has
happened up to now.

Mr. BAYH. Well, suppose the Senator
proceeds first.

Mr. HARRIS. As the Senator from
Louisiana knows, there is a great differ-
ence between the present situation and
what the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare recommends. Under present
law, there Is a requirement that the
States put up 25 percent of the costs. The
States are hard pressed, as the Senator
knows, and have not been able to come
up with their portion of the money
rapidly enough.

What the Secretary recommends and I
support is that we Increase that Federal
matching, and then we will see greater
action. But the Secretary made It quite
clear that the principal reason why they
1ave not had the necessary support from
the States in getting these programs
underway is that It requires too much In
the way of new contributions from the
States.

What the Senator would do, Instead,
would be to set up a totally parallel sys-
tem, parallel to HEW and related ad-

ministrative offices and employees,
which, goodness knows, seem to be quite
a few already. He would set up a totally
new corporation, parallel to existing
agencies. They would have their own
regional offices and some local offices, I
presume, and some national offices and
some employees. That, it seems to me,
would be a terribly duplicative and in-
efficient use of funds.

Mr. BAYH. The Senator from Okla-
homa pointed to one aspect on which the
Senator from Indiana wanted to touch.
From what the Senator from Indiana has
been able to ascertain from the results
of his study—and I would suppose from
what the Senator from Oklahoma has
said and from what the Senator from
Minnesota said earlier—little question
has been raised about the expertise of the
individuals who are nor, running the
Office of Child Development. The ques-
tion is how we give them the flexibility,
how we take the chains off, give them
the resources and say, 'All right, get the
job done."

I think that establishing a separate
entity and a new element of the bureauc-
racy and suggesting that, with minimal
funds, they are going to be able to do any
better than the other administrative
agencies have been doing is begging the
question.

Let me, if I may, touch on the size of
the job about which we are talking, and
then we can talk about some of the de-
tails of how we are going about doing It.

This problem is of critical proportions
even though it is not readily apparent to
the average citizen who hears us discuss
it on the floor of the Senate or who reads
about a proposal In the newspaper or
hears about It via the electronic media.

Today, in our country, we have 14
million children with working mothers.
If we are going to set up rigid standards
for qualification under a given bill, It
seems to me that we have to recognize
that only a small percentage of this 14
million total are going to be able to quali-
fy. Of these 14 million children, we need
to recognize that 2.8 million working
mothers today are the sole support of
their families.

I, for one, do not for a moment sug-
gest that It Is other than laudatory for a
mother to work if she feels that she
should work and has the opportunity to
do so. I do not think she need be whip-
ped over the back, if she has small chil-
dren at home, to go out and work.

Perhaps she is needed in the home to
provide love, kindness, and guidance for
those children. But if It is her desire
and if it is possible for her to find gainful
employment, I think this Is fine.

I think that what we are arguing about
here is the kind of facility that Is avail-
able for her. In the past, almost all at-
tention—particularly official attention,
unfortunately—has been directed at cus-
todial care. If we are talking about solv-
ing the problems that confront us to-
day, it has to be more than custodial
care. It has to be child care and devel-
opment—not just care.

Like It or not, we have to look at the
present figure of 2.8 million working
mothers and recognize the trend that has
occurred. In 1940, 10 percent of the work-
i.ng mothers had preschool children, In
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the 1960's, it was 40 percent. The trend
indicates that in 1970 it is going to be as
high as 70 percent. If we think the
problem is great now, it is going to be
even greater, and we want to start with
a program that can ultimate1y cope with
the gigantic size of the problem.

One thing that concerns the Senator
from Indiana is that we need to make
this a comprehensive care program, not
just custodial. It needs to deal with the
problems of health, nutrition, environ-
ment, and all the other aspects that lead
to the development of an adolescent and,
hopefully, an adult who can go out in so-
ciety and fend for himself and shake off
the shackles of neglect that may have
been on the shoulders of his parents.

Also, I want to emphasize again that
when we are talking about $50 million,
I think we almost, by definition—if not
specifically—by administration, are
going to confine that to the most desper-
ate need dollarwise. Today, one of the
unique characteristics of child care and
development Is that it Is not needed just
by the poor and by those who live in the
ghettos; but, increasingly, large numbers
of middle-income families have mothers
who are now working. As the cost of liv-
ing goes up, there has to be a second wage
earner in more and more homes to foot
all the bills. So we find middle-class
mothers going to work, and there is no
place at all to care for their children.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD an
abbreviated section-by-section analysis
of the proposal to which I alluded ear-
lier, which was the subject of a floor
statement, of a bill I intend to introduce
next year. This is not for discussion at
this time, but so that anyone who is fol-
lowing the debate might have some idea
of what the Senator from Indiana is
talking about when he talks about com-
prehensive care.

There being no objection, the section-
by-section analysis was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD, as follows:
SECTIoN BY SECTION ANALYSIS OF UNIVERSAL

CHILDCARE AND DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1971
(AS proposed by Senator BIRCH BAYH,

Dec. 10, 1970)
SEC. 2—STATEMENT OF FINDINGS AND PURPOSE

States (a) the findings of Congress that
(1) The provision of adequate chlldcare, in-
cluding developmental programs for Infants,
children of preschool age and children up to
14 years of age In need of such care is of the
highest national priority;

(2) adequate family support for the care,
protection and enhancement of the devel-
opmental potebtial of children does not now
exist;

(3) the mobility of our society has tended
to separate family units from traditional
family support thereby affecting the quality
of life, including the proper care and nur-
ture of the young;

(4) appropriate chlldcare services and re-
sources are fiot now available to provide
needed family support;

(5) such services and resources are neces-
sary In a modern society to ensure adequate
care and development of the children of this
Nation, the opportunity for parents to par-
ticipate as productive members of society and
the opportunity for parents to achieve their
own potential as humans.

States (b) It is the purpose of this Act to
provide financial assistance in order to ful-
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fill the responsibility of the Federal Govern-
ment to contribute to attaining an optimum
level of adequate care, developmental and
other services for young children, to help
to assure the stability of the family unit, and
to offer an increased opportunity for parents
to participate In society at the maximum
level of ability.

SEC. 3—PROGRAM AUTHORIZED

Authorizes the Secretary of Health Educa-
tion and Welfare to make grants to the pub-
lic agencies created by the Act.

-SEC. 4—ALLOTMENT OF FUNDS

Allots funds in proportion to the number
of children in each state, infant to age 14.

SEC. 5—USES OF FEDERAL FUNDS

Authorizes the use of grants for plan-
ning and furnishing childcare services In-
cluding (a) infant care; (b) comprehensive
preschool programs including part day and
day care programs; (c) general childcare
services for children 14 and under during
eventng and night time hours; (d) day care
programs before and alter school for school
age children 14 and under In need of such
care; (e) emergency care for young children
14 and under; (f) day care and night care
programs to aid working parents and (g)
combinations of such programs. Health, nu-
tritional and social services will be an in-
tegral part of programs funded. Planning,
research, and construction funds are pro-
vided.

SEC. 6—APPLICATIONS FOR GRANTS AND
CONDITIONS FOR APPROVAL

Sets conditions for'the application for and
approval of funds granted to the Child Serv-
ice Districts Including criteria for fiscal ac-
countability, periodic evaluation, and other
requirements as may be necessary to assure
proper disbursement of funds. Programs
funded must be consistent with criteria and
standards of quality prescribed by the Sec-
retary and consistent with the purposes of
the Act.

SEC. 7—CHILD SERVICE DISTRICTS

Authorizes establishment of public agen-
cies named Child Service Districts. Such Dis-
tricts will not be larger than the attendance
of five public schools. The geographic boun-
daries of each District shall be determined
by appropriate local officials in each Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area over 100,000
persons. State officials will determine Dis-
trict boundaries in all other areas in given
states. Governors of each state shall conduct
elections in each district to choose a Board
of Directors for each District. Eligible voters
are parents having one or more children
who have not attained 15 years of age who
reside with their children within the geo-
graphic area of the District established pur-
suant to the Act. The Board of Directors will
consist of 9 to 15 members. It will plan for,
contract for, and operate programs author-
ized by the Act. In all municipalitIes having
populations greater than 100,000 persons, one
or more Child Service Advisory Councils shall
be appointed by the chief executive of such
municipality. Advisory Councils shall con-
sist of representatives of public and private
agencies with established Interest and ex-
pertise in the area of childcare and develop-
ment services, and function as a consulta-
tive body to the Districts. For those areas of -

each State not included in municipalities
over 100,000 population, a State Child Service
Advisory Council will provide consultation.

SEC. 8—LOANS AUTHORIZED

The Secretary of Health ducation and
Welfare Is authorized to make loans to any
Child Service District for construction or
remodeling of facilities appropriate for use
as Child Service Centers and other facilities
deemed necessary to provide services assisted
under the Act. Applicants must be unable to
secure a loan from other equally favorable
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sources and must assure that construction
and remodeling will be both economical and
consistent with delivery of quality service.
Loans shall be repaid within twenty-five
years. A total of $600 million Is authorized to
carry out this section; $300 million for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1972; $200 million
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973; $100
million for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974.

SEC. 9—RESEARCH, DEMONSTRATION AND TRAIN-
ING—PROJECTS AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

The Secretary is authorized to provide for
(1) research to improve childcare and de-
velopmental programs (2) experimental, de-
velopmental, and pilot projects to test effec-
tiveness of research findings; (3) demonstra-
tion, evaluation, and dissemination projects;
(4) training programs for inservice person-
nel; (5) projects for development of new
careers, especially for low income persons.

- SEC. 10—PAYMENTS

Each approved applicant will receive a
grant amount equal to the total sums to be
expended under the terms of the application
or such lesser amount as the Secretary de-
termines on the basis of objective criteria,
relating to fees charged to the parents of
children to be served, if any, and other sim-
ilar factors prescribed that the applicant can
afford.

SEC. 11—WITHHOLDING OF GRANTS
Grants may be withheld after reasonable

notice for failure to comply substantially
with any requirement or applicable provision
set forth in the Act.

SEC. 12—RECOVERY OF PAYMENTS

Provides that, If a facility which was con-
structed with the aid of federal funds under
this Act ceases to be used as a public child-
care facility within 20 years, the government
can recover from the facility's owner the
portion of its value which is equal to the
federal share of the original cost of the
building.

SEC. 13—REVIEW AND AUDIT

Provides for access for audit and examina-
tion of records by the Comptroller General.

SEC. 14—LASOR STANDARDS

Provides that prevailing wage rates shall
be paid to laborers and mechanics employed
on constriction projects assisted under the
Act.
SEC. 15—EMPLOYMENT AND BUSINESS OPPOR-

TUNITIES FOR LOWER INCOME PERSONS
Provides opportunities for training, em-

ployment, and business development for
lower income persons in the planning and
implementation of projects authorized by
the Act.

SEC. 16—ADMINISTRATION

Establishes the Office of Child Develop-
ment within the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare to administer the provi-
sions of the Act. The Director of the Office
shall report directly to the Secretary.

SEC. 17—EVALUATION AND REPORTS
Provides for Complete review of programs

assisted under the Act. Requires the Secre-
tary to directly consult with as many of the
members of the Child Service District Boards
of Directors as possible. Requires the Secre-
tary to submit annually to the Congress a
report on the administration of the Act.

SEC. 18—REPEAL, CONSOLIDATION AND
TRANSFERS

Consolidates major early childhood, day
care, child service, and preschool programs
authorized by existing laws to form a single
coordinated comprehensive chtldcare and
development program in the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare.

SEC. 19—DEFINITIONS
Defines the terms used in the Act to insure

accurate interpretation of its Intent.
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SEC. 20—AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Fiscal year 1972, $2 billion.
Fiscal year 1973, $4 billion.
Fiscal year 1974, $6 billion.

Mr. BAYH. I think the Senator from
Louisiana was accurate when he pointed
out that some of these children are not
going to need babysitters. Some of them
are going to need a playground, a warm
room. Too many children today rush
home with the key around their neck,
with nobody there but perhaps the rats
that scurry around the tenement. So I
salute the Senator from Louisiana for
his goal to have maximum flexibility. I
am concerned however that we really are
not going to have maximum flexibility
under his bill, the way it is written.

I do not criticize the Senator from
Louisiana for this, but I think we need
to recognize that if we accept as a be-
ginning this type of minimal program,
we are providing a sedative to deal with
a problem that requires a comprehen-
sive, costly program. I want an efficient
program. I want $1.10 worth of delivery
for every dollar we spend, if that Is pos-
sible. But let us not deceive ourselves.
This is going to cost a lot of dollars. As I
said earlier, I cannot think of a better
place to invest our dollars.

One of the significant aspects of this
bill about which I still am concerned de-
spite the very thoughtful discussion by
the Senator from Louisiana in answer
to a question I posed is that it does
not provide for the type of local control
we need. We have in this bill approxi-
mately five pages of standards which, as
I understand them will have to be ap-
plied universally. One of the things we
need to recognize is that the problems
that exist today in poverty and in urban
blight are not solely problems that can
be solved In the classroom. We have to
get people involved—mothers involved,
fathers involved. We have to make this
a family operation. The more we can get
local people involved in deciding what
their children need, the more chance
we have of finally breaking the shackles
and moving forward with a total pro-
gram. That is why in the proposal of
the Senator from Indiana and in the
proposal of some others, we provide for
direct involvement of mothers and fath-
ers in planning and administration of
programs.

I iote that the National Advisory
Council on Child Care, established by
the well-intentioned proposal of the
Senator from Louisiana points out—and
I read from page 441 of my bill:

And the remaining appointed members
shall be selected from Individuals who are
representatives of consumers of child care
(but notincluding more than one individual
who Is either a recipient of public assistance
or a representative of any organization which
is composed of or represents recipients of
such assistance).

I wonder whether this is really giving
us an opportunity to have on that ad-
visory .councjl enough individuals who
really are directly affected by the prob-
lems of poverty and neglect which un-
fortunately confront too many of our
children today.

Mr. President, I do not want to belabor.
this matter any more and I would hope

that the Senator from Louisiana would
take this criticism of the Senator from
Indiana in the light in which it is given.

As I said earlier, perhaps there is a
place for such a corporation, but it should
be determined after comprehensive hear-
ings and study by committee and thor-
ough discussion by this body. Then let
us come forward with a full-fledged bill
and a comprehensive program that can
realize that children are individuals and
what we are trying to do is to say that
every individual born in this country has
equal access to the American dream,
which we talk about but unfortunately,
large numbers of our children never have
that opportunity.

I might make one closing reference to
the White House conference, because the
White House conference came along after
the introduction of several bills and the
proposal of the Senator from Louisiana
and the Senator from Indiana. It brought
under one roof, I suppose, more experts
both at the national and grassroots level,
experts concerned about and familiar
with the problems of children, than I
think has ever been brought together be-
fore. They wrestled with problems we
are wrestling with now.

A fair consensus of their suggestions
would be that they feel only a compre-
hensive approach can solve the problem.

I hope we will not be satisfied with
just a crumb. We have been satisfied with
crumbs for too long as far as our chil-
dren are concerned. We speak In lauda-
tory terms about the need to care for our
children, along with the need for mother-
hood, God, and the American flag.

The time has come to stop talking and
start making some significant invest-
ments in this area.

Unfortunately, the investment that
was originally intended by the Senator
from Louisiana has now been cut to one-
tenth of its original proposal and, In the
judgment of the Senator from Indiana,
that is not sufficient for what we really
need to have done.

I appreciate the courtesy of the Sen-
ator from Louisiana, and to learn from
discussing with him, his interest in this
problem.

I am hopeful that out of this debate
will come not just a temporary .solution,
or a beginning but, Indeed, the founda-
tion on which we can build an ultimate
solution to the i5roblems that confront
our children.

I notice that Carl Rowan, an outstand-
ing columnist, who has served his coun-
try well, wrote a stimulating and per-
ceptive column not long ago about the
problems of poverty, the poverty change,
and the poverty cycle. He said that we
are never really going to be able to break
the poverty cycle of "Poor home, poor
education, poor job. Poor home, poor
education, poor job. Poor home, poor edu-
cation, poor job," until we are able to
harness the system of public education
to achieve that end.

Many of us who have studied the prob-
lems that confront young Americans to-
day, teenagers, pre-teenagers, which un-
fortunately they carry with them to their
dying days, have to recognize, that the
traditional definition of school, as given
in the admonition by Carl Rowan, can-
not be accepted today, If we are going
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to solve these problems. All too often,
we provide a first-class educational op-
portunity for a first-grade, 6-year-old,
only to find that because of the horrible
environment to which that young, im-
pressionable human being has been sub-
jected during the first 6 years of Its life,
because of malnutrition, or undernour-
ishment from the point of conception,
this young human being may be men-
tally retarded, and unable to take full
advantage of a first-class educational
opportunity.

The Head Start program, which was
one of the most innovative devices we
have developed to recognize the need to
start early, if we are going to deal with
these problems, has not been totally suc-
cessful because we learned that we can-
not take a young 5-year-old or 4-year-old
out of Its horrible environment In the
summer, or during the year, and then
subject them to that same horrible en-
vironment for the rest of their young
lives and expect not to have almost total
regression.

What we need Is a program to start
early. As soon as a mother wants to leave
her child in a day care development cen-
ter, she should have the opportunity to
do so. If the mother wants to work, fine.
We should have a total, comprehensive
program that deals with education, as
well as custody, and with medlca, nu-
tritional, and environmental problems.
They should be administered during out
of school and after school hours. We
should care for the problems of a mother
who works from midnight to 8 a.m. or
from 8 a.m. to 4 p.m. These are compre-
hensive problems. We cannot just scratch
the surface of the problems and expect to
get any results.

So it is with this thrust In mind that
we should have a program that truly
starts with the child, Its needs for serv-
ices, and the family needs for services,
and its continuance through the early
teens, if necessary, until we finally get
that child on its own two feet, so that
he or she can hold its head high, have
pride and dignity, and the capacity to
move out on its own and make for him-
self or herself a meaningful life.

I know that the Senator from Louisi-
ana wants to accomplish this goal. I am
just concerned that the vehicle he pre-
sents us with, although well Intentioned
and with the study he has brought to
It, Is not going to do the Job that needs
to be done.

That is why I, with great reluctance,
find myself on the opposite side of an is-
sue on which I know the Senator from
Louisiana, the Senator from Indiana, the
Senator from Oklahoma, the Senator
from Minnesota, and others, want to
see resolved. We are looking down the
road and we see that shining moment
with the opportunity to accomplish the
same goal but appear, at least for the
present, to be wanting to travel different
pathways to reach that goal.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the prob-
lems existing here, I find, strongly paral-
lel the problems of providing public serv-
ice employment to the needy.

The Finance Committee, In looking at
the welfare problem, felt that one way
to help would be to provide jobs In the
public sector. So it was suggested by the
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Senator from Connecticut (Mr. RInI-
coFF) and the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. HARRIS) that as part of the bill,
we should provide some public service
jobs, about 30,000, at least, to provide
opportunities for people to do something
that would benefit the community.

That was included in the bill. The ad-
ministration was not particularly en-
thusiastic about it, but they went along
with it. I believe the motion agreed to
was made by the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. TALMADGE), but the committee gen-
erally shared that worthy purpose. These
Senators agreed that we would do what
we could to gain as much acceptance as
we thought we could get for public serv-
ice employment, to put people to work
who otherwise would be on welfare.

There are many kinds of public serv-
ice jobs that need to be done, from help-
ing to clean up neighborhoods, to serv-
ing as policemen, teachers, or nursing
aides. With this goal in mind, we suc-
ceeded in providing about 30,000 public
service jobs in the Committee bill.

Meanwhile, the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare had a much more
ambitious plan. They reported a bill,
which I voted for, starting out in 1972
with 400,000 public service jobs, more
than 10 times as many as we have in our
bill; and in 1973, 500,000 public service
jobs.

But the President of the United States
vetoed that bill. I voted to override the
President's veto. I would be happy to
have 500,000 public service jobs made
available. If we cannot provide a job in
the private sector, public service em-
ployment is better than having a per-
son living on the dole.

The devil finds works for idle hands
to do. It is certainly better to put these
people to work than to have them sitting
around doing nothing. We should put
them to work doing something useful.

But that attempt to create public serv-
ice jobs failed In spite of the good work
of the Labor and Public Welfare Com-
mittee. The President vetoed the bill. We
tried to override the veto, but failed. So
that was the end of it.

Let us now look at the problem that
exists In the child care area. In the 1967
amendments we tried to provide an op-
portunity for everybody on welfare to
have an opportunity to have training
and to get a job, a subsidized job, if need
be. We realized that to provide this kind
of opportunity - for mothers, child care
would have to be available.

This year we undertook to try to find
out why It was that the Labor Depart-
ment was such a miserable failure at
making the' program work. We found
that mothers wanted to go to work, but
could not obtain child care for their
children.

Twenty-five million dollars was ap-
propriated to HEW in fiscal 1969 t pro-
vide child care for children if the
mother wished to work. What did the
Department use? It used only $4 million
of the $25 million which we appropri-
ated. We provided six times as much
money as was used to provide child care.

This year, we appropriated more
money to provide adequate child care so
that those mothers who wished to could

work. We provided $52 million. The De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare spent $18 million.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the

Senator state on what matching basis
the expenditures were provided and what
the matching basis is that the Secretary
of HEW now recommends that funds be
provided.

Mr. LONG. It is on a 75-percent basis
today. In the committee bill, we raise
the matching to 90 percent.

We would like to increase the child
care expenditures well beyond $52 mil-
lion. Going in the direction desired by
the Senator, we think we need a bigger
child-care program. But we also find that
there is a need to give the responsibility
for providing this care to someone who
knows how to do the job.

The Senator talks about States not
having adequate funds. But they have
not used the funds that we have already
provided. The man in the administration
who is an expert In this area, Mr. Zigler,
in describng to the committee the prob-
lems in expanding child care, said:

I think it Is probably true that there have
been so many demands placed on both profit
and non-profit groups that in certain in-
stances it Is becoming ridiculous because
there is overlapping responsibility on the
part of local people, State people, and so
forth. I think if we are serious about setting
up a worthwhile social institution such as
day care for working mothers we may have
to develop guidelines at a national level
which would have some nationwide applica-
tion. It would be a standard process because
now it is too difflcult and it is too rigid, and
I am very much afraid the professionals have
overdone themselves here.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, does it
not do one other thing? Does it not set
up another overlapping and duplicating
agency, the new child care agency?

Mr. LONG. It takes the Secretary of
HEW, who has failed completely in pro-
viding child care, and the Secretary of
Labor, who has also failed completely in
this effort, out of the picture as the ex-
clusive providers of child care services.

Mr. HARRIS. I believe that a Senator
said earlier that the States are confused
over whether to proceed under the pres-
ent system or under the new system. It
would not take them out of the picture.
It would add one other factor.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the bill
would create a corporation composed of
people who know something about child
care.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, the Senator

from Louisiana does not want to leave
the impression that the present director
of the Office of Child Development does
not know anything about child care.

Mr. LONG. On the contrary. He is
a good man. He would be a fine man to
serve as chairman of the board of the
Corporation. But I would like to put this
responsibility in a new organization that
has the ability to get this job done. If the
board does not get the job done, we can
do something about it.

Secretary Richardson has 50,000 other
worries, not the least of which is trying
to get the Iamily assistance plan passed
in this Congress.

We would put this responsibility on the
Corporation. There would be three mem-
bers of the Corporation's board. The
term of one member would expire each
year. If the members of the board do
not get the job done, then we will ask
them when they come up for reappoint-
ment why they failed.

We have also found that there are
all sorts of problems concerning overly
rigid State and local standards required
of child care providers.

I think that anyone who has been a
Governor or a mayor knows how these
things happen. Someone has some kind
of material, and he thinks it would be
a great thing if there was a requirement
that his type of material be used in
public buildings. This is then made part
of the building code.

There is a lot of space in good, mod-
em church buildings that could be made
available for child care centers. The
space is used for Sunday schools, but it
is not made available for child care pur-
poses because of restrictive building
codes.

We say that there should be Federal
standards for day-care centers. For
minimum safety standards, we would use
the life safety code of the National Fire
Protection Association. That is a na-
tionally recognized safety standard. If a
building meets that standard, it will be
adequate or a child-care center.

The bill also provides $50 million in
initial operating capital for this corpora-
tion to train people to work in child-care
centers and to sign contracts with groups
to help them provide child care. Subse-
quently, the corporation would be au-
thorized to borrow $50 million annually
to help construct addiional facilities.
That authorization would go into effect
2 years in the future, and would probably
be used sparingly.

With the provisions in the committee
bill, there ought to be at least three times
as much money available for child care
as was available in the post.

And, together with more money for
child care, we want an organization in
the child-care business that knows some-
ing about providing it. Let us not forget
that more than 90 percent of the children
whose mothers are working are either
receiving no child care or are receiving it
in child-care centers that could not meet
any standards whatever.

We provided standards in the commit-
tee bill that we thought would be ade-
quate. There are health standards. There
are nutritional standards, and standards
to assure adequate indoor and outdoor
space.

We provide that the purposes to pro-
mote the well-being of all children by as-
suring that the child care services pro-
vided will be appropriate for the partic-
ular needs of the individual receiving
such services. The whole proposal Is cen-
tered on the good of the child.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
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Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, what

is the corporation the Senator mentions?
Is is a national corporation?

Mr. LONG. It is a national corporation,
called the Fedeial Child Care Corpora-
tion.

Mr. PASTORE. It would be appointed
by whom?

Mr. LONG. The Board of Directors,
consisting of three members, would be
appointed by the President. There would
also be an advisory council committee of
15 members, the majority consumers of
child-care services.

Mr. PASTORE. How far would that
jurisdiction extend? Would it preempt
the jurisdiction of the State?

Mr. LONG. It would not. The State
could contract with this Corporation to
provide for child care if it so wished, but
it would not be required to. It could
make its own arrangements for child
care. Frankly, as the situation exists
today, most States are doing little in the
child-care area. Under the proposal, the
State could contract with the Corpora-
tion, which will have the capability of
providing the child-care services, if the
State wishes them to do so.

Mr. PASTORE. Could they not do that
without the corporation?

Mr. LONG. They could not contract
with a Federal corporation that does not
exist. Of course, without a corporation
the State could contract with some group
that they hope would assist them in pro-
viding child care.

Mr. PASTORE. If we give them this
90 percent the Senator talks about, they
put up their 10 percent. Why could not
they on their own exercise exclusive jur-
isdiction to provide these facilities?

Mr. LONG. They could. The problem
is that it is not being done now.

Mr. PASTORE. What guarantee do we
have it will be done with the Corporation?

Mr. LONG. The Corporation would be
exclusively interested in and involved
with making child-care services avail-
able.

Mr. PASTORE. Does the Senator mean
the Federal Government is not?

Mr. LONG. The Federal Government
Is interested to the extent of providing
money for child care, but we are not get-
ting results. We have a crying need for
child-care services, but Federal funds go
unused for lack of a mechanism to ac-
tually assure that child-care services are
made available.

Mr. PASTORE. Maybe we did not get
results because the matching was 25 per-
cent against the 10 percent now. Maybe
they did not have the money.

Mr. LONG. That is what one Senator
said, but testimony before the Finance
Committee has shown that there are
other reasons. Here is what Mr. Ziegler,
head of the Office of Child Development,
said about this problem.

He said that overly rigid local ordi-
nances designed to protect the physical
welfare of the children have been en-
acted at the expense of the psychological
well-being of the children and that he
accordingly does not find himself in sym-
pathy with some of the things now being
donc in the child-care field.

He meant that some States pass laws
with regard to child care which may be

too restrictive. The committee bill sim-
ply sets Federal standards and say that
if a facility meets these standards, then
it complys with whatever requirements
may be necessary for a child-care center.

Why is there a big argument against
what we are trying to do here? This
would put an organization in the child-
care business that is exclusively inter-
ested in child care, a corporation that
would succeed in accomplishing what we
have been unable to achieve thus far.

One problem is that the President held
a White House conference where some
people came up with some elaborate,
albeit worthy ideas about child care. It
was said that there are perhaps 5 mil-
lion children who could benefit from an
overall program to develop them educa-
tionally and culturally. It would cost at
least $2,000 each to provide these chil-
dren with the kind of care they would
like to see; $2,000 multiplied by 5 mil-
lion children is $10 billion.

Most of the people attending that con-
ference said, "If that is all It takes, $10
billion, then that is what we should
have—a program that does everything
in the way of child development and
nothing less than that."

The Senator from New York has a
proposal providing for about $3 billion
in child development funds. The Sena-
tor from Indiana has a bill based on the
same philosophy which would cost about
$6 billion. The Senator from Minnesota
has a bill that could cost more than $6
billion. These ambitious ideas may come
to pass, and it is all right with me if they
do. I will applaud them If they come
about.

But in our immediate efforts under the
bill we are trying to effectively spend
about $300 million to provide child care
for mothers who want to work. We do not
have to provide $2,000 a child for all these
children. Seventy-five percent of the
children in AFDC families are of school
age. They do not need further educa-
tion in any extensive manner after school
hours. Let us provide supervised recrea-
tion for them, or whatever would be ap-
propriate for some other constructive
activity for children. That would not cost
$2,000 per child. The chances are that
$500 a child would be enough, and that
would provide for 75 percent of the chil-
dren.

The objection has been made that we
must guarantee participation of the
mother In all child care programs. I
would like the mothers to participate.
Under the bill they would be free to or-
ganize and form a child care center as
long as it would meet minimum stand-
ards. We would be happy to have such
a child-care center sign a contract with
the Corporation, and the State welfare
agency could sign a contract to pay for
the child-care services provided. Parent
groups that cannot set up child-care
centers today would be able to do so
thaniks to the Corporation.

In short, here is a mechanism that
would make available good care for chil-
dren during the time the mother is n&t
able to look after them. It may be that
one of these days the Committee on La-
bor and Public Welfare will come out

with a bill for a comprehensive program
costing $3 billion, $6 billion, or $10 billion
a year. The way matters have been going
with some of these highly motivated pro-
grams which the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare has reported, such
as the manpower bill, a comprehensive
child care bill will probably be vetoed
and we will try to override the veto and
fail. In the meantime, why should we
fail to enact this modest provision for
child care?

At the present time adequate child
care is largely unavailable. Take, fm in-
stance, the highly motivated mother who
wants better housing and better health
for her family. She cannot provide It be-
cause there is no safe place she can
leave her child and have the child prop-
erly cared for. We want somebody to
provide for that care. If the States think
they can provide it, that is good; but if
they do not wish to, at least they would
have someone to help them, and this will
result in better child care.

Furthermore, many States would like
to have the Federal Government take
over all of their welfare programs. If
this is to happen some day, it would be
better to have someone In the Federal
hierarchy with experience.

Mr. PASTORE. With reference to the
10 percent the State puts up if the Cor-
poration is created, who spends that 10
percent, the Corporation or the State?

Mr. LONG. The State pays the Child
Care Corporation. The Corporation then
proceeds to pay whoever they con-
tract with to provide child care. That
could be a publicly owned corporation,
it could be a nonprofit corporation, It
simply could be a woman who makes her
home available for child care, or it could
be provided in a facility run directly by
the Corporation.

Mr. PASTORE. I realize that but, in
fact, are we not saying to the States that
they have to put up 10 percent, but how
that 10 percent will be spent will be de-
cided by the corporation that is created
in Washington?

Mr. LONG. There Is no requirement
whatever that the State utilize the serv-
ices of the Corporation. The State wifi
be given 90 percent Federal matching
for child care, and will have to put up
10 percent, but they would not be re-
quired to spend any of this money
through the Corporation.

Mr. PASTORE. They would be on their
own?

Mr. LONG. Yes. It Is the same as if an
Individual wanted to build a house with
FHA. They are there to help him with
financing if he would like for them to do
it. The same Is true with respect to the
services of the Corporation.

Mr. PASTORE. They would still get
the 90 percent?

Mr. LONG. Yes; whether or not they
used the Corporation, they would have
the same Federal matching for child
care.

But I want to stress that, as essential
as It Is to provide the additional money,
It is equally necessary to provide an or-
ganization that Is cometent and qual-
ified to do the job.

I was presented on the floor-today with
a letter which Indicated Mr. Elliot Rich-
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ardson does not support the committee
amendment. That is something which I
could have been made aware of earlier,
since when we discussed this matter in
executive session, the Department took
the position that if Congress wants to
provide for child care this way, that is
acceptable to HEW.

The fact is that now, with tile respon-
sibility resting with Mr. Richardson, we
cannot get the job done. I certainly think
we would do well to put the responsibility
definitely on a particular organization
that is doing nothing but providing child
care. What we are trying to do is to
remedy this one big lack, the lack of ade-
quate child care for mothers who want
to work.

I want to point out that it is not in-
tended that the use of the Corporation be
limited to people who are receiving we!-
fare assistance. It is intended that any
mother who is working would have child
care available to her through the Cor-
poration, child care which would meet
reasonable standards and would be safe
and adequate for the children. Instead of
less than 10 percent of the children need-
ing child care receiving that care in facil-
ities which meets some kind of stand-
ards, we would reverse that and try to
see to it that 90 percent, or hopefully
100 percent, would have available to
them some kind of child care that would
be appropriate and would meet specified
standards.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator permit me to direct one question
to him on, I think, a relatively insignifi-
cant point, but I think in the colloquy
with the Senator from Rhode Island the
Senator from Louisiana pointed out that,
in his judgment, a woman could make
available a home for this type of service.
I notice on page 432, in subsection (13),
it says "other than home child care fa-
cilities." Is that inconsistent with the
answer of the Senator from Louisiana
or is that in another part of the bill?

Mr. LONG. That provision only says
that if something is to be built, construc-
tion money would not be spent remodel-
ing somebody's home.

Mr. BAYH. One of the basic problems
is that there are too many hellholes in
the basement with perhaps some "wino"
serving as the principal jailer during the
daytime while a number of welfare moth-
ers are out working. I am certain this is
the type of thing the Senator from
Louisiana wants to keep from happening.

Mr. LONG. Let me satisfy the Senator
on that, if I can. All this provision says
is that if the Federal Child Care Cor-
poration is going to spend its construc-
tion money to build facilities, it will not
spend that money just remodeling some-
body's private home.

There could be a situation where day
care in a private home would be adequate,
However, I invite the Senator to care-
fully scrutinize the provisions of the bill
that describe the space that must be
made available and also the fire stand-
ards that must be met, and the space,
outside as well as inside, that must be
provided.

The Senator will see that while these
may not be as high standards as some
would advocate—and they could be up-

graded later—at the same time these
standards will provide for adequate child
care.

The facilities would have to meet the
Life Safety Code of the National Fire
Protection Association. At the present
time in ghetto areas, as well as elsewhere,
facilities for child care often cannot be
found. Yet there are good, solid church
buildings, where Sunday school for chil-
dren is conducted. There are gymna-
siums, and other places, which may be
satisfactory. We say that if those meet
the safety standards we would expect of
a public building, why should they not
meet the standards for a child-care cen-
ter? This feature of the committee bill
was an attempt to get around archaic
building codes which hamper efforts to
expand child-care services.

We say that, as a Federal standard, if
the facility meets the life safety code
of the National Fire Protection Associa-
tion, it is safe enough for a child-care
center.

Mr. BAYH, I thank the Senator from
Louisiana.

In the time I have had available dur-
ing the past few days, I have tried to
scrutinize the provisions of his measure.
There are many things about it that,
frankly, recommend themselves to the
Senator from Indiana. That is why from
the beginning I have tried to compliment
the Senator for his interest and concern.

I think one of the positive contribu-
tions relating to what has just now been
described is with respect to the problem
of standards. We find at one end a total
lack of standards, horrible, utterly inde-
scribable, of conditions that 'exist in
some areas. The Senator from Louisiana
deals with that. At least, I think the pro-
visions of the bill begin to deal with it.
On the other hand, for one reason or
other, there have been zoning or other
standards that really are exclusive as far
as construction and maintenance of
reasonable facilities are concerned.

I think we need to recognize that one
of the basic problems we have today, as
far as child care is concerned, is not that
we have insensitive, unqualified bureau-
crats or political spoilers at the top of
the system. I have yet to hear one word
in derogation directed at the qualifica-
tions of the present director of the Office
of Child Development. This man is ex-
tiemely qualified.

Therefore I do not think it is neces-
sary to set up a competing organization,
whether we call it corporation or any-
thing else, but rather maximize the ca-
pacity that we do have of the people in
government concerned with child care.
We have them fettered with regulations,
and, most specifically, we have them fet-
tered with lack of adequate funds. I do
not care whether it is on the farm or in
suburbia, if we provide adequate fund-
ing, the parents of a given community
are going to provide adequate child care
for their children.

We had the opportunity of discussing
this with some of the officials of West
80th Street Day Care Center of New
York City, which is a classic example of
a community-controlled child care cen-
ter. So this can be done if we provide the
resources.

I am concerned that by setting up a
competing corporation, we are creating
conflicting programs and dissipating all
too limited resources.

As I said earlier, I think the Senator
from Louisiana is to be complimented
for the flexibility he brings to this pro-
gram. His thoughtful efforts and parts
of this bill could be exactly what we
need.

But let us give this the real, extensive
investigation it merits, and come up with
a comprehensive program to deal with
all of the intricate aspects of adequate
child development, not just adequate cus-
todial care.

I point out that although the Senator
from Louisiana points to his frustration
as far as the JOBS program is concerned,
and the Senator from Indiana shares his
frustration, I think we can make a dif-
ferent case than if we are talking about
job related child care programs only. If
we are talking about the political muscle
in this country, development of public
opinion that can be harnessed to support
a child development program in a JOBS
type program such as that vetoed by the
President, the only people who are really
affected are the unemployed or the un-
employable. That is not a very viable po-
litical lobby and bloc. But if we are talk-
ing about a child development program
available to all children in this country,
I suggest that whether it is the Presi-
dent, a Senator, or a State legislator,
that type of interest group throughout
this country is all inclusive, is a very
broad political bloc, and would perhaps
convince the President that it would be
unwise to veto legislation designed to
deal with this significant problem.

I hope, Mr. President, with all due re-
spect to the Senator from Louisiana, that
we can support the amendment of the
Senator from Oklahoma and the Senator
from New York, not at all as inconsider-
ate opposition to the Senator from Lou-
isiana, but as a recognition of the fact
that this is an, insufficiently studied, yet
well-intentioned effort to deal with a
very complicated long-range problem.
We should come back here next year,
have a full set of hearings, study all the
nuances of the problem, and with the ad-
vice, counsel, and help of the y,ery pres-
tigious and helpful Senator from Louisi-
ana, come to this floor with a compre-
hensive program that, once and for all,
considers all children in this country as
individuals, not as poor children or mid-
dle income children, but as children. In
my judgment, if we provide the compre-
hensive program that is necessary, we
will do more to deal with the complicated
problems that confront our society than
by anything else the Senator from Indi-
ana is aware of.

In closing, I am reminded of a quote
from a television preview of the recent
White House Conference on Children in
which I was pleased to attend and par-
ticipate:

Children are above all individuals who
have a claim on the future, a right to exist.
They must know they belong to a society
that cherishes that existence.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I regret
that I have been unable to attend upon
the Senate until now, but I wish to state
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for the RECORD the fact that I had a
longstanding engagement to do a tele-
vision tape in New York, and I made the
round trip notwithstanding that I left
here at almost 2 a.m, this morning, and
have since been discussing with my col-
leagues in the Republican conference
what ought to be our position on this
matter.

Mr. President, I am able to say au-
thoritatively—and a copy of the letter
is on every Senator's desk—that the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare believes that this particular provi-
sion should be stricken from this bill. I
ask unanimous consent that the letter
from Secretary Elliot Richardson to that
efrect' be printed in the RECORD at this
point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,

Washington, D.C.
Hon. JACOB K. JAVITS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dzaa SENATOR JAvI'rS: I very much ap-
preciate your inquiry as to the views of this
Department regarding the amendment you
have CO-sponsored with Senator Harris to
strike Title XXI authority in HR 17550 to
establish a Federal Child Care Corporation.
This title Is, as you know, almost identical
to S. 4101 which was introduced by Sen-
ator Long on July 20, 1970.

The Administration, as you well know, is
committed to Improving the quality of life
for children in the United States, especial-
ly the vitally important first five years dur-
ing which so much of a Child's cognitive abil-
ities is developed. To consolidate the effort
within the Department, the President has
established the 0111cc of Child Development
and appointed Dr. Edward Zigler, formerly
a professor at Yale University, as its Di-
rector.

The Administration agrees with the pur-
poses of this amendment, but does not fa-
vor enactment of this title at this time.
We think that insufficient time has passed
to enable OCD and the other offices with
which It works to prove their worth and
effectiveness before a new government cor-
poration Is formed to meet the needs of
the nation for child care services. We also
call attention to the very important child
care component of the Family Assistance
Plan which will receive early consideration
by the 92d Congress. We do not believe that
this corporation would be the most effective
way to handle that program when it be-
comes law.

It would create a new unit in the Execu-
tive Branch, independent of the other De-
partments and agencies, with branch offices
in each major urban area and other areas
as deemed necessary. To the extent that the
corporation would conetitute a mechanism
for bringing the fee-paying non-poor fam-
ily together with a private child care facility.
there arises the real question of whether
the cost of the administrative overhead for
such service is necessarg or desirable.

To the extent that it would bring the child
in receipt of services under another Federal
pregram in contact with a child care facility,
the question arises of whether it is necessary
to have this separate and additional ma-
chinery to accomplish that purpose. In sum-
mary, the establishment of an independent
corporation to provide child care Services ap-
pears to be unnecessarily duplicative and
costly.

Related to this problem of the independent
new agency is another basic point. At the
present time, there is lodged within the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare.
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extensive responsibility for child develop-
ment and child care. To assure coordination
between all the Federal sources of day care
funding, and to assure access to the technical
expertise of the Department in this area, as
well as related services, such as health and
educaiton, any new authority for the devel-
opment and provision of child care services
should, in our opinion, be lodged in our De-
partment.

We are also aware of other day care-child
development legislation which has been in-
troduced by you and others in both the House
and Senate. The Administration is currently
studying these proposals and thinks that
more complete hearings and study are neces-
sary before the Congress enacts the Federal
Child Care Corporation or other related leg-
islation.

We appreciate your cooperation and look
forward to continuing to work closely with
you in the future.

With best wishes for a happy holiday sea-
son, I remain.

Sincerely,
ELLIOT L. RICHARDSON,

Secretary.

Mr. JAVITS. The key sentence, Mr.
President, with respect to this matter, is
the following:

The Administration agrees with the pur-
pose of this amendment, but does not favor
enactment of this title at this time. We think
that insufficient time has passed to enable
OCD and the other offices with which it works
to prove their worth and effectivenesss be-
fore a new government corporation is formed
to meet the needs of the nation for child
care services. We also call attention to the
very important child care component of the
Family Assistance Plan which will receive
early consideration by the 92d Congress. We
do not believe that this corporation would
be the most effective way to handle that pro-
gram when it becomes law.

Mr. President, to summarize my views:
First, I agree with the Secretary of

Health, Education, and Welfare that we
should not abort the child care provi-
sions of the family assistance plan, which
we have not even considered, before we
consider it, by prejudging what shall be
the administrative apparatus that will be
used for the purpose.

Second, Mr. President, we are asked
by the sponsors of the proposed Federal
Child Care Corporation to come to a
conclusion which I think would be most
prejudicial to our further consideration
of that matter, and that is to centralize
Federal responsibility in this Corpora-
tion.

I point out the fact that that is exactly
what is contemplated, because, in the
committee report, at page 335, we have
the following statement justifying this
particular Corporation:

It is the committee's view that we need a
new mechanism In facing this problem, a
single organization which has both the re-
sponsibility and the capability of meeting
this Nation's child care l1eeds. It must be
an organization which has the welfare of
families and children at the forefront, an
organization which, though national in scope
will be able to respond to individual needs
and desires on the local level. It must be
an organization which will be able both to
make use of the child care resources which
now exist and to promote the creation of
new resources. It must be able to utilize the
efforts of governmental agencies, private
voluntary organizations, and private enter-
'prise.

The new Federal Child Care Corporation,
which would be created under the committee
bill is intended to be Such an organization.
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Now. Mr. President, if ever I saw an
example of putting the cart before the
horse. It is in that situation. We are asked
to legislate a fixed form of organization,
with specific capital, specific authority,
and specific criteria for its operation, be-
fore we have even decded what should
be the fundamental objective which we
wish to achieve with respect to child care
in this country.

There are four basic alternatives, and
this corporation pl'oposal would have us
choose one now, even before we decide
what shall be our basic plan that we wish
to carry out.

The other alternatives are as follows:
First, a State plan with Federal ad-

ministration, That is, incidentally, con-
templated by a very exhaustive bill in-
troduced in the House of Representatives
by Representative BRADEMAS with the
spolisorship of a number of Members.
That is known as Comprehensive Pre-
school Education and Child Day Care Act
of 1969.

Second, there is a State plan with
State administration, and that is the
plan contemplated by a measure in-
troduced, again in the other body, by
Representative DELLENBACK of Minne-
sota, and, in this body by the Senator
from Vermont (Mr. PROUTY).

Finally, Mr. President, there are vari-
ous aspects of the community plan,
which really is based upon working from
the grass roots upward, and that plan is
contained in my own bill, which I in-
troduced just about a month ago. It is
also contained in the bill of the distin-
guished present occupant of the chair
(Mr. MONDALE) his bill being known as
the Head Start Child Development Act
of 1969, and the bill introduced by the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. BAYH),
known as the Universal Child Care and
Development Act of 1971.

So there are four basic plans: coinmu-
nity, State plan with Federal adminis-
tration, State plan with State adminis-
tration, and the Federal Child Care Cor-
poration, the plan of Senator LONG.

We also ought to take a look at the
orders of magnitude here. Senator
LONG'S corporation, which he says would
be a single organization with both the
responsibility and the capability of meet-
mg this Nation's child care needs—this
single organization, supposedly, to deal
with all the needs for child care, is to
have a $50 million capital, and, when it
gets rolling, it is to have the ability or
the authority to issue $250 million in i'ev—
enue bonds, not guaranteed by the
United States but dependent for their
validity as bonds upon income which
would be earned by day care centers and
that is all.

Mr. President, juxtapose those finan-
cial vertebras to the need and to the
actuality. Right now, we are spending
in round figures about $450 million a year
for day care. And, Mr. President, under
any of these bills one may choose, and
even the contemplation of the adminis-
tration itself, faces a very material in-
crease. We all hope that much of that
will be self-financing, but nevertheless,
we are dealing with an order of magni-
tude which make the financial base of
this corporation either completely- In-
adequate to the purpose to be served, or
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an effort to so materially reduce the
whole size of the day care operation in
the country as to absolutely defeat any
plan—such as one which ties in the day
care to a very critical reform of welfare
or the White House Conference's plan or
any of our plans in Congress—all of
them are much broader in scope than
would be contemplated by this corpora-
tion. So all this corporation would do
is try to fit a big foot into a very small
shoe. When that is added to the fact
that it would abort our consideration of
the President's family assistance plan
and that it would commit us to one
course of administration when we have
an aggregate of four before we even
know what our plan is going to be about
child care, it seems to me to be highly
improvident.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. PERCY. Before making a com-

ment on the motion to strike, I should
like to repeat what I said to the Senate
Finance Committee when I testified be-
fore that committee on behalf of day-
care centers and certain proposed legis-
lation that I had introduced to provide
for their construction.

I believe that the Senator from Louisi-
ana (Mr. LONG), the chairman of the
committee, is devoted to finding an an-
swer to the day-care problem, and I
commend him for his initiative. I intend
to keep a deep and a continuing inter-
estin methods of solving the problem of
child care. I believe it is one of the most
critical problems we are going to have to
face in the near future. However, despite
this interest and despite the fact that
I have introduced a measure in this area
as it relates to the President's family as-
sistance plan, I wish to support the mo-
tion to strike this section from the
pending bill.

Mr. President, my prime reason for
adopting this position lies in the fact
that I believe that the proposal con-
tained in the bill has resulted from less
consideration than the problem deserves.
The committee included the proposal in
the bill without benefit of the recom-
mendations of the White House Confer-
ence on Children and, in fact, without
benefit of any specific hearings whatso-
ever.

As a result, there was no opportunity
to explore the proposals on this subject
made by other Senators, including those
of the distinguished Senator from New
York (Mr. JAvIT5), who has given a tre-
mendous amount of attention to this
field and Is extremely knowledgeable in
It. I believe his proposed legislation
should be given every possible considera-
tion, because my own initial reaction to
it is that it is a basic thrust in the right
direction and goes to the heart of the
problem. Also, as has been mentioned,
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MON-
DALE) and the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. BATh) have made proposals that
have not been considered thoroughly.

There was no opportunity to consider
the question of how deeply an individual
community should be involved in plan-
ning to meet the community's child care
needs. There was no real opportunity to
adequately consider the adequacy of the

structure of the Corporation, including
the relationship between the Corporation
and the Office of Child Development and
the Office of Economic Opportunity.
Finally, there was no opportunity to con-
sider the adequacy of the level of author-
ization contained in the bill.

I should like to ask the distinguished
Senator from New York, from his vast
experience in establishing enterprises of
this type, whether, rather than coming
from the top down, projects involving the
people, a community do not come out
better when they come from the com-
munity up.

Mr. JAVITS. There is no question
about that. I should like to make two
points in that regard.

One is that we are not even arguing
for that. We are saying, yes, we feel
that projects should come from the
ground up. We are not asking the Sen-
ate to accept that now. But we are also
asking the Senate not to foreclose it by
taking a project which proceeds from the
top down.

I should like to ask the Senator this
question, because he has the city of
Chicago in his State, and the Senator
knows I have New York: What does the
Senator think will be the reception of
the Federal Child Care Corporation when
it comes into one of the Chicago ghettos
to set up day care centers? Are we going
to have a new set of militants who are
going to ride them out on a rail or throw
them out or picket their projects or re-
fuse to participate in them or burn them
down, or are we going to do something
constructive in day care?

Mr. PERCY. I think we would be ill
advised to go ahead and establish this
corporation until we actually know more
than we do now. I really cannot tell the
Senator what the reaction of the leader-
ship of the various ghetto areas in Chi-
cago would be. I would feel much better
if they had been able to come down and
testify, the leadership, for instance, of a
community of some million blacks, who
really have a deep concern about this
problem, and the leadership of other con-
cerned communities, and have them feel
that they have had a voice in the making
of this vital legislation.

It is better that these programs come
from the community up and give resi-
dents a sense of participation, rather
than just establish a superstructure
setup from Washington, have a corpora-
tion established, without the benefit that
we could gain from participation in what
should be adequate hearings. I would
tend to think that we should have these
hearings as early as possible next year. It
ought to be one of the earliest orders of
business, and it fits together well with
the early consideration that has been
promised on the family assistance plan.

Mr. JAVITS. I thoroughly agree with
the Senator.

I am not trying to prejudge it, either.
I have an idea. I prefer the community
approach, but there may be many bugs
in that. Hence, I think the only fair way
to do it is to start with an effort to de-
sign really a child care program. We may
very well end up with the idea of a cor-
poration. But to abort all our considera-
tions by opting for that now seems to me
to be most Improvident and ill advised.

I point out to the Senator that it is not
less than absolutely obliterating all other
ideas because the committee itself says
that this is the single organization that
is going to have the job of meeting of
the Nation's child care needs in its hands.
For example, on page 420:

The corporation shall have the responsi-
bility and authority to meet thç Nation's
needs for adequate child care services.

Mr. President, that may have the re-
sponsibility and authority, but they are
not going to have the resources or the or-
ganization. So it seems to me to be a most
improvident provision,

I do not think one need plead for my
bill, which I like very much and many
other people do, or for that of Senators
MONDALE and BAYH, or PROUTY and Rep-
resentatives BRADEMAS, DELLENBACK, and
QuIE. One need not plead for any of
those. All one has to do is to give them a
chance to dl'aw the breath of life, rather
than to extinguish them now in this im-
provident way, before we are remotely
ready.

I might say to the Senator from Illi-
nois that it bears out what Senator HAR-
RIS knew and what all of us knew—that
we let this survive in the bill though it is
of exactly the same gender as what we
eliminated—trade and, to the dismay of
many of us, the President's FAP—be-
cause we were just up against it. Here
we are with the same kind of proposition,
which we are asked to swallow the very
moment that we have rejected a number
of others of exactly the same kind be-
cause we just cannot give them the con-
sideration we know they should have. I
cannot think of legislating more impro-
vidently than doing this.

As we all know from the colloquies
which ensued when we considered the
motion to recommit, this was something
the chairman, Senator LONG, insisted on.
We all respect him, and he certainly
helped us to cut the Gordian knot on this
bill. So we stood aside and are now ar-
guing the same provision we should have
argued on the motion to recommit.

I should like to add one other thing:
The chairman remains the chairman of
the Finance Committee; he will be the
chairman of the Finance Committee next
year. It seems to me that there is no in-
security in his position. He will be just
as strolig and just as effective and just
as able to have his prestige count with
his colleagues for the Federal Child Care
Corporation next year as this year. So
I do not think there is any derogation of
the respect we owe to the chairman of
the committee that is bringing out a bill.
On the contrary, I think it would be in-
consistent if we did not do our best to
make tile provision—if it is going to be
the final choice of the Senate—at least
be the best possible, after a considera-
tion of alternatives, and after—as Sena-
tor PERCY has said—the opportunity for
hundreds of thousands or millions of
blacks who are very deeply involved, and
the poor generally, o testify for or
against this proposition, so that we will
have some idea as to whether or not it
will work.

Again I point out to Senators that for
the same reasons we are discussing, the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare agrees that this Is Ill advised and
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wants very much to see it stricken from
the bill.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, there is
one further point I might make lest we
leave the impression, In striking this par-
ticular section of the bill, we are saying
that we are doing nothing about day
care problems at this time.

There are certain provisions in the bill
now which are unaffected by this motion
to strike which will serve as temporary
measures to deal with the problem until
we can adequately explore the implica-
tions of the Child Care Corporation.

One of the major reasons for the fail-
ure of the work incentive program has
been the absence of adequate day care
facilities. The bill provides a temporary
solution to this problem by increasing
Federal participation in the financing of
day care facilities from 75 to 90 percent.
While this will not solve the problem, I
believe that It will alleviate some aspects
of the situation until, early in the next
Congress, we have had an opportunity to
adopt a comprehensive solution.

Thus, Mr. President, I shall vote for
the amendment to strike. I hope that a
majority of my colleagues will do so as
well. I do so despite the urgency of the
situation and despite my own deep in-
terest and commitment to providing ade-
quately for day care facilities. I do so,
because I believe that in the long run,
we shall make a better contribution to
the solution of this most critical prob-
lem.

I share with many of my colleagues
the feeling that some of the nongermane
things we have stricken out of the social
security bill the country will be better
for. It would have been an utter disaster,
for Instance, for this country to have
pushed ahead just for the sake of legis-
lating and adopted a trade bill that would
have set the country back 40 years in its
policies.

There is the kernel of a good idea here,
but we are not ready now to see it nur-
tured and come to growth until more
work can be done on it. That work can
be done In the 92d Congress.

I congratulate again and commend my
colleague from New York for his dis-
tinguished leadership In this field and
the expertise he brings to It. I know he
offers this amendment In the belief that
If the bill passes In Its present form, the
country will feel that we have solved the
clay care problem and that we have really
thought through the answers, when we
have not done so carefully enough.

Successful action on this motion to
strike, I think, will give us the oppor-
tunity, early next year, to pursue this
with the deliberate care It requires. That
does not mean undue delay. It means
that we can have action quickly, once we
have full hearings.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague
from fllinoi8 very much. He has been
most helpful.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, will, the
Senator from Illinois kindly stay here
for a moment? I should like to ask a
question, if this Is the kernel of a good
Idea, let us talk about financing It for a
minute.

On page 434 of the bIll, It st.ate8 that
the Corporation will receive $50 million,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

and starting in 1975 they must pay it
back at the i'ate of $2 million a year.
This is $2 million a year out of its reve-
nues from day care centers. However,
to borrow the $250 million from the pub-
lic, it says on page 436 of the bill:

Any such bonds may be secured by assets
of the Corporation, including, but not limited
to, fees, rentals, or other charges which the
Corporation receives for the use of any facil-
ity for child care which the Corporation has
an interest.

In order to borrow the $250 million,
what kind of assets is it going to be able
to build in the meantime?

It has a $50 million debt which it has
to start paying back in 1975 at the rate
of $2 million a year. It cannot borrow
$250 million. It has to have $250 million
worth of assets or more.

How is it ever really going to be able to
accomplish that?

Mr. JAVITS. I would say, looking at it
from the point of view of the chairman
of the Finance Committee, that they
would immediately have to go into the
day care business for the relatively up-
per level, upper middle income families,
in order to make the program viable
financially. So, all our purposes here
would be defeated at one fell swoop, be-
cause we are setting conditions which
obviously they cannot meet, and still
serve the clientele we'want them to serve.

Mr. COOK. I thank the Senator.
Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague

from Kentucky.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the

Senator from New York yield?
Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. The comments just

made by the Senator from Kentucky are
very useful. I had not realized what he
stated. We have had hearings before the
Employment, Manpower, and Poverty
Subcommltee on this proposal, which I
introduced along with about 20 others,
which we call the Headstart Childhood
Act of 1969. We heard from a number of
nationally recognized early childhood
specialists In the country. I am pleased to
say that the President was wise In ap-
pointing one of our witnesses, Dr. Zigler,
as the Director of the Office of Child De-
velopment. Dr. Zigler Is recognized as one
of the best experts In the field.

I came away from the hearings ap-
palled by the way we treat our preschool
children. I felt increasing concern that
as the Nation moves in the direction of
dealing with the problems of the first
5 years of life, particularly for the most
disadvantaged, we make sure that we do
so In the right way. A child—especially
a young child—Is a sensitive and highly
destructible entity.

Middle-class American parents do
everything they can for their children,
with decent housing, the best nutrition
and health assistance in the world, with
all the love and affection they can pro-
vide, and when It Is all over they hope
and pray that, somehow, their children
will make It. But, under this proposal,
we would take a different approach.
When a child in its early formative
years, the emphasis Is on letting the
mother out of the house to work, In the
interim we take the child—like a com-
modity—and stack him like cordwood In
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some day-care center. To be sure, the
day-care center is supposed to achieve
certain physical minimums. It it sup-
posed to be fireproof. It is supposed to be
warm. It is supposed to be clear and if the
children are fed, it is supposed to be nu-
tritious, and so forth. But nowhere in the
proposal, in my opinion, is there any
sensitivity shown toward the emotional
or psychological problems which every
decent parent knows is essential to the
rearing of a healthy child.

If this Nation launches a program
aimed toward letting mothers work and
in the process simply salts thousands
and thousands of children away in these
cold and sterile custodial centers, I think
we will be producing a generation of
emotionally crippled children that will
cause more trouble than anything we
have seen in the past. I think we will
regret having taken this well-motivated
but, in my opinion, yet-to-be-perfected
proposal.

In my opinion, the country is quickly
coming to the conclusion that we need
quality, healthy childhood programs for
our children. It is the most exciting new
theory for dealing with disadvantaged in
America. In my opinion, most children
who grow up in tragically disadvantaged
circumstances are ruined by the time
they even go to the first grade. They
need sensitiVe child' development efforts.
But I think we should do it right. I do
not believe this does do it right. I think
the theory is wrong. I believe it can do
more harm than good, I hope we will
strike it and that the next Congress will
really take hold of the issue and pass the
kind of proposal that gives quality, total,
child development assistance to the hun-
dreds and thousands of disadvantaged
children in this country who so desper-
ately need it.

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator is 100-per-
cent correct. I should like to point out
the kind of services that can be pro-
vided—which is contained in section 2118
of this particular provision, on page 442
and on later pages. What the Senator is
really talking about Is custodial care.

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. JAVITS. It is not developmental
care, and that is one of the biggest issues
in this field. Obviously when we are deal-
ing with this Corporation, and consider-
ing its restrictions, we see what must
happen.

The Corporation cannot even earn In-
terest on the bonds, as the Senator from
Kentucky (Mr. COOK) pointed out. The
Senator from Kentucky poInted out to
me privately—and I would like to say
publicly—that the only Investment it
could make It In Government securities.
It canont even buy high Interest bonds.
It Is confined to U.S. bonds.

It Is this money and money earned
from day-care centers that will give them
earnings and enable them to pay back
the basic investment of $50 million, at
$2 million a year. This Is not even a
Government bond.

The whole thing becomes a busIness
operation other than the kind we want.

As always happens in debates of this
character, It Is unnecessary to extend the
argument that far. The fact is that In
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this case what we are arguing for Is that
we withhold our action, rather than that
we take action.

While we speak with admiration and
respect for the idea—because I am de-
voted myself to original ideas—and this
is an original idea—I certainly am not
devoted to such ideas until after they
have been tested out in some fashion,
even if it is only in thbate.

We should deal with the bugs in the
program, some of which have been
pointed out in the debate today, espe-
cially when we will be aborting another
approach to the same problem.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CASE). Will the Senator suspend? There
are conversations going on all over the
Chamber.

The Senator may proceed.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Presidont, I have

named four purposes. I would like to l'e-
capitulate them.

First, there is the community approach,
which we are following now in our ap-
propriations for the OEO, used for child
care. That Is the Office of Economic Op-
portunity. There is also the approach of
State plans with Federal administra-
tion, the approach of State plans with
State administration, and, finally, the
fourth alternative, the Federal Child
Care Corporation.

Mr. President, I would like to conclude
my observations on this matter by again
referring to the opposition to thi3 par-
ticular plan at this time. All the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare
Indicates Is not that he wishes t knock
it down, but that he feels that we would
be preempting the field at a time when
the field should not be preempted.

Mr. President, I would like again to
read a statement from the letter that I
read before. Many of the Scnators were
not here at the time I did this before.

The key portion In the Secretary's
letter which was received this morning
reads as follows:

The Administration agrees with the pur-
poses of this amendment, but dces not favor
enactment of this title at this time. We think
that insufficient time has passed to enable
OCD and the other offices with which it works
to prove their worth and effectiveness before
a new government corporation is formed to
meet the needs of the nation for child care
services. We also call attention to the very
important child care c.mponent of the
Family Assistance Plan which will receive
early consideration by the 92d Congress. We
do not believe that this corporation would
be the most effective way to handle that
program when it becomes law.

That is the case as I see it for the
amendment. I hope very much that the
Senate will agree to the amendment and
for the present—that is all we ask—
strike this particular title from the bill.

tJNANIMOUS'CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I would like
to ask If we might agree to a limitation
on debate so that we could vote at some
time certain on this amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate vote on this matter in 20 mInutes,
the time to be equally divided between
the opponents and the proponents of the
amendment.

Mr. HARRIS. That is satisfactory with
me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Louisiana? The Chair hears none
and it is so ordered.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that there be a brief
quorum call and that the time be taken
equally from both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none and it
is so ordered. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded 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. HARRIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Presid9nt, mention
was made earlier in the debate concern-
ing the' position of the National Associa-
tion for Black Child Development and
the lack of approval by that organization
of this child care provision as it is pres-
ently written.

I have here a position paper on the
Federal Child Care Corporation provi-
sion prepared by the National Associa-
tion for Black Child Development. I
ask unanimous consent that it be printed
at this point In the RECORD.

There being no obJection, the paper
was ordered to be prizted in the RECORD,
as follows:
PosmoN PAPER—FEDERAL CHILD CARE COR-

PORATION Ac'r S. 4101—AN AMENDMENT TO
THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN
While the basic purposes of the bill are

valid, there are a number of significant ob-
jections which make it impossible for the
National Association for Black Child De-
velopment to support it:

THE STRUCTURE

Sec. 2002 (a) The creation of a nationally
lodged vehicle is a logical step in attempting
to provide comprehensive child care in this
nation. However, such a mechanism must
be designed within the context of the recip-
lents for the proposed child care services,
Since Senator Long's Act is to be an Amend-
ment to the Family Assistance Act. Child
Care Provision Section. the initial child care
services offered by the proposed Corpora-
tion will be aimed at the Black and poor
citizenry of this nation. This is clearly stated
in Sec. 2003(c) . . . The Corporation shall
accord first priority to the needs for child
care services of families on behalf of whom
child care services will be paid in whole or
in part from funds appropriated to carry out
Title IV . . . This has strong implications
for controlling contracts under FAP.

Our position on the kind of mechanism we
view as being most beneficial has been stated
in a position statement entitled Optimum
Conditions for Minority Involvement in
Quality Child Development Programming,
p. 12, Sec. 4(a) . . . The Federal government
should administer funds for day care proj-
ects with minimal state involvement. Provid-
ing the Office of Child Development can be
sensitized to minority concerns, It should be
the administrative agency. Provisions must
be made for technical assistance to commu-
nities preferably by minority firms in advance
of actual funding.

The Corporate structure described in the
Federal Child Care Corporation Act is similar
in many ways to existing agencies which are
controlled by persons appointed outside of
the Black community. Such persons set pol-
icy and develop programs for the Black com-
munity residents. This model has a poor track
record. The act advocates a proposed mo-
nopoly for child care services.

The proposed Corporation is basically a
compromise child care plan modeled after
large profit-making corporations. The Corpo-
ration will monitor itself, establish its own
codes, standards and regulations, These
standards will bypass and supersede fed-
eral, state, regional and local requirements
as outlined in Sec. 2006 "Exclusiveness of
Federal Standards." This section should be
reviewed in terms of ratios of adults to chil-
dren as outlined in "Standards for Child
Care," Section 2004(b), (1), (A), (B) in
order to assess Its implications. Whereas,
optimum ratio (Child-Adult) suggested is 8
to 1, the Corporate Board can authorize a 25
to I ratio which clearly speaks to custodial
care. Further, such a ratio is very similar to
those that have been proposed by Franchisers
whose aim is profit-making, and promotes
custodial care, instead of quality child care
and child development.

The Corporation as presently being pro-
posed. is monopoly focusing on child care
needs In this country. It will receive its initial
funding because of the Family Assistance Act
which is designed for the poo. As it is pres-
ently set forth, the Federal Child Care Cor-
poration Act will preclude self-determina-
tion and the fundamental rights of Black,
poor and minority groups to adequately par-
ticipate in making policy and plans as they
determine their child care needs.

THE BOARD

Basically the Board is oomposed of those
who will represent the current administra-
tion. If persons on the Board do not comply
they will undoubtedly be removed by the
President. All powers rests with this Board.
They will appoint the Advisory Council. They
will appoint personnel, They are empowered
to collect fees directly or through contrac-
tual arrangements. It becomes apparent that
the Board will probably have subsidiaries—
which again speaks to contracting with na-
tional franchisers.

FUNDING

The proposed Act calls for a Revolving
Fund, Sec. 2003(a) which will be established
by the Treasury. The amount proposed. 50
million dollars. will be paid back In annual
Installments of 2 million dollars. The Cor-
poration will pay interest on this loan, on the
basis of a rate equal to the average rate of
the Treasury's loan. If the Corporate funds
are in excess, the Corporation will invest
money in various ventures related to child
care. In other words, they will plow profit
back into the Corporation to create subOrdi-
aries in other program and service areas in
child care.

This funding process, as called for In Sen-
ator Long's Act.initlally takes tax monies to
loan the Corporation. Further, this Corpora-
tion will issue Bonds, which the government
will not be responsible for, which are soid to
the people, similar to war bonds, costing the
taxpayer the cost of the loan and capital for
it to operate autonomously. Thus, the Cor-
poration will be selling services for operating
costs.

This Bill as proposed is basically a thrust
toward selling the concept of developing so-
cial services as a private sector function, and
removing the responsibility from the govern-
ment in this area, Most appalling is the
profit-making dimension which is being in!-
tiated on the backs of the poor and Black
people in this country, by attaching this Act
to the Family Assistance Act.
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Components of the bill that are objection-

able:
(1) Lack of appropriate representation on

the Corporate Board and Advisory Council
of Black and other minority people;

(2) Lack of assurance of quality programs
via a vis the proposed ratios as outlined in
the Act;

(3) Lack of a certification process for in-
dividuals who have demonstrated ability in
the care of children in the various proposed
child care programs;

(4) Lack of an objective evaluation proc-
ess of the proposed Corporate Board. The
Act does not reflect a process of account-
ability, as exemplified in the revolving fund
concept; and the reporting procedure to
Congress every two years. It appears that the
Advisory Council who have been appointed
by the Corporate Board will be the evalua-
tive mechanism. This suggests a self-evalua-
tion process, to which we are opposed;

(5) Black and minority group firms will
find It difficult to receive contracts for pro-
viding Technical Assistance to the child care
programs because of the growing competi-
tion by big business and franchisers in this
area; and

(6) The possibility that the proposed Cor-
poration will perpetuate custodial programs
is glowing due to the lack of specific pro-
gram criteria. There is no mentioning In the
present Act of the ages of children and the
different 'ratios of adults in relationship to
this factor.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, reference
was also made earlier to .,he Child Wel-
fare League. I have here comments on
the Federal Child Care Corporation pro-
visions prepared by the Child Welfare
League. I call attention to excerpts from
those comments in which it was said,
for example:

In fact, the many implications of S. 4101
are so far reaching and of such importance
that we believe there needs to be a very
careful examination and analysis of the im-
pact of the bill's provisions by this Commit-
tee and by a wide variety of Government and
public witnesses. Assessment of S. 4101,
alone, might well require many weeks. Be-
cause of the press of business already before
this Committee, we respectfully suggest that
substantive d1scusion of this important
legislation take place within the context of
full Committee hearings, arranged solely for
this purpose at some later date. The League
would be pleased to assist the Committee in
any possible way to prepare for these hear-
ings. We offer the Committee the use of our
resources and pledge our cooperation.

I certainly support that statement.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent to have printed in the RECORD other
excerpts from these comments made by
the Child Welfare League.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

There have been several other -bills intro-
duced in both the House and the Senate
dealing with various kinds of children's serv-
ices, including "Head Start" type programs,
child development services, early childhood
education and day care. A common feature
has been a concern for the children of moth-
ers who work or are in training. An exami-
nation of these bills, along with 5. 4101,
presents several issues to which we believe
this Committee should address itself.

What types of programs should be author-
ized by legislation affecting young children?

Can and should the so-called "day care
needs" of children be considered separately
from the educational and developmental
needs, or should these programs be com-
bined?
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Are the programs needed for the children
of working mothers and guardians essen-
tially different from those required for chil-
dren from disadvantaged and so-called
"culturally-deprived" families?

What are the essential ingredients of any
child care program if it is to provide ade-
quately for a child's developmental and edu-
cational needs, particularly when the mother
is employed and absent from the home?

We believe that the Committee should
consider the following questions before con-
cluding that consolidation in a new, quasi-
governmental body such as the Federal Child
Care Corporation is advisable.

Is it advisable to give authority over all
child care services to any one agency—
whether that agency is governmental, like
the Office of Child Development, or quasi-
governmental, like the proposed Federal
Child Care Corporation?

Is it possible to utilize the administrative
skill and the trained personnel at various
levels within the government agencies to
design programs and deliver programs
through through an existing government
agency? -

- Several Commissions have recommended
fuller utilization of Head Start programs so
that they could also serve as full-time day
care facilities. Is it desirable to have one
agency, such as the relatively new Office of
Child Development, administer the large
Head Start program, and establish another
Federal agency to administer all other child
care services?

HEW has had virtually no funding to
finance remodeling, or construction of new
child care facilities. Does this factor make it
difficult to assess the Department's ability
to assume the responsibility of meeting the
Nation's needs for adequate child care serv-
ices?

What would be the relationship between
the Office of Child Development, with its
highly-trained and skilled Director, and the
Federal Child Care Corporation?

Skilled, capable personnel in the field of
child development, special work, psychology.
and eduoation are in very short supply. But
some of these scarce and skilled profession-
als capable of administering and developing
the standards necessary for such

Mi'. COOK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Kentucky.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky is recognized.

Mr. COOK, Mr. President, I would
like to direct these remarks to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Louisiana be-
cause, for the life o.f me, I cannot figure
out how financially this Corporation will
be able to come into existence. If it bor-
rows its maximum of $250 million, floats
a non-Government-guaranteed bond,
and if they are fortunate enough on
that basis to sell a public bond at 7 per-
cent interest the first year alone would
be $17.5 million. If they floated the bonds
for 25 years, it is conceivable their first
principal payment in the first year would
be $10 million, Then they have an auto-
matic payback of their $50 million be-
ginning in 1975 of $2 million a year.
That means that the first year of its
first full borrowing capacity, with the
$300 million Corporation, as far as its as-
sets are concerned, It has to earn over
and above its expenses and pay back
to the Treasury, and pay interest to
bondholders, to the tune of $29.5 million.

I am not sure I know of a major private
corporation in the United States capital-
ized at $300 million after all expenses
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that could conceivably pay back $29.5
million in any one year. I am wondering
financially how this Corporation can

even come into existence with the first
payout load of $29.5 million, If anyone
can answer that question for me, I would
appreciate it, but it is a matter of figuring
interest on $250 million, plus the prin-
cipal payment, plus the fact that start-
ing in 1975, they have to pay back $2
million on the $50 million of capitaliza-
tion..

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, we are talk-
ing about only $50 million, because the
remainder of that money does not be-
come available until after 2 years, when
bonds could be issued for construction
purposes. This Corporation would begin
its operations with the $50 million loan.
For all services provided it would be paid
fees, whether from the parents or from
the welfare agency.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield further?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from Kentucky.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky Is recognized.

Mr. COOK. Is the Senator saying in
essence the Federal Government is going
to pay to the Corporation on nonguaran-
teed bonds the full extent of the private
market interest rather than have them
guaranteed by the Federal Government,
because you also provide to go on the
open market and sell these at the highest
rate, that the funds of the Corporation,
and I refer to section (b) on page 433:
"shall not be invested In any obligation
or security other than obligations of the
United States or obligations the prin-
cipal and interest on which are guaran-
teed by the United States."

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I wish to
call to the attention of the Senator that
the Corporation is not trying to make
money through investment, This provi-
sion simply states that, If they have extra
money, they could invest it in Govern-
ment obligations on an Interim basis so
they would be earning money on It.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oklahoma yield further?

Mr. HARRIS, I yield 1 additional min-
ute to the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. COOK. I have listened with a great
deal of Interest to what the Senator said.
If money is borrowed on the open mar-
ket, It has to be paid back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired. Ies the
Senator from Oklahoma yie,ld further?

Mr. HARRIS. No; I reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LONG. I yield myself 1 minute.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Louisiana is recognized.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Corpor-

ation initially borrows up to $50 million
from the Treasury. That is for initial op-
erating capital. But once it is in opera-
tion It charges for the services it is pro-
viding, and the fees are paid either by
the parents or, if they are needy, by the
welfare agency. After Its first 2 years of
operation, the Corporation Is authorized
to borrow $50 million annually for up to
5 years for construction of facilities.
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Here, too, the Corporation will charge
for services provided In the facilities it
constructs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's 1 minute has expired.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 2 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 2 additional min-
utes.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, one of the
great crying needs in this entire child
welfare area is the need for adequate
child care for children of working moth-
ers. There are two major problems in-
volved. One problem is that the States
need fiscal help. We took care of that by
liberalizing the matching formula. No
one complains about that. Second we
need to have someone who has the abil-
ity and will to provide chi1d care serv-
ices. Most State welfare agencies are, ap-
parently, not well equipped to do this
now, and this is evidenccd by the fact
they are not now using even half of the
Federal funds we have made available.

How do we handle this problem? We
set up a Federal Child Care Corporation,
start It out with a $50 million loan from
the Treasury for initial opcrating capital,
and then have the Corporation make
child care services to as many mothers
as possible who would like to have child
care provided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sena-
tor's time has expired. Does the Senator
yield himself additional time?

Mr. LONG. Not at this time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I yield

myself 2 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a memorandum
In supportof this amendment be printed
in the RECORD at this time.

There being no objection, the niem-
orandum was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:
MEMO IN SUPPORT OF HARRIS-JAVITS-MONDALE

AMENDMENT To STRIKE THE FEDERAL CHILD
CARE CORPORATION PRovIsioNs FROM HR.
17550
1. There have been inadequate hearings on

this far-reaching piece of legislation and in-
sufficient effort to coordinate It with other
Federal programs which touch on day care
services. Many parts of this provision could
be improved by thoughtful amendment, but
there is simply not time to handle this whole
matter at this late date in the session.

2. The whole question of child care will
come up again anyway early in the next ses-
sion in connection with welfare reform.
There is no need to rush into this major new
program right now.

3. There is a great need t expand child
care services, but two fundamental require-
ments should be parental involvement and
community control. These requirements are
not properly safeguarded in the provision
sought to be stricken.

4. Standards set up by the bill are inade-
quate in regard to child-staff ratios, staff
qualifications, facility standards (this bill
would supersede state and local standards)
and, most importantly, in regard to child
development concepts.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I yield
the remainder of my time to the Senator
from New York.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I think
the case has been made adequately. It
comes down to the fact that we are
aborting all other plans and opting for
a plan that is much too small for the
situation and a plan that is not finan-
cially viable. I believe the Senator from
Kentucky (Mr. COOK) put his finger on
the problem in noting that a corpora-
tion with $300 million to operate, and
with this kind of income from welfare
agencies it cannot be financially viable.
Hence it will have trouble selling bonds.
We will pu ourselves In a box.

Let us not abort other plans and im-
providently opt for a plan which has
not been designed or developea to meet
the situation because we will not know
the plan for child care for the country
until we finally deal with FAP.

For all those reasons I believe that
the amendment is an appropriate vehi-
cle for the Senate to get out of the situa-
tion which we face here, in addition to
the other difficulties we have gotten into.
There has been inadequate inquiry Into
this matter and there are many flaws in
the proposal. It aborts the situation long
before we are ready for it and coming
at this time in this session It is most im-
provident.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Connect,i-
cut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut Is recognized.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President,
throughout the consideration of this bill
I have found myself in sharp disagree-
ment with the chairman of my commit-
tee over certain provisions. But that does
not mean every position he advances Is
wrong. In this Instance the Senator from
Louisiana has a good Idea and it has my
support.

We must realize that in this country
we have need for day-care facilities for
some 7 million children. We only have
facilities in this country for some 700,-
000 children. Consequently, throughout
this Nation, in small towns and big cities,
we are unsuccessful in many of our so-
cial programs because there are Insuf-
ficient facilities to assist mothers with
young children.

The WIN program, the work incentive
program, adopted in the Senate in fiscal
1969, appropriated $25 million and has
used only $4 million. In 1970, we ap-
propriated $52 million and used only $18
million.

The reason why such small percent-
ages were used was due to lack of facili-
ties in the United States to take care of
the children involved. What has been
proposed here is not an exclusive pro-
gram; and here is where I think the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma and the Senator
from New York misread the purpose of
the particular Corporation sought to be
brought into existence. In the family
atsistance plan, which failed, there was
provision for some $386 million for day
care. In this bill there is some $250 mil-
lion for day care.

That does not mean the proposals the
Senators from Indiana or New York
or Oklahoma have in mind would be im
mediately put out of existence because of
the proposal. What the Senator from
Louisiana is saying in this bill is this:
We have been unsuccessful over the past
decades in providing day-care centers.
The old methods just are not working
and we must find a mechanism that is
right for today, and not a mechanism
that has failed in the past.

What we are saying is that the Fed-
eral Corporation would be the coordinat-
ing corporation to supply inservice train-
ing and day-care facilities involving
diversity and imagination. In some
areas a church could be used. In
some areas a school could be used. In
some areas an apartment house could be
used. In some areas an existing day-care
center could be used. In other areas of
the country where there are no day-care
facilities, It might become necessary to
build such facilities. So there Is a great
variety.

The Senator from Louisiana is brIng-
ing forth a new concept where the old
concepts have failed. Unfortunately, the
bureaucracy that exists through Ameri-
can life is just as strong in the entire
social welfare field and there is a reluc-
tance to try out new concepts and new
Ideas.

The Ideas that are advanced by the
Senator from Louisiana deserve our at-
tentlon and cooperation. Three men will
be appointed by the President of the
United States with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate to run the Corporation.
It will have an advisory committee to
advise the Directors,

The bill would permit the Child Care
Corporation to make available a wide
variety of child-care services where they
are not available today. Such services
would include educational, recreational,
and home-care services.

No welfare agency, no community, no
Individual has any obligation to use the
facilities supplied by the Federal Cor-
poration. They can use any facilities In
existence or to come Into existence. This
is not mandatory. It just Is a mechanism
to allow day care to become a reality.
The goal of the Corporation Is to arrange
to make child care services available
where they are needed. Its first priority
will be to provide service to welfare re-
cipients who need child care to undertake
employment.

I have been intimately connected for
many years with this great movement,
and there is no group more dedicated to
the improvement of social service laws
than those In the day-care-center move-
ment. Yet they have had great difficulty
getting the movement off the ground,
and, consequently, we find ourselves as
a nation with only 10 percent of our
needs being provided.

I commend the Senator from Louisiana
for realizing that there is a new method,
a new concept, to take care of the prob-
lems of tomorrow. I would hope the Sen-
ate would give attention to a new Idea
and recognize that his proposal Is worth
trying because past methods and past
ideas have failed.
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In addition, Mr. President, two other
specific provisions of the pending social
security legislation, HR. 17550, deserve
special consideration and support by the
Senate.

Since the original medicare program
was enacted in 1965, over 20 million
Americans have been enrolled and are
eligible for its benefits. However, many
Americans have not been permitted to
share in this program. In particular,
public employees in a number of States,
including Connecticut, are not eligible
for medicare because they have not been
part of the national sccial security
program.

Several years ago, I introduced legis-
lation to permit these employees to enroll
in medicare. I introduced similar legis-
lation again during this Congress. I am
pleased to report that both the House
of Representatives and the Senate Fi-
nance Committee have approved this
concept. Section 202 of the present bill
would permit voluntary enrollment in the
hospital insurance program of people
reaching age 65 who are not part of the
social security system. The cost of this
medicare insurance is estimated at $27
a month. State and public organizations,
by agreement with the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare will be
permitted to purchase this needed protec-
tion for their members on a group basis.

The persons now affected most severe-
ly by exclusion from medicare are State
and local employees, including three-
quarters of a million teachers in 13
States as well as policemen and
firemen, who are not part of the social
security program but belong to their own
retirement plan. Because eligibility for
medicare was originally predicated on
eligibility for social security benefits,
these men and women who serve the
public and teach our children have been
left out of the medicare program.

Some type of hospital insurance, of
course, has been available to these peo-
ple, but only limited coverage is offered.
Few private insurers make available
comprehensive hospital insurance to the
aged. Eligibility for medicare will as-
sume these citizens of adequate health
protection.

Mr. President, I am also pleased to
note that this legislation makes an
urgently needed and long-overdue in-
crease in the retirement income tax cred-
it available to taxpayers 65 years of age
or over who have retired under a pub-
lic retirement system.

Since social security benefits are not
taxed, it is only a matter of equity to
provide an offsetting tax credit for re-
tirees who are not eligible for social se-
curity but have contributed to a retire-
ment plan other than social security.

The retirement income tax credit was
first enacted into law in 1954. In 1962,
the credit for an individual was increased
antI a corresponding increase for married
couples was passed in 1964. Since that
time, social security benefits have been
increased substantially: by 7 percent in
1965, 13 percent in 1967, 15 percent in
1969, and an additional 10 percent in
the Senate version of HR. 17550.

Regrettably, the retirement income tax
credit has not kept pace.

On September 29, 1969, I introduced
legislation to restore an element of tax
equity to many of our older citizens by
increasing the base amount on which
the retirement credit is computed from
$1524 to $1,872 for individuals and from
$2286 to $2,805 for couples. This would
increase the maximum credit from
$228.60 to $280.80 for individuals and
from $342.90 to $421.20 for couples. I am
pleased that the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate Finance Commit-
tee have adopted this provision and I
hope the full Senate will support it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana has 1 minute re-
maining. Does the Senator yield back
his time?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, how much
time remains on both sides?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Less than
1 minute now.

Mr. LONG. Just to summarize, Mr.
President, we have heard the opposition
to doing something to provide child care
by Senators who themselves have intro-
duced measures in this area. The meas-
ure of the Senator from New York would
cost about $3 billion. The Senator from
Indiana has a bill that would cost $6
billion. The Senator from Minnesota has
a bill that might cost more than $6 bil-
lion.

In the committee bill, we are simply
trying to provide $50 million to get a
Corporation started in order to try to
see that child care is provided. That is
the best we have been able to work out
in committee. In the past, we have not
been able to get the job done by just pro-
viding money, so this time we provide
both money and a mechanism to get the
job done.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the Harris-
Javits amendment. The yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
SON), the Senator from North Dakota
(Mr. BURDICK), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. DODD), the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. EACLETON), the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND), the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. GORE), the
Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART), the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. H0L-
LING5), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
INOUYE), the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. MCCARTHY), the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA), the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL), and the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON)
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
STEVENSON) would vote "nay."

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
HART) would vote yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER)
is absent on official business.

The Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG),
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HAT-
FIELD), the Senator from Texas (Mr.
TOWER), and the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. WILLIAMs) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Colorado (Mr. DOM-
INICK) and the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because of
illness.

The Senator from New York (Mr.
GOODELL) is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from New York (Mr. GooDL), the Sen-
ator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT), and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) would each vote "yea."

The result was announced—yeas 41,
nays 38, as follows:

Murphy
Muskie
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Percy
Prouty
Saxbe
Sehweiker
Scott
Stevens
Yarborough
Young, Ohio

Aiken
Alien
Ailott
Baker
Bayh
Bellman
Boggs
P.roolee
Case
Church
Cook
Cooper
Cotton
Cranston

Bennett
Bible
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
cannon
Ellender
Fannin
Fulbright
Gravel
Gurney
Hansen
Holland
Jack8on

Anderson
Burdick
Dodd
Dominick
Eagleton
Eastland
Fang

INo. 454 Leg.1
(YEAS—41]

Curtis
Dole
Ervin
Griffin
Harris
Hartke
Hruska
Hughes
Javits
Jordan, Idaho
Mathias
McGee
Mondale
Moss

NAYS—38
Jordan, N.C.
Kennedy
Long
Magnuson
Mansfield
McClellan
McGovern
McIntyre
Metcalf
Miller
Nelson
Poll
Proxmtre

NOT VOTING—21
Goldwater McCarthy
Goodell Montoya
Gore Mundt
Hart Russell
Hatfield Stevenson
Hollings Tower
Inouye Williams, Del.

Randolph
Ribicoft
Smith
Sparkman
Spong
Stennis
Symington
Talmadge
Thurnonci
Tydings
Williams, N.J.
Young, N. Dak.

So the amendment was agreed to.
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SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1970

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 17550) to
amend the Social Security Act to provide
increases in benefits, to improve compu-
tation methods, and to raise the earn-
ings base under the old-age, survivors,
and disability insurance system, to make
improvements in the medicare, medicaid,
and maternal and child health programs
with emphasis upon improvements in the
operating effectiveness of such programs,
and for other purposes.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, following
conversations I have had with the Sena-
tor from Louisiana (Mr. LONG), concern-
ing possible hearings next year in regard
to the entire subject of day care, I am
willing now to go to third reading. On
behalf of myself and the distinguished
Senator from New York (Mr. JAvITs),
we are willing to forego offering the sec-
ond amendment in regard to child care
which was referred to in last night's
agreement. We are willing to do that if
the bill can go now directly to third
reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BELL-
M0N). Under the agreement of last eve-
ning, the technical amendments may now
be offered.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I have a
number of technical amendments which
I send to the desk. They are technical,
clerical, perfecting, and conforming
amendments, and I ask that they be
considered and approved en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the reading of the technical
amendments will be dispensed with and
they will be printed in the RECORD at this
point.

The text of the amendments is as fol-
lows:

On page 89 of the bill, between lines 17
and 18, there should be inserted in linetype
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the language contained in lines 11 through
22 of the House passed bill.

On page 31, line 11, the close quotation
mark should not be linetyped,

On page 134, line 15, delete "organs" and
insert "organ".

On page 174, line 13, delete "clause 11"
and insert "clause II".

On page 174, line 14, delete "section 1802"
and insert 'section 1832".

On page 231, line 16, delete "further".
In column II of the table which appears

on page 7 of the bill, strike out "197.40" and
insert in lieu thereof "179.40".

In column V of the table which appears
on page 7 of the bill, strike out "288.00" and
insert in lieu thereof "288.70".

On page 24, line 10, strIke out "shall".
Beginning on page 29, line 23, strike out all

through page 30, lIne 3.
On page 32, between lines 23 and 24, in-

sert the following:
(i) In the case of any individual who

became entitled to a widow's or widower's
insurance benefit after attaining age 62 and
who Is entitled to such benefit for the month
of December 1970, the provisions of this sec-
tion shall not operate to reduce such benefit
to less than 82 1/2 percent of the primary In-
surance amount of the deceased Individual
on the basis of whose wages and self-em-
ployment income such benefit is payable,

On page 32, line 24, strIke out "(1)" and
insert in lieu thereof "(j) ".

On page 89, lIne 12, insert "so reported,
and" immediately after "and".

Beginning with the word "For" on page
271, line 24, strike out all before the period
on page 272. line 4, and Insert in lieu thereof
the following: "The provisions of paragraphs
(9)(A), (29), (32), and (33) shall not ap-
ply to Christian Science sanatorlums oper-
ated, or listed and certified, by the First
Church of Christ, Scientist, in Boston, Mas-
sachusetts'.

On page 301, lIne 6, strike our "fourth-
quarter" and insert in lieu thereof "four-
quarter".

On page 405, line 2, strike out "one) ;" and
Insert in lieu thereof "one);

On page 406, lIne 14, strike out "; and".
On line 407, lIne 6, strike out "; and".
On page 407, line 24, strike out "and".
On page 408, line 2, strike Out "and" and

insert in lieu thereof "or".
On page 408, line 3, strike out "respec-

tively".
On page 410, lIne 19, Insert "which" Im-

mediately after "work".
On line 411, line 20, Insert "which" Im-

mediately after "work".
On page 416, line 21, strike out "or as-

sistance".
On page 418, line 15, strike out "rsepect"

and Insert In lieu thereof "respect".
On page 449, lines 17 and 18, strike out

"appropriate members of such families and
such other Individuals" and Insert In lieu
thereof "each appropriate relative and de-
pendent child receiving aid under the plan
and for each appropriate Individual (living
In the same home as a relative and child re-
ceiving such aid) whose needs are taken Into
account in making the determination under
clause (7)".

On page 450. line 6, strIke out "organiza-
tion" and Insert In lieu thereof "organiza-
tional".

On page 451, line 3, Insert "and that" im-
mediately before "any".

On page 463, strike out the matter appear-
ing on lines 5 and 6, and Insert in lieu there-
of "duty of which shall be to establish uni-
form reporting and".

On page 465, line 6, insert "of such Act"
immediately after '442".

On page 465, line 13, Insert "of such Act"
Immediately after "443".

On page 465, between lines 15 and 16, in-
sert the following:
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(13) (A) Section 444 (c) (1) of such Act is

amended by striking out "section 402 (a)
(15) and Section 402 (a) (19) (F)" and in-
serting In lieu thereof section 402 (a) (19)

(B) Section 444 (d) of such Act is
amended (i) by striking out "a special work
project" and inserting in lieu thereof "public
service employment"; (ii) by striking Out
"project" at the end of the first sentence and
inserting in lieu thereof "employment"; and
(iii) by striking out '402 (a) (15)" and
inserting in lieu thereof '402 (a) (19)

On page 564, line 16, strike out "(13)" and
insert in lieu thereof "(14)".

On page 466, line 8, strike out "(C)" and
insert in lieu thereof "(c)

On page 499, lines 13 and 14, strike out
"520(b)(14), 530, and 542' and insert in
lieu thereof "520 (b) (14) and 530".

On page 499, line 17, insert 'commences
after December 31, 1970 and which" imme-
diately after "which".

On page 535, line 13, strike out "432(b)
(1) (B)" and insert in lieu thereof "432
(b) (1)".

In the table of contents which appears
on page 546 of the bill, strike out, in the
matter describing section 520 of the bill, the
word "Society" and insert in lieu thereof
"Social".

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The
question is on agreeing to the technical
amendments en bloc.

The technical amendments were
agi'eed to en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further amendments to be pro-
posed, the question is on the engross-
ment of the amendments and third read-
ing of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on final passage. Under the
unanimous-consent agreement, debate is
limted to 1 hour, to be equally divided
and controlled, respectively, by the ma-
jority leader and the minority leader or
their designees.

Who yields time?
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

yield control of my time to the Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. LONG).

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana is recognized for
3 minutes.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, notwith-
standing the disappointment shared by
many in this body, Including the chair-
man of the committee, that parts of the
committee-reported bill that we would
like to see enacted cannot become law in
this session of Congress, there yet re-
mains in the bill $7.5 billion in benefits
under social security and public welfare
programs to beneficiaries, to persons who
find it necessary to come to the public
welfare program for assistance, and to
those persons who desire jobs, job train-
ing, and child care, and other opportuni-
ties for a better life.

I think, Mr. President, that this is a
landmark bill, that it is one of the largest
social security-public welfare bills ever
passed in the history of this country. In
fact, it may very well be the largest bill
of its kind in the public welfare and so-
cial security areas, perhaps even more
significant than the medicare bill, so far

O
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as size and the effort to get on with the
job of caring for those who depend upon
our public welfare and our social security
systems are concerned.
,So I hope that the Senate will pass this

bill. I believe that when we review what
remains, we will find that this is a good
bill and a credit to the Senate.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I want to
pay a well-deserved tribute to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
LONG). He has spent long hours on this
bill. In the hearings, he has been emi-
nently fair in every respect, allowing
every member of the committee to pre-
sent his views fully. The work he has
done and the motion he made in com-
mittee in support of the $100 minimum
for social security, which is now a part of
the bill, and the efforts he jpined in
toward raising the benefits by 10 per-
cent, and the other wholesome provi-
sions in the bill, are primarily due to his
diligent work and dedicated efforts for
the people of this country who are served
by the social security, medicare, medi-
caid, and welfare programs of this
country.

I honor him as my chairman of the
committee, I believe he is entitled to the
highest praise of the Senate for the bill
that is now before us and is, I hope,
about to be passed.

Mr. LONG. I thank the Senator from
Oklahoma. I salute him for the effective
work the Senator has done in the com-
mittee, as well as here on the Senate
floor, in regard to matters in which he
was interested. I also believe it is well
to point out that the Senators on the
committee, the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. TALMADGE), the Senator from Utah
(Mr. BENNETT), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. RIBIc0FF), and others, all
made major contributions to the bill that
stands before us. Although there is, of
course, a great deal of room for revision
and debate on the controversial items, I
think the Senate has come forth with an
extremely significant bill and one which
I believe will do the Senate credit.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I join
other Senators in congratulating the dis-
tinguished Senator from Louisiana. It
could almost be said in advance that this
could not be done. The Senator from
Louisiana, in a rare example of subordi-
nating his own feelings and his own deep
convictions, got it done. I think he is
entitled to all the credit we can give him.
Even on the Child Care Corporation on
which we differ, I have never said and
I do not say now that it is not an ingeni-
ous and fresh Idea. I can pledge to the
Senator, for myself, that I will dig into
this matter very, carefully. For all I know,
we may well end up with exactly that. So
that I think the Senator has served the
Senate remarkably well, and I would like
to join my colleagues in paying tribute
to the Senator from Louisiana.

I also join with my colleagues in praise
of those colleagues and staff persons of
both the executive and legislative
branches who worked so hard on the
family assistance plan, and particularly
of Mitchell Ginsburg, former head of the
Human Resources Administration and
now dean of Columbia School of Racial
Work, who so tirelessly made every effort
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to obtain passage this year. It is my hope
that early and favorable consideration
next year will make this year's effort a
fulfilled one both for the individual
worker and for the poor.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
wish to join my colleagues, the Senator
from Oklahoma and the Senator from
New York, in paying tribute to our dis-
tinguished chairman for his work in ac-
complishing legislative results which will
take place momentarily in the passage
of one of the most momentous bills which
will have passed the Senate since 1 be-
came a Member of this body.

I think that the amendments we have
made to the Social Security Act raising
the benefits by 10 percent with a min-
imum of $100 a month can do a great
deal for the needy people of our country.
Also the amendments that raise the ben-
efits to our aged, blind, and the totally
disabled people will be of tremendous
benefit to millions of Americans.

Also a number of amendments in the
field of medicare and medicaid will be
most beneficial to hundreds of thousands
of Americans as well as to the taxpayers
of this country.

In the area of welfare reform, the Sen-
ate Finance Committee adopted amend-
ments which I,offered, that were based
primarily upon the Auerbach Report, a
government-financed study of the work
incentive program. These amendments
will at long last bring some real reform
Into the area of welfare and will offer
training and job opportunities to our peo-
ple to the point that they will have an in-
come and will become taxpayers rather
than beneficiaries of welfare.

I, too, want to pay tribute to our rank-
ing minority member, Senator WILLIAMS
of Delaware, who has made great con-
tributions. The Senator frbm Connecti-
cut (Mr. RIBIc0FF), the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. HANSEN), the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. MILLER), the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. FANNIN), the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS), the Sen-
ator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDERSON),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. GoRE),
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. Mc-
CARTHY), the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
HARTKE), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FULBRIGHT), the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. BYRD), the Senator from Utah
(Mr. BENNETT), the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. CURTIS), and the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. JORDAN) Ofl both sides
of the aisle made major contributions to
this mammoth piece of legislation.

I think it is a landmark in the history
of the Senate.

I congratulate my distinguished chair-
man and all the members of the Finance
Committee who made such valiant con-
trthutlons.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that I be recognized for 5
additional minutes.

The PRESIDrNG OFFICER. Without
objection, It Is so ordered.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield to the
Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the
legislation that we are about to pass has
much In it that is worthwhile.

I must repeat, however, my disappoint-
ment that the family assistance program
did not come to a vote. I believe the Sen-
ate should have been given the oppor-
tunity to vote on the merits of this pro-
posal.

I, too, have the highest praise for the
chairman and the other members of the
Finance Committee for their hard work.

I take a few minutes to pay tribute to
my legislative assistant, Mr. Taggart
Adams, who over the period of a year has
worked so closely with me on the family
assistance program. He has shown ex-
treme dedication and his knowledge cer-
tainly makes us all realize the value of
staff assistance in our work in the Senate.

I would say that no Member of the
Senate knows more about the family as-
sistance program than Mr. Taggart
Adams.

I also pay tribute to Mr. Mitchell Gins-
berg of New York, now dean of Univer-
sity of Columbia School of Social Work,
who really literally worked himself sick
in trying to work out the compromises
necessary to resolve the many differences
which arose in drafting a workable f am-
ily assistance program. Mitchell Gins-
berg deserves the things of everyone's
concern with alleviating the blight of
poverty in the United States. I think it
will be shown that these two men have
been one most responsible for developing
the foundations necessary for the even-
tual passage of family assistance.

Special tribute should also be paid to
the following members of the Depart-
ment of HEW, Under Secretary Jack
Veneman, Deputy Under Secretary Bob
Patricelli, Special Assistant to the Under-
secretary Tom Joe, and Deputy Assistant
Secretary Howard Cohen.

I am confident that early next year the
Senate will have an opportunity to com-
pletely consider and debate the family
assistance program, and I predict that
the family assistance program will be
adopted next year. The men I have
named must be credited with a large part
of this success.

I also point out that, while on the floor
today by a narrow vote, the chairman's
proposal for a child care corporation was
stricken from the bill, it is my personal
opinion that this is one of the most im-
aginative proposals to have come forth
in the entire field of social welfare. Once
it is understood that we are breaking out
from the bureaucracy and treating social
problems, I believe that next year the
Senate will have a better opportunity to
understand the proposal of the Senator
from Louisiana and the Senate will adopt
it.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I join

my colleagues in paying tribute to the
members of the committee, particularly
to the chairman of the committee who
marshalled this bill through to a success-
ful enactment. The Senate bill provides
for a 10-percent increase for those on
social welfare as against a 5-percent pro-
vision by the House.

I would hope that the same kind of in-
genuity, the same kind of acumen and
energy will be exerted in the conference

to have the House go along with the Sen-
ate on a 10-percent increase rather than
5 percent.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from California.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I join
in paying tribute to the chairman of the
committee for the remarkable work he
and the committee have done.

Let me say first to the chairman that
his fairness, tolerance, patience, skill,
and good humor all throughout the con-
sideration of this measure have been tre-
mendous. He has won for himself the un-
dying respect of many Senators for his
performance on this measure.

May I ask the distinguished chairman
a question about section 520 of the pend-
ing measure?

In title V of the bill—the so-called
WIN amendment—the words "special
work projects" are stricken and the
words "public service employment" are
inserted.

Also, there are a number of other ref-
erences in section 520 to "public serv-
ice employment."

I worked very closely with the chair-
man on this matter and with Senator
TALMADGE who offered it in Committee,
and Senator RIBIc0FF, who also has a
great interest in this subject and had
prepared a parallel amendment.

I understand that "Operation Main-
stream" and "New Careers—programs
authorized in part E of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended—
would be included within the public serv-
ice employment intended by the pend-
ing measure.

I would like to read very briefly from
the Economic Opportunity Act, part E,
section 161, a portion of the congressional
finding with respect to the Operation
Mainstream and New Careers programs.

The Congress found that:
These two programs j providing jobs for

the unemployed and low-income persons
leading to broader career opportunities are
uniquely effective; that, in addition to pro-
viding persons assisted with jobs, the key to
their economic independence, these pro-
grams are of advantage to the community at
large in that they are directed at community
beautification and betterment and the im-
provement of health, education, welfare, pub-
lic safety, and other public services;

Am I correct in my assumption that
such programs will be included in the
concept of public service amendment
envisaged by the bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask un-
animous consent that I may have such
time as I require.

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

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor is entirely correct. He will find the
committee report emphasizes and under-
lines what he is saying here, that it is
expected that the Secretary would take
full advantage of these existing programs
in providing public service employment.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the RECORD part E of sec-
tions 161 through 167, the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964, as amended, al-
ready referred to.
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There being no objection, the material

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
PART E—SPEcIAL WORK AND CAREER DEVELOP-

MENT PROGRAMS

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

SEc. 161. The Congress finds that the
Mainstream" program aimed primarily at

the chronically unemployed and the "New
Careers" program providing Jobs for the un-
employed and low-income persons leading
to broader career opportunities are uniquely
effective; that, in addition to providing per-
Sons assisted with jobs, the key to their
economic independence, these programs are
of advantage to the community at large in
that they are directed at community beau-
tification and betterment and the improve-
ment of health, education, welfare, public
safety, and other public services; and that,
while these programs are important and nec-
essary components of comprehensive work
and training programs, there is a need to en-
courage imaginative and innovative use of
these programs, to enlarge the authority to
operate them, and to increase the resources
available for them.

SPECIAL PROGRAMS

SEC. 162. (a) The Director is authorized to
provide financial assistance to public or pri-
vate nonprofit agencies to stimulate and
support efforts to provide the unemployed
with Jobs and the low-income worker with
greater career opportunity. Programs author-
ized under this section shall include the
following:

(1) A special program to be known as
"Mainstream" which involves work activities
directed to the needs of those chronically
unemployed poor who have poor employment
prospects and are unable, because of age,
physical condition, obsolete or inadequate
skills, declining- economic conditions, other
causes of a lack of employment opportunity,
or otherwise, to secure appropriate employ-
ment or training assistance under other pro-
grams, and which, in addition to other serv-
ices provided, will enable such persons to
participate in projects for the betterment
or beautification of the community or
area served by the program, including
without limitation activities which will con-
tribute to the management conservation, or
development of natural resources, recrea-
tional areas, Federal, State, and local govern-
ment parks, highways, and other lands, the
rehabilitation of housing, the Improvement
of public facilities, and the improvement and
expansion of health, education, day care, and
recreation services;

(2) A special program to be known as "New
Careers" which will provide unemployed or
low-income persons with Jobs leading to ca-
reer opportunities, including new types of
careers, in programs designed to improve the
physical, social, economic, or cultural condi-
tion of the community or area served in
fields of public service, including without
limitation health, education, welfare, recre-
ation, day care, neighborhood redevelopment.
and public safety, which provide maximum
prospects for on-the-job training, promo-
tion, and advancement and continued em-
ployment without Federal assistance, which
give promise of contributing to the broader
adoption of new methods of structuring jobs
and new methods of providing job ladder op-
portunities, and which provide opportunitIes
for further occupational training to facilitate
career advancement.

(b) The Director is authorized to provide
financial and other assistance to insure the
provision of supportive and follow-up serv-
ices to supplement programs under this part
including health services, counseling, day
care for children, transportation assistance,
and other special services necessary to assist
individuals to achieve success in these pro-
grams and in employment.

ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATIONS

SEC. 163. The Director shall prescribe reg-
ulations to assure that programs under this
part have adequate internal administrative
controls, accounting requirements, person-
nel standards, evaluation procedures, avail-
ability of in-service training and technical
assistance programs, and other policies as
may be necessary to promote the effective
use of funds.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

SEC. 164. (a) The Director shall not pro-
vide financial assistance for any program
under this part unless he determines, in ac-
cordance with such regulations as he may
prescribe, that—

(1) no participant will be employed on
projects involving political parties, or the
construction, operation, or maintenance of
so much of any facility as is used or to be
used for sectarian instruction or as a place
for religious worship;

(2) the program will not result in the dis-
placement of employed workers or impair
existing contracts for services, or result In
the substitution of Federal for other funds
in connection with the work that would
otherwise be performed;

(3) the rates of pay for time spent in
work-training and education, and other con-
ditions of employment, will be appropriate
and reasonable in the light of such factors
as the type of work, geographical region, and
proficiency of the participant; and

(4) the program will, to the maximum
extent feasible, contribute to the occupa-
tional development and upward mobility of
individual participants.

(b) For programs which provide work and
training related to physical improvements,
preference shall be given to those improve-
ments which will be substantially used by
low-income persons and families or which
will contribute substantially to amenities or
facilities in urban or rural areas having high
concentrations or proportions of low-income
persons and families.

(c) Programs approved under this part
shall, to the maximum extent feasible, con-
tribute to the elimination of artificial bar-
riers to employment and occupational ad-
vancemelit.

(d) Projects tnder this part shall pro-
vide for maximum feasible use of resources
under other Federal programs for work and
training and the resources of the private
sector.

PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS

SEC. 165. (a) Participants in programs
under this part must be unemployed or low-
Income persons. The Director, in consulta-
tion with the Commissioner of Social Secu-
rity, shall establish criteria for low income,
taking Into consideration family size, urban-
rural and farm-nonfarm differences, and
other relevant factors. Any individual shall
be deemed to be from a low-income family if
the family receives cash welfare payments.

(b) Participants must be permanent resi-
dents of the United States or of the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands.

(C) Participants shall not be deemed Fed-
eral employees and shall not be subject to
the provisions of law relating to Federal em-
ployment, including those relating to hours
of work, rates of compensation, leave, un-
employment compensation, and Federal em-
ployment benefits.

EQUITABLE DIs'rRIBtrrION OF ASSISTANCE

SEC. 166. The Director shall establish cri-
teria designed to achieve an equitable dis-
tribution of assistance along the States. In
developing those criteria, he shall consider,
among other relevant factors, the ratios of
population, unemployment, and family in-
come levels. Of the sums appropriated or
allocated for any fiscal year for programs
authorized under this part not more than
121/3 per centuln shall be used within any
one State.
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LIMITATIONS ON PEDERAL ASSISTANCE

SEC. 167. ProgramS assisted under this
part shall be subject to the provisions of
section 131 of-this Act.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Senator
from Georgia and the Senator from Con-
necticut led the fight on this particular
provision. The Senator is correct in his
interpretation of that section.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the
amendment was based primarily upon
the Auerbach report which was financed
with Federal funds. They made their re-
port and neither the Department of HEW
nol' the Labor Department put their re-
commendations into effect.

It was the opinion of the Committee
on Finance that they ought to be put
into effect.

I had offered an amendment making
10 important changes in the work in-
centive program. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Connecticut had offered some
amendments along parallel lines. In com-
mittee, the Senator from Connecticut
very gallantly said:

I think that Senator Talmadge's amend-
ments are better than mine. I think his
amendments should be adopted.

That is what the committee did.
We are hopeful that these amend-

ments will bring some order out of chaos
in the WIN program which was adopted
by the Senate 3 years ago and never
fully implemented.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that my speech of July 20, intro-
ducing my amendment, be printed in the
RECORD at this point in my remarks.

My amendment was submitted as an
amendment to HR. 16311, the Family
Assistance Act passed by the House. How-
ever, when the Finance Committee re-
jected the Family Assistance Plan, I of-
fered my proposal as an amendment to
HR. 17550, the Social Security Amend-
nients of 1970.

There being no objection, the ma-
terial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
SUBMISSION OF AMENDMENT TO H.. 16311

THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE Ac'r
AMENDMENT NO. 788

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President on several
previous occasions I have spoken out against
certain aspects of HR. 16311, the adminis-
tration's Family Assistance Act.

I have expressed doubts about the cost fig-
ures given by the administration.

I have expressed grave reservations about
the work incentive aspects of the bill.

I have shown the weaknesses of the evi-
dence produced by the "New Jersey experi-
ment." which is the only proof that this ad-
ministration has presented to show that its
family assistance plan will work.

On May 14, I introduced an amendment
to change the name of HR. 16311 from "The
Family Assistance Act of 1970" to "The
Welfare Expansion Act of 1970." This was
done to clarify the true issues involved in the
Finance Committee's consideration of this
legislation.

Although the administration's bill has been
widely touted as welfare reform, the thief
characteristic of the bill which passed the
House of Representatives is not welfare re-
form. It is welfare expansion. The most no-
ticeable feature of this legislation 18 to cx-
tend welfare benefits to 16 million additional
Americans.

I had hoped that the revised ver8iOfl of
HR. 16311, which the administration recently
sent back to the Finance Committee, would

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE



S 21336

make meaningful improvements which would
add substance to administration rhetoric.
Unfortunately, I have been disappointed.

The purpose of the amendment I offer to-
day is to strengthen the work incentive, job
training, and job placement features of the
administration bill so that the administra-
tion slogan about "workfare rather than wel-
fare" will have an element of truth.

When President Nixon first announced in
August 1969 that he would seek major wel-
fare legislation, he selected as his major
theme his intention to "turn welfare into
workfare." Listening to the kind of publicity
given to the President's proposals, you would
get the impression that Congress had never
turned its attention to the problems in-
volved in making welfare recipients Inde-
pendent.

As my colleagues in the Senate know, this
Is simply not the case. Eight years ago. Con-
gress passed the Public Welfare Amendments
of 1962, which were aimed at preventing or
reducing dependency by offering rehabili-
tative and other social services to welfare
recipients and other persons likely to become
dependent.

This approach was not sufficient, however.
and as the welfare rolls began increasing at
an accelerated rate, the Committee on Fi-
nance in 1967 designed the work incentive
program which subsequently became law.
I supported the establishment of the work
incentive program at that time, and I still
feel that it Is good basic legislation.

The Labor Department in administering
it, however, has failed to meet the promise
of the legislation to lead welfare recipients
to useful productive lives.

All too often petty Jealousy between the
Labor Department and the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, on the local
as well as the national level, ha undermined
the program's Sound intent, and both De-
partments have generously provided funds
to the National Welfare Rights Organization,
whose stated goal Is to defeat the purposes
of the work incentive program,

The result is understandable. Aithough
there are about 10 million people who receive
welfare In this country. Only about 50,000
are currently enrolled in a work Incentive
program. Inept administration of the WIN
program has made it a dismal failure.

Mr. President, in view of this record of
dismal failure, one wouid think that the
administration would have given highest
priority to strengthening and reforming Job
training and job placement programs in any
proposed welfare reform bill.

But what does the administration's welfare
bill do? It repeals the present program, re-
placing it with vague provisions allowing the
Secretary of Labor to provide any kind of
training he may feel like providing to any
person registered Under the family assistance
plan in whatever order of priority he deems
appropriate.

Since the bill requires the registration of
persons already working full time, the Sec.
retary may decide not to train persons whose
sole income is from welfare, hut only to take
people out of work who are now working
and to train them for other jobs. Because the
bill would extend what amounts to a mili-
tary pay raise to 50.000 military families, the
Secretary of Labor could decide to provide
training only to privates on KP.

The examples I have named may sound
ridiculou8, Mr. President, but this could
happen under the vague language of the
President's welfare bill now pending in the
Senate Committee on Finance.

The past record of the Department of Labor
and the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare in administering the work in-
centive program convinces me that such
ridiculous examples are not beyond the realm
of possibility,

On April 29 and 30, and May 1, the Com-
mittee on Finance began its hearings on the
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President's welfare bill. We recessed them
after 21/a days, after hearing from former
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
Robert Finch, because it became clear that
the administration knew very little about its
bill and its impact.

In fact, today, 2',' months later, the De-
partment is still working on the answers to
questions we raised at the end of April about
the bill. For example, present law has since
July 1969 required States to disregard a por-
tion of earnings in determining need for wel-
fare as a work incentive,

I asked the Secretary on April 29 how many
welfare recipients have benefited from these
earned income disregard provisions, and to
what extent earnings of welfare recipients
have Increased as a result of this provision.
This seemed to me a very basic question in
view of the fact the Department was recom-
mending substantial changes in the earned
income exemption. I found to my surprise
that they had no idea of the answer of this
question. To this date they have not sub.
mltted the answer to my question of 2'/2
months ago, and this is but one of many ex-
amples.

Mr. President, in a way I am sorry we
did not have the chance to interrogate
the Secretary of Labor before the hear-
ings were recessed in the beginning of
May. For if we had questioned him, I am
sure that the Department of Labor would
have taken more seriously the committee's
directive that the bill be rewritten to provide
a meaningful work incentive program.

In looking through the administration's
revised bill, I find that they have made no
substantive change of note in the work in-
centive provisions.

Mr. President. the Labor Department last
year contracted with Auerbach Corp. to re-
view and evaluate operations under the work
incentive program. That firm conducted on-
site visits in cities and reviewed the pro-
grams-there in depth. The report of the Auer-
bach Corp. states that:

"The basic idea of WIN is workable—though
some aspects of the legislation require modi-
fication."

The Auerbach report details the adminis-
trative, and in some cases legislative changes
which are needed in the light of experience
to improve the sound legislation Congress
enacted in 1967.

Unfortunately, the administration has
largely ignored the conclusions of the Auer-
bach report and has gone off in another di-
rection in the legislative proposals it has in-
corporated in both the original welfare bill
and in the administration revision.

Today, Mr. President, I am submitting an
amendment to the welfare bill designed to
improve the present work incentive program
along the lines that experience has shown
are necessary. I would like to Outline here
what my amendment'wouid do.

First, it would mandate coordlnatlon be-
tween the Departments of Labor and Health,
Education, and Welfare on the national, re-
gional and local levels. Today, certain regu-
lations of the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare on the work incentive pro-
gram confict with regulations of the Depart-
ment of Labor. My amendment would re-
quire that all regulations on the work its-
centive program be issued Jointly by both
agencies, and that they be issued within 6
months of enactment of the bill.

Second, it requires that a Joint HEW-Labor
committee be set up to assure that forms,
reports, and other matters are handled con-
sistently between the two departments. It
Is imperative that the work incentive pro-
gram be operated under one set or guide-
lines, policies, and administrative procedures.

Third, under present law the welfare
agency is supposed to prepare an employ-
ability plan for each appropriate case and
make referraLs to the Department of Labor.
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The Department of Labor is then to prepare
an employability plan and place the indi-
vidual in employment', on-the-job training,
institutional training, or public service em-
ployment. Problems have arisen in this proc-
ess.

In some cases, the welfare agency has not
referred sufficient numbers of persons, while
in other cases they have referred too many
persons, without first arranging for the sup-
portive services, such as day care, needed for
the welfare recipient to participate in the
work incentive program. Due to lack of co-
ordination between the welfare agency and
the Labor Department, persons have some-
times been referred who do not match the
training or employment opportunities avail-
able in the area.

My amendment would solve this problem
by requiring the welfare agency to set up a
unit with the responsibility of arranging for
supportive services so that the welfare re-
cipients may participate in the work incen-
tive program. Furthermore, it would require
that the welfare agency and the Labor De-
partment on the local level enter into a Joint
agreement on an operational plan—that is,
the kinds of training they will arrange for,
the kinds of job development the Labor De-
partment will undertake, and the kinds of
Job opportunities both agencies will have to
prepare persons for during the period cov-
ered by the plan. In addition, both agencies
will Jointly develop employability plans for
individuals, consistent with the overall op-
erational plan, which will assure that indi-
viduals will receive the necessary supportive
services and preparation for employment
without unnecessary waiting.

Fourth, on-the-Job training and public
service employment have been virtually non-
existent under the work incentive program
as administered by the Department of Labor.
Instead, that Department has spent most of
the work incentive program appropriations
on institutional training, which often did not
lead to employment, particularly in today's
rising unemployment. What is lacking is Job
development, through utilization of both on-
the-Job training with private employers, and
public service employment.

My amendment would require that 40 per-
cent of the funds spent under the work in-
centive program appropriation be for on-the-
job training and public service employment.
If at least this amount is not spent on pro-
grams which in effect guarantee placement,
it seems to me that we are wasting money
if we spend it on institutional training.

Fifth, as an incentive for employers in the
private market to hire individuals who are
placed in their employment through the
work incentive program, my amendment
would provide a tax credit equal to 20 per-
cent of the wages and salaries of these indi-
viduals. The credit would apply to wages
paid to these employees during their first 12
months of employment. The tax credit would
be recaptured .1 the employer terminated the
employment of the individual during the
first 12 months of his employment or before
the end of the following 12 months. This
recapture provision would not apply if the
employee became disabled or left work
voluntarily.

This tax incentive approach Is an adapta-
tion of a bill I have Introduced previously,
S. 3156, the Employment Opportunity Act of
1969. That bill provides for a tax credit for
job training and for employees who are hired
from a work incentive program.

The tax incentive is a key provision of
my amendment. No work incentive or Job
training program can ever be successful un-
less we have the full cooperation of private
business interests. In many cases, welfare
reciplents will be very poor employment
risks. They will need a great deal of costly
training and special consideration before
they can achieve full productivity. It is un-
fair and unrealistic to expect a profit-moti-
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vated businessman to undertake this re-
sponsibility without some compensation.
My tax Incentive provision Is designed to
bridge the gap between a government pro-
gram and productive employment.

Sixth, my amendment would simplify
funding arrangements for public service em-
ployment under the work incentive program
by providing 100 percent Federal funding for
the first year, and a 90-percent Federal shar-
ing of the costs in subsequent years.

Seventh, my amendment would establish
clear priority among persons registering for
employment and training by requiring the
Secretary of Labor to accord priority in the
following order:

First. Unemployed fathers;
Second. Dependent children and relatives

age 16 and over who are not In school, work-
Ing, or in training;

Third. Mothers who volunteer for par-
ticipation;

Fourth. Individuals working full-time
who wish to participate; and

Fifth. All other persons.
My amendment would not require persons

working full time to register for employ-
ment and training, although they could
volunteer to upgrade their skills if they
wished. Under my amendment, no mother
would be required to undergo work and train-
ing until every single person who volunteered
for work and training was first placed. The
evidence shows that there are many more
persons who wish to participate voluntarily
than the program can reasonably handle in
the foreseeable future.

Eighth, my amendment would require, on
a State-by-State basis, that at least 15 per-
cent of the registrants for the work Incen-
tive program be enrolled in the program
each year. If the State falls below this level,
Federal matching for State supplementary
payments would be reduced.

Ninth, operations under the work incen-
tive program have often failed to meet the
objective of the program because too little
attention was paid to the actual labor market
conditions and requirements in the geo-
graphic area. My amendment would require
the establishment of local labor-market ad-
visory councils whose function it would be
to Identify present and future local labor-
market needs. The findings of this council
would serve as the basis for the work in-
centive program operational plans on the
local level.

Finally, my amendment would specify that
appropriations for the work incentive pro-
gram be allocated among the States in pro-
portion to the number of registrants for em-
ployment and training in the States.

Mr. President, my amendment would make
basic and fundamental changes in the work
incentive provisions of the President's family
assistance plan. However, it would not solve
all the problems that Inherent in HR. 16311.
I know that other members of the Finance
Committee have their own ideas as to how to
correct some of the deficiencies and the in.-
equities in the administration's revised bill.
We will resume hearings on the family as-
sistance plan tomorrow.

I would not care to predict whether the
FamilT Assistance Act will receive the ap-
proval of the Finance Committee and -the
Senate during the current session. I do, how-
ever, want to emphasize that I consider my
amendment vital, whether we have a family
assistance plan this year or In the distant
future.

No one is more aware than I that the Gov-
ernment has a responsibility to provide for
Individuals who are unable to care for them-
selves—the aged, blind, disabled, and the
very young. My legislative record in this ses-
sion and in past sessions of Congress will
show that I have consistently supported and
sometimes introduced measures to benefit
this group.

However, I feel equally strong that we can
never solve the social problems of this Nation
by guaranteeing able-bodied Individuals a
minimum standard of living. The chief
thrust of any reform effort must be directed
at providing job training and job placement
for those Individuals who are able and willing
to work.

Mr. President, I believe that this amend-
nient will provide a constructive alternative
to the very deficient provisions in the welfare
bill before the Finance Committee.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, the
Senator from Georgia has been very
helpful and tremendously cooperative on
this important aspect of the bill. I am
most grateful to him.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, all
the members of the committee deserve
the praise in this case, My ainendment.s
were adopted unanimously. The staff of
the Finance Committee as well as my
own staff have worked diligently for
months on this matter. I offered these
amendments hoping to bring some order
out of chaos. The Committee on Finance
adopted them unanimously without any
change whatever.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I con-
firm the comments of the Senator from
Louisiana and the Senator from Georgia.
We were disturbed in the Finance Com-
mittee over the fact that the WIN pro-
gram was not successful and was not
being utilized. The estimates of the De-
partment of Labor were much lower than
should have been the case. The provisions
in the bill provide that at least 40 per-
cent of the funds be spent for public
service jobs or on job training with some
meaning of the interpretation of the
definition read by the Senator from Cali-
fornia with respect to the concept of pub-
lic service jobs.

We would hope the Labor Department
would really become interested and be-
come involved in public service jobs and
on-the-job training so there would be
meaningful reason to move people out of
welfare, and not into dead end jobs.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I wish
to express my thanks to the Senator from
Connecticut for his leadership in this
area and open-mindedness and courtesy
throughout.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I join
Senators in paying tribute to our dis-
tinguished chairman, the Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. LONG). He has been very
courteous and fair with all members of
the committee. He has so conducted him-
self on the floor of the Senate.

It seems to me 1 can never recall a
case where a chairman has gone to such
lengths to complete a bill and waive
points in it which he personally desired
very much. There were provisions in the
bill as reported by the committee in
which my distinguished chairman was
very much interested. Yet in order that
the bill might advance and in order that
our social security beneficiaries might
have an Increase in benefits now, he
waived those provisions—not for other
provisions in the bill, but because of the
threat of floor amendments. I think he Is
to be commended for that.

I personally wish to thank the chair-
man for his kindness to me. I also would

like to include praise for the distin-
guished Senator from Delaware (Mr.
WILLIAMS) who is retiring. Had the Sen-
ate followed the lead of the chairman of
the Committee on Finance and the rank-
ing minority member (Mr. WILLIAMS)
this matter could have been disposed of
days ago and we could have moved nearer
completion of our business and restora-
tion of the respect of the country.

Again I wish to pay tribute to our fine
staff for their dedicated work, long
hours, professional competence and I
know they will be called upon for a great
deal of intensive and difficult work and
long hours as we approach the confer-
ence on the bill.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator.

I yield to the Senator from Iowa.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa Is recognized.
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I thank

the distinguished Senator from Lou-
isiana. I wish to join with other Senators
on the committee In extending apprecia-
tion and praise to him for the excellent
job he has done in managing this very
important bill. Like all important pieces
of legislation to come before the Senate,
there are some things in the bill which
we like and there are some things in the
bill which we do not like.

To me one of the most serious defects
in the bill is the fact that the $100 mini-
mum social security is to be funded out
of the social security trust fund. As I
pointed out on the floor previously this
means that the relatively low-income
wage earners who are trying to maintain
their families are going to be paying so-
cial security taxes to make up for the
lack of taxes paid by so many of these
recipients of the $100 minimum.

There Is no question that many of
those $100 minimum recipients need the
money, but that money should come
from the general fund of the Treasury
and not out of the hides of the low-
income people who are paying taxes.
That causes a very serious minus in the
bill.

I am also disappointed that the bill
does not contain something covering ca-
tastrophic illness, disease, and injury.
The Senator from Louisiana offered
what I thought was a reasonable ap-
proach to this serious problem, one we
should have faced up to and taken action
on even before action on medicare and
medicaid.

As I said in the debate on medicare, I
can become more concerned about a man
35 years of age who Is taken with mul-
tiple sclerosis than with someone who
happens to be over 65 who may be a
wealthy Individual. The Senate has not
faced up to that serious problem.

The Senator from Louisiana did his
best to meet that situation. I compli-
ment him on his statesmanship In being
willing to delete this very important
provision in order to get on with the job
of the social security bill.

But Mr. President, the most unprece-
dented and most important feature of
the bill is the automatic increase In so-
cial security benefits to keep pace with
increases in the cost of living.
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The Senate will recall that in 1982, we
took such action with respect to civil
service retirees. That is what gave me
the idea to introduce, and I believe it was
for the first time, a proposal in 1963 to
provide for automatic increases.in social
security benefits to keep pace with in-
creases in the cost of living. I said at the
time I introduced this.proposal that if
we did that in 1962, for civil service re-
tirees, we should do it for social security
beneficiaries. I introduced that proposal
again in 1965, in 1967, and in 1969.

Thanks to the attention and the hard
work on the part of some of my col-
leagues and a number of the senior citi-
zens' organizations around the country,
this proposal has been increasing in its
bipartisanship and support. Last year
President Nixon was the first President
in the history of this country to recom-
mend such a proposal to Congress. I
think it is a great thing that we now have
this pretty well locked into law because
the House bill does contain the basic ele-
ments of the automatic increase pro-
vision.

There ar a few differences over the
financing, but I am sure those can be
handled in conference. So, Mr. President,
above everything in this bill, I think this
is of utmost importance. I have talked to
a great many older people, not only In my
State, but all around the country, and If
there is one priority they want, it Is some
assurance that if infiaticn is going to
take over and diminish tbe purchasing
power of their benefits, that there would
be some automatic way of enabling them
to roll with the punch of inflation so
they would not be hit with hardship.

It is true that over the years Congress
periodically has increased social security
benefits so that over a period of years
we might say we have caught up to in-
flation; but the fact rem7iris that during
the Interim literally billions of dollars
have been taken away from social se-
curity beneficiaries because of inflation,
and these losses have not been covered
by Congress when we finally got around
to increasing benefits.

In connection with my concern over
the $100 minimum, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be printed in the Record
excerpts from my separate views which
are printed on page 447 of the committee
report.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD,
as follows:

SEPARATx VIEWS 0? MR. MILLER
S S S S

Second, the Increase in the minimum so-
cial security benefits from the present $64
per month to $100 per month at an annual
cost of $1.5 billion to the social security trust
fund is inequitable. Acting Impulsively on
the simplistic plea that "no one can live on
Sixty four dollars a month", the Senate last
December adopted such an amendment to
the Tax Reform Act of 1969. This was quickly
disposed of by the House Conferees during
the conference on the bill who noted that a
large number of the recipients of the social
security minimum already receive benefits
from one or two other pensions—civil service
retirement, state and local retirement, or pri-
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vate corporation retirement; and that state
old age assistance payments prevent anyone
from having to live on $64 per month. Instead
of applying the proposed 10 percent increase
in social security benefits across the boards
to include the present minimum, which
would mean an Increase from $64 to $70.40
per month, the bill provides an increase in
the minimum to $100—regardless of need—
at a cost to the taxpayers of $1.5 billion per
year.

Worse yet, this $1.5 billion plus also the
amount needed to cover a 10 percent increase
in the minimum would be paid for by those
paying social security taxes into the social
security trust fund. Inasmuch as those who
receive the "minimum" have not paid taxes
sufficient to cover their benefits, the load Is
thrown on those who are already paying
taxes sufficient to cover their benefits. In
short, most of the minimum social security
benefits provided by the bill represents wel-
fare—not tax paid insurance. It should,
therefore, be paid out of the general fund
of the Treasury. Moreover, as welfare, the
payments should be made on the basis of
need, taking into account other resources of
the recipient.

The bill makes no attempt to order our
priorities. Instead, it contains all major so-
cial security proposals—the 10 percent in-
crease, the increase to $100 in the minimum,
and coverage of catastrophic illness and dis-
ease. It would seem that the single most
urgent action to be taken—one that should
have been taken long ago, before medicare
and medicaid—is coverage of catastrophic
illness and disease. Also, it is only fair to
bring social security benefits into line with
increases in the cost of living which have
occurred since benefits were last increased.
It would appear that this would fall some-
where between the 5 percent increase pro-
vided by the House and the 10 percent in-
crease provided by the Senate Finance Com-
mittee. The increase in the "minimum"—
particularly the $1.5 billion needed to go
beyond a cost-of-living increase—is in-
equitable and excessive.

Those who would be paying the bill should
know what lies in store for them. The tax
base would be raised from $7,800 to $9,000,
with the following rate changes:

TAX RATES ON BOTH EMPLOYER AND EMPLOYEE

tie percentj

Under the bill
Under Under without $100

Year present law the bill minimum

TAX RATES ON SELF-IMPLOYED PERSONS

1970
1971

6.9
7.5 7.4 7.3

1972 7.5 7.7 7.6
1973—74 7.65 7.8 7.7
1975 7.65 '8.35 '8.35
1976—79 7.7 '8.35 '8.35
1980-85 7.8 '8.5 '8.5

I Additional costs of cash beneFits are borne by employer.
employee too revenue because 017 percent limitalioc on tax for
Underwriting cash benefits. Excess ever 7 percent is attributable
to financing medicare and calaslroptric coverage.

Applying these various rates to the "max-
imum" tax base of $7,800 (under present
law) and $9,000 under the bill would result
In the following maximum tax:

Year
Under

present law
Under

the bill

Under the bill
without $100

nsinimum

1970 $374.40
1971 405. 60 $468. 00 $459. 00
1972 405.60 495.00 486.00
1973—74 440. 70 504. 00 495. 00
1975 440.70 571.50 571.50
1976—79 444.60 571.50 571.50
1980-85 452.40 630.00 630.00

1970
i97l

$538.20
585.00 $666.00 $657.00

1972 585.00 693.00 684.00
1973—74 596. 70 702.00 693.60
1975 596.70 751.50 75i.50
1976—79 600.60 751.50 751.50
1980- 05 608. 40 765. 00 765.00

Although I believe that most people will be
willing to pay increased taxes to assure cost-
of -living increases in social security benefits.
a reasonable degree of medicare coverage, and
coverage under the catastrophic illness and
disease program, we have reached the point of
a taxpayers'. revolt against tax increases
which are used to fund low-priority and un-
necessary, untimely, or Inequitable social se-
curity benefits.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator from
Wyoming.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished chairman of the
committee.

I think it would be redundant to repeat
what has been so beautifully said already
about the great job that has been done
by our chairman and by the staff.

I do want to take this occasion to note
the great contribution that has been
made by the distinguished Senator from
Delaware, who Is retiring by his own
choice from the Senate and this commit-
tee at this time.

I suspect that I share the feelings that
everyone else in the country does over
the failure of this Congress to get Into
welfare reform, but I am not certain at
all that some of the proposals that were
made would have achieved the objectives
that were spelled out by tile President of
the United States—objectives to which I
suspect we could all subscribe.

In this regard, I think the contribution
that has been made by our great and
loved friend from Delaware (Mr. WIL-
LIAMs) may be significant as the years
roll along.

I am especially appreciative of the
great job our chairman has done in hear-
ing this matter, in seeing that everyone
who had a contribution to make was
given an opportunity to ha'e his say.

I hope that as we approach the com-
ing session we will be able to examine
more closely and to know better before-
hand what would result from some pro-
posals we have had before us before they
become the law of the land.

I remember what the distinguished
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Riax-
coFF) said some time ago, when he said
had he knpwn then what he now knows,
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1970
1971
1972
1973—74
1975
1976-79
1980-85

4.8
5.2 5.2 5.1
5.2 5.5 5.4
5.65 5.6 5.5
5.65 6.35 6.35
5.7 6.35 6.35
5.8 7.0 7.0
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be would never have recaminended the
medicare and medicaid piograins that
this country now has without their first
having been tried out. I sa we ought
to take this same approach with family
assistance.

I thank the distinguishd Senator for
yielding to me.

Mr. LONG. I thank the distinguished
Senator. May I say, in SUPPOrt of what
ii0 Senator ha.s said, the distinguished
Senator from Delaware brought to the
attention of the committee, and also the
Senate, a great number of problems that
had not been considered when the bill
passed the House of Representatives. I
am positive that when act on a more
comprehensive welfare reform, the deep
insight that was evidenced by the Sena-
tor from Delaware will reflect itself in
our final decision. As he painted out,
while the plan sent to us looked pretty
good on paper if one considered only the
cash assistance program, if you looked
at the other social welfare programs—
food stamps, public housing medicaid,
and child care—in terms of a welfare re-
cipient's incentive to work, then a plan
had seemed on its face to make good
sense did not make much sense at all. It
was that contribution frcm the Senator
from Delaware which I thnk will even-
tually result in a better bifl.

I would like to mention also the ardu-
ous and long hours put in by the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. ANDERSON, whose tme
spent in the committee roam I believe
was exceeded only by that of the Senator
from Delaware and, perhaps that of the
chairman. Senator ANDERSON put in a
fantastic number of hours working on
this bill, and I am sure all the members
of the committee appreciate his contrib-
utions to it. He is not present at this
moment, but I certainly want to men-
tion the fine contributions he made.

I yield to the distingushed Senator
from Arizona (Mr. FANNIN).

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President I join in
the tributes being paid to our distin-
guished chairman for his fairness, equity,
and patience. I concur in the accolades
that have been paid to him. I especially
want to extend my thanks to him for
the consideration iso gave mc and the
many proposals I macic, especially on the
conservation of jobs in this Nation of
ours, his ability to relate to those prob-
lems, with the long experience he has
had on the committee.

I certainly commend him on the way
he handles the committee, keeping
everything moving along, being patient,
and still stern in his desire and demand
that we accomplish our objectives. I, too,
commend him for the teamwork he has
displayed, working with the distin-
guished senior Senator from Delaware,
who will now be leaving us, which will
be a great loss, A very line ierson will be
caking over as the ranking minority
member. We have had the complete co-
operation of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
BE!NETT) throughout the years he has
Isceis on the committee.

We have a tremendous task ahead, and
our chairman recognizes that. I know he
has agreed to have hearings on several
subjects in which I am involved and,
which I think are very important to the

future of the Nation. His recognition of
the problems has been of great help to us.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on passage.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. 000DELL. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield me a few minutes?
Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the Sen-

ator from New York.
THE NEED FOR FAMILY ASSISTANCE

Mr. 000DELL. Mr. President, the fic-
tional honorable Senator from South
Carolina, Seab Cooley, well summed up
in one of Allen Drury's works the prob-
lems which we have had with the fam-
ily assistance plan and social security.
He said that—

What worries me about that. office I Is thati
a man can get to balancing so many

things against so many other things that
son-ietinses all he does is balance. He never
does really move . . . forward: he's too busy
balancing, worrying about what this lone's I
going to say or that lone'sl going to think.
Sometimes you have to go straight aheed
and say damn them all.

Indeed, we have balanced. We have
balanced so judiciously, so protractedly,
so well tl'mat we have balanced ourselves—
although necessarily so, at this point—
right out of the opportunity to pass the
most crucial domestic legislation which
the President has proposed. In so pro-
crastinating, in so abandoning once
again the wretched and the poor, we
have confirmed their notion that they
are, in Ralph Ellison's term, the "in-
visible men" of this Nation—those whose
needs it is all too easy and costless to
consign to the ambiguity of the next
Congress, or to oblivion.

There is, Mr. President, a dangerous
new phenomenon in this country, a phe-
nomenon which is perpetuated and aug-
mented by our failure to pass the fam-
ily assistance plan this session. As there
was in ancient Rome at the beginnings
of its decline, there is here an underclass
of, if you will, "proles"—a forgotten class
of people to whom few respond, and
about whose anxieties fewer still truly
care. One sees it in the ghettos in my
State—the vacant stare, sometimes the
feral stare, of the teenager on the stoop
who has dropped out of school, whose
family is in dissolution, who has per-
ceived oniy poverty and passivity all his
life—the child and the teenager who hts
a past which he wishes only to repress,
a future he has no motivation to ailect.
This is the child who becomes addicted
to narcotics because he feels the need
to withdraw from the only painful world
he knows, the child who believes—in a
vicious self-fulfilling prophecy—that he
will gi'ow UP to become nothing, the child
who can have no dreams.

As bad as our present welfare crisis is,
it will become far, far worse, for this un-
derclass without hope will mature to
swell the ranks of the impoverished, o
swell the ranks of those who look upon
what we see as the comfortable world
through windows of despair. They will
have children, and their children will
have children, in a seemingly never-end-
ing cycle that expands the number of
those who are shut out from society as
we know it.

Although the President's family assist-
ance plan is inadequate in many respects,

it does represent the first step toward
meeting that crisis of hopelessness. It is
a step toward providing that underclass
with the social services requisite to bring-
ing its members to the point that they
can begin to be motivated to improve
themselves. It is a step toward dignify-
ing and helping the working poor, those
yeomen of the American mythology who
are now motivated to make it within our
free enterprise labor market, and who
are suffering for their efforts to meet our
ideal and to feed their childi'en.

FAP represents, in short, a beginning
toward restoration of the impoverished
into the society of those who can dream,
those who dare hope, those who will find
the strength to risk job training and
work. It is a beginning toward a trans-
formation of that underclass into mem-
bers of society.

It is, then, essential that the next Con-
gress make up its collective mind, for
good and all, that we cannot in consci-
ence allow hunger in this land, that we
cannot allow 5-year-olds in the ghettoes
of Harlem and the hollows of Appalachia
to attend miserable schools in clothes so
tattered as to leave them exposed to the
cold of the elements and the derision of
their classmates, M income supplemen-
tation bill must be passed in the next
Congress, and I pledge—albeit from the
sidelines—to do my best to help bring
that about.

Our existing welfare system has failed
us. It discriminates among the poor,
aiding some and ignoring others In a
wholly arbitrary fashion. It provides
incentives only for idleness, dependence
and family breakup. Designed to save
money instead of saving people, it tragi-
cally ends by doing neither.

The present welfare structure leaves
the amount of welfare benefits wholly to
the discretion of the States and localities.
This has created a crazy patchwork, In
which benefit levels range from a high
of $70 per month per child in New York
City to the shockingly low figure of $10
per month per child in Mississippi. Those
States and localities that take their re-
sponsibilities seriously are penalized by
high welfare costs and growing welfare
rolls, Those States and localities that do
not, are rewarded by low welfare costs
and succeed in exporting their poor.

The principal existing Federal welfare
program—known as aid to families with
dependent children—is designed only to
assist the unemployed mother who heads
a family. It penalizes families that are
intact. It ignores the working poor—those
eight million men, women and children
who live in families headed by someone
who works all year-round, but does not
earn a livable income. These are the
families that have accepted American
middle-class values, that have tried to
follow the vision of Horatio Alger, but
have not received their just due.

The President's family assistance plan
would for the first time, create a feder-
ally established and federally financed
minimum welfare assistance level. It thus
recognizes the essential principle that a
destitute person should be entitled to a
nationally prescribed minimum of assist-
ance, no matter where he lives. And It
recognizes that only the Federal Gov-
ernment has the fiscal resources to carry
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the main burden of welfare aid—that
Etates and localities simply lack the re-
sources to provide for their poor.

The President's plan is designed to aid
intact families and families of the work-
ing poor. It makes a family's need the
crherion of assistance. Instead of penal-
iing those that work, it creates new work
incentives.

These are far-reaching reforms. They
are reforms of which the President can
be justly proud.

I am convinced, however, that rtill
more must be done if we are to create a
welfare system that is workable and fair.
Welfare reform must build upon the
President's proposals; it must, however,
go beyond them to create a true sys-
tem of national income maintenance.

The administration proposal sets the
Federal minimum welfare payment at
$1,600 per year for a family of four.

This is inadequate.
It Is less than all but five of the ooorest

States are providing under the present
State-operated welfare system.

It is less than half of the amount the
Social Security Administration defines as
the "poverty level"—which is just under
$3,800 per year for a family of four.

This $3,755 "poverty level" figure con-
stitutes the barest minimum needed for
subsistence. It is calculated on the basis
of the Department of Agriculture's econ-
omy food plan which according to the
Department, is designed only for tem-
porary emergency use, and is not a rea-
sonable measure of the basic money
needs for a good diet.

The respected Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics has calculated a substantially
higher poverty line figure—a little over
$7,183 per year for a family of four. This
is a more realistic estimate of the amount
actually needed for subsistence.

I believe we can do no less than to set
the Federal minimum welfare payment at
the $3,744 line. That is not a generous
figure. It is barely an adequate one. By
going below this amount, there is clear
danger of consigning welfare families to
malnutrition, inadequate clothing, slum
housing—in short, to the most serious
poverty and want.

The administration plan covers only
families with minor children. Childless
couples and single individuals- are ex-
cluded. Still more Incongruous, a couple
with a 17-year-old child would lose their
benefits the day the child turns 18.

There is no justification for such dis-
crimination among the poor. All per-
sons below the poverty line should be
eligible for assistance, regardless of their
marital or family status.

The Federal Government should as-
sume the administration of the welfare
system and operate it on the pattern of
the social security system—with written
applications, automatic mailing of pay-
ments, and audit or spot cheeks for en-
forcement purposes. State welfare agen-
cies should be relieved of their role as
welfare policemen, and allowed to per-
form their proper function of counsel-
ing and assisting needy individuals.

The administration bill requires all
welfare recipients, save those specifically
exempt, to accept "suitable" work when-

ever available, as determined by the
Labor Department.

This is as impractical as it is offensive.
A similar work requirement has been

in existence under the work incentive
program—WIN—of 1967, and it has been
a spectacular failure. Of 600,000 welfare
recipients that qualified under this pro-
gram by last year, only 100,000 were re-
ferred for mandatory work or training—
and only 30,000, or 5 percent, actually
found jobs or training programs.

In a time of rising unemployment, the
prospects of success of a mandatory work
requirement are still more remote. Laws
cannot force ,ieople to take jobs, if jobs
are not available.

A work requirement is demeaning. If
job openings are perceived as being
worthwhile in terms of the income and
the personal satisfactions they provide,
they will be filled voluntarily. If not, then
we should be changing the nature of the
openings available. Dead-end jobs inevi-
tably result in high turnover, and no legal
compulsion can change that fact.

Above all, a work requirement punishes
children for the actions ol their parents.
It means that if the in.q,her refuses to
work, the child will receive no aid, will
be brought up in the direst poverty, and
will ultimately become incapable of work-
ing himself.

In January 1968, President Johnson
appointed a distinguished President's
Commission on Income Maintenance, un-
der the chairmanship of Ben Heineman,
president of Chicago's Northwest Indus-
tries. That Commission, with the aid of
an outstanding staff, reported to Presi-
dent Nixon in November 1969. Its report
was headlined in the New York Times,
and hailed by virtually every academic
expert in the field. Unfortunately, the
report appeared after the administration
plan had already been made public. As
a result, it was shelved by the adminis-
tration and never introduced in the Con-
gress.

The plan proposed by the Heineman
Commission seeks the administration's
objectives while meeting the shortcom-
ings of the administration bill.

The Heineman plan moves toward a
minimum income maintenance standard
based on the poverty level. It eliminates
the categorical structure of the present
system, and provides universal coverage
of all impoverished persons. It Federal-
izes the welfare system and abandons
the discredited inquisitorial concept of
welfare. It provides a work incentive by
allowing recipients to retain a part of
their earned income, without imposing a
harsh and unrealistic work requirement.

The Heineman proposal provides for
an annual adjustment of Federal income
maintenance levels, designed to reflect
the changes in the cost of living. It elim-
inates the food stamp program—with
its demeaning separate food lines at gro-
cery stores—and substitutes the cash
needed to buy food. It provides emer-
gency relief for individuals struck by
personal disasters and makes special
provisions for those who earn seasonally
eratic incomes. None of these features
are found in the administration bill.

The Heineman Commission recom-
mended that the Federal minimum wel-

fare payment Initially set at $2,400 per
year for a family of four. This is some-
what less than halfway between the ad-
ministration's clearly inadequate pay-
ment of $1,600 per year and the Social
Security Administration's poverty line
figure of just below $3,800 per year.

The $2,400 figure is an arbitrary one,
arrived by the Commission in recognition
of budgetary constraints. The Commis-
sion recommended that the Federal min-
imum payment be increased to the pov-
erty level by 1975.

It is my belief that any income sup-
plementation plan passed should pro-
vide an immediate maintenance level at
the poverty line, and should establish as
a national objective income maintenance
at the Bureau of Labor Statistics' low-
cost subsistence line.

It should, moreover, include cost-of-
living escalator based upon the annual
movement of this country's national me-
dian family income, which is currently
calculated by the Bureau of the Census.
In accordance with the proposal of the
distinguished Senator from Iowa (Mr.
MILLER), it should incorporate variations
pursuant to regional cost-of-living fluc-
tuations, which can be ascertained by
the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

It should, finally, incorporate author-
ization for payments to family units to
meet special needs of a unique or non-
recurring nature, which needs are caused
by temporary or unusual circumstances
that render the unit unable to attain
or maintain a decent standard of living
from the basic allowance. Those needs
should include but not be limited to the
cost of clothing and furniture needed to
bring the unit up to a decent standard
at the time that it or any member there-
of first becomes eligible for payments,
the costs of replacing losses caused by
fire, flood, or other natural disaster, and
the costs of meeting special medical, nu-
tritional, or instructional needs which
are not provided for under title XIX of
the Social Security Act.

In accordance with the incentive sug-
gested by both the Heineman Commission
and the President's family assistance
plan, a work incentive ought to be pro-
vided by a negatively graduated mar-
ginal tax rate for all those whose income
is below the BLS low-cost level. If such
a work incentive is sufficiently negatively
graduated—if the tax rate concentrates
upon providing a 50 percent incentive to
those below the poverty line and provides
a steeply decreasing incentive to those
above that line but below the BLS line—
then the cost of an income supplementa-
tion plan similar to that of the Heineman
Commission comes out approximately
equal to to that of the family assistance
plan.

it is essential, moreover, that any in-
come maintenance plan passed provide
sufficient day care services so that those
recipients who choose to work or to train
for a Job are not faced with the con-
straint of a child left alone in the home.
That day care should not be simply cus-
todial, of no benefit to the child, but
should mandatorialy include an educa-
tional component pursuant to the mini-
mum standard of the Federal inter-
agency day care requirements.
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CONCLUSION

Karl Jaspers has said that,
There exists between human beings—be-

cause they are human beings—a solidarity
through which everyone shares the respon-
sibility for every injustice that is committed
in the world. If I do not do all I can to pre-
vent it, I share the guilt.

The decision which we as a Nation will
have to make in the next 2 years is
whether, under the guise of budgetary
constraints, we will accept either no in-
come maintenance legislation at all or an
administration bill that is admittedly
inadequate to sustain living human be-
ings, or whether we will shoot for the
ideal. We have become afraid, in this
country, to really care, because to really
care has become unfashionable and
rather laughable; and also, of course, be-
cause to really care would impose upon
us the necessity of acting in support of
the things we really care for. It is in-
cumbent upon us, nonetheless, to refuse
to step back, to be cool, to accept the
argwnent that there is just so much we
can do. It is our responsibility, indeed, to
care and to shoot for the ideal, to fulfill
that sacred obligation of which Jaspers
speaks.

Despite the interest group conflicts,
notwithstanding the political implica-
tions of passage or nonpassage of the
family assistance plan, the fact is that
there is an underclass of the impov-
erished in this country, and that we
have responsibility not only as legisla-
tors, but also as human beings, to do
something about it. Let me conclude with
the very opposite feelings of a fictional
presidential candidate in Eugene Bu.r-
dick's "The 480":

We are told constantly, endlessly until
we sicken of it, that 'things are compli-
cated" ... Of course things are complicated.
We can, If we wish, infatuate ourselves with
complexity. We can fondle it in our hands,
adore It, dazzle ourselves with it. But, in the
end, we must realize that every situation can
be reduced to a simple decision: Do we act
or not? I! yes, in what ways?

I trust that in the coming Congress we
will get to work early. I commend all
those who worked on this complicated
legislation, and I trust that next year
there will be established the principle of
income maintenance, the principle that
we are going to take care of the wretched
and the poor in this country. I commend
to my colleagues that task, because I
know they all desire this. It is going to
be difficult.

I hope next year my colleagues will not
find themselves trying to deal with it in
December. If they deal with it in Janu-
ary, by December they should have a
final product.

Mr. SCOT'F. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER)
such time as he may desire.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I shall not
unduly delay the Senate. I have a series
of questions I would like to put to the
distinguished chairman, if I might. I am
not a member of the Finance Committee.
I have followed the debate and the col-
loquy with Interest during the several
days this bill has been under considera-
tion.

I might say, as a preliminary to the
first question, that I approve tl thrust

and the design of the bill, especially as
it relates to the automatic benefit in-
crease section. A matter of parenthetical
interest to the junior Senator from Ten-
nessee is that this is an item that I have
long favored, and in fact espoused 4 years
ago when I ran for the Senate.

I put this question to the distinguished
chairman: It has been said that the
automatic benefit increase providad for
in the social security bill could be fi-
nanced without increasing the contribu-
tion rates, provided the benefit and con-
tribution base is increased as wages rise.
Why then does the Senate bill provide
for increasing both the base and the
contribution rate so that each increase
would meet one-half of the cost?

Mr. LONG. The committee felt that
since this would be a benefit increase to
be shared by all categories of benefici-
aries, whether of low, middle, or high
income, all should share in paying for
It, since all would share in the benefits.

In the alternative, if we raised the
revenues solely by raising the amount of
wages taxed, then those at the upper end
of the earnings range would have to pay
the entire expenses of the benefit in-
creases, even though workers at lower
earning levels would share in the in-
creased benefits.

The committee tiecided that since the
Increased benefits would be available
throughout the whole spectrum of the
income levels, all income levels should
pay for at least part of the cost of the
increase.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the chairman for
that explanation, with which I entirely
agree.

I might comment that a good bit has
been said, in the course of our considera-
tion of the social security bill, about the
progressive nature of certain taxes, espe-
cially the graduated Federal income tax,
and the so-called regressive nature of
certain other taxes, more often than not
citing the fixed rate tax applicable to
social security.

I would point out, if I may, that the
social security tax is progressive in a
sense, in that as the rate goes up, there
Is a tendency to shift the burden to high-
er income taxpayers, while, in the alter-
native, if we left the rate at the lower
level, it would tend to fix the burden on
another group of taxpayers.

So it would appear to me that the
combination approach that the commit-
tee adopted, and which the chairman has
now explained, has all of the attributes
of a tax of a progressive nature, rather
than a regressive one. I am happy to hear
it explained in that way.

A further question: Would not the
Senate provision for financing the auto-
matic increases, to a greater extent than
theprovision passed by the House, dele-
gate authority to the Secretary of HEW,
In effect, to levy taxes?

Mr. LONG. The provision the Finance
Committee adopted would place upon
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare a purely ministerial fuoction.
All discretion would be left to Congrecs.
If an Increase in benefits was triggercd
when the cost of living went up by more
than 3 percent, the Secretary would
simply do the arithmetic necessary to
calculate the amount that taxes would

have to be increased just enough to pay
for the full cost of the increased bene-
fits, no more and no less.

Mr. BAKER. May then be reassured
on the proposition that the most able
staff of the Committee on Finance is
thoroughly convinced, as the chairman
must be, that there is no abrogation of
the taxing authority of Congress implied
in this discretion given to the HEW
Secretary?

Mr. LONG. That is right. All we have
done here is give him the responsibility
of doing the arithmetic necessary to ci-
rive at the amount of the tax increase.

Mr. BAKER. I ask the Senator fur-
ther, while I have expressed my vh2le-
hearted agreement with the concept of
cost-of-living increases as the cost of liv-
ing goes up, which we hope will not co'-
tinue indefinitely, might it not also be
said that there is no fair way to have
cost-of-living increases except by this
route?

Mr. LONG. The committee so felt, and
that is why this is what the committee
recommended.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, is not the
effect of the bill now pending before the
Senate to obligate future Congresses to
either reduce taxes or raise benefits more
than the cost of living?

Mr. LONG. No more so than under the
present law. The committee bill recog-
nizes that Congress may very well stay
ahead of the cost of living by passing in-
creases which would make it unneces-
sary for the automatic increases to go
into effect. If the Congress fails to act
on benefit increases, then automatic In-
creases would go into effect.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the next
question, and the last one, I might add,
that I shall put to the distinguished
chairman, if he will grant me the addi-
tional time and attention, would be this:
Under this bill as now presented to the
Senate, how high will the rates and the
base be in some future year in the me-
dium distant future, say at the end of
this century, in the year 2000, when to-
day's young workers will be in their mid-
fif ties arid beyond? Can the Senator give
some speculation on that aspect of the
bill's impact?

Mr. LONG. I would have to respond
that there is no real way of knowing,
because basic and fundamental to the
committee provision is the principle that
it will be Congress that will continue to
determine how much in the way of in-
creases in social security would be jus-
tifled tinder a given set of circumstances.

In other words, it would be antici-
pated that in the future, the Congress
would want to continue to increase so-
cial security benefits.

If that is the case, we would expect
that Congress would vote to pay for the
higher benefits. I know it is certainly
the view of the majority of the commit-
tee at this time, and I would hope fu-
ture Congresses would take the same at-
titude, that with respect to the basic
social security program, we would always
pay for the program with taxes that
would be levied. But I cannot say how
much benefits will be increased In the
future or what the level of taxable earn-
ings will be—that would merely be spec-
ulation.
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Mr. BAKER. I recall a colloquy the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Finance had on this floor about
a year ago, in which he pointed out, and
I agreed with him, that the basic social
security program can easily be financed
out of social security taxes on the base
as fixed from time to time, but the real
question is whether Congress will use
social security as a vehicle by which oth-
er social services are delivered, where-
upon we may be faced with the problem
of deciding whether other sources than
the social security tax should be used to
finance the cost of their delivery. Is that
basically correct?

Mr. LONG. Yes.
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I think

the committee has done an excellent job
on a difficult problem, providing a bill
that moves forward in the field of auto-
matic increases in response to require-
ments of the economy. The need is not
predictable for the year 2000, or the
year 1972, for that matter, but I think
it is worthy of the favorable considera-
tion of the Senate, and I wish, in these
closing moments of the debate, to com-
mend the committee and the staff for
having done an excellent job.

Mr. LONG. I thank the Senator.
It was my judgment, Mr. President,

that the Senate would pass as much of
this committee bill as the Senate felt
it could agree with, and could bring it to
a vote, and that is what we have done.
The committee recommended a $10 bil-
lion bill, and the Senate is passing a $7.5
billion bill.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator from Louisiana yield to me?

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator has
control of the time on that side.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the mi-
nority leader yielded me such time as I
might require. I do not see him on the
floor. I am happy to yield to the Sena-
tor from Kansas.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I shall take
very little time. I had a number of
amendments which were not offered be-
cause hearings had not been held on
them. I should like, very briefly, to dis-
cuss at least two amendments and make
them a part of the RECORD, SO that they
might be studied by Members of this
body and by others who may be
interested.

One of the defects in the present Social
Security Act is the fact that there is
unequal application of the program to
handicapped children under age 18.

Presently, this age group is precluded
under aid to permanently and totally
disabled. Neither are provisions adequate
for benefits for disabled children under
the aid to families with dependent chil-
dren program since eligiblity is based on
the economic status of the parent rather
than the existence of disability in the
child.

Children with severely handicapping
conditions require extensive and costly
services beyond the means of many
families and an excessive financial bur-
den to most. There are the never-ending
surgeries, specialists, nurses, braces,
orthopedic shoes, wheelchairs, walkers,
standing tables, bath tables, hearing aids,
glasses, special education, and transpor-
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tation needs—to mention only same of
the extra costs involved.

Also, health insurance is difficult if not
impossible to attain to cover these spe-
cial needs of the seriously disabled child.

Mr. President, this amendment, in the
event it may be considered at some f U-
ture time on some subsequent bill, would
further assist many handicapped chil-
dren to receive the considerable care
they require.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the proposed amendment be printed in
the RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the proposed
amendment was ordered to be printed
in the RECORD as follows:

Insert on page 499, between lines 17 and 18,
the following:
"DISABLED INDIVIDUALS UNDER AGE 18 ELIGIBLE

FOE AID UNDER TITLES XIV AND XVI
'SEC. 571. (a) (1) TItle XIV of the Social

Security Act Is amended by striking out,
wherever It appears, the phraae 'eighteen
years of age and older'.

"(2) Section 1402 (a) (8) of such Act is
amended by striking out 'and' at the end of
clause (C), by striking out the semicolon at
the end of clause (D) and Inserting in lieu
thereof ', and', and by adding at the end of
clause (D), as so amended, the following:
'(E) with respect to a disabled Individual
under eighteen years of age who is claiming
aid, the State agency shall also take into
consideration the income and resources of
such individual's parents, guardian, or other
person legally responsible for the support of
such Individual;'

'(b) (1) TItle XVI of such Act Is amended
by striking out, wherever it appears, the
phrase 'are 18 years of age or over and'.

"(2) SectIon 1602 (a) (14) of such Act is
amended by striking out Sand' at the end of
subparagraph (C), striking out the semi-
colon at the end of subparagraph (D) and
inserting In lieu thereof ', and', and by adding
after subparagraph (D) the following new
subparagraph:

"'(E) if such Individual Is under 18 years
of age and Is not blind but is disabled, the
State agency shall also take into considera-
tion the income and resources of such Indi-
vidual's parents, guardian, or other person
legaUy responsible for the support of such
Individual;'.

"(c) The amendments made by this sec-
tion shall be effective July 1, 1971,"

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, another
change that has been called to my at-
tention has to do with terminology.

As Senators may know, last year the
President apopinted a task force on the
physically handicapped. On that task
force were many outstanding Americans,
and they made many excellent recom-
mendations. I have reviewed the rec-
ommendations made by the President's
task force on the physically handicap-
ped, and one of the recommendations
made by the task force would amend title
5 of the Social Security Act by replac-
ing the term "crippled children" with
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"handicapped children." According to
the study of the task force, the term
"crippled child" or "crippled children"
as traditionally used in governmental
terms is too limited in its meaning and
has undesirable connotations, and pres-
ent day services to crippled children
should include far more impairment cat-
egories than ever before.

I was advised by HEW that although
this amendment might appear to be de-
sirable, they would oppose it if it were
offered. Therefore, I chose not to offer
the amendment. According to HEW of-
ficials, this would require changes by
many States in State laws and would
perhaps cause some undue hardship at
the outset. But it has been studied care-
fully, and it is the understanding of the
Senator from Kansas that it will be given
serious consideration at a future time.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the proposed amendment
printed at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the proposed
amendment was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

On page 540, after line 7 insert the follow-
ing:
"CRIPPLED CHILDREN'S PROGRAM—REDESIGNATED

HANDICAPPED CHILDREN'S PROGRAM

"SEc. 614. Title V of the Social Security Act
Is amended by striking out the word
'crippled' wherever It appears and substitut-
ing In lieu thereof 'handicapped'."

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I should like
to ask the chairman of the committee
a question. Under the bill as approved
by the Senate, what will be the excess
of income over outgo for the social se-
curity program as a whole over the next
5 years?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I say to the
Senator that I regret that I do not have
it at this moment, but I can refer him
to page 45 of our committee print, of my
opening statement, which contained a
chart which shows that there will be a
surplus of nearly $5 billion over the first
3 years under the original committee
bill. I regret that I do not have it avail-
able for 5 years. But the surplus will be
correspondingly increased for the next
2 years.

Mr. DOLE. Then, the second part of
that question: How much would the
trust funds have increased at the end of
5 years as compared with increases un-
der the present law?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I have sub-
mitted this chart elsewhere—it com-
pares income and outgo for 1971, 1972,
and 1973 under both bills—but I ask
unanimous consent that the chart I hold
in my hand be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the chart
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

PROGRESS OF THE OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS INSURANCE, DISABILITY INSURANCE, HOSPITAL INSURANCE, AND CATA*'

STROPH IC INSURANCE TRUST FUNDS, COMBINED, UNDER PRESENT LAW AND UNDER FINANCE COMMITTEE BILL 1971-73

ICash basis; in billions of dollarsi

Period

Income

Present Committee
law bill

Outgo

Present Committee
law bill

Net increase

Present
law

in funds

Committeo
bill

Assets, end

Present
law

ot period

Cemmiltee
bill

Fiscal year 1972 49. 0 52. 8 43. 0 50. 5 6. 0 2.3 51. 0 44.9
Calendar year—

1971 47.0 49.0 41.7 47.6 5.3 1.3 46.3 42.3
1972 50.0 55.3 44.2 53.3 5.7 1.9 52. 0 44.2
1973 56.9 59.7 46.7 56.9 10.2 2.8 62.2 47.0
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Mr. LONG. The chart shows that, un-

der present law, the trust fund in fiscal
year 1972 would rise to $51 billion, and
under the original committee bill it would
rise to $44.9 billion. In calendar 1971.
under the present law, $46 billion; under
the committee bill, $42.3 billion. In cal-
endar 1972, under present law, $52 bil-
lion; under the committee bill, $44.2 bil-.
lion. In calender 1973, under the present
law, $62.2 billion; under the committee
bill, $47 billion. Of course, there have
been certain modifications during floor
consideration of the committee bill which
would change those figures to some de-
gree.

It was the judgment of the majority
on the committee that present law did
not adequately balance income and outgo
in the next few years—too much money
would come in for the benefits being
paid—and we thought of this as a sur
plus, which we regarded to some degree
as constituting overfinancing that could
be used to pay for further benefits.

Mr. DOLE. Then, in the event that
there were automatic benefit increases of
3 percent each year over the next 5 years,
there still would be some surplus in the
trust fund?

Mr. LONG. The figures I have placed
in the RECORD assume no increase in the
cost of living. If the cost of living goes
up, and benefits go up, the tax that is
collected goes up. When the cost of liv-
ing goes up more than 3 percent, the
triggered increases go Into effect, and the
tax rates go up, as well as the tax base,
so that there Is just enough additional
income to pay for all that. Thus, the
amount being accumulated in the fund
should remain about the same even if
there should be a cost-of-living benefit
increase.

Mr. DOLE. I thank the chairman of
the committee, and I thank the Senator
from Tennessee.

Mr. YARBOROtJGH. Mr. President,
after a lengthy and thorough debate on
the omnibus Social Security Act, HR.
17550, I am very pleased that we were
able in these final hours to save those
portions of the bill that will directly
benefit the lives of countless numbers of
senior citizens who depend on social
security and medicare to survive.

The ever-increasing cost of living hits
hardest those people in our society who
must depend on a fixed income, such as
social security, to live. These people, who
are trapped by rising prices, are forced to
sit helplessly by and watch the purchas-
ing power of their small monthly income
dwindle away under the crush of run-
away inflation. These older citizens have
no one but Congress to turn to for help
in these troubled times. The bill that the
Senate has been able to agree to shows
that we are not going to let these citi-
zens down.

The most significant features of this
bill are:

First. The 10-percent increase in social
security benefits, Under tie Senate ver-
sion of the bill, the over 26 millIon bene-
ficiaries of social security will receive a
10-percent Increase in benefits. This in-
crease will be effective as of January
1971 and will be paid to the people In
April. The bill also sets a new minimum

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

benefit that can be paid of $100. The
original House version of H.R. 17550
would have increased social security
benefits by only 5 percent and provided
a minimum of benefits of $67.20. The
Senate version of this bill is a much
superior measure and I hope the House
will agree to the Senate's amendments.

Second. The increase in the amount a
social security beneficiary can earn and
still receive his full benefits. The present
law sets a ceiling of $1,680 a year on the
amount that a retired person can earn
and still draw full social security bene-
fits. This unreasonable work limitation
has forced many productive and creative
citizens into a state of forced idleness.
Furthermore, this limitation, which is
far below the poverty line, locks many of
our older citizens into the low-income
bracket with no way of escape. Under
this bill, Congress is taking the first step
toward remedying this situation by in-
creasing the income limitation from
$1,680 to $2,000. I supported an increase
to $3,200, which I believe would have
been more reasonable. However, this in-
crease included in H.R. 17550 does offer
a small measure of relief to our senior
citizens who wish to work beyond the
age of 65.

Mr. President, I also commend the
Senate Finance Committee for including
in the bill my amendqient to authorize
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare to waive, in cases involving
small rural hospitals, the requirement
that a hospital furnish 24-hour regis-
tered professional nursing services in
order to participate in the medicare and
medicaid programs.

Under the present law, a hospital will
not be qualified to provide medicare
services if it does not maintain a regis-
tered professional nurse on duty around
the clock 24 hours a day. This require-
ment has imposed extreme hardships on
the small rural hospitals and clinics and
the people they serve. Many rural hos-
pitals have been unable to find enough
registered nurses who will move to the
rural areas to meet this 24-hour require-
ment. As a result, many small hospitals
and clinics have been forced to close,
leaving many of our citizens without the
benefit of a hospital near their homes.
In short, this limitation in the medicare
law is having the unfortunate effect of
denying many of the citizens of rural
America hospital care. My amendment
is designed to rectify this unjust situa-
tion without lowering the standards for
health care.

Under my amendment, a rural hos-
pital could obtain a waiver of the 24-hour
registered nurse requirement:

First, the hospital has made, and is
continuing to make, a good faith effort
to meet the registered nurse requirement,
but cannot because of nursing personnel
shortage,

Second, the hospital is located in an
area where hospital facilities are in short
supply, and

Third, the denial of medicare services
at such a hospital will seriously limit
the availability of hospital care to the
people of the area. This amendment is a
carefully drawn measure which will pro-
vide relief only In cases of true hard-
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ship. I am very pleased that the Finance
Committee has recognized the urgent
need for this provision. It will insure
that medicare and medicaid benefits will
be available to the people of rural
America.

Mr. President, in closing, I wish to
commend the distinguished chairman
of the Senate Finance Committee, Sena-
tor LONG, and the members of his com-
mittee for their hard work on this bill
and their willingness to work out a com-
promise so that our senior citizens can
benefit from this bill. I urge all of my
colleagues to give this bill their full sup-
port.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, last
night we spent many hours debating and
voting on provisions of the Social Se-
curity Act, and expected to complete our
business rapidly this morning. In par-
ticular a number of us were concerned
that certain provisions, which we re-
garded as restrictive, be dropped from
the welfare programs. Senator HMUUS,
you will recall, drafted a quick amend-
ment to delete those sections of title V
which we believed would impose a hard-
ship on the poor.

At the time our concern was concen-
trated on deleting those provisions and
inadvertently, I failed to notice that
another harmful provision was retained.
In raising the payments for the aged,
the blind, and the disabled to $130 for
an individual and $200 for a couple, the
Finance Committee had also removed
those individuals receiving cash assist-
ance from eligibility for food assistance.

Mr. President, the eligibility stand-
ards for food assistance for such aged.
blind, and disabled individuals are al-
ready that high or higher in 34 States.
Five of the remaining States have no
food stamp program,

I believe we should not arbitrarily deny
food assistance to those who are poor
because they are so old, so blind, or so
disabled that they are unable to provide
for themselves. The parliamentary agree-
ment does not permit another amend-
ment to be considered now. But perhaps
this deficiency can be corrected by legis.-
lative action next year. In any event, if
there is any decrease in the cash allow-
ances as provided by the Senate social
security bill, I shall definitely make an
all-out effort to add food stamp eligibility
for the aged, the blind, and the disabled.
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* * * * *
- The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is au time
yielded back?

Mr. LONG. I yield back the remainder
of my time.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have
nothing further in this respect at this
time. I observe, however, that the dis-
tinguished minority leader and assistant
minority leader are not in the Chamber
at this time.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The asjistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GRIFFIN. 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. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I yield
back the remaining time on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All re-
maining time has been yielded back.

The bill having been read the third
time, the question is, Shall it pass?

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. KENNEDY. I announce that t.he
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
SON), the Senator from North Dakota
(Mr. BURDICK), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. DODD), the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON), the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. EASThAND), the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. GORE), the
Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART), the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. H0L-
LINGS), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
INouYE), the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. MCCARTHY) • the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA), and the Sen-
ator from Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from North Dakota
(Mr. BIJRDICK), the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. EASTLAND) , the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA), and the
Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART)
would each vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER)
Is absent on official business.

The Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG),
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD),
the Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER),
and the Senator from Delaware (Mr.
WILLIAMS) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Colorado (Mr.
DOMINICK) and the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because
of Illness.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. DoMINIcK), the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. FONG), the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), the Sena-
tor from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT),
and the Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER)
would each vote "yea."
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The result was announced—yeas 81,
nays 0, as follows:

[No. 455 Leg.)
YEAS—81

Alken Griffin Nelson
Allen Gurney Packv.'ood
Allott Hansen Pastore
Baker Harris Pearson
Bayh }Iartke Pell
Beilmon Holland Percy
Bennett Hruska Prouty
Bible Hughes Proxrnire
Boggs Jackson Randolph
Brooke Javits RibicoS
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.

Jordan, NC.
Jordan, Idaho

Saxbe
Schweiker

Cannon Kennedy Scott
Case Long Smith
Church Magnuson Sparkman
Cook Mansfield Spong
.Cooper Mathias Stennis
Cotton McClellan Stevens
Cranston McGee Stevenson
Curtis McGovern Symington
Dole Mcintyre Talmaclge
Ellender Metcalf Thurmonci
Ervin Miller Tydings
Fannin Mondale Williams, N.J.
Fuibright Moss Yarborough
Goodell Murphy Young, N. Dak.
Gravel Muskie Young, Ohio

. NAYS—O

So the bill (H.R. 17550) was passed.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the bill HR.
17550 be printed with the amendment of
the Senate numbered, and that in the
engrossment of the amendments of the
Senate to the bill the Secretary of the
Senate be authorized to make all neces-
sary technical and olerical changes and
corrections, including corrections in sec-
tion, subsectIon, and so forth, designa-
tions, and cross references thereto.

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

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I move that
the Senate insist upon its amendments
and request a conference with the
House, and that the Chair be authorized
to appoint the conferees on the part of
the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer (Mr. BELLMON) ap-
pointed by Mr. LONG, Mr. TALMADGE, Mr.
RIBIOOFF, Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, and
Mr. BENNETT conferees on the part of
the Senate.
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Anderson
Burdick
Dodd
Dominick
Eagleton
Eastland
Fong

NOT VOTING—19
Goldwater Montoya
Gore Mundt
Hart Russell
Hatfield Tower
Hollings Williams, Del.
Inouye
Mccarthy
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H. R. 17550

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

DECEMBER 29 (1egisht.ive day, DECEMBER 28), 1970

Ordered to be printed with the amendments of the Senate numbered

AN ACT
To amend the Social Security Act to provide increases in bene-

fits, to improve computation methods, and to raise the earn-

ings base under t.he old-age, survivors, and disability insur-

ance system, to make improvements in the medicare, medic-

aid, and maternal and child health programs with emphasis

upon improvements in the operating effectiveness of such

programs, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and house of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That this Act, with the following table of contents, may be

4 cited as the "Social Security Amendments of. 1970".
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1 TITLE I—PROVISIONS RELATING TO OLD-AGE,

2 SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY INSURANCE

3 INCREASE IN OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY

4 INSURANCE BENEFITS

5 SEC. 101. (a) Section 215 (a) of the Social Security

6 Act is amended by striking out the table and. inserting in lieu

7 thereof the following:

(2)
• "TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND

MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS

"I

(Primary insurance benefit under
1939 Act, as modified)

II

(Primary
insurance
amount
under

1969 Act)

III

(Average monthly wage)

IV

(Primary
Insurance
amount)

V

(Maximum
family

benefits)

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

shell be—

And the
maximum
amount of

benefits
payable (as
provided In
sec. 203(a))
on the basis
of his wages

and self.
employment

Income
shall be—

.

At
least—

But
not

more
than—

At
least—

But
not

more
than—

$64.00 $76 $67.20 $100.80
$16. 21 16.84 6.5. 00 $77 78 68.30 102.50

16. 85 17. 60 66. 40 79 80 69. 80 104. 70
17. 61 18. 40 67. 70 81 81 71. 10 106.70
18.41 19. 24 68. 90 82 83 72. 40 108. 60
19.25 20.00 70.30 84 85 73.90 110.90
20.01 20.64 71.60 86 87 75.20 112.80
20.65 21.28 72.80 88 89 76.50 114.80
21.29 21.88 74.20 90 90 78.00 117.00
21. 89 22. 28 75. 60 96 92 79. 30 119.00
22.70 22.68 76.80 93 94 80.70 121.10
22.69 23.08 78.00 95 96 81.90 122.90
23.09 23.44 79.40 07 97 83.40 125.10
23.45 23.76 80.80 98 99 84.90 127.40
23.77 24.20 82.30 100 101 86.50 129.80
24. 21 24. 60 83.60 102 102 87.70 13L 60
24.61 25.00 84.00 103 104 89.20 133.80
25.01 25.48 86. 40 105 106 90.80 136.20
25.49 25.92 87.80 107 107 92.20 133.30
25.93 26.40 89.20 108 100 93.70 14060
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"I

(Primary insurance benefit under
1931) Act, as modified)

II

(Primary
Insurance
amount
under

1969 Act)

III

(Average monthly wage)

IV

(Primary
insurance
amount)

V

(Maximum
family

benefits)

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—

But
At not

least— more
than—

The amount
referred to

in the
preceding

paragraphs
of this

subsection

And the
masimum
amount of
benefits

payable (as
provided in
sec. 203(a)
on the bas
of his wages

and self-
employment

income
shall be—

At
But
not

least— more
than-—

shall be—

$26. 41 $26.94 $90. 60 $110 $113 $95.20 $142. 80
26.95 27.46 91.90 114 118 96. 50 144.80
27.47 28.00 93.30 119 122 98.00 147.00
28.01 28. 68 94. 70 123 127 99. 50 149.30
28. 69 29. 25 96. 20 128 132 101. 10 151. 70
29. 26 22.68 97. 50 133 136 102. 40 153. 60
29. 69 30. 38 98. 80 137 141 103. 80 155. 70
30. 37 30. 92 100. 30 142 146 105. 40 158. 10
30. 93 31.36 101. 70 147 150 106. 80 160,20
31.37 32. 00 103.00 151 155 108. 20 162. 30
32.01 32. 60 104. 50 156 160 100.80 164. 70
32.61 33.20 105.80 161 164 111.10 166.70
33. 21 33. 88 107. 20 165 169 112. 60 168.90
33.89 34. 50 108. 60 270 174 114. 10 171. 20
34. 23 35. 00 110. 00 175 178 115. 80 173. 30
35. 01 35. 80 111. 40 179 183 117. 00 175. 50
35.81 30.40 112.70 184 188 118.40 177.60
36.41 37.08 114.20 189 193 120.00 19000
37. 09 37. 60 115. 60 194 197 121.40 182. 10
37.81 38.20 116.90 198 202 122,80 184.20
38. 21 39. 12 118. 40 203 207 124. 40 186. 60
39. 13 39. 68 119.80 208 211 125.80 188. 70
39. 69 40. 33 121. 00 212 216 127. 10 390. 70
40. 34 41. 12 122. 50 217 221 128. 70 193. 10
41. 13 41. 70 123. 90 222 225 130. 10 195. 20
41. 77 42. 44 125. 30 226 230 131. 60 197, 40
42.45 43. 20 126. 70 231 235 133. 10 100. 70
43.21 43.76 128.20 236 239 134.70 202.10
43. 77 4444 129.50 240 244 136. 00 204.00
44. 45 44. 88 130. 80 245 249 137.40 206. 10
44. 89 45.60 132. 30 250 253 139. 00 208.50

133. 70 254 258 140. 40 210.60
134.90 259 263 141,70 212.60
136. 40 264 267 143.30 215. 00
137.80 268 272 144. 70 217, 60
139.20 273 277 146. 20 221. 60
140. 60 278 281 147. 70 224.80
142. 00 282 286 149. 10 228. 80
143. 50 287 291 150. 70 232. 80
144. 70 292 295 152.00 236.00
146, 20 296 300 153. 60 242.00
147. 60 301 305 155. 00 244.00
148.90 306 309 156. 40 247, 20
150. 40 310 314 158. 00 251. 20
151.70 315 319 159.30 255,20
15300 320 323 160.70 258.40
154.50 324 328 162.30 262.40
155.90 329 333 163.70 266.40
157.40 334 337 165. 30 269. 60
158.60 338 342 166.60 273.60
16000 343 347 168.00 277.60
161. 50 348 351 169. 60 280.60
162.80 352 356 171.00 284.80
164.30 357 361 172.60 288.80
161. 60 362 365 173.90 292. 00
16690 366 370 175.30 296.00
168.40 371 376 376.90 300.00
160.80 376 379 178.30 303.20
171.30 380 384 179.90 307,20
172.50 385 389 18L20 31120
173. 90 390 393 182.60 314.40
175.40 394 398 184.20 318.40
176.70 399 403 185.60 829.40
178.20 404 407 187.20 325.60
179.40 408 412 388.40 829.60
180.70 413 417 189.80 833.60
182.00 418 421 191. 10 336.80
183. 40 422 426 192.60 340.80
184.60 427 431 193.90 844,80
18590 432 436 195.20 348.80
187. 30 437 440 196.70 850.40
188.80 441 445 198.00 852.40
189.80 446 450 199.30 354.40
191.20 451 414 200.80 856.00
192.40 455 459 202.10 858.00
193.70 460 464 203.40 860.00
195.00 461 468 204.80 861.60
196.40 469 471 206.80 863.60
i.al.60 474 -478 207.50 166.80
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"I

(Primary insurance benefit under
1939 Act, as modified)

II

(Primary
In€wanoo
amount
under

1969 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— 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. 203(a))
on the basis
or his wages

and self-
employment

Income
shall be—

At
least—

But
not

more
than—

At
least—

But
not

more
than—

$19& 90 $479 $482 $208.90 $367.20
200.30 483 487 210.40 369.20
201.50 488 492 211.60 371.20
202.80 493 496 215.00 372.80
204.20 497 801 214.50 374.80
205.40 602 506 215.70 376.80
206.70 507 510 217.10 375.40
208.00 611 515 218.40 380.40
209.30 616 520 219.80 382.40
210.60 521 524 721.20 384.00
211.90 525 529 922.50 385.00
213.30 530 534 224.00 388.00
214.50 635 538 225.30 389.60
215.80 139 543 226.60 391.60
217.20 544 548 228.10 393.60
218.40 549 553 229.40 395.60
219.70 554 556 220.70 396.80
720.93 567 560 391.90 398.40
222.00 561 563 392.10 399.60
223. 10 664 567 234. 30 401. 20
224. 30 588 570 235.60 402.40
225.40 571 574 236.70 404.00
226.60 673 577 238.00 405.20
727. 70 578 581 239. 10 405.80
228.90 582 584 240.40 408.00
230.00 685 588 241.50 409.60
231.20 589 591 242.80 410.80
232.30 592 595 244.00 412.40
233.50 596 598 245.20 413.60
234.60 699 602 246.40 415.20
233.80 603 605 247.60 416.40
236.90 606 609 248.80 418.00
238.10 610 612 250.10 419.20
239.20 613 616 251.20 420.80
240.40 617 620 252. 50 422. 40
241. 50 621 622 253. 60 423.60
242.70 624 627 254.90 425.20
243.80 628 630 256.00 426.40
245.00 631 634 257.30 428.00
246.10 636 637 258.50 429.20
247.30 638 641 259.70 430.80
245.40 642 644 200.90 432.00
249.60 645 648 262.10 433.60
250.70 649 650 263.30 434.40

651 655 264.00 436.40
656 660 262.00 438.40
661 665 266.00 440.40
660 670 267.00 442.40
671 675 268.00 444.40
676 680 265.00 446.40
681 685 270.00 448.40
686 690 271.00 450.40
601 695 272.00 452.40
606 700 273.00 454.40
701 705 274.00 456.40
706 710 278.00 458.40
711 715 276.00 480.40
716 720 277.00 462.40
721 725 278.00 484.40
726 730 279.00 466.40
731 735 280,00 468.40
736 740 281.00 470.40
741 745 282.00 472.40
746 750 282.00 474.40'

.1
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"TABLE FOR DETERMiNING PRiMARY 1NEU1IANE AMOUNT AND
MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS

"I

(Primary insurance benefit under
1039 Act, as modified)

II

(Primary
insurance
amount
under

1969 Act)

III

(Average monthly wage)

IV

(Primary
insurance
amount)

V

(Maximum
family

benefits)

If an individual's primary insurance
benefit (as determined under subec.
(d)) is—

But
At not

least— more
than—

Or his
primary

insurance
amount (as
determined

under
subsec. (c))

is—

Or his average monthlywage
(as determined under sub-
sec. (b)) is— The amount

referred to
in the

preceding
pare grapha

of this
subec1ion
shall be—

And the
maximum
amount of

benefits
payable (a8
provided in
sec.
on the basis
of his wages

and 3elf-
employment

income
shall be—

At
least—

But
not

more
han—

$90.60 or less $113 $190.00 $150.00
$26.95 27.46 91.90 $114 118 101.10 151.70
27.47 28.00 93.30 119 122 102.70 154.10
28.01 88.68 94.70 123 127 104.20 156.30
28.69 29.85 96.80 128 182 105.90 158.90
89.26 29.68 97.50 133 136 197.30 161.00
29.69 30.36 98.80 137 141 108.70 163.10
30.37 30.92 100.30 142 146 110.40 165.60
30.93 31.56 101.70 147 150 111.90 167.90
31.37 32.00 103.90 151 155 113.80 17(100
32.01 32.80 104.50 156 160 115.00 172.50
32.61 88.20 105.80 161 164 116.40 174.60
33.21 83.88 807.20 165 169 118.00 177.00
38.89 34.50 108.60 170 174 119.50 179.30
34.51 35.00 110.00 175 178 121.00 181.50
35.01 35.80 111.40 179 189 122.60 183.90
35.81 36.40 112.70 184 188 124.00 186.00
$8.41 37.08 114.20 189 193 125.70 188.60
37.09 87.60 115.60 194 191 127.80 190.80
$7.61 88.20 116.90 198 202 128.60 192.90
88.21 39.12 118.40 203 207 130.80 195.50
89.18 39.68 119.80 208 211 131.80 197.70
89.69 40.33 121.00 212 216 133.10 199.70
40.34 41.1$ 122.80 217 221 134.80 202.20
4/Id 41.78 123.00 222 225 136.30 204.50
41.77 42.44 125.80 226 230 117.90 206.90
42.45 49. 20 126.70 231 235 139.40 209. 10
43.21 43.76 128.20 236 239 141.10 211.70
48.77 44.44 129.50 240 244 142.50 214.80
44.45 44.88 1.10.80 245 249 141.90 219.20
44.89 45.60 135.30 250 253 145.60 222.70

133.70 254 258 141.10 227.10
134.90 259 26.1 148.40 231.50
136.40 264 267 150.10 23500
137.80 268 272 151.60 239.40
139.20 273 277 158.20 243.80
140.60 278 281 154.70 247.30
142.00 288 286 156.00 251.70
143.50 287 291 117.90 256.10
144.70 292 295 159.20 259.60
148.20 296 300 160.90 264.00
147.60 301 305 182.40 268.40
148.90 30(3 309 163.20 272.00
150.40 310 314 165.50 276.40
151.70 315 319 166.90 280.80
153.00 320 853 168.30 284.30
154.50 324 358 170.00 287.70
155.90 329 833 171.50 293.10
157.40 884 387 173.20 293.60
158.69 338 342 174.50 801.00
160.00 348 347 176.00 305.40
161.50 348 351 177.70 308.90
162.80 852 858 179.10 813.80
164.80 357 38! 180.80 817.70
165.60 382 385 182.20 321.20
166.90 366 370 180.60 325.60
168.40 371 375 185.30 330.00
169.80 376 379 186.80 333.60
171.30 380 384 188.50 838.00
172.50 385 389 189.80 342.40
173.90 390 398 191.30 845.90
175.40 394 398 193.00 850.30
176.70 399 403 194.40 354.70
178.20 404 407 196.10 858.20
179.40 408 412 197.40 362.60
180.70 413 417 198.90 367.00
182.00 418 421 200.20 370.50
183.40 3,22 426 201.80 374.90
184.60 427 431 208.10 379.30
185.90 432 436 204.50 883.70
187.30 487 440 206.10 388.50
188.50 441 445 207. 40 387.70
189.80 446 450 208.20 889.00
191.20 451 454 210.40 391.60
192.40 .455 459 211.10 393.80
193.70 460 464 213.10 896.80
195.00 465 468 214.50 897.80
186.40 469 473 216.10 400.00
197.60 474 478 217.40 402.20
198.90 479 482 218.90 40',.OO
200.80 483 487 220. 40 406.20
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"T.4BLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY !NSURANCI AMOUNT AND
MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS—Continued

"I II III IV V

(Primary
(I's-i:nary insurance benefit under insurance (Primary (Maximum

,9.9 .1et, as en ad ified) amount (Average monthly wage) insurance family
under amount) benefits)

1959 Act)

If an indiriduals prilutiry insurance
hriiefll (as determined under subsec.

Or his arcraqe snonthty wage
(as determined under sub-

And the
maximum

(d)) is—

But
.41 91(11

lviii — Inure
lbs ii—

Or his
primary

insurance
amount (as
determined

under
.ubsec. (c))

is—

sec. (b)) is—

But
At not

Ii ast—— snore
than—

The am&unt
referred to

in the
preceding

paragraphs
of this

subsection
shall be—

amount of
benefits

payable (as
provided tie
occ. 203(al)
on the basis
of his wagea

a nil self—
employment

incmne
shalt be—

$20150 $488 $492 $221.70 $408.40
202.80 493 496 223.10 410.10
204.1.0 497 501 224.70 412.30
205.40 502 5176 226.00 414.50
206.70 507 510 227.40 416.30
208.00 511 515 228.80 418.50
209.80 516 51.0 230.30 420.70
210.60 521 524 231.70 422.40
211.90 525 529 233.10 424.60
213.30 530 534 234. 70 426.80
214.50 535 538 236.00 .428.60
215.80 539 543 231.40 450.80
217.20 544 548 239.00 453.00
218.40 549 553 240.30 455.20
219.70 554 556 241.70 436.50
220.80 557 560 242.90 438.30
222.00 561 563 244.20 439.60
223.10 564 561 245.50 441.40
224.30 568 570 246.80 442.70
225.40 571 574 248.00 444.40
226.60 575 577 249.50 445.80
227. 70 578 58! 1.50.50 447.50
228.90 582 584 251.20 448.20
230.00 585 588 253.00 450.60
231.20 5119 591 254.40 451.90
232.30 592 685 255.60 453.70
233.50 696 598 256.90 455.00
234.60 699 601. 258. 10 456.80
235.80 605 605 259. 40 458. 10
236.90 (VS 609 1.20.60 459.80
288.10 610 612 262.00 461.20
1.59.20 613 618 263.20 462.90
240.40 617 (120 264.80 404. 70
241.50 621 623 255.70 468.60
242.70 61.4 627 267.00 487.20
243. 80 61.8 650 1.68. 80 469.40
245.00 831 634 269.80 471.70
246.10 635 637 270.20 478.90
247.30 638 641 1.72.10 476.20
248. 40 642 644 273.30 478.30
249.60 845 648 1.74.60 420.60
1.50. 70 649 650 1.76. 80 482. 70

651 655 278.80 484. 40
656 660 277.80 486.20
661 665 278. 80 487.00
6(16 670 279.80 48.9. 70
671 676 220.80 491.40
076 580 281.20 493.20
681 885 282.20 494.90
686 690 283.80 4911.70
69! 695 284.20 498.40
696 700 286.20 600.20
701 705 1.86.20 501.90
706 710 287.20 505.70
71! 715 288.80 805.40
716 720 289.80 507.20
71.1 71.6 290.80 508.00
726 780 291.20 510.70
751 735 292.20 512.40
736 740 293.80 514.20
741 745 194.20 515.90
746 750 295.20 517.70".



14

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

5 section 223 (b) ) to monthly benefits under section 202

6 or 223 for January 1971 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 1970 on the basis of such wages and self-employment

10 income, such total of benefits for January 1971 or any

11 subsequent month shall not be reduced to less than the

12 larger of—

13 "(A) the amount determined tinder this sub-

14 section without regard to this paragraph, 01.

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

16 amounts derived by multiplying the benefit amount

17 determined under this title (including this sub-

18 section, but without the application of section 222

19 (b), section 202 (q), and subsections (b), (c),

20 and (d) of this section), as in effect prior to the

21 enactment of the Social Security Amendments of

22 1970, for each such person for such (3)monuth

23 month, by (4)105 110 percent and raising each

24 such increased amount, if it is not a multiple of

2 $0.10, to the next higher multiple of $0.10;
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1 but in any such case (i) paragraph (1) of this subsec-

2 tion shall not be applied to such total of benefits after the

3 application of subparagraph (B), and (ii) if section

4 202 (k) (2) (A) was applicable in the case of any such

5 benefits for January 1971, and ceases to apply after

6 such month, the provisions of subparagraph (B) shall

7 be applied, for and after the month in which section

8 202 (k) (2) (A) ceases to apply, as though paragraph

9 (1) had not been applicable to such total of benefits for

10 January 1971, or".

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

12 striking out "December 1969" each time it appears and

13 inserting in lieu thereof "December 1970".

14 (d) Section 215 (e) of such Act is amended to read as

15 follows:

16 "Primary Insurance Amount Under 1969 Act

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

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

19 primary insurance amount shall be computed on the basis of

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

21 Amendments of 1970.

22 "(2) The provisions of this subsection shall be applicable

23 only in the case of an individual who became entitled to bene-

fits under section 202 (a) or section 223 before January

- 1971, or who died before such month."
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1 (e) The amendments made by this section shall apply

2 with respect to monthly benefits under title II of the Social

3 Security Act for months after December 1970 and with re-

4 spect to lump-sum death payments under such title in the

5 case of deaths occurring after December 1970.

6 (f) If an individual was entitled to a disability insur-

7 ance benefit under section 223 of the Social Security Act

8 for December 1970 and became entitled to old-age insurance

9 benefits under section 202 (a) of such Act for January 1971,

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

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

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

13 215 (a) for such individual shall be the amount in such col-

14 umn on the line on which in column II appears his primary

15 insurance amount (as determined under section 215 (c) of

16 such Act) instead of the amount in column IV equal to the

17 primary insurance amount on which his disability insurance

18 benefit is based.

19 INCREASE IN BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS

20 AGE 72 AND OVER

21 SEc. 102. (a) (1) Section 227 (a) of the Social Secu-

22 rity Act is.amended by striking out "$46" and inserting in

23 lieu thereof "$48.30", and by striking out "$23" and in-

24 serting in lieu thereof "$24.20".



17

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

2 out "$46" and inserting in lieu thereof "$48.30".

3 (b) (1) Section 228 (b) (1) of such Act is amended by

4 striking out "$46" and inserting in lieu thereof "$48.30".

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

6 striking out "$46" and inserting in lieu thereof "$48.30",

7 and by striking out "$23" and inserting in lieu thereof

8 "$24.20".

9 (3) Section 228 (c) (2) of such Act is amended by

10 strikFng out "$23" and inserting in lieu thereof "$24.20".

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

12 by striking out "$46" and inserting in lieu thereof "$48.30".

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

14 by striking out "$23" and inserting in lieu thereof "$24.20".

15 (c) The amendments made by subsections (a) and (b)

16 shall apply with respect to monthly benefits under title II
17 of the Social Security Act for months after December 1970.

18 (5)*eie IDJUOTMEN O BE1)PIT
19 SECT 10& -(4 Scction 24-5 of the Social Security 4et

20 is amended by adding at the end thcrcof the following new

21 subscction:

22 Cost of-Tiii4ng hieieases in Bcncfits

23 "(i) (1) Fof purposcs of this subsection

24 "(A) the term 'base nnrtcr' means the period of
25 eonccutivc calendnr months ending on Scptcmbc

H.R. 17550 2
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1 1971, and the period of consecutive calender months

2 ending en September ø of each year thereafter7

3 "(B) the term eost-of4ic4ng cc a qnfu4ef

4 means any base qnarter in which the monthly average

5 of the Qonsmoer Price Index prepared by the Iepait-

6 ment of babor exeeeds by not less than per ecritum,

7 the monthly average of such Index in the later of -(4-)-

8 the calendar month period ending on September 3

9 1971, or -(44-)- the base quarter which was most recently

10 a cost of living computation quarter.

11 "-(-2) (A) If the Secretttry determines that a base qnar-

12 ter in a calendar year is also a cost of—living computation

13 quarter, lie shall effective for January of the next calendar

14 year increase the benefit amount of each individual who for

15 such month is entitled to beneftts under section 22-7. or 228,

16 and the primary insurance amount of each other iridi44+ial

17 as speeffied in subparagraph -(-B)- of this paragraph, by an

18 amount derived by multiplying such amount -(including each

19 such in44dnals primary insurance amount or benefit

20 amount under section 2-2-7- or 2-2-8 as previously increased

21 under this su-hparagraph) by the same percentage -(rounded

22 to the next higher one tenth of 4- percent if such percentage

23 is an odd multiple of O5 of -1- percent and to the nearest one-

24 tenth of 1 percent in any other ease) as the percentage by

25 which the monthly average of the Consumer Pi4ee Index
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1 for such cost of living computation qnarter exceeds the

2 monthly average of such Ie4e for the hasc quarter deter

3 mined after the application of clauses -(4)- and -fii)- of para-

4 graph (1 )- (B)-

5 -fB)- The increase proi4ded by subparagraph -(-A-)- with

6 respeet to a particular cost of living computation quarter

7 shall apply in the ease of monthly benefits undcr this title

8 for months after December of the ealenda.r year in which

9 occurred such cost of living computation quarter based on

10 the wages and self employment income of an indii4dul who

11 became entitled to monthly benefits imder section 202, 2-23

12 227, or 2-28 (without regard to section 202-(j) (4-)- or section

13 223 (b) )- or who died, in or before December of sash eal-

14 endar year.

15 "(C) 44 the Secretary determines that a base quarter

16 in a calendar year is aloe a cost of li-ving computation quarter,

17 he shall publish in the Federal Register on or before Dcccm

18 of calendar year a determination that a benefit

19 increase is resultantly required and the percentage thereof.

20 41e shall also pnblish in the Federal Register at that time

21 (along with the increased benefit amounts which shall he

22 deemed to be the amounts appearing in sections 2-2 and

23 228)- a revision of the table of benefits contained in

24 ion -(a)- of this section -(-as it may have been revised previ

25 ously pursuant to this paragraph)— and such revised table



20

I shall be deemed to be the table apcaring in saeh subsection

2 -(-a-)- Su+h re4sinn shell be determined as fol1ows-

3 1(43 The headings of the table shall be the same as

4 the headings in the table immediately prior to its re4-

5 slon e*eept 11±at the p enthet4ea1 plwase at the

6 fling of cohena 14 shall sl-io-w the eeetie date

7 primary insurance amern4s set 1O#I+ ft

8 the e H+Rwda4y prior to hs re-vision.

9 "(ii) The amenats on eaeh line of column and

10 the amounts on each line of eehenn [II e?€eept as other-

11 wise provided by ela*ise 44 of this subparagraph, shall

12 be the same as the ameunts appearing in snob eelumn

13 in the table immediately pi4or to its rev4sion.

14 "(iii) The amount on each line of eolumn 44 shall

15 be changed to the amount shown en the corresponding

16 line of column P of the table immediately pi4or to its

17 revision.

18 iiy) The amount of eneb line of column P shall

19 be increased from the amount shpwn in the table he-

20 iriediatel-y prier to its revision by inoreasing such amoim-t

21 by the percentage speeWted in subparagraph (A)- of

22 paragrapli (2- raising each such increased amenn-t if

23 not a oni-ki-ple of 0.10 to the next higher multiple of

24 $0.10.

25 "(v) 14 the eentrilmtien ami benefit base -fae
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1 dcflne4 in section 230 (b)) for the calendar year in

2 which the taMe of betiefits is reviscd is lower than such

3 base for the following calendar year, eolunms J4I. PJ

4 and shall be extcndeL The amount in the first addi

5 tinnal line in eohuim W shail be the amount in the last

6 line of such column as determined under clause (iv)-,

7 pins $.100 rounding sueb increased amoimt -(if not a

8 multiple of $1.00)— to the next higher multiple of $L-00

9 where such increased amount is an odd multiple of $0.50

10 and to the nearest multiple of $-1.00 in any other case.

11 The amount on eneb succeeding line of column P.' shall

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

13 until the amount on the last line of such column is equal

14 to the larger of -(-+ one thirty sixth of the contribution

15 and benefit base for the calender year following the

16 calendar year in which the table of benefits is revised

17 or (II) the last line of such èolumn as determined under

18 clause -(-k3- plus 0 percent of one twelfth of the excess

19 of the contribution and benefit base for the ealendar year

20 following the ealcndar year in which the table of benefits

21 is revised over such base for the calendar year in which

22 the table of benefits is revise& rounding such amount -(-if

23 not a multiple of $1.003- to the next higher multiple of

24 $IA)0 where ueh ttmount is an odd multiple of $050

25 and to the nearest multiple of .$1 .00 in any other ease.



22

I The amount in each additional line of column 14:1 shall

2 be determined so that the second figure in the last line of

3 column 141 is one twelfth of the contrihn14en a-nd benefits

4 base for the ea-lendar year following the ealen-dar year

5 in which the table of benefits is revised, and the remain—

6 ing figures in column 141 shall he determined i-n eon-

7 sistent math emat4ea-I intervals from column P The

S second figure in the last line of column 114 before the

9 eten4en of the column shall be increased to a figure

10 mathcrrnticaJly so istent with the figures determined in

11 accordance with the preceding nee The amount on

12 each line of eoinnm V shall be increased, to the extent

necessary, so that eneh such amount is equal to 40 or-

14 sent of the second figure in the same line of column 1-1-17

15 pins 40 percent of the smaller of -(4)- such second figure

or (TI) the larger of $450 or 0 per eentam of the larg-

17 sat figam in column 144-v

18 "(vi) The amount on sash be of eol+u+in 3 shall

19 be increased, if necessary, so that such ai-noont is at

20 least equal to one and one half times the amount shpwn

21 on the corresponding line in eol'amn 4-V- Any such in-

22 creased amount that is not a mnk-ipin of $0.10 shall he

23 increased to the next higher multiple of $0.10."

24 Eh3 Section 2-0-34a)- of such Aet - amended by see—

25 101-h)- of this Act) is amended
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1 -(4-)- by sM4lting oot the period at the end of

2 graph -(.3)- and inserting in ]4eu thcrcof or and in—

3 scrting after paragraph -f3)- the following new para

4 graph:

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

6 out the application of section 202 (j)- (4)- and section

7 2-23 (b) - to monthly benefits under section 2 or 223

8 for December of the calendar year in which oeeurs a

9 cost of lii4ng computation quarter -(as defined in see-

10 tion 24i) -f1)) en the basis of the wages and self-

11 employment income of such insured individual, such total

12 of benefits for the month immediately following shall be

13 reduced to not less than the amount equal to the sum

14 of the amounts derived by increasing the benefit amount

15 determined under this title (including this subcction,

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

17 202(g), and subsections (b)- (c), and -(4)- of this

18 section) as in effect for such December for each such

19 person by the same percentage as the percentage by

20 which such individual's primary insurance amount -(in-

21 eluding such amount as previously increased-)- is in—

22 creased under section 245 (i2-)- for such month mi-

23 mediately following, and raising each such increased

24 amount -(-if not a multiple of $0.10) to the ne*t higher

25 multinic of O.iO.": and
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1 -(-2-)- by striking oa-t "the table in section 215-(a)!

2 in the iattcr preceding paragraph -(43- and inserting in

3 lieu thereof "the table in -(-or deemed to be in)- section

4 215(a)".

5 -(-e3--(4-)- Section 2-1-5-(-a-)- of sueb Aet is amended by

6 ing ou-t the matter which precedes the table and inserting in

7 lieu thereof the following:

8 "(a) The primary insurance amount of an insured in-

9 dividual shall be the amount in colunm TV of the following

10 tabIe or if larger, the amount in cohmm P of the latest

11 table deemed to be such table uwler subsection -(-i) (2) (0)-

12 or section 230 (c.)—, determined as fo1lows-

13 !(1) Suhjee.t to the conditions specified in stth-

14 sections (b)-5 (c), and -(-4)- of this section and except

15 as provided in paragraph -(-2-)- of this subsection3 such

16 primary insurance amount shall be whichever of the

17 following amounts is the largest-c.

1.8 ±1(+)- The amount in column W on the line on

19 which in column 114 of such table appears his aver

20 age monthly wage -(-as determined under subsection

21 (b));
22 "(ii) The amount in column fV on the line on

23 which in column 11 of such table appears Ida pri-

24 mary insurance amount -(-so determined under sub-

25 scetion (c)) or
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1 "(lii) The amount in column P,L

2 en which in column [ of such table appears his pri-

3 mary insurance benefit -(-as determined under S&3-

4 section (d)).

5 "(2-)- In the ease of an individual who was cntitlcd

6 to a disability insurance bcncfit fef the month before

7 the month in which he died, became entitled to e14-

8 age insurance benefits, o attained age 6.5 such pri—

9 mary insurance amount shall be the amount in column

10 I-Vt which is eqtm4 to the primary insurance al:nount

11 tlpon which such disability insurance benefit is based,

12 except that, i4 such individual was entitled to a

13 ability insurance bcncfii under section 223 fef the month

14 before the effective month of a new table (other than

15. a table provided by section 230)- and in the follow

16 ing month became entitled to an old age insurance bcnc

17 f4t or he died in such following month. then his p4-

18 mary insurance amonn-t for such following month shall

19 be the amount in column ,2 of the new table on the

20 line on which in column II of such table appears his

21 primary insurance amount for the month before the

22 effective month of the tabic -(-as determined under sub—

23 scetion -(ef3- instcad of the amount in column P equal

24 to the primary insurance amount en which his dis-

25 ability insurance benefit is based



26

1 -(-2-)- Efleetive January 4- 1973, seetion 215 (b) (4) of

2 sneh Aet -(-as amended by section 101 (c) of this Act) is

3 amended to read as follows:

4 "(4) Phe pr&visions of this subsection shall be appli

5 ea1ble ooly in the ease of an individual

6 ±' (A) -who becomes entitled in or after the effec

7 tie month of a new table that appears in -(-or is deemed

8 by sabsee 4-(4)-.fG)- or scetion 230 (o)- to appear

9 in)- si±bseetien -(-a)- to benefits under section 202 (a) or

10 seetion23-or

11 -fB-)- who dies in or after such effective month

12 withont being entitled to benefits under seetion 02

13 or section 223; or

14 --(-O)- whose primary insurance amount is required

15 to be reeompnted ander subsection (f) (2) .".

16 -(-3-)- fcctivc January 4- 19!713 section 215 (o)- el

17 sueh Aet -(-as amended by section 101 (d-)- of this Act)- if

18 amended to read as followw

19 !4�i4mary Insurance Amount Under Prior Provisions

20 "(c) (1) For the purposes of eolumn II of table

21 that appears in -(-or is deemed to appear in)- subsection -(-a)-

22 of th4 section, an iedk4diial's pri-mary insurance amount

23 sha4l be cornputcd on the basis of the liw in effeet prior to

24 the cffectite month of the latest sn-oh table.
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1 eaMe only in the ease of n individual who became entitled

2 to benefits under scction 202 (a) Of section 223, 0? who died,

3 before such effective month."

4 -(43- Scetitns 22 ai4 2-2S of such Aet -(-as amended

5 by section 102 of this iet3- aie amended by striking ont

6 "$48.30!' whcreei it appears and inserting in lien thereof

7 "the large? of $48.30 0? the amount most recently

8 lishcd in lien thereof under section 2-fi-)- and by strik

9 ing ent "$24.20" wherever it appears and inserting in lien

10 thereof "the lafgef of $24.20 Of the amount most recently

11 established in lieu thei'eof under seetion 215 (i) ".

12 INCREASED WIDOW'S AND WIDOWER'S INSURANCE

13 BENEFITS

14 SEc. (6)404 103. (a) (7)(1) Section 202 (e) of the

15 Sceial Security Security Act is amended—

16 (8) (1 )- by striking out "82 percent of- wherever

17 it appears in paragraphs -(43- and (2); and

18 (A) by striking out "82+ percent of the primary

19 insurance amount of such deceased individual" wherever

20 it appears in paragraph (1) and inserting in lieu there-

21 of "the amount of the widow's insurance benefit (as

22 determined under paragraph (2)) of such widow or

23 surviving divorced wife"; and

24 (B) by striking out subparagraph (C) of para-

25 graph (1) and inserting in lieu thereof the following

26 new subparagraph:
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1 "(C) (i) has filed application for widow's insur-

2 ance benefits, or (ii) was entitled, on the basis of the

3 wages and self-employment income of such individual,

4 to—

5 "(1) mother's insurance benefits for the month

6 preceding the month in which she attained age 65, or

7 "(II) wife's insurance benefits for the month

8 preceding the month in which he died, but only if

9 in such preceding month she had attained the age

10 of 65 or was not entitled to benefits under subsec-

11 tion (a) or section 223,";

12 (9)+2--(C) by striking out "age (32" (1O)ift b-

13 (C) -(-1)- and (C)- (ii ef paragraph (1), and

14 in the matter following subparagraph (G) in paragraph

15 (1), and inserting in lieu thereof (1 1)in cach intancc

16 "age 65".

17 (12)(2) Paragraph (2) of section 202(e) of such Act is

18 amended to read as follows:

19 "(2) (A) Except as provided in subsection (q), para-

20 graph (4) of this subsection, and subparagraph (B) of this

21 paragraph, such widow's insurance benefit for each month

22 shall be equal to the primary insurance amount of such de-

23 ceased individual.

24 "(B) If the deceased individual (on the basis of whose

25 wages and self-employment income a widow or surviving

26 divorced wife is entitled to widow's insurance benefls under
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1 this subsection) was, at any time, entitled to an old-age insur-

2 ance benefit, which was reduced by reason of the application

3 of subsection (q), the widow's insurance benefit of such widow

4 or surviving divorced wife for any month shall, if the amount

5 of the widow's insurance benefit of such widow or surviving

6 divorced wife (as determined under subparagraph (A) and

7 after application of subsection (q)) is greater than the amount

8 of the old-age insurance benefit to w!ich such deceased individ-

9 ual would have been entitled (after application of subsection

10 (q)) for such month if such individual were still living,

11 be reduced to an amount equal to the amount of the old-age

12 insurance benefit to which such deceased individual would

13 have been entitled (after application of subsection (q)) for

14 such month if such individual were still living.

15 (b) (13)(1) Section 202 (f) of sugh Act is amended—

16 (14) (1) by striking eu.t "82j percent of whcrcvcr .t

17 appcars in paragraphs -ft)- an4 (3);

18 (A) by striking out "82f percent of the primary

19 insurance amount of his deceased wife" wherever it ap-

20 pears in paragraph (1) and inserting in lieu thereof "the

21 amount of the wUower's insurance benefit (as deter-

22 mined under paragraph (3)) of such widower";

23 (B) by striking out subparagraph (C) ofpara-
24 graph (1), and inserting in lieu thereof the following

new subparagraph:
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1 "(C) (i) has filed application for widower's insur-

2 ance benefits or (ii) was entitled to husband's insurance

3 benefits, on the basis of the wages and self-em ployment

4 income of such individual, for the month preceding the

5 month in evhic/t she died, but only if in such preceding

6 month he had attained the age of 6L or was not entitled

'7 to benefits under subsection (a) or section 223,"; and

8 (15)(2) by iscrtiiig after attainrneu of age 65,"

9 after 1'w cntitlcd" in paagaph (1-) (C) and

10 (16)-f 3)-(C) by striking out "age 62" in the matter fol-

11 lowing subparagraph (U) in paragraph (1) and insert-

12 ing in lieu thereof "age 65".

13 (17)(2) Paragraph (3) of section 202(f) of such Act is

14 amended to read as follows:

15 "(3) (A) Except as provided in subsection (q), para-

16 graph (4) of this subsection, and subparagraph (B) of this

17 paragraph, such widower's insurance benefit for each month

18 shall be equal to the primary insurance arnoitnt of his de-

19 ceased wife.

20 "(B) If the deceased wife (on the basis of whose

21 wages and self-employment income a widower is entitled to

22 widower's insurance benefits under this subsection) was, at

23 any time, entitled to an old-age insurance benefit which was

24 reduced by reason of the application of subsection (q), the
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1 widower's insurance benefit of such widower for any month

2 shall, if the amount of the widower's insurance benefit of

3 such widower (as determined under subparagraph (A) and

4 after application of subsection (q)) is greater than the

5 amount of the old-age insurance benefit to which such deceased

6 wife would have been entitled (after application of subsection

7 (q)) for such month if such wife were still living, be reduced

8 to an amount equal to the amount of the old-age insurance

9 benefit to which such deceased wife would have been entitled

10 (after application of subsection (q)) for such month if such

11 wife were still living.

12 (c) (1) The last sentence of section 203 (c) of such Act

13 is amended by striking out all that follows the semicolon and

14 inserting in lieu thereof the following: "nor shall any de-

15 duction be made under this subsection from •any widow's

16 insurance benefit for any month in which the widow or sur-

17 viving divorced wife is entitled and has not attained age 65

18 (but only if she became so entitled prior to attaining age

19 60), or from any widower's insurance benefit for any month

20 in which the widower is entitled and has not attained age 65

21 (but oniy if he became so entitled prior to attaining age
22 62)."
23 (2) Clause (D) of section 203 (f) (1) of such Act is
24 amended to read as follows: "(D) for which such individual

25 is entitled to widow's insurance benefits and has not attained
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1 age 65 (but only if she became so entitled prior to attaining

2 age 60), or widower's insurance benefits and has not attained

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

4 ing age 62), or".

5 (18)(d) Section 202(k) (3) (A) of such Act is amended by

6 striking out "subsection (q) and" and inserting in lieu

7 thereof "subsection (q), subsection (e) (2) or (f) (3), and".

8 (19)-(d) (e) (1) Section 202 (q) (1) of such Act is amended

9 to read as follows:

10 "(1) If the first month for which an individual is

11 entitled to an old-age, wife's, husband's, widow's, or

12 widower's insurance benefit is a month before the month in

13 which such individual aJttains retirement age, the amount of

14 such benefit for such month and for any subsequent month

15 shall, subject to the succeeding paragraphs of this subsection,

16 bereducedby—

17 "(A) % of 1 percent of such amount if such benefit

18 is an old-age insurance benefit, 25/36 of 1 percent of such

19 amount if such benefit is a wife's or husband's insurance

20 benefit, or /12o of 1 percent of such amount if such

21 benefit is a widow's or widower's insurance benefit,

22 multiplied by—

23 "(B) (i) the number of the months in the reduction

24 period for such benefit (determined under paragraph
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1 (6) (A) ), if such benefit is for a month before the

2 month in which such individual attains retirement age, or

3 "(ii) if less the number of such months in the

4 adjusted reduction period for such benefit (determined

5 under paragraph (7)), if such benefit is (I) for the

6 month in which such individual attains age 62, or

7 (II) for the month in which such individual attains

8 retirement age;

9 and in the case of a widow or widower whose first month of

10 entitlement to a widow's or widower's insurance benefit is a

11 month before the month in which such widow or widower at-

12 tains age 60, such benefit, reduced pursuant to the preced-

13 ing provisions of this paragraph (and before the application

14 of the second sentence of paragraph (8) ), shall be further

15 reduced by—

116 "(C) %4o of 1 percent of the amount of such

17 benefit, multiplied by—

18 "(D) (i) the number of months in the additional

19 reduction period for such benefit (determined under

20 paragraph (6) (B) ), if such benefit is for a month before

21 the month in which such individual attains age 62, or

22 "(ii) if less, the number of months in the additional

23 adjusted reduction period for such benefit (determined

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

25 in which such individual attains age 62."

H.R. 17550 3
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1 (2) Section 202 (q) (7) of such Act is amended—

2 (A) by striking out everything that precedes sub-

3 paragraph (A) and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-

4 lowing:

5 "(7) For purposes of this subsection the 'adjusted re-

6 duction period' for an individual's old-age, wife's, husband's,

7 widow's, or widower's insurance benefit is the reduction

8 period prescribed in paragraph (6) (A) for such benefit,

9 and the 'additional adjusted reduction period' for an mdi-

10 vidual's widow's, or widower's insurance benefit is the

11 additional reduction period prescribed by paragraph (6)

12 (B) for such benefit, excluding from each such period—";

13 and

14 (B) by striking out "attained retirement age" in

15 subparagraph (E) and inserting in lieu thereof "attained

16 age 62, and also for any month before the month in

17 which he attained retirement age,".

18 (3) Section 202 (q) (9) of such Act is amended to

19 read as follows:

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

21 ment age' means age 65."

22 (20)(o) (f) Se,tion 202 (m) of such Act is amended to

23 read as follows:

24 "Minimum Survivor's Benefit

25 "(m) (1) In any case in which an individual is entitled

26 to a monthly benefit under this section (other than under
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1 subsection (a) ) for any month and no other person is (with-

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

3 entitled to a monthly benefit under this section or see-

4 tion 223 for such month on the basis of the same wages

5 and self-employment income, such individual's benefit amount

6 for such month, prior to reduction under (2 1)bscctions

7 -fk)--f3-)- a4 (g) (1) subsection (k) (3), shall be not less than

8 the first amount appearing in column IV of the table in see-

9 lion 215 (a) (22), ercept cis provided in paragraph (2).

10 "(2) In the case of such an individual who is entitled

11 to l. niolitlily J)Cflefit tinder subsectiofl (e) or (1) (23)aiid

12 whose bcncfft k si±bee to reduction under subsection (g) (1),

13 such benefit amount, after reduction under subsection (q)

14 (1) (24)and subsection (e) (2) (B) or (f) (3) (B), shall not

15 be less than the amount it would be under paragraph (1) after

16 (25)sti4t ed+i4-ioi+ red?! c/ion under subsection (q) (1), if re-

17 tirement age as specified in paragraph (6) (A) (ii) of subsec-

18 lion (q) were age 62 rather than retirement age (a$ defined in

19 subsection (q) (.0)." (26)i4 HCI+ 4i44at4 1.iad nttaine4 -
20 would att.ainretife eitage-(-aw e&iedinsu4scction (g) (9) )-

21 i tie month wh4el he attained -for would attain) age 62

22 (97)±L(3- Iii the e*se ai l1i44±a4 to whom ptmigitq1+

23 -(-2-)- appl-ies but whose first month of eutitlcmcnt to bcncfit

24 under subsection -(4 e -(4)- was before he me+ith ia which

he attaiued age ø sueh paragraph -(-2-)- shall he app1ie fof
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1 purposes of determining the number of monthe to he used in

2 computing the r uetion under si*bparagraphs (A) and -fR)-

3 of snhseetion -(-*3-f1-)- (but not for purposes of determining

4 the number of months to he used in computing the reduction

5 under subparagraphs -(G)- and -(D3- of such suhscction) as

6 though sueh first month of entitlement had been the month in

7 which he nttaincd such age."

8 (28}4)- (y) In tile case of an individual who is entitled

9 (29)withoat the appheatinn of seetm ø24jH43- and

10 -fb-)- of the Social Security Act) to widow's or widower's in-

surance benefits for the month of December 1970, the Secre-

12 tary shall redetermine the amount of such benefits (30)for

13 months after December 1970 under title II of (31)eael+ the

14 Social Security Act as if the amendments made by this see-

15 tion ha.d been in effect fQr the first month of such individual's

16 entitlement to such benefits.

17 (32)-fg)- (h) Where—

18 (1) two or more persons are entitled (33)-witliout

19 the application of section 202 (j) (1-)- of the Seeio Se-

20 eurity Act) to monthly benefits under section 202 of

21 (34)suc4i the SoCial Security Act for December 1970 on

22 the basis of the wages and self-employment income of a

23 deceased individual, and one or more of such persons is so

24 entitled under subsection (e) or (f) of such section 202,

and
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ii. (2) one or more of such persons is entitled on the

2 basis of such wages and self-employment income to

3 (35)iieiease4 monthly benefits under subsection (e) or

4 (1) of such section 202 (as amended by this section) for

5 January 1971, and

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

7 entitled under section 202 of such Act on the basis of

8 such wages and self-employment income for January

9 1971 is reduced by reason of section 203 (a) of such

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

11 penultimate sentence of such section 203 (a), be so

12 reduced),

13 then the amount of the benefit to which each such person

14 referred to in paragraph (1) (36) other than person en—

15 titled under abection -(-e3- ei -(43- of sueh scotion 202, is en-

16 titled for months after December 1970 shall (37)'e R4ustcd

17 in no case be less, after the application of (38)this section and

18 such sectien 203 (a), (39)to an amount no •les thaii tI1e

19 amount it would have been (40)if the peen ei persons e-

20 fcrrcd to in paragraph 42-)- had not beeeme cntitlcd to an

21 inereae4 benefit referred to in such paragraph without the

22 application of this section.

23 (41)Page 27, after line 5, insert:

24 (i) In the case of any individual who became entitled to

25 a widow's or widower's insurance benefit after attaining age
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1 62 a'n(l who is entitled to such benefit for the month of Decem-

2 ber 1970, the provisions of this section shall not operate to

3 reduce such benefit to less than 82+ percent of the primary

4 insurance amount of the deceased inthridual on the basis of

5 whose 'wages and self-employment income such benefit is

6 payable.

7 (42)-(h) (j) The amendments made by this section shah

8 apply with respect to monthly benefits tinder title II of the

9 Social Security Act for months after December 1970.

10 AOE-62 COMPUTATION POINT FOR MEN

11 SEC. (43)105. 104. (a) Section 214 (a) (1) of the So-

12 cial Security Act is amended by striking out "before—" and

13 all that follow's down through "except" 'and inserting in lieu

14 thereof "before the year in which he died or (if earlier) the

year in which he attained age 62, except".

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

17 striking out "before—" and all that follows down through

18 "For" and inserting in lieu thereof "before the year in
19 which he died or, if it occurred earlier but after 1960, the

20 year in which he attained age 62. For".

21 (44) (c) In the eoe of an iiu1ivithma-1 who is en444e4 to

22 monthly bcnefits undcr section 202 oi 2-2-& of the Social

23 Security 4et fei' a month after December 4-9ø. on the basis

24 of the wages an4 self employment ineome of an insured mdi

2 vidual who prior to January 4974 became entitled to benefits
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1 under seetion 202 (a), or who prior to January 1W71 bccamc

2 en4tled to bene&s ander seetion 2-2-s af-ter the year in wh4eh

3 he attained age 62 or who d4ed pi4or to January 1971 in

4 a year after the year in which he attained age 6 the See-

5 rctary shall notwthstanding paragraph -(4-)- arid -f2)- of

6 section 2-15-(43- of such Aet rccomputc the primary insur-

7 ancc amount of such insured ind4vidual. Such reeomputa.tion

8 shall be made under whichever of the follewirig alternative

9 computation methods yields the higher primary insuranee

10 amoun

11 -(-1-)- the computation methods in section 2-1-h -fb)-

12 and -4)- of such Aet as amended b this Aet as such

13 methods would apply in the ease of an insured individual

14 who attained age 6 in 1971 except that the provisions

15 of section g15 (d) (3-)- of such Aet shall net apply; or

16 -(-2-)- the computation methods speeif4ed in paragraph

17 -(43- without regard to the limitation 1%ut after 1960"

18 contained in seetion 215 (b) (3) of such Aet except that

19 for any such recomputat4on when the number of an

20 individual's benefit computation years irs less than

21 average monthly wage shall if it is in excess of
22 400 he reduced to such amom't.

23 (45}fd)- (c) Section 223 (a.) (2) of such Act is amended—

24 (1) by striking out "(if a woman) or age 65 (if
25 a man) ",
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1 (2) by striking out "in the case of a woman" and

2 inserting in lieu thereof "in the ease of an individual",

3 and

4 (3) by striking out "she" and inserting in lieu

5 thereof "he".

6 (46)e) (d) Section 223 c) (1) (A) of such Act is

7 amended by striking out "(if a woman) or age 65 (if a

8 man)".

9 (47)-4)- (e) Section 227 (a) of such Act is amended by

10 striking out "so much of paragraph (1) of section 214 (a)

11 as follows clause (C)" and inserting in lieu thereof "para-

12 graph (1) of section .214 (a) ".

1.3 (48)fg3- (f) Section 227 (b) of such Act is amended by

14 striking out "so much of paragraph (1) thereof as follows

15 clause (C)" and inserting in lieu thereof "paragraph (1)

16 thereof".

17 (49)(h-)- (g) Sections 209 (i) (50) 4-3-(a (2-)- and 21G (i)

18 (3) (A), of such Act are amended by striking out "(if a

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

20 (51) (i) (1) (ii) Sec.tio.n 303 (g) (1) of the Social Security

21 Amendments of 1960 is amended—

22 (52)-fA3- (1) by stiking out "Amendments of 1965 and

23 1967" and inserting in lieu thereof "Amendments of

24 1965, 1967, 1969, and 1970"; (53)and

25 (54)-fB* (2) by striking out "Amendments of 1967"
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1 wherever it appears and inserting in lieu thereof

2 "Amendnients of (55)1970j t1-Id 1970".

3 (56)-f€- by iIei1iiig sflbjeet 1e seel4ei 04-fi-) (2)

4 of the Social Seetu4t-y Amcndmcnt of 1970)-! aftcf

5 except tha in the het sentdncc.

6 FeI purpscs of oi+thly beHe4is payable afef

7 Dcccmbe 4-9-70.. oi a h+p—stirn death payment in the ease

8 of ai insurcd individual whe dies after Dcccmbef 1070,

9 rctircmcnt age a referred to in seetie+i BQ3 (g) (1)- of

10 the Social Security Amendments of '1960 shall mean age

12 (57)-fj3- (i) Pai'agrapli (9) of section 3121 (a) of the Inter-

13 nal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to definition of wages)

14 is amended to read as follows:

15 "(9) any payment (other than vacation or sick
16 pay) made to an employee after the month in which he

17 attains age 62, if such employee did not work for the

18 employer in the period for which such payment is

19 made;".

20 (58)-(-k)- Wheft two more persons ape e-tied -(-without

21 the application of seetions 202-(-j) (1) ai4 223-(b)- of the

22 Social Security 4et3- to monthly benefits undci. seetiei 20

23 22 of such Aet for December 19707 oii the basis of the

24 wages arid self cmploymcnt income of art insrne4 individual,

25 arid the total of bcncfits for such persons is rcduccd undcr



42

seet7ien 20-(4 of such et -for would, hut fef the penulti

2 mate sentence of such seetion Q3-(-a3-. be so i'edueeJ)- fof the

mouth of Januafy 1971 and such individual's p4mary insur—

j anec amount is increased fo sueh mon-th undei the a.mcnd

mcnts made by this section, then the total of bene44ts far such

( persons for and after Jianuary I 974 shall not be reduced to

' less than the sum of—

-(44- the amount determined under seetien 2f43-(-t4

9 -(-2.)- of sueh 4et far January 11971, and

110 -(-2.)- an amoimt equal to the exeess of (A) such

11 individual!s primary insurance amount for January 1971,

12 as determined under section 245 of such 4et -(-as

13 amended by section 1-04 of this 4et3- and i-n accord

14 once with the aincndmeats made by this seetion over

15 (B) his primary insurance amount for January 1.971

16 as determined under such section 24-h without regard to

17 such amciidment€

18 f13 The amendments made by this seetion shall apply

19 with respeet to monthly benefits under title II of the

20 Social Sccurit ,Aet for months after December 1970 and

21 with respect t lump sum death payments made under

22 such title in the ease of deaths occurring . after December

23 1970, exeet that in the ease of an individual who was net

24 entitled to a monthly benefit under title II of such Aet for

25 December 1970 such amendments shall apply only on the
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'±1)

.1 hasi ef application filed i+ 8f after he month in which

2 e Ae i eflaete4

3 (59)(j) (1) The amendments made by this section (except

4 subsection (i) and subsection (g) as it relates to the amend-

5 ment to section 209(i) of the Social Security Act) shall

6 apply in the case of a man who attains (or would attain) age

7 62 after December 1972. The amendment made by subsec-

8 tion (g) as it relates to the amendment to section 209(i) of

9 the Social Security Act and by subsection (i) shall apply

10 only with respect to payments after 1972.

11 (2) In the case of a man who attains age 62 prior to

12 1973, the number of his elapsed years for purposes of

13 section 215(b) (3) of the Social Security Act shall be equal

14 to the number (A) determined under such section, as in

1J effect on January 1, 1970, or (B) if less, determined as

16 though he attained age 65 in 1973, except that monthly

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

18 prior to 1971 payable on the basis of his wages and self-

19 employment income shall be determined as though this sec-

20 tion had not been enacted.

21 (3) In the case of a man who attains or will attain age

22 62 in 1971, the figure "64" should be substituted for the

23 figure "65" in sections 214(a) (1), 223(c) (1) (A), 209
24 (i) and 216(i) (3) (A) of the Social Security Act and
25 paragraph (9) of section 3121 (a) of the Internal Revenue
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1 Code of 1954. In the case of a man who attains or will attain

2 age 62 in 1972, the figure "63" should be substituted for

3 the figure "65" in sections 214(a) (1), 223(c) (1) (A), 209

4 (i), and 216(i) (3) (A) of the Social Security Act and

5 paragraph (9) of section 3121 (a) of the Internal Revenue

6 Code."

7 (60)+e+eN O RECEIVE ACTUARIALLY REDUCED

8 FITS IN ON CATEGORY Nø O B APPLICABLE

9 CERTAIN BNBFITS IN OTHER GATEGOI1IE

10 SEp. 106. -(aHI)- Seetien 2O2(q+ (3)-fA)- of the

11 Social Security Aet is amended by striking oat all that fel—

12 lows clausc -(ii)- and inserting in lisa thereof the following:

1 "thcn (subject to the succeeding paragraphs of this sub-

14 section) such wifc?s, husband's, vidows or widower's i.

15 surance benefit for each month shall he reduced as provided

16 ii subparagraph -(B)- (C), or (D) of this paragraph, in

17 lieu of any reduction under paragraph (1), if the amount of

18 the reduction ifi sueh benefit under this paragraph is less than

19 the amount of the reduction in such benefit would be under

20 paragraph -(1)-

21 .f2 Seetion 202 (g)--(3)- of such 4$ is further amended

22 by striking eat suhparagrahe -(-Eh -(F), and (0).

23 -(-h3- Section 02 (r) of suek 4$ is rcpcalecL

24 -(c) -(1) (A) Subjeet to subparagraph (B)- subsection

25 -(-a)- of this section and the amendments made theroby shall
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1 apply with respect to bcncfits for months commcneing with

2 the sixth month after the month in which this Aot is enoctcd.

3 -(B)- Subsection -(a)- of this section and the amendments

4 made thereby shall apply in the ease of an individual whose

5 entitlement to benefits under seetisn 2O of the Social Secu

6 rity et began -(without regard to sections 242-(j)- (1)- and

' 223 (b) of such Act) before the sixth month alter the month

8 in which this et is enacted only if such individual files with

9 the Secretary of Ticaith, Education, and Welfare, in such

10 maimer and form as the Secretary shall by regulations pro—

11 scribe a written request that such subsection and such

12 amendments opplyr [n the ease of such an individual who

13 is described in paragraph 2 (A) (i) of this subscctisn the

14 request for a redetermination under paragraph -f2-3- shall eon-

15 stitutc the request required by this subparagraph1 and sub-

16 section -(a)- of this section and the amendments made thereby

17 shall apply pursuant to such request with respect to such

18 individual's bcncfits as rcdctcrmined in aeeordancc with

19 paragraph -(2)- (B) (i) -(but only if he does not refuse to

20 aeeept such redetermination). 1n the ease of any indi4dual

21 with respect to whose benefits suhseetion -(4 of this seetion

22 and the amcndmcrits made thereby may apply only pursuant

23 to a request mode under this su43paragraph- such subsection

24 and such amendments shalI be cffcctie -fsnbeet to porn-

25 graph (2) (D)) with respect to benefits for months oem-
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I mencing with 4-he sixth month after the month in which thiS

2 is enacted or- i4 4-he request required by th-iS

3 graph iS not filed before the end of such shth month, with

4 the second month following the month in which 4-he rcqucs

isfi1ed-

-fG)- Sabseetion -fb)- of thiS seetion shti4 apply with

7 respeet to benefits payable pursnan4- to applications filed on

S or after the date of the enactment of this Ae4-

9 -(-2-)- (A) n any ease where an i-n4ii4EhrnI—

10 —fi-)- is entitled, for the 444t1+ month following the

11 month in whichì this Aet i-s enacted, 4-a a monthly in—

12 surancc benefit under see4on of the Social Security

13 Aet -(4)- which was reduced under sjthsection -fg)- (3 of

such section, and -(IT)- the application for which was

15 deemed -for except for the faet that an application had

16 been filed, would lnwe been deemed) to liae beemi 44-led

17 by such individual under s+kbseetioft -(4 -(4-)- or -(-2-)- of

18 such section, and

19 -(* files a written request for a redetermination

20 under tb-is subsee4-io+i on or after the 41a4e of the entict

21 mnent of this At and in such manner and form as the

22 Secretary of IIea1th Edneat4on and Welfare shall by

23 regulations prescribe,

24 the Secretary shall rcdcteimii+e the amount of such benefit,

25 and the amount of the other beiiel44- -(-reduced under ubscc
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1 tion -(-q-)- *1+ or -f2)-e4 sueh seetien-)- whieh was takc into

2 account in eomputing the rednetion in sueh bei:ie44t under such

3 sttbseeten-fq -(3-)- in the manner prGvidcd in subparagraph

4 -(-B)- of this paragraph

5 (B) Upon receiving a written request for the redctcr

6 mination ujider this paragraph of a benefit which was reduced

7 under subsection (g) (3-)- of seetion 2Ø of the Social Se-

8 curity Aet and of the other benefit which was taken into ae-

9 count in computing such reduction, filed by an individual as

10 provided in subparagraph -(-4)- of this paragraph the See

11 retary shall

12 -(4)- determine the highest monthly benefit amount

13 which such individual could receive under the sub-

14 scction of such section 202 which are involved -(-or

15 under seetien 22-g of such Aet and the subsection of

16 such section 20 wl$eh is inolvcd) for the month

17 with which the redetermination is to be effective under

18 subparagraph (D)- of this subsection -(without regard

19 to sections 202 (k), 203 (a), and 2O3 -fb.)- through (1))

20

21 -(4)- such iti4ividual!s application for one of

22 such two benefits had been filed in the month in

23 which it was actually Med or was dcemed under

21 subsection -fr-)- of such section 202 to have been
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1 filed and his application for the other such benefit

2 had been filed in a later month, and

3 (II) the amendments made by this scctior

4 had been in effect at the time each sneb application

5 wasfilcd;and

6 -(ii)- determine whether the amounts which were

7 actually received by such individual in the form of such

8 two benefits during the period prior to the month with

9 which the redetermination under this paragraph is to

10 he effective were in excess of the amounts which would

11 have been received during such period i4 the applications

12 for such benefits bad aetually been filed at the times

13 fixed under clause (i)- (I)- of this subparagraph and

14 if so the total amount by whieb benefits otherwise pay

15 ab4e to such individual under such section 2O (and

16 section 228)- would have to be reduced in order to

17 compensate the Federal Old Age and Survivors Insur

18 ance Trust Fund (and the Federal Disability Insurance

19 Trust Fund)- for such excess.

20 -(0)- The Secretary shall then notify such individual of

21 the amount of eaeh such benefit as computed in accordance

22 with the amendments made by subsections -(a)- and

23 of this section and as rcdetcrmincd in aecordanee with
24 subparagraph (B) (i) of this paragraph, specifying -fi)- the

25 amount -(if any) of the excess determined under subpara
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1 graph -(-B) (ii)- of this para.gra.ph and -(-ii-)- the period during

2 which payment of any inercase in such indi\4dnae benefits

3 resulting from the application of the amendments made by

4 subsections -fa.3- and -(-b3- of this seetion would under desig-

5 nated efreurnstanccs havc to be withheld in order to effect the

6 reduction described in subparagraph (B) (ii). Such mdi

7 44+nd may at any time within thirty days after such notiflea

8 tien is mailed to him refose -fin such manner and form ac

9 Secretary shall by regulations prescribe).- to accept tl
10 redetermination under this paragraph.

11 (D) Unless the last sentence of subparagraph -f€

12 applics. a redetermination under this paragraph shall l

1.3 effective (but subject to the reduction described in subpara

14 graph (B) -(-ii)- over the period specified pursuant to clausi

15 -(ii-)- of the fwst sentence of subparagraph (C) )- beginning

16 with the sixth month following the month in which this Act

17 is enacted, ei if the request foi such redetermination is not

18 filed before the end of sneh sixth month, with the second

19 month following the month in which the request fo such

20 redetermination is filed.

21 (E) he Secretary, by withholding amounts from benc

22 14.ts otherwise payable to an individual under title II of the

23 Social Security Act as specified in clause -(44.3- of the fiist sen—

24 tcncc of subparagraph -(-0) (and in no other manncr)- shall

23 recover the amounts necessary to compensate the Federal

ILR. 17550 -4
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1 Old Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund -(and the Fed

2 era4 Disability Insurance Trust Fund) for the excess (dc

3 seribcd i subparagraph (B) (ii)) attributable to benefits

4 which were paid such individual and to which a

5 tien under this subsection applies.

6 -(-4)- Where

7 -(+ two or more persons are en4tled en the basis of

8 the wages and self employment ineome of an individual

9 4thout the application of sections 2f)2')- (1-) and

10 223 (b) of the Soeisl eeurity Aet)- to monthly benefits

11 under section 2O of such 4et for the month preceding

12 the month with whieh (A) a edetermination under

13 su-bscctien -(-e-)- of this seetion becomes ef4eeti-ve with

14 respect to the benefits of any one of them 0711+1(B) sueh-i

15 benefits are aeeordingly inereased by reason of the

16 amendments made by snbseetions -(-a)- and -(4 of this

17 section, an+1

18 -(-2-)- the total of benefits to whieh all persons are

19 entitled under such section 2 on the basis of sueh

20 wages and self employment iseome for the month with

21 which sueh rcdetcrminat-ion and i-nerease heeornes effee-

22 tie is reduced by reason of section O-3fa)- of sueh Aet

23 as amended by this Aet -(-or would, but for the penulti-

24 mate seritenee of snob seetien O3 (a), be so red-uee43-

25 then the amount of the bene4t to whieb esek of the persons



1 iefeffe4 to in paragraph -(43-i ether than the person with

2 respect to whose benefits sueh redetermination and increase

3 is appIicab1c is entitled for months beginning with the month

4 with wli4eh sueh redetermination and irierease becomes effee-

S ti*e shall be adjusted, s4ter the application of such section

6 203 (a), to on amount no less than the amount it would 1+€we

7 been if such redetermination arid increase had not become

S effective.

9 LIBERALIZATION OF EARNINGS TEST

10 (61 )Sic. 107. 10;. (a) (1) Paragraphs (1) and (4) (B)

11 of section 203 (f) of the Social Security Act are each

12 amended by striking out "$140" and inserting in lieu thereof

I (62)± I 66.66 $200 or the eXelnl)t aiuiouiil aS deferiiiincd

14 under paragraph (8) ''.

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

16 is amended by striking out "$140" and inserting in lieu

17 thereof (63)-$1 66444-- 200 or the exeilipt amount as do—

18 lermiiiiied I1II(ler slIbSeetu)n (f) (8) ''.

19 (3) Paragraph (3) of section 203 (f) of such Act is
20 amended to read as follows:

21 "(3) For purposes of paragraph (1) and sub-
22 section (h), an individual's excess earnings for a tax-
23 able year shall be 50 per centum of his earnings for
24 such year in excess of the product. of (64)$1 66.6G
25 $200 or the exempt amount as determined under para—
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1 graph (8) multiplied by the number of months iii such

2 year. The excess earnings as derived under the preceding

3 seiitciice, if not a nhlIlti1)IC of 1, shall be reduced to the

4 next lower multiple of $1 ."

5 (65)-(43- $o4isn 44-(-f3- f is ftwther tiHendo4 by

6 ad!Ang at the end thereof the following new paragraph-i

7 1-f8)- (A) On or before November 4- of 1972 and of

8 each eef1-numbcred ycar thcrcafter, the Secretary shall

9 determine and publish in the Fcdcral egiater the

10 exempt amount as defined in subparagra-ph (B) for eaeh

1 1 month in any individual's first two taxable years which

12 end with the close of or after the calendar year following

13 the year in wluieh such determination is made

14 "(B)- fhe exenipt amoui# for each month of a

par{icui1ar t ablo year shall be wb4ehcvcr of the fol-

16 lowing is the larger:

17 "U) the produet of 1G4}M(3 and the ratio

18 of -(4-)- the average taxable wages of all persona for

19 whom taxable wages were reported to the Sccrc

20 tory for the first calendar quarter of the calendar

21 year in whieli a determination under subparagraph

22 (A) is made for each such month of such partieu—

23 lar tonable year to (TI) the average of the taxable

24 wages of all persons for whom wages were reported

25 to the Secretary for the first calendar quarter of
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1 1971, with such pod+ie{ ii net a nmltiple of $10,

2 being rounded to the next higher multiple of $10

3 where such product is an odd multiple of and to

4 the nearest multiple of d-O i any other cac, or

5 "(ii) the exempt amenot for each month in the

6 tanable year preceding such particular taxable year;

7 cxccpt thet the provisions in elanse -fi)- shall not apply

8 with respeet to any taxable ycar unless the contribution

9 and earnings base for sneh year is determined under

10 seetien 23O (b)--fl) ."

11 (66)—fe)-- (1)) The aniciidnieiits iiiade by this section shall

12 apply with respect to taxable years ending after December

13 1970.

14 EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN EARNINGS IN YEAR OF

15 ATTAINING AGE 72

16 (G7)Sic. 4(48. 106. (a) rile first sentence of section 203 (f)

17 (3 ) of the Social Secirity Act (68) as aiiiended by

18 (G9)sectioi 10; (a) (3) of this Act is amend('(I bj ius('I'tinq

19 (70)-fA3- a4te eept 4ltt4 end hy ismierting before the

20 period at I lie end thereof the follo\vilig: ", (71 )md -(p3—

21 except that, in determining all individual's eXCeSS earnings for

22 the taxable year in which he attaiiis age 72, there shall be

23 excluded any earnings of such individual for the month in

24 which he attains such age and any subsequent month (with

23 any net earnings or net loss fr&m self—employment in such
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1 year being prorated in an equitable manner under regulations

2 of the Secretary) ".

3 (b) The amendment made by subsection (a) shall

4 apply with respect to taxable years ending after December

5 1970.

6 REDUCED BENEFITS FOR WIDOWERS AT AGE 60

7 (72)Sic. 409. 107. (a) Section 202 (f) of the Sochil Secti-

8 rity Act (as amended by section (73)1-04-fb3--f2-)- 103(b)

9 (2) of this Act.) is further amended—

10 (1) by striking out "age 62" each place it appears

11 (74)ii paragraphs (1), (3), and (6) aiid insertuig in

12 lieu thereof "age 60"; and

13 (2) by striking out "or the third month" in the

14 matter following subparagraph (G) in paragraph (1)

15 and inserting in lieu thereof "or, if he became entitled

16 to such benefits before he attained age 60, the third

17 month".

18 (b) (1) The last sentence of section 203 (c) of such

19 Act. (as amended by section (75)1-04-fe) (1) 103(c) (1) of

20 this Act) is further amended by striking out. "age 62" and

21 inserting in lieu thereof "age 60".

22 (2) Clause (D) of section 203 (f) (1) of such Act (as

23 amended i)y section (76)4O443—f2-)- 103(c) (2) of this

24 Act.) is further amended by striking out "age 62" and

25 inserting in lieu thereof "age 60".
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II (3) Section 222 (b) (1) of such Act is amended by

2 striking out "a widow or surviving divorced wife who has

3 not attained age 60, a widower who has not attained age

4 62" and inserting in lieu thereof "a widow, widower or

5 surviving divorced wife who has not attained age 60".

6 (4) Sectioii 222 ((1) (1) (1)) of such Act is (77>*en4—

7 ed by striking ei4 ge 622 e p4aee it appcs n4 inet-

8 ifig H+ 1iei t1+eieef ge & amended—

9 (78)(A) by striking ont "age 62" the first place it

10 appears and inserting in lieu thereof "a ye 60", and

1.1 (B) by striking mit "wives who have not attained

12 age 60 and are under a disability, the benefits under

13 section 202(f) of widowers who have not attained age

14 62," and inserting in lieu thereof "wives and the bene-

15 fits under section 202(f) for widowers who have not

16 attained age 65 and are under a disability,".

17 (5) Section 225 of such Act is amended by striking

18 out "age 62" and inserting in lieu thereof "age 60".

19 (c) The amendments made by this section shall apply

20 with respect to monthly benefits under title II of the Social

21 Security Act for months after December 1970, except that

22 in the case of an individual who was not entitled to a monthly

23 benefit under title II of such Act for December 1970 such

24 amendments shall apply only on the basis of an application

25 filed in or after the month in which this Act is enacted.
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1 ENTITLEMENT TO CHILD'S INSURANCE BENEFITS BASED

2 ON DISABILITY WHiCH BEGAN BETWEEN AGE 18 AND 22

3 (79)SEC. 110. 108. (a) Clause (ii) Of sectiOli 202 (d) (1)

4 (B) of the Social Security Act is amended by striking out

5 "which began before he attained the age of eighteen" and in-

6 serting in lieu thereof "which began before he attained the

7 age of 22".

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

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

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

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

12 earlier of—

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

14 he is a full-time student, or

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

16 22,

17 but only if lie was not under a disability (as so defined)

18 in such earlier month; or

19 "(G) if such child was under a disability (as so

20 defined) a.t the time he attained the age of 18, or if he

21 was not iuider a disability (as so deihied) at such tinie

22 but was under a disability (as so defined) at or prior to

23 the time he attained (or would attain) the age of 22,

24 the third month following the month in which he ceases

25 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 tinder 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 gainiu activity."

13 (d) Section 202 (d) (6) of such Act 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 (80)" (A*-(i* i€ a 4a4l4iioe md*i4

18 disability -(-as defined in seetien 2-3 (d)), and

19 '1(B) had net attained the age of 2-2 hot only 14 he

20 has filed application fef such rccntitlcmcnt.

21 "(A) (i) is a full-time student or is under a dis-

22 ability (as defined in section 223(d)), and (ii) hail not

23 attained the age of 22, or

24 "(B) is under a disability which began before the

25 close of the 84th month following the month in which his
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1 most recent entitlement to child's insurance benefits ter-

2 minated because his disability ceased,

3 but only if he has filed application for 8uch reentitlement.

4 Such reentitlement shall end with the month preceding

5 whichever of the following first occurs:

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

7 paragraph (1) (D) occurs;

8 "(D) the earlier of (I) the first month during no

9 part of which he is a full-time student or (ii) the month

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

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

12 or

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

14 the third month following the month in which he ceases

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

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

17 he is a full-time student, or

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

19 of 22."

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

21 (1) by striking out "which began before he at-

22 tamed such age" in paragraph (1); and

23 (2) by striking out "which began before such

24 child attained the age of 18" in paragraphs (2) and

25 (3)
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1 (f) Where—

2 (1) one or more persons are entitled (without

3 the application of sections 202 (j) (1) and 223 (b) of

4 the Social Security Act) to monthly benefits under

5 section 202 or 223 of such Act for December 1970 on the

6 basis of the wages and self-employment income of an

7 individual, and

8 (2) one or more persons (not included in para-

9 graph (1)) are entitled to monthly benefits under

10 such section 202 or 223 for January 1971 solely by

11 reason of the amendments made by this section on the

12 basis of such wages and self-employment income, and

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

14 entitled under sueh section 202 or 223 on the basis of

15 such wages and self-employment income for January

16 1971 is reduced by reason of section 203 (a') of such

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

18 penultimate sentence of such section 203 (a), be so

19 reduced),

20 then the amount of the benefit to which each person referred

21 to in paragraph (1) of this subsection is entitled for months

22 after December 1970 shall be adjusted, after the applica-

23 tion of such section 203 (a), to an amount no less than the

24 amount it would have been if the person or persons referred



ii to in paragraph (2) were nOt entitled to a benefit referred

2 to in such paragraph (2).

3 (g) The amendments made by this section shall apply

4 only with respect to monthly benefits under section 202

5 of the Social Security Act for months after December 1970,

6 except that in the case of an individual who was not en-

7 titled to a monthly benefit under such section 202 for

8 December 1970 such anieiidinents shall apply only on the

9 basis of an application filed after September 30, 1970.

10 (81)i,fiwi*iN E3 StPPOWf + eOND-I

11 TION EF EN-13HPS F-EM+ DIVOIICEI9 ANI) &WiVINC

12 DIVORQ143 WWFS

13 SEe 4-fl. -(a)- Seetien 202 (b) (1) of the Social Security

14 Aetisamended—-

15 -(-1-)- by adding "and" at the end of subparagraph

16 (0),

17 -(-2)- by sM4king out subparagraph (D), and

18 -(-3)- by iedcsignating subparagraphs -(-E3- through

19 +b3- as subparagraphs -(-1).)- through (K), respectively.

20 (h) (1)- eetion 202-(-e3--(43- of ueh Aet is amended

21 -(-A) by adding "and" at the end of subparagraph

22

(B)- by striking out subparagraph -(P)- and

24 -(-0)- by rcdcsgna.ting subparngraphs (E) through

25 -(4)- as subparagraphs -(P3- through (F)-, rcspcctiely
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1 -(-23- Seeien 202 (c) (6)- of s'aeh 4et is amended by

2 striking eat "paragraph (1) (G3-- and inserting in lien

3 thereof 1paragraph -(1) (F) ".

4 -(-e3- See.tien 202-(-g)--(-1) (F)- of sueb 4et is amended by

5 striking ent clause -fi-)- and by rcdcsignating clauses -(-ii-)-

6 and -(4ii3- as elaases -(4-)- and -(4i)- respcetively

7 -(-43- The amendments made by this section shall app'y

8 only with respect to benefits payable under ttle 14 of the

9 Soeial See+wity 4et for months after Peeember 974) on the

10 basis of app ion t4led en or after the date of the enact

11 ffl{14. 04 this Act.

12 (82) iiNATIN OF TSBILH IS+ftE+) STAT1S 4+E-

13 QUIILEME? OF SUBSTANTIAT7 RECE-P COVERED WORk

14 fN CASEI OF TNBIVID+i-A-J,S WHO ARE BLINI)

15 SEc. 112. -far)- The first sentenee of Bectien 216 (i) (3-)-

16 of the Soeia4 Security Act is amended by insertiig before

17 the period at the end thereof the follewing- and except

18 that the previsions of subparagraph (B) of this paragraph

19 shall net apply in the ease of an individual who is blind

20 -(-within the meaning of -blin4ness as defined in paragraph

21 (1)f
22 -(-b- Section 22-3 (c) (1)- of sueh Act is amended by

23 striking out "coverage." in subparagraph -(B) (ii) and in—

24 scrting in lieu thereof "covernge;", and by striking eat "For

25 purposes" and inserting in liett thereof the following:
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1 "except that the pro 4sieo of sobparagraph (B) of

2 thiS paragraph shall not apply in the ease of an mdi

3 4dual who is blhid -(within the mea$ng of 'blindnes&

4 as d.ePrned in section 2-10 (i) (1) ) . For purposes".

5 -(-e3- The amendments made by this section shall be

6 effeethe 4th respeet to applisat4oas for disability insuranec

7 benefits noder section 2-214 of the Soeis4 Security Act, and

8 for disabiJ4ty dctcrininotions under section 216(i) of such

9 Act, filed

10 -(4)- in or after the tuouth in which this Aet is

11 enacted, or

12 .fa)- before the nonth in whieh this Aet is enacted

if the applicant has not died before such nonth and it—

1.4 (A) notice of the final decision of the Secre

15 tar of Hca1th Edueatino and Welfare has not been

given to the applhont before such month; or

17 B) the notice referred to in subparagraph

18 -(-* has been so giYen before such month bnt a

19 ei-vi4 aetion with respect to such final decision is

20 commenced under section 2-05(g) of the Social

21 Seeui4t 4et (whctlwr before ins. of after such

22 month) a+id the decision in s'c+eh eii41 action has not

23 become nf4 before such month

21 eeept that no monthly benefits noder title 14 of the Social

Seern4ty 4et shall be payable or inercased by reason of the
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1 amendments made by this section w months beeie Jtm

2 uayl971.

3 DISABILiTY BENEFITS FOR THE BLIND

4 Sec. 109. (a) The first sentence of section 222(b) (1)

5 of the Social Security Act (as amended by section 107 of

6 this Act) is further amended by inserting "(other than such

7 an individual whose disability is blindness, as defined in sec-

8 tion. 216(i) (1) (B))' after "an individual entitled to dis-

9 ability insurance benefits".

10 (b) Section 223(a) (1) of such Act is amended—

11 (1) by amending subparagraph (B) to read as

12 follows:

13 "(B) in the case of any individual other than an

14 individual whose disability is blindness (as defined

in section 216(i) (1) (B)), has not attained the

16 age of 65,";

17 (2) by striking out "the month in which he attains

18 age 65" and inserting in lieu thereof "in the case of any

19 individual other than an individual whose disability is

20 blindness (as defined in section 216(i) (1) (B)), the

21 month in which lie attains age 65"; and

22 (3) by strthinq out the last sentence thereof.

23 (c) That part of section 223(a) (2) of such Act (as
24 amended by section 104(c) (1) of this Act) which precedes

subparagraph (A) thereof is further amended by inserting
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I immediately after "age 62" the following: ", and, in the case

2 of any individual u'hose disability is blindness (as defined in

3 section 216(i) (1) (B)), as though he were a fully insured

4 individual,''.

5 (d) Section 223(c) (1) of such Act is amended—

6 (1) by inserting "(other than an individual whose

7 disability is blindness, as defined in section 216(i) (1)

S (B))," after "An individual", and

9 (2) by adding at the end thereof (after the sentence

10 following subparagraph (B)) the following new scu-

ll tence: "An individual whose disability is blindness (as

1 defined in section 216(i) (1) (B)) shall be insured for

disability insurance benefits in any month if he had not

14 less than six quarters of coverage before the quarter in

which such month occurs."

16 (e) Section 223(d) (1) (B) of such Act is amended to

read as follows:

18 "(B) blindness (as defined in section 216(i)

19 (1)(B))."
20 (f) The second sentence of section 223(d) (4) of such Act

21. is amended by inserting "(other than an individual whose

22 disability is blindness, as defined 'in section 216(i) (1) (B))"

23 immediately after "individual".

21 (g) The amendments made by this section shall be effec-

'- tive with respect to 'individuals entitled to dzsabilty insurance

'° benefits under section 223 of the Social Security Act for the
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1 month of January 1971, and with respect to applications for

2 disability insurance benefits under section 223 of sue/i Act

3 filed—

4 (1) in or after the month in which this Act is en—

5 acted, or

6 (2) beforc the month in which this Act is enacted

7 if—

8 (A) notice of the final decision of the Secre-

9 tary of health, Education, and Welfare has not

10 been given to the applicant before such month; or

11 (B) the notice referred to in subparagraph (A)

12 has been so given before such month but a civil action

13 with respect to such final decision is commenced

14 under section 205(g) of the Social Security Act

15 (whether before, in, or after such month) and the

16 decision in such civil action has not become final

17 before such month;

18 except that no monthly benefits under title II of the Socia.

19 Security Act shall be payable or increased by reason of th

20 amendments made by this section for months before January

21 1971.

22 WAGE CREDiTS FOR MEMBERS OF TUE UNIFORMED

23 siwios
24 ()SFc 4444. 110. (a) Suhection 229 (a) of the Soc.i!I Se—

25 durity Act is amended—

ll.IR. 17550 5
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1 (1) by striking out "after December 1967" and in—

2 serting in lien thereof "after December i97U"; (84)thi4

3 (2) by striking out "after 1967" and inserting in

4 lieu thereof (85)afte "a/te" 1.9;6"; anil

5 (86)(3) by striking ont all which follows "(in aildition

6 to the wages actually paid to him for such service)" and

7 inserting in lieu thereof "of $300.".

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

9 apply with respect to monthly benefits under title II of the

10 Social Security Act for months after December 1970 and

11 with respect to lump-sum death payments under such title in

12 the case of deaths occurring after December 1970, except

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

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

15 to whom section 229 of such Act applies, to monthly bene-

16 fits under title II of such Act for December 1970, such

17 amendments shall apply (1) only if an application for re-

18 computation by reason of such ame'ndments is filed by such

19 individual, or any other individual, entitled to benefits under

20 such title II on the basis of such wages and self-employment

21 income, and (2) only with respect to such benefits for

22 months begiiming with whichever of the following is later:

23 January 1971 or the twelfth month before the month in which

24 such application was filed. Recomputations of benefits as re-

25 quired to carry out the provisions of this paragraph shall be
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1 made notwithstanding the provisions of section 215 (f) (1)

2 of the Social Security Act, and no such recomputation shall

3 be regarded as a recomputation for purposes of section 215

4 (f) of such Act.

5 APPLICATIONS FOR DISABILITY INSURANCE BENEFITS FILED

6 AFTER DEATh OF INSURED INDIVIDUAL

7 (87)Sic.4441l1. (a) (1) Section 22:3 (a) (1) oft.heSocial

8 Security Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the

9 following new sentence: "In the case of a deceased individual,

10 the requirement of subparagraph (C) may be satisfied by an

11 application for benefits filed with respect to such individual

12 within 3 months after the month in which he died."

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

14 striking out "he filed his application for disability insurance

15 benefits and was" and inserting in lieu thereof "the applica-

16 tion for disability insurance benefits wa.s filed and he was".

17 (3) The third sentence of section 223 (b) of such Act

18 is amended by striking out "if he files such application" and

19 inserting in lieu thereof "if such application is filed".

20 (4) Section 223 (c) (2) (A) of such Act is amended by

21 striking out "who files such application" and inserting in

22 lieu thereof "with respect to whom such application is filed".

23 (b) Section 216 (i) (2) (B) of such Act is amended

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

25 "In the case of a deceased individual, the requirement of an
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1 application under the preceding sentence may be satisfied

2 by an application for a disability determination filed with re-

3 spect to such individual within 3 months after the month in

4 which lie died."

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

6 in the case of deaths occurring in and after the year in which

7 this Act is enacted. For pvrposes of such amendments (and

8 for purposes of sections 202 (j) (1) and 223 (b) of the Social

9 Security Act), any application with respect to an individual

10 whose death occurred in such year but before the date of the

11 enactment of this Act which is filed within 3 nionths after

12 the date of the enactment of this Act shall be deemed to have

13 been filed in the month in which such death (88) occurred.

14 (89)woni M EN-S f10MP1NSATION OFFEF +O1+ +3Th ABH1

15 INEllJIlANC1 BENEFIOIAILIE@

16 SBe 445w -(4 Section 244a)-(-ô)- of the Seal Secu

17 4ty 4et is amended by striking ot 8O pe eentnm of

18 -(13-)- The amendment made by subscction -(4 shall

19 apply vith rcspcet to monthly benefits dei title II ef the

20 Seeinl Security Aet fØ! months after December 1970.

21 (9O)(p\TFRACE 8P FEDERAL IIOM1 LOAN BANK

22 EMPLOYEES

23 Snc. 116. The provisions of section 2-1-()-(-ar)- (6) (B) -(4

24 of the Social Security Aet and section 3121 (14-(6) (B) (ii)

25 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, insofar as they relate



69

1 to ser4ee performed i the employ of a Federal Home Loan

2 Baiik shall he cifeetive

3 -fl-)- with respect to all service performed in the

4 employ of a Federal Ilonie Loan Bank after December

5 1970; and

6 -f2--in the ease of in4i4dualswho are in the employ

7 of a Federal Home Loan Bank on January 4- 1971, with

8 respect to any service performed in the employ of a

9 Federal Home hoan Bank after December 1965; bat this

10 paragraph shiffi be effective only i4 an amornit equal to

11 the taxes imposed by sections -l-O1- and 3111 of such

12 Code with respect to the services of a-il such individuals

13 performed in the employ of Federal Home Loan Banks

14 after I)ccembcr 1965 are paid under the provisions of

15 section 3122 of such Code by July 4-- 1971, or by such

16 later date as may be provided i-n an agreement entercd

17 into before such date with the Secretary of the Tressury

18 or h-is delegate for purposes of this paragraph

19 -fb-)- iibparagraphs (A) (i) and (B) of section .104

20 (i) (2)- of the Social Security Amendments of 1956 are

21 repealed.

22 POLICEMEN AM) FI]iEMEN IN I1)AII() (91)AXD

23 POLICEMEN iN MiSSOURi
24 SEc. (92)117. 112. '(a) Section 218(p) (1) of the

25 Social Security Act is amended by inserting "Idaho," after

26 "Hawaii,".
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I (93)(b) Such section 218(p) (1) is fnrthei' amended by—

2 (1) inserting "Missouri," after "Maryland,"; and

3 (2) adding at the end thereof the following new

4 sentence: "Notwithstanding the first sentence of this

5 paragraph, nothing in this paragraph shall be construed

6 to authorize the State of Missouri to modify the agree-

7 ment entered into by it pursuant to this section so as to

8 apply such agreement to service performed by any em

9 plo yee in a fireman's position."

10 COVERAGE OF CERTAIN HOSPITAL EMPLOYEES IN NEW

11 MEXICO

12 SEc. (94)1-1-4- 113. Notwithstanding any provisions of

13 section 218 of the Social Security Act, the agreement with the

14 State of New Mexico heretofore entered into pursuant to such

15 section may at the option of such State be modified at any

16 time prior to January 1, (95)1970, 1972, so as to apply to

17 the services of employees of a hospital which is an integral

18 part of a political subdivision to which an agreement under

19 this section has not been made applicable, as a separate coy-

20 erage group within the meaning of section 218 (b) (5) of

21 such Act, but only if such hospital has prior to 1966 with-

22 drawn from a retirement system which had been applicable

23 to the employees of such hospital.
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1 PENALTY FOR FURNIShING FALSE INFORMATION TO OBTAIN

2 SOCIAL SECURITY ACCOUNT NUMBER

3 SEC. (96)119. 114. (a) Section 208 of the Social Secu-

4 rity Act is amended by adding "or" after the semicolon at the

5 end of subsection (e), and by inserting after subsection (e)

6 the following new subsection:

7 "(f) willfully, knowingly, and with intent to deceive

8 the Secretary as to his true identity (or the true identity of

9 any other person) furnishes or causes to be furnished false

10 information to the Secretary with respect to any information

11 required by the Secretary in connection with the establish-

12 merit and maintenance of the records provided for in section

13 205 (c) (2) ;".

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

15 apply with respect to information furnished to the Secretary

16 after the date of the enactment of this Act.

17 GUARANTEE OF NO DECREASE IN TOTAL FAMILY BENEFITS

18 SEC. (97)120. 115. (a) Section 203 (a) of the Social

19 Security Act; (as amended by sections 101 (b) and (98)103

20 fI3 131 (a) of this Act) is amended by striking out the

21 period at the end of paragraph (4) nnd inserting in lieu

22 thereof "; or", and by inserting after paragraph (4) the

23 following new paragraph:

24 "(5) notwithstiiding any other provision of law,

25 when—
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1 "(A) two or more persons are entitled to

2 monthly benefits for a particular month on the basis

3 of the wages and self-employment income of an

4 insured individual and (for such particular month)

5 the provisions of this subsection and section 202 (q)

6 are applicable to such monthly benefits, and

7 " (B) such individual's primary insurance

8 amount is increased for the following month under

9 any provision of this title,

10 then the total of monthly benefits for all persons on the

11 basis of such wages and self-employment income for

12 such particular month, as determined under the provi-

13 sions of this subsection, shall for purposes of determin—

14 ing the total of momitlil benefits for all persons on the

15 basis of such wages and self-employment income for

116 months subsequent to such particular month he con—

1.7 sidered to have been increased by the smallest amount

18 that would have been required in order to assure that

19 the total of monthly benefits payable on the basis of such

20 ages and self—employment income for any such subse-

21 quent month will not he less (after application of the

22 other provisions of this subsection and section 202 (q) )

23 than the total of monthly benefits (after the application

24 of the other provisions of this subsection and section 202
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1 (q) ) payable on the basis of such wages and self-eim

2 ployment income for such paitcu1ar month."

3 (b) In any case in which the provisions of section

4 1002 (b) (2) of the Social Security Amendments of 1969

5 apply, the l;otal of monthly benefits as determined under see-

6 tion 203 (a) of the Social Security Act shall, for months

7 after 1970, be increased to the amouiit that would be

8 required in order to assure that the total of such monthly

9 benefits (after the application of section 202 (q) of such

10 Act) will not be less than the total of monthly benefits

11 that was applicable (after the application of such sections

12 20 (a) and 202 (q) ) for the first month for which the

13 provisions of such section 1 002 (h) (2) applied.

14 (99)cERTA+ M-OPTI()N B Hf 4TH *1-) 8+rH-*(-fH

INSURANCE BENEFICIARIES

.16 SEp. 4-24-v -(-a)- Iauac -(4-)- of section 202-(-4)--(-S) (E)

17 of he Social: Security Ae is amended

18 bscrting"(I)"ae-(-i*,
19 -(-2+ by adding

20 agcney- and

21 -(-3-)- by adding at the end thercof (after and below

22 elauac (i) (I) as 4es4gnae4 by paragraph -(-1-)- of this

23 subcetien3- the following:

24 "(II) in an adoption which oek place aftef

25 an iiwcstigation e4 the ei-reumstanccs surrounding
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1 the adoption by a eoOft of competent nisdetien

2 within the Unitcd States, Of by a peison appointed

3 by such a court, if the child woo related fby bloody

4 adoption, Of stcprclationship) to such individual Of

5 to such individual's wife of husband as a descendant

6 or as a brother Of sister Of 0 dcseendant of a brother

7 or sister such individual had furnished one half of

8 the child's support for at least 14e years

9 ately before sueh individual became entitled to each

10 disability insuranee bencflts the child had been list-

11 ing with such individual for at least cne years before

12 such individual became entit4ed to such disability

13 insurance bencflts and the continuous period during

14 which the child was living with such in4i44aal be-

15 gan before the child attained age 18-.

16 -fb-)- The amendments made by subsection -(a)- shall

17 apply with respect to monthly benefits payable under title II

18 of the Social Security Act for months after Pcccmber 1967

19 on the basis of an application filed in Of after the month in

20 which this Aet is enacted; except that such amendments

21 shall not apply with respect to benefits for any month before

22 the month in which this Aet is enacted unless such

23 tion is filed before the close of the twelfth month after the

24 month in which this Act is enacted.
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1 ADOPTION BY DISABILITY AND OLD-AGE INSURANCE

2 BENEFiCIARIES

3 SEC. 116. (a) Section 202(d) of the Social Security

4 Act is amended by striking paragraphs (8) and (9) and in-

5 serting in lieu thereof the following new paragraph:

6 "(8) In the case of—

'7 "(A) an individual entitled to old-age insurance

8 benefits (other titan an individual referred to in sub-

9 paragraph (B)),

10 "(B) an individual entitled to disability insur-

11 ance benefits, or an individual entitled to old-age

12 insurance benefits who was entitled to disability in-

13 surance benefits for the month preceding the first

14 month for which he was entitled to old-age insurance

15 benefits,

16 a child of such individual adopted after such individual

17 became entitled to such old-age or disability insurance

18 benefits shall be deemed not to meet the requirements

19 of clause (i) or (iii) of paragraph (1) (C) unless such

20 child'—

21 "(C) is the natural child or stepchild of such

22 individual (including such a child who was legally

23 adopted by such individual), or

24 "(D) is the grandchild or stepgrandchild of

25 such individual who (i) was living in such mdi-
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1 vidual's household at the time application for child's

2 insurance benefits was flied on behalf of such child,

3 (ii) was legally adopted by such individual in an

4 adoption decreed by a court of competent jurisdic-

5 lion within the United States, and (iii) had not

6 attained the age of 18 before he began living with

7 such individual, or

8 "(E) (i) was legally adopted by such individ-

ual in an adoption decreed by a court of competent

10 jurisdiction within the United States,

11 "(ii) was living with such indivdual in the

12 United States and receiving at least one-half of his

13 support from such individual (I) if he is an individ-

14 ual referred to in subparagraph (A), for the year

15 immediately before the month in which such individ-

16 uai became entitled to old-age insurance benefits or,

17 if such individual had a period of disability which

18 continued until he had become entitled to old-age

19 insurance benefits, the month in which such period

20 of disability began, or (II) if he is an individual
21 referred to in subparagraph (B), for the year
22 immediately before the month. in which began the

23 period of disability of such individual whieh still

24 exists at the time of adoption (or, if such child was

25 adopted by such individual after such individual at-
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1 tamed age 65, the period of disability of such in-

2 divithial which existed in the month preceding the

3 month in which he attained age 65), or the month

4 in which such individual became entitled to dis-

5 ability insurance benefits, and

6 "(iii) had not attained the age of 18 before he

7 began living with such individual.

8 In the case of a child who was born in the one-year

9 period during which such child must have been living

10 with and receiving one-half of his support from such in-

11 dividual, such child shall be deemed to meet such re-

12 quirements for such period if, as of the close of such

13 period, such child has lived with such individual in the

14 United States and received at least one-half of his sup-

15 port from such individual for substantially all of the

16 period which begins on the date of birth of such child."

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

18 apply with respect to monthly benefits payable under title

19 II of the Social Security Act for months after December

20 1970, but &nly on the basis of applications filed after the

21 date of enactment of this Act.

22 INCREASE OF EARNINGS COUNTED FOR BENEFP AND

23 TAX PURPOSES

24 SFIC. (1.00)122. 117. (a) (1) (A) Section 209 (a) (5)

25 of the Social Security Act is amended by inserting "and prior

26 to 1971" afl;er "1967".
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1 (B) Section 209 (a) of such Act is further amended by

2 adding at the end thereof the following new paragraphs:

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

4 tion (other than remuneration referred to in the succeeding

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

6 employment has been paid to an individual during any calen-

7 dar year after 1970 and prior to 1973, is paid to such mdi-

8 vidual during any such calendar year;

9 "(7) That part of remuneration which, after remunera-

10 tion (other than remuneration referred to in the succeeding

11 subsections of this section) equal to the contribution and

12 benefit base (determined under section 230) with respect

13 to employment has been paid to an individual during any

14 calendar year after 1972 with respect to which such contri-

15 bution and benefit base is effective, is paid to such individual

16 during such calendar year;".

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

18 amended by inserting "and beginning prior to 1971" after

19 "1967", and by striking out "; or" and inserting in lieu

20 thereof "; and ".

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

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

23 graphs:

24 "(F) For any taxable year beginning after

25 1970 and prior to 1973, (i) $9,000, minus (ii) the
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i amount of the wages paid to such individual during

2 the taxable year; and

3 "(G) For any taxable year beginning in any

4 calendar year after 1972, (i) an amount equal to

5 the contribution and benefit base (as determined

6 under section 230) which is effective for such cal-

7 endar year, minus (ii) the amount of the wages

8 paid to such individual during such taxable year;

9

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

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

12 thereof "after 1967 and before 1971, or $9,000 in the case

13 of a calendar year after 1970 and before 1973, or an amount

14 equal to the contribution and benefit base (as determined

15 under section 230) in the case of any calendar year after

16 1972 with respect to which such contribution and benefit

17 base is effective".

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

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

20 "after 1967 and beginning before 1971, or $9,000 in the

21 case of a taxable year beginning after 1970 and before 1973,

22 or in the case of any taxable year beginning in any calendar

23 year after 1972, an amount equal to the contribution and

24 benefit base (as determined under section 230) which

25 is effective for such calendar year".
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1 (4) Section 215 (e) (1) of such Act is amended by

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

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

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

5 1967 and before 1971, the excess over $9,000 in the case

6 of any calendar year after 1970 and before 1973, and the

7 excess over an amount equal to the contribution and bene-

8 fit base (as determined under section 230) in the case of

9 any calendar year after 1972 with respect to which such

10 contribution and benefit base is effective".

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

12 Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to definition of self-em-

13 ployment income) is amended by inserting "and beginning

14 before 1971" after "1967", and by striking out "; or" and

inserting in lieu thereof "; and".

16 (B) Section 1402 (b) (1) of such Code is further

17 amended by adding at the end thereof time following new

18 subparagraphs:

19 "(F) for any taxable year beginning after 1970

20 and before 1973, (i) $9,000, minus (ii) the amount

21 of the wages paid to such individual during the tax—

22 able year; and

23 "(G) for any taxable year beginning in any

24 calendar year after 1972, (i) an amount equal to

25 the contribution and benefit base (as determined
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1 under section 230 of the Social Security Act) which

2 is effective for such calendar year, minus (ii) the

3 amount of the wages paid to such individual during

4 such taxable year; or".

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

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

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

8 (B) Effective with respect to remuneration paid after

9 1972, section 3121 (a) (1) of such Code is amended (1) by

10 striking out "$9,000" each place it appears and inserting in

11 lieu thereof "the contribution and benefit base (as deter-

12 mined under section 230 of the Social Security Act) ", and

13 (2) by striking out "by an employer during any calendar

14 year", and inserting in lieu thereof "by an employer during

15 the calendar year with respect to which such contribution

16 and benefit base is effective".

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

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

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

20 (B) Efledtive with respect to remuneration paid after

21 1972, the second sentence f section 3122 of such Code is

22 amended by striking out "$9,000" and inserting in lieu

23 thereof "the contribution and benefit base".

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

25 in the case of governmental employe in Guam, American

H.R. 17550 6
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1 Samoa, and the Distrlit of Columbia) is amended by striking

2 out "$7,800" where it appears in subsections (a), (b), and

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

4 (B) Effective with respect to remuneration paid after

5 1972, section 3125 of such Code is amended by striking out

6 "$9,000" where it appears in subsections (a), (b), and

7 (c) and inserting in lieu thereof "the contribution and bene-

8 fit base".

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

10 special refunds of employment taxes) is amended—

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

12 1971" after "after the calendar year 1967";

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

14 lowing: "or (E) during any calendar year after the

15 calendar year 1970 and prior to the calendar year 1973,

16 the wages receIved by him during such year exceed

17 $9,000, or (F) during any calendar year after 1972,

18 the wages received by him during such year exceed the

19 contribution and benefit base (as determined under see-

20 tion 230 of the Social Security Act) which is effective

21 with respect to such year,"; and

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

23 thereof the following: "and before 1971, or which cx-

24 ceeds the tax with respect to the first $9,000 of such

25 wages received in such calendar year after 1970 and
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1 before 1973, or which exceeds the tax with respect to

2 an amount of such wages received in such calendar year

3 after 1972 equal to the contribution and benefit base

4 (as determined under section 230 of the Social Security

5 Act) which is effective with respect to such year".

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

7 to refunds of employment taxes in the case of Federal em-

8 ployees) is amended by striking out "or $7,800 for any

9 calendar year after 1967" and inserting in lieu thereof

10 "$7,800 for the calendar year 1968, 1969, or 1970, or

11 $9,000 for the calendar year 1971 or 1972, or an amount

12 equal to the contribution and benefit base (as determined

13 under section 230 of the Social Security Act) for any

14 calendar year after 1972 with respect to which such con-

15 tribution and benefit base is effective".

16 (7) (A;) Section 6654 (d) (2) (B) (ii) of such Code

17 (relating to failure by individual to pay estimated income

18 tax) is amended by striking out "$6,600" and inserting in

19 lieu thereof '$9,000".

20 (B) Effective with respect to taxable years beginning

21 after 1972, section 6654 (d) (2) (B) (ii) of such Code is

22 amended by striking out "$9,000" and inserting in lieu

23 thereof "the contribution and benefit base (as determined

24 under section 230 of the Social Security Act) ".
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1 (c) The amendments made by subsections (a) (1)

2 and (a) (3) (A), and the amendments made by subsec-

3 tion (b) (except paragraphs (1) and (7) thereof), shall

4 apply only with respect to remuneration paid after Decem-

5 ber 1970. The amendments made by subsections (a) (2),

6 (a) (3) (B), (b) (1), and (b) (7) shall apply only with

7 respect to taxable years beginning after 1970. The amend-

8 ment made by subsection (a) (4) shall apply only with

9 respect to calendar years. after 1970.

10 (101)AuT0MATI0 ADJUSTMEN OF Till) OONTIBUTION

11 AND BEN1FIT BASD

12 Src. 423 -(a)- Title 14 ef the Social Sccurity Ae is

13 amended by adding at the end thcrcof the following new

14 3cction:

15 "AUTOM*PIQ M*TJSTMENT OF +fE eON FBL'P1OF

16 *D B13NEFIT BS

17 1Sjo 23O -(a)- On ei before November 4. of 1972 and

18 each even numbered year thereafter, the Secretary shall de-

19 tcrminc and publish in the Federal Register the contribution

20 and benefit baec -(as defined in subsection (b)) fef the first

21 two calendar years following the year in which the deter

22 mination is made.

23 "(b)- The eontribution and bencIit base fef a particular

24 caicnflM year shall be whichever e$ the following is the

25 larger:
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1 ±!(4) The product of $9,000 and the ratio of (A)

2 the acragc taxable wages of all persons for whom ta*-

3 able wages were reported to the Sccrctary for the first

4 calendar quarter of the calendar year in which a deter

5 mination under subsection -4a)- is made for suth 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, with such product, if not a multiple of $600, being

10 rounded to the next higher multiple of $600 where such

11 product is a multiple of $300 but not of $600 and to the

12 nearest multiple of $600 in any other case; or

13 The eontribution and benefit base for the

14 calendar year prcocding sueh particular calendar year.

15 .--(-e3--(43- When the Secretary determines and publishes

16 in the Federal Register a contribution and benefit base -

17 required by subsection -(-a) ), and

18 -(-A3- such base is larger than the contribution and

19 benefit base in effect for the year in which the larger

20 base is so published, and

21 a revised table of benefits is not required to

22 be ptib1i.shed in the Federal Register under the provi

23 signs of section 215 (1) (2) (C) which extends such table

24 jj larger base on or before the effective date of

25 such base7



86

1 then the Secretary shall publish a revised table of benefits

2 (determined under the provisions of paragraph -(-2))- in the

3 Federal &gistcr on or bcforc Dcccmbcr 1 of the year prior

4 to the effective year of the new contribution and bcncflt

5 base. Sueh table shall be deemed to be the table appearing

6 in section 415 (84.

7 "-(-2) The revision of such table hell be determined ae

8 follows:

9 (A-)- 414 of the an'iounts on each line of columns [.

10 147 f14 and P except the largest amount in column

11 1147 of the table in effect before the revision, shall be

12 thesameinthercviscdtable;and

13 "(B) The additional amounts for the extension of

14 d P.b. and the amounts for purposes of

15 column V shall be determined in accordimee with the

16 provisions of section 215 (i)--(2-) {G) -ff3- and -(-vi).

17 "(3) When a revised table of benefits, prepared under

18 the provisions of paragraph -f24- becomes effeetie the pro-

19 visions of section 2-1-5 -(-b3-(4)- and -(-a)- and of section 2ø

20 -(-ai)--(43- shall be disregarded; and the amounts that are added

21 to columns 114 and I-V-i or are changed in or addcd to
22 column by such revised taJ)le, shall be applicable only in

23 the ease of an imired individual

24 i(4) who heeomcs entitled, after Peecmber of the
25 year immediately preeediiig the effective year of the
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1 increased conti4butio and bcncfit base (provided by

2 this section), to benefits under section 202-(-a) or see-

3

4 1-t4) who d4es after December of such preceding

5 year without being entitled to bcncfits under section

6 202-Ea)- or section 223 or

7 -(-G)- whose primary insurance amount is required

8 to he resomputed under section 215 (f) (2) ."

9 (b)-(1) Section 201 (c) of the Social Security Aet is

10 amended by iiscrting before the last sentence the following

new scntcnee- "The report shall further include a rccom

12 mcndation as to the appropriateness of the ta rates in

13 sections 444M (a) 3101 (a) and 3111 (a) of the Internal

14 Revenue Qede of 1954 which will be in effect for the fo1—

15 lowing caldndaTI' year, made in the light of the need for the

16 estimated income in relationship to the estimated outgo of

17 the Trust ±nds during such year."

18 -f2.)- Seetion 1817 (Ti) of such Act is amended by insert

19 in-g before the last centenee the following new sentence:

20 "The r-cport shall further include a recommendation as to

21 the appropriateness of the ta rates in sections 1401 (b),

22 3101 (b), and 3111 (b) of the Internal Revenue Code of

23 1951 which will he in effect for the following calendar year

24 made in the light of the need for the estimated income in

25 'Iationship to the estimated outgo of the Trust Fund during

26 such year."
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1 CHANGES IN TAX SCUEDULES

2 SEC. (102)124. 118. (a) (1) Section 1401 (a) of the In-

3 ternal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to iate of tax on self-

4 employment income for purposes of old-age, survivors, and

5 disability insurance) is amended by striking out paragraphs

6 (103)-f23- .f3- (3) and (4) and inserting in lieu thereof

7 the following:

8 "(104)-(2)- (3) in the case of any taxable year be-

9 ginning after December 31, (105)8 1970, and before

10 January 1, 1975, the tax shall be equal to (106)6 6.6

11 perceilt of the amount of the self-employment income for

12 such taxable year;and

13 "(107)(3) (4) in the case of aiiy taxable year

14 beginning after December 31, 1974, the tax shall be

15 equal to 7.0 percent of the amount of the self-employ-

16 ment income for such taxable (108)ycar." year.

17 (109)Such tar with respect to self-employment income for

18 aiiy taxable year shall be increased in accordance with the

19 allocation macic byj the Secretary of Health, Education, and

20 Welfare under section 230(c) of 1/ic Social Security Act."

21 (2) Section 3101 (a) of such Code (relating to rate of

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

23 disability insurance) is amended by striking out paragraphs

24 (110)(2), (3), (3) and (4) and inserting in lieu thereof

25 the following:



89

1 "(11 1)-(-2- (3) with respect to wages received dur-

2 ing the calendar years (112)1969, 1970, 1971, 1972,

3 1973, and 1974, the rate shall be (113)4 4.4 persent;

4 "(1 14)-f34- (4) with respect to wages received dur-

5 ing the calendar years 1975, 1976, 1977, 1978, and

6 1979, the rate shall be 5.0 percent; (115)and

7 (1 16)(5) with respect to wages received during the

8 calendar years 1980, 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984, and

9 1985, the rate shall be 5.5 percent; and

10 "(117)(4) (6) with respect to wages received after

11 December 31, (118)1979 1985, the rate shall be

12 (119)55 6.1 (120)pcrccnt." percent.

13 (121)Such tax with respect to wages received during any

14 calendar year shall be increased in accordance with the allo-

15 cation made by the Secretary of Health, Education, and

16 Welfare under section 230 (c) of the Social Security Act."

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

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

19 disability insurance) is amended by striking out paragraphs

20 (122)-(-2-)- (3), (3) and (4) and inserting in lieu thereof

21 the following:

22 "(123)-f2) (3) with respect to wages paid during

23 the calendar years (124)1969, 1970, 1971, 1972, 1973,

24 and 1974, the rate shall be (125)4 4.4 percent;
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1 "(126) (3)- (4) with respect to wages paid during

2 the calendar years 1975, 1976, 1977, 1978, and 1979,

3 the rate shall be 5.0 percent; (127)and

4 (128)(5) with respect to wages paid during the

5 calendar years 1980, 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984, and

6 1985, the rate shall, be 5.5 percent; and

7 "(129)-f4.)- (6) with respect to wages paid after

8 December 31, (130)197 1985, the rate shall be

9 (131) 6.1 (132)erccnt." percent.

10 (133)Such tax with respect to wages received during any

11 calendar year shall be increased in accordance with the allo-

12 cation made by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-

13 fare under section 230 (c) of the Social Security Act."

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

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

19 after December 31, 1967, and before January 1, 1971,

20 the tax shall be equal to 0.6 percent of the amount of
21 the self-employment income for such taxable year;
22 (134)an4

23 "(2) in the case of any taxable year beginning
24 after December 31, 1970, (135)and before January 1,
25 1973, the tax shall be equal to (136}64 0.8 percent of
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1 the amount of the self-employment income for such tax-

2 able (137)year year;

3 (138)"(3) in the case of any taxable year begin-

4 fling after December 31, 1972, and before January 1,

5 1975, the tax shall be equal to 0.9 percent of the amount

6 of the self-employment income for such taxable year;

7 "(4) in the case of any taxable year beginning after

8 December 31, 1974, and before January 1, 1980, the

9 tax shall be equal to 1.0 percent of the amount of the

10 self-employment income for such taxable year; and

11 "(5) in the case of any taxable year beginning after

12 December 31, 1979, the tax shall be equal to 1.1 percent

13 of the amount of the self-employment income for such

14 taxable year."

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

16 of tax on employees for purposes of hospital insurance) is

17 amended by striking out paragraphs (1) through (5) and

18 inserting in lieu thereof the following:

19 (139' (1) with respect to wages rcceived during the

20 ealet4thr years 4968, 1969, ai4 1970, the rate shell he

21 06 percent; MI4

22 "(2) with respect to wages received after Dcccrn

23 her 4- 1970, the rate shall be 4-0 percent."

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

25 calendar years 1968, 1969, and 1970, the rate shall be

26 0.6 percent;
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1 "(2) with respect to wages received during the cal-

2 endar years 1971 and 1972, the rate shall be 0.8 percent;

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

4 endar years 1973 and 1974, the rate shall be 0.9 percent;

5 "(4) with respect to wages received during the cal-

6 endar years 1975, 1976, 1977, 1978, and 1979. the

7 rate shall be 1.0 percent; and

8 "(5) with respect to wages received after December

9 31, 1979, the rate shall be 1.1 percent."

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

11 of tax on employers for purposes of hospital insurance) is

12 amended by striking out paragraphs (1) through (5) and

13 inserting in lieu thereof the following:

14 (14O)--f14- 4th FCS1)Ce t wages pi44 4u4ng the ctilcn

15 4&t ycar 1968 4969 aRd 1W7-0 the rate shall be OG

16 pcrccnt- an4

17 "(2)- with iespeet e wages paid aftcr Dcccmbei

18 -1- 1970, the i'ate shall be 4-A3 percent."

19 "(1) with respect to wages paid during the calendar

20 years 1968, 1969, and 1970, the rate shall be 0.6 per-

21 cent;

22 "(2) with respect to wages paid during the calendar

23 years 1971 and 1972, the rate shall be 0.8 percent;

24 "(3) with respect to wages paid during the calendar

25 years 1973 aitd 1974, the rate shall be 0.9 percent;
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1 "(4) with respect to wages paid during the calendar

2 years 1975, 1976, 1g77, 1978, and 1979, the rate shall

3 be 1.0 percent; and

4 "(5) with respect to wages paid after December 31,

5 1979, the rate shall be 1.1 percent."

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

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

8 ginning after December 31, 1970. The remaining amend-

9 ments made by 'this section shall apply only with respect to

10 remuneration paid after December 31, 1970.

11 ALLOCATION TO DISABILITY INSURANCE TRUST FUND

12 SEC. (141)125 119. (a) Section 201(b) (1) of the

13 Social Security Act is amended—

14 (1) by striking out "and (D)" and inserting in

15 lieu thereof "(D) "; and

16 (142)-4#3- by striking oj±t -aftcf Dcccmber 34 1969,

17 and so reported," and inserting in l4ej+ thereof the fel—

18 lowing: "after December -1- 19€9, and before Janu

19 ary 47 1W7-1-1 and so iepertcd, -E)- 0.90 e.f 4 pei ccntum

20 of the wages -(-as so defined) paid after December 4-

21 1970, and before January 47 1075, and so reported,

22 (F) 4-05 per ccntum of the wages -(-as so dflncd)

23 paid after December .347 1974, and before January 47

24 498ø and so reported, and (G)- 1.15 pe ccntum of
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1 the wages -(-as so defined) paid after Dcccmbcr -1-

2 1979, aa4 so rcportcd,'

3 (2) by striking out "after December 31, 1969, and

4 so reported," and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

5 "after December 31, 1969, and before January 1, 1971,

6 and so reported, (E) 0.90 of 1 per centurn of the wages

7 (as so defined) paid after December 31, 1970, and before

8 January 1, 1972, and so reported, (F) 0.95 of 1 per

9 centum of the wages (as so defined) paid after December

10 31, 1971, and before Jaf'nuary 1, 1975, and so reported,

11 (G) 1.05 per centum of the wages (as so defined) paid

12 after December 31, 1974, and before January 1, 1980,

13 and so reported, (H) 1.35 per centum of the wages (as

14 so defined) paid after December 31, 1979, and before

15 Jannary 1, 1986, and so reported, and (1) 1.45 per

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

17 ber 31, 1985, and so reported,".

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

19 (1) by striking out "and (D)" and inserting in
20 lieu thereof "(D) "; and

21 (143) (23- by inserting after "December 4- 1969 the
22 following: "and before January 1- 1971, -fE3- 067-5 of

23 1 per centum of the amount of @elf employment income

24 -(-as so defined) so ieported fof any taxable year begin—

25 ning after December &I- 1974) and before January .1-i



95

1 1975, (F) 0.7-875 of 1 pe cdntum of the amount of

2 e1f cmploymeftt income -fa o define4-)- o reported foi

3 any aa14e year beginning after December 4-974

4 and before January 4- 1-t48ø and -(-G) 078625 of lp
5 cdntum of the amount of self employment income -fao

6 o defined) o reported for any taxable year beginning

7 after Dcccmbef &I- 1979,".

8 (2) by inserting after "December 31, 1969',, the

9 following: "and before January 1, 1971, (E) 0.675 of

10 1 per cent urn of the amount of self-employment income

11 (as so defined) so reported for any taxable year be gin-

12 ning after December 31, 1970, and before January 1,

13 1972, (F) 0.7125 of 1 per centuni of the amount of self-

14 employment income (as so defined) so reported for any

15 taxable year beginning after December 31, 1971, and

16 before January 1, 1975, (G) 0.7350 of 1 per centum

17 of the amount of self-employment income (as so defined)

18 so reported for any taxable year beginning after Decem-

19 ber3l, 1974, and before January 1, 1980, (H) 0.8600

20 of 1 per centum of the amount of self-employment income

21 (as so defined) so reported for any taxable year begin-

22 fling after December 31, 1979, and before January 1,

23 1986, and (I) 0 .8300 of 1 per centum of the amount of

24 self-employment income (as so defined) so reported for

25 any taxable year beginning after December 31, 1985,".
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1 (144)INCREASE OF AMOUNTS IN TRUST FUNDS AVAIL-

2 ABLE TO PAY COSTS OF REHABILITATION SERVICES

3 SEC. 120. The first sentence of section 222(d) (1) of the

4 Social Security Act (as amended by section 107(b) (4) of

5 this Act) is further amended by striking out "except that

6 the total amount so made available pursuant to this subsection

7 in any fiscal year may not exceed 1 percent of the total

8 of the benefits under section 202 (d) for children who have

9 attained age 18 and are under a disability" and inserting in

10 lieu thereof the following: "except that the total amount

so made available pursuant to this subsection may not

12 exceed—

13 "(i) 1 percent in the fiscal year ending June 30,

14 1971,

15 "(ii) 1.25 percent in the fiscal year ending June 30,

16 1972,

17 "(iii) 1.5 percent in the fiscal year ending June 30,

18 1973, and thereafter,

19 of the total of the benefits under section 202 (d) for children

20 who have attained age 18 and are under a disability".
21 (145)SELF-EMPLOYMENT INCOME OF CERTAIN INDIVID-

22
UALS TEMPORARILY LIVING OUTSIDE THE UNITED

23
STATES

24
SEC. 121. (a) Section 211 (a) of the Social Security Act

25 is amended—
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1 (1) by striking out "and" at the end of paragraph

2 (8);

3 (2) by striking out the period at the end of para-

4 graph (9) and inserting in lieu thereof "; and"; and

5 (3) by inserting after paragraph (9) the following

6 new paragraph:

"(10) In the case of an individual who has been

8 a resident of the United States during the entire taxable

9 year, the exclusion from gross income provided by sec-

10 tion 911 (a) (2) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954

11 shall not apply."

12 (b) Section 1402(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of

13 1954 (relating to definition of net earnings from self-em-

14 plo yment) is amended—

15 (1) by striking out "and" at the end of paragraph

16 (9);

17 (2) by striking out the period at the end of para-

18 graph (10) and inserting in lieu thereof "; and"; and

19 (3) by inserting after paragraph (10) the follow-

20 ing new paragraph:

21 "(11) in the case of an individual who has been

22 a re$ident of the United States during the entire taxable

23 year, the exclusion from gross income provided by sec-

24 tion 911 (a) (2) shall not apply."

H.R. 17550 7
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1 (c) The amendments made by this section shall apply

2 with respect to taxabic years beginning after December 31,

3 1970.

4 (146)M0DIFICATI0N OF AGREEMENT WITH NEBRASKA

5 WITH RESPECT TO CERTAIN STUDENTS AND CERTAIN

6 PART-TIME EMPLOYEES

7 SEC. 122. (a) Notwithstanding any provision of section

8 218 of the Social Security Act, the agreement with the

9 State of Nebraska or any modifications thereof entered into

10 pursuant to such section may, at the option of such State,

11 be modified at any time prior to January 1, 1973, so as to

12 exclude either or both of the following:

13 (1) service in any class or classes of part-time

14 positions; or

15 (2) service performed in the employ of a school,

16 college, or university if such service is performed by a

17 student who is enrolled and is regularly attending classes

18 at such school, college, or university.

19 (b) Any modification of such agreement pursuant to

20 this secticn shall be effective with respect to services per-

21 formed after the end of the calendar quarter following the

22 calendar quarter in which such agreement is modified.

23 (c) If any such modification terminates coverage with

24 respect to service in any class or classes of part-time posi-

25 tions in any coverage group, the Secretary of Health, Edu-

26 cation, and Welfare and the State may not thereafter modify
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1 such agreement so as to again make the agreement appli-

2 cable to service in such positions in such coverage group;

3 if such modification terminates coverage with respect to

4 service performed in the employ of a school, college, or uni-

5 versity,. by a student who is enrolled and regularly attending

6 classes at such school, college, or university, the Secretary of

7 Health, Education, and Welfare and the State may not there-

8 after modify such agreement so as to again make the agree.

9 ment applicable to such service performed in the employ of

10 such school, college, or university.

11 (147)TEMP0RARY EMPLOYEES OF THE GOVERNMENT OF

12 GUAM

13 SEC. 123. (a) Section 210(a) (7) of the Social Se-

14 curity Act is amended by striking out "or" after sub para-

15 graph (C) and by striking out the semicolon after subpara-

16 graiph (D) and inserting in lieu thereof ", or", and by

17 adding the following new subparagraph:

18 "(E) service (except service performed by an

19 elected official or a member of the legislature) performed

20 in the employ of the government of Guam (or any in-

21 strumentality which is wholly owned by such govern-

22 ment) by an employee properly classified as a temporary

23 or intermittent employee, if such service is not covered by

24 a retirement system established by a law of Guam; except

25 that (i) the provisions of this subparagraph shall not be

26 applicable to services prf armed in a hospital or penal
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1 institution by a patient or inmate thereof, and (ii) for

2 purposes of this subparagraph, clauses (i) and (ii) of

3 subparagraph (C) shall apply;".

4 (b) Section 3121 (b) (7) of the Internal Revenue Code

5 of 1954 is amended by striking out "or" after subparagraph

6 (B), and by striking out the semicolon at the end of sub-

7 paragraph (C) and inserting in lieu thereof ", or", and

8 by adding the following new subparagraph:

9 "(D) service (except service performed by an elected

10 official or a member of the legislature) performed in

11 the employ of the government of Guam (or any instru-

12 mentality which is wholly owned by such government)

13 by an employee properly classified as a temporary or

14 intermittent employee, if such service is not covered by a

15 retirement system established by a law of Guam; except

16 that (i) the provisions of this subparagraph shall not be

17 applicable to services performed in a hospital or penal

18 institution by a patient or inmate thereof, and (ii) for

19 purposes of this subparagraph, clauses (i) and (ii) of
20 subparagraph (B) shall apply;".

21 (c) The amendments made by this section shall apply

22 with respect to service performed after December 31, 1970.

23 (148)cHIiD BENEFITS IN CASE OF A CHILD ENTITLED TO

24 SUCH BENEFITS ON MORE THAN ONE WAGE RECORD

25 SEC. 124. (ti) Section 202(k) (2) (A) of the Social
26 Security Act is amended to read as follows:
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1 "(2) (A) Any child who under the preceding provi-

2 sions of this section is entitled for any month to child's in-

3 surance benefits on the wages and self-employment income•

4. of more than one insured individual shall, notwithstanding

5 such provisions, be entitled to only one of such child's in-

6 surance benefits for such month. Such child insurance benefits

7 for such month shall be based on the wages and self-em ploy-

8 mentof—

9 "(i) the irsured individual who has the greatest

10 primary insurance amount, or

11 "(ii) an insured individual not included under

12 clause (i), but only if (I) it results in larger child's in-

13 snra:nce benefits (after the application of section 203

14 (a) but without regard to any deductions under sections

15 203 and 222(b)) for such month and (II) would not

16 result in smaller benefits (after the application of section

17 203 (a) but without regard to any deductions under sec-

18 tions 203 and 222(b) for such month for any other

19 person entitled to benefits based on the wages and self-

20 employment income of the insured individual referred

21 to n this clause.

22 Where there is more than one insured individual with re-
23

sped to whom the provisions of clause (ii) are applicable
24 f';r such month, such child's insurance benefits for such month

25 shall be based on the wages and self-employment income of
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1 the insured individual which results in the highest child's

2 insurance benefits."

3 (b) The amendments made by the preceding subsection

4 shall apply with respect to monthly benefits under title II

5 of such Act for months after December 1.970.

6 (149)REC0MPuTATI0N OF BENEFITS BASED ON COMBINED

7 RAILROAD AND SOCIAL SECURITY EARNINGS

8 SEC. 125. (a) Subsection (f) of section 215 of the

9 Social Security Act is amended by—

10 (1) striking out subparagraph (B) of paragraph

11 (2) and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

12 "(B) in the case of an individual who died in such

13 year, for monthly benefits beginning with benefits for

14 the month in which he died."; and

15 (2) adding at the end the following new paragraph:

16 "(6) Upon the death after 1967 of an individual en-
17 titled to benefits under section 202 (a) or section 223, if
18 any person is entitled to monthly benefits or a lump-sum
19 death payment, on the wages and self-employment income

20 of such individual, the Secretary shall recompute the de-
21 cedent's primary insurance amount, but only if the decedent
22 during his lifetime was paid compensation which was treated
23 under section 205(o) as remuneration for employment."

24 (b) Subsection (d) of section 215 of such Act is amended
25 by striking out the period at the end of paragraph (2) and
26 inserting in lieu thereof "or (6)."
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1 (1 50)UNDERPAYMENTS

2 SEC. 126. Section 204(d) (7) of the Social Security Act

3 is amended by striking out ", if any" and inserting in lieu

4 thereof "or, if none, to the person or persons, if any, who

5 are determined by the Secretary, in accordance with regula-

6 tions, to be related to the deceased individual by blood, mar-

7 riage, or adoption and to be the appropriate person or persons

8 to receive payment on behalf of the estate".

9 (151)REDuCTI0N FROM 6 TO 4 MONTHS OF WAITING

10 PERIOD FOR DiSABILITY BENEFITS

11 SEC. 127. (a) Section 223 (c) (2) of the Social Secwrity

12 Act is amended—

13 (1) by striking out "six" and inserting in lieu

14 thereof "four", and

15 (2) by striking out "eighteenth" each place it ap-

16 pears and inserting in lieu thereof "sixteenth".

17 (b) Section 202 (e) (6) of such Act is amended—

18 (1) by striking out "six" and inserting in lieu there-

19 of "four",

20 (2) by striking out "eighteenth" and inserting in

21 lieu thereof "sixteenth", and

22 (3) by striking out "sixth" and inserting in lieu

23 thereof "fourth".

24 (c) Section 202(f) (7) of such Act is amended—
25 (1) by striking out "six" and inserting in lieu
26 thereof "four",
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1 (2) by striking out "eighteenth" and inserting in

2 lieu thereof "sixteenth", and

3 (3) by striking out "sixth" and inserting in lieu

4 thereof "fourth".

5 (d) Section 216(i) (2) (A) of such Act is amended

6 by striking out "6" and inserting in lieu thereof "four".

7 (e) The amendments made by this section shall be

8 effective with respect to applications for disability insurance

9 benefits under section 223 of the Social Security Act, appli-

10 cations for widow's and widower's insurance benefits based on

11 disability, and applications for disability determinations un-

12 der section 216(i) of such Act, filed—

13 (1) in or after the month in which this Act is

14 enacted, or

15 (2) before the month in which this Act is enacted

16 if—

17 (A) notice of the final decision of the Sec-

18 retary of Health, Education, and Welfare has not

19 been given to the applicant before such month; or

20 (B) the notice referred to in subparagraph

21 (A) has been so given before such month but a
22 civil action with respect to such final decision is
23 commenced under section 205 (g) of the Social
24 Security Act (whether before, in, or after such
25 month) and the decision in such civil action has
26 not become final before such month;
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1 except th.at no monthly benefits under title II of the

2 Social Security Act shall be payable or increased by

3 reason of the amendments made by this section for

4 any month before January 1971.

5 (152)REFUND OF SOCiAL SECURiTY TAX TO MEMBERS OF

6 CERTIIN RELIGIOUS GROUPS OPPOSED TO INSURANCE

7 SEC. 128. (a) (1) Section 6413 of the Internal Revenue

8 Code of 1954 (relating to special rules applicable to certain

9 employment taxes) is amended by adding at the end thereof

10 the following new subsection:

11 "(e) SPECIAL REFUNDS OF SOCIAL SECURiTY TAX

12 TO MEMBERS OF CERTAiN RELIGIOUS FAITHS.—

13 "(1) IN GENERAL.—An employee who receives

14 wages with respect to which the tax imposed by section

15 3101 is deducted during a calendar year for which an

16 authorization granted under this subsection applies shall

17 be entitled (subject to the provisions of section 31 (b))

18 to a credit or refund of the amount of tax so deducted.

19 "(2) AUTHORiZATION FOR CREDIT OR REFUND.—

20 Any individual may file an application (in such form

21 and manner, and with such official, as may be prescribed

22 by regulations under this subsection) for an ant horiza-

23 tion for credit or refund of the tax imposed by section

24 3101 if lie is a member of a recoqnized reliqious sect or

25 division thereof described in section 1402(h) (1) and is

26 an adherent of established tenets or teachings described
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in such section of such sect or division. Such authoriza-

2 tion may be granted only if—

3 "(A) the application contains or is accom-

4 panied by evidence described in section 1402(h)

5 (1) (A) and a waiver described in section 1402

6 (h)(1)(B), and

7 "(B) the Secretary of Health, Education, and

8 Welfare makes the findings described in section

9 1402(h) (1) (C), (D), and (E).

10 An authorization may not be granted to any individual if

11 any benefit or other payment ref erred to in section 1402

12 (h) (1) (B) became payable (or, but for section 203 or

13 222(b) of the Social Security Act, would have become

14 payable) at or before the time of filing of such waiver.

15 "(3) EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF AUTHORIZATION.—

16 An authorization granted to any individual under this

17 subsection shall apply with respect to wages paid to such

18 individual during the period—

19 "(A) commencing with the first day of the first

20 calendar year after 1970 throughout which such

21 individual meets the requirements specified in para-

22 graph (2) and in which such individual files ap-

23 plication for such authorization (except that if such

24 application is filed on or before the date prescribed

25 by law, including any extension thereof, for filing



107

1 an income tax return for such individual's taxable

2 year, such application may be treated as having been

3 filed in the calendar year in which such taxable year

4 begins), and

5 "(B) ending with the first day of the calendar

6 year in which (i) such individual ceases to meet

7 the requirements of the first sentence of paragraph

8 (2), or (ii) the sect or division thereof of which such

9 individual is a member is found by the Secretary of

10 Health, Education, and Welfare to have ceased to

11 meet the requirements of subparagraph (B) of para-

12 graph (2).

13 "(4)APPLIcATI0N BY FIDUCIARIES OR SURVI-

14 voRs.—If an individual who has received wages with re-

15 spect to which the tax imposed by section 3101 has been

16 deducted during a calendar year dies without having

17 filed an application under paragraph (2), an applica-

18 tion may be filed with respect to such individual by a

19 fiduciary acting for such individual's estate or by such

20 individual's survivor (within the meaning of section 205

21 (c) (1) (C) of the Social Security Act)."

22 (2) Section 31 (b) (1) of such Code (relating to credit

23 for special refunds of social security tax) is amended by

24 striking out "section 6413(c)" and inserting in lieu thereof

25 "section 6413 (c) or (e)".
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1 (b) (1) Sections 201 (g) (2) and 1817(f) (1) of the

2 Social Security Act are each amended by striking out "section

3 6413(c)" and inserting in lieu thereof "sections 6413 (c)

4 and (e)".

5 (2) Section 202(v) of the Social Security Act is

6 amended—

7 (1) by inserting "(1)" after "(v)"; a'nd

8 (2) by adding at the end thereof the following new

9 paragraph:

10 "(2) Notwithstanding any other provisions of this title,

in the case of any individual who files a waiver pursuant to

12 section 6413(e) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 and

13 is granted an authorization for credit or refund thereunder,

14 no benefits or other payments shall be payable under this title

15 to him, no payments shall be made on his behalf under part

16 A of title XVIII, and no benefits or other payments under

17 this title shall be payable on the basis of his wages and self-

18 employment income to any other person, after the filing of

19 such waiver; except that, if thereafter such individual's au-

20 thorizatjon under such section 6413(e) ceases to be effective,

21 such waiver shall cease to be applicable in the case of benefits

22 and other payments under this title and part A of title XVIII

23
to the extent based on his wages beginning with the first day

24 of the calendar year for which such authorization ceases to
25 apply and on his self-employment income for and after his



109

1. taxable year which begins in or with the beginning of sue/i

2 calendar year."

3 (1 53)]1EAtEll1T,s FOR REM. I RR1ED TI '1I)O1J' il NJ) 11 '11)0B 'ER

4 SEC. 129. (a) Section 202(e) (4) of the Social Security

5 Act is amended to read as follows:

6 "(4) If a widow, after attaining the age of 60, marries

7 an individual (other than one described in subparagraph

8 (A) or (B) of pcragrph (3)), such marriage shall, for

9 purposes of paragraph (1), be deemed not to have occurred.

10 The amount of such widow's benefit shall be determined under

11 paragraph (2) except that, notevithstanding the provisions of

12 such paragraph (2) and subsection (q), the amount of

13 such benefit shall be equal to one-half of the primary insur-

14 ance amount of the deceased person on whose wages and

15 self-employment income such benefit is based—

16 "(A) if such individual at the time of such mar-

17 riage, or at any time thereafter, is entitled (or, wit/i

18 respect to clause (i) or (iii) of this subparagraph, upon

19 filing proper application would be entitled) to—

20 "(i) benefits under subsection (a) (deeming

21 for such purposes, if he has not attained age 6.2, that

22 he has attained such age in the month in which such

23 marriage occurs),

24 "(ii) benefits under section 223, or

25 "(iii) any periodic benefits under a govern-
26 mental pension system (as defined in section 228(h)
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1 (2) and (3)) (deeming for such purposes, if he has

2 not attained the required eligibility age, that he has

3 attained such age in the month in which such mar-

4 riage occurs),

5 for the month in which such marriage occurs and each

6 month thereafter prior to the month in which such mdi-

7 vidual dies or such marriage is otherwise terminated, and

8 "(B) if such individual is not an individual re-

9 ferred to in subparagraph (A) of this paragraph, for

10 the first month for which he becomes entitled to any of the

11 benefits referred to in such subparagraph (A) and each

12 month thereafter prior to the month in which such mdi-

13 vidual dies or such marriage is otherwise terminated."

14 (b) Section 202(f) (5) of such Act is amended to read

15 as follows:

16 "(5) If a widower, after attaining theage of 60,
17 marries an individual (other than one described in sub para-

18 graph (A) or (B) of paragraph (4)), such marriage shall,

19 for purposes of paragraph (1), be deemed not to have
20 occurred. The amount of such widower's benefit shall be

21 determined under paragraph (3); except that, notwithstand-

22 ing the provisions of such paragraph (3) and subsection (q),

23 the amount of such benefit shall be equal to one-half of the
24 primary insurance amount of the deceased person on whose
25 wages and self-employment income such benefit is based—
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1. "(A) if such individual at the time of such marriage

2 is entitled (or, with respect to clause (i) or (iii) of this

3 subparagraph, upon filing proper application would be

4 entitled) to—

5 "(i) benefits under subsection (a) (deeming for

6 such purposes, if she has not attained age 62, that she

7 has attained such age in the month in which such

8 marriage occurs),

"(ii) benefits under section 223, or

10 "(iii) any periodic benefits under a govern-

11 mental pension system (as defined in section 228

12 (h) (2) and (3)) (deeming for such purposes, if

13 she has not attained the required eligibility age, that

14
she has attained such age in the month in which such

15 marriage occurs),

16 for the month in which such marriage occurs and each

17 mont/i thereafter prior to the month in which such mdi-

1.8 vidual (lies Vi such marriage is otherwise terminated, and

19 "(B) if sue/i individual is not an individual
20 referred to in subparagraph (ii) of this paragraph, for
21

the first month for which she becomes entitled to any of the

22
benefits referred to in such subparagraph (A) and each

23
month thereafter prior to the month in which such mdi-

24 . . . .

vidual dies or such marriage is otherwise terminated.
2o

(c) The amendments made by this section shall apply
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1 with respect to monthly benefits under title II of the Social

2 Security Act for months after December 1970, but only on

3 the basis of applications filed after the date of enactment

4 of this Act.

5 (154)PAY1wENT iN CERTAIN CASES OF DISABILiTY INSUR-

6 ANCE BENEFiTS WITH RESPECT TO PERIODS OF DIS-

7 ABILiTY WHICH ENDED PRIOR TO 1968

8 SEC. 130. (a) If an individual would (upon the timely

9 filing of an application for a disability determination under

10 section 216(i) of the Social Security Act and of an appli-

cation for disability insurance benefits under section 223

12 of such Act) have been entitled to disability insurance bene-

13 fits under such section 223 for a period which began after

14 1959 and ended prior to 1964, such individual shall, upon

15 filing application for disability insurance benefits under such

16 section 223 with respect to such period not later than 6
17 months after the date of enactment of this section, be entitled,

18 notwithstanding any other provision of title II of the Social

19 Security Act, to receive in a lump-sum, as disability insur-

20 ance benefits payable under section 223, an amount equal
21

to the total amounts of disability insurance benefits which
22 would have been payable to him for such period if he had
23 timely filed such an application for a disability determination
24 and such an application for disability insurance benefits with

25
respect to such period; but only if—
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1 (1) prior to the date of enactment of this section and

2 after the date of enactment of the Social Security Amend-

3 ments of 1967, such period was determined (under section

4 216(i) of the Social Security Act) to be a period of dis-

0 ability as to such individual; and

6 (2) the application giving rise to the determination

7 (under such section 216(i)) that such period is a period

8 of disabilit?, as to such individual would not have been

9 accepted as an application for such a determination ex-

10 cept for the provisions of section 216(i) (2) (F).

11 (b) No payment shall be made to any individual by

12 reason of the provisions of subsection (a) except upon the

13 basis of an application filed after the date of enactment of

14 this section.

15 (155).iu'i'oiLI'rJc JIAJU'TJIEXT iN BENEFIT', Jl'.IGE ILl SE,

16 T. I X ILl TES, I XI) EA lININGS TEST

17 SEC. 131. (a) (1) Section 215 of the Social Security

18 Act is amended by adding a the end thereof the following

19 new subsection:

20 "Cost-of-Living Increases in Benefits

21 "(i) (1) For purposes of this subsection—

22 "(A) the term 'base quarter' means the period of 3

23 consecutive calendar months ending on June 30, 11)71,

24 and the period of 3 consecutive calendar months ending

25 on June 30 of each year thereafter.

H.R. 17550 —8
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1 "(B) the term 'cost-of-living computation quarter'

2 means any base quarter (beginning no earlier than

3 April 1, 1972) in which the Consumer Price Index

4 prepared by the Department of Labor exceeds, by not

5 less than 3 per centurn, such index in the latest of (i)

6 January 1971, or (ii) the base quarter which was most

7 recently a cost—of—living computation quarter, or (iii) f/ic

8 most recent calendar mont/u (after .Januwry .]i, 1971)

9 in which a jenerai iiicreae (other than an inci'ea.e

10 this subsection) in the primary insurance amounts of

ii all in(itCi(iil(1l8 C)llitle(l to benefits under I/u is title became

12 ('/jectwe based lI/)O1l an Jet of Con guess; and

13 "(C) flue Con.uinei' Price Index foi' ci base quarter

114 hali be flu in 01? thl,1 acelaije of sue/u index in sue/i

quarter.

1 "(2) (A) If i/ic ecieiaiy (le!e1ThiIiCs f/tat a bcise qiuliter

17 in a cat endal' year is (1180 (1 eot-oj-iiciiiq computation quarter,

1.8 / s/wit, effective /01 Jan iuHj of i/ic neat calendar yea 1', in-

19 crease i/ic benefit amount of each indiuidual who fou' uchi

20 nmon!h is entitled to lH'fl(/lI ii ode ection 227 or 2 ujid the

pummary insurance (i//IOU mit of each other individual as

22 fled in subparagraph (B) of this paragraph, b1 an amount

23 derive1 by multiplying such. amount (including each such
24 individual's primary insurance amouiit or benefit amount
25 under section 227 or 228 as previously increased under this
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1 subparagraph) by the same percentage (rounded to the next

2 hiher one-tenth of 1 percent if such percentage 'Ls an odd

3 multiple of .05 of 1 percent and to the nearest one-tenth of

4 1 percent in any other case) as the percentage by which the

5 Consumer Price Index for such cost-of-living computation

6 quarter exceeds such Index for the base quarter determined

7 after the application of paragraph (1.) (B).

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

9 respect to a particular cost-of-living computation quarter

10 shall apply in the case of monthly benefits under this title for

11 months after December of the calendar year in which occurred

12 such cost-of-living computation quarter, based on the wages

13 and self-employment income of an individual who became

14 entitled to monthly benefits under section 202, 223, 227, or

15 228 (without regard to section 202(j) (1) or section 223(b)),

16 or who died, in or before December of such calendar year.

17 "(C) Notwithstanding the provisions of sub paragraphs

18 (A) and (B), the increase provided by subparagraph (A)

19 with respect to a particular cost-of-living computation quarter

20 shall not be effective as provided in such subparagraph (A)

21 if in the calendar year in which such cost-of-living computa-

22 tion quarter occurs a law has been enacted which pro-
23 vides for (i) a general increase in the primary insurance
24 amounts of all individuals entitled to benefits under this title,

25 or (ii) a change in the rate of tax on wages and self-em ploy-
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I nient income under Ih(, inI('rnai Revenue Code of 1954 for

2 old—age, RU i'rirOIS, (hid (hS(ibilil?j inSurance, or (jii) an in—

crease 'in the amount of eai'ninqs of 'in(/widuals that may be

4 counted for benefits iiwlei' this title and that may be taxed

5 under (he internal i?eeenue Code of 1954 for old-aqe, sur-

6 vivors, aiui disability insu rance.

7 "(D) Except. a may be provided in subparagraph (C).

8 if the Secretary determines thai a base quarter in a calendar

9 year is also a cost-of-living coniputation quarter, he shall pub-

10 ljh in the Federal Register on or before August 15 of such

11 calendar ijear a determination that a benefit increase is re-

12 .cuitariilij required and the percentage thereof. lIe shall also

13 publish in the Federal Register at that time (along with the

14 n.creased bciiefit amounts which shall be (lee/ned to be the

15 amounts appearing in sections 227 and 228) a revision of

16 the table of benefits contained in subsection (a) of this section

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

18 paragraph); and such revised table shall be deemed to be the

19 t(!ble appearing in such subsection (a). uc/i revision shall be

20 determined as follows:

21 "(i) 'The /ecwlings of the table •shall be I/ic same as i/ic

22 headings in. f/ic table imn'iediatei!/ prior to its revision, except

23
1/1(11 (he parenthetical phrase at the beginning of column II

24 shall ,s'lww the effective date of the primaril insurance amounts
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1 set forth in column IV of the table immediately prior to its

2 revision.

3 "(ii) The amounts on each line of column I, and the

4 amounts on each line of column III, except as otherwise pro-

5 vided by clause (v) of this subparagraph, shall be the same

6 as the amounts appearing in such column in the table immedi-

7 ately prior to its revision.

8 "(iii) The amount on each line of column II shall be

9 changed to the amount shown on the corresponding line of col-

10 umn IT7 of the table immediately prior to its revision.

11 "(iv) The amount of each line of columns JJ7 and V

12 shall be increased from the amount shown in the table un-

13 mediately prior to its revision by increasing such amount by

14 the percentage specified in subparagraph (A) of paragraph

15 (2), raising each such increased amount, if not a nuiltiple of

16 $0.10, to the next higher rnultjple of $0.10.

17 "(v) Columns III, IV, and J7 shall be extended. The
18 amount in each additional line of column ill shall be deter-

19 mined so that the second figure in the last line of column III

20 is one-twelfth of the contribution and benefit base for the cal-

21 endar year following th.e calendar year in which the table of
22 benefits is revised, and the amounts on each additional line of
23 column III shall be the amount on the preceding line increased

24 by $5. The amount on. each additional line of column IV shall
25 be the amount on the preceding line increased by $1.00, until
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1 the amount on the last line of sue/i column is c(Jl(al to f/ic 1(181

2 line of sac/i column as (l('felnl iiicd urn/er clause (ii') plus 20

3 /)el'Ce)It of ofl(—fwe7)f/l of I/ic ('t(('. o) f/u' COIl / iilTh' /1011 an(l

4 benefit base for the calendar i/ear OllOWi/l(j f/ic C((1L'IldOl year

5 in which the table of benefits is recisc(l Or('l' 811(11 base for

6 the calendar year in iehic/i the table of bene/i/s is rc'eise(l. The

7 (1111011 ut ill ('(u/i (((l(litiOllal line of cola inn I ,/iall be 1 7

8 pereent of the amou nts appearing on the anie line in column

9 ITT. Any such increased amount that is not a multiple of $0.10

10 shall be increased to the next higher nw/tip/c of $0.10."

11 (2) Section 203(a) of such Act (as amended by see-

12 tion 101 (b) of this Act) is further amended—

13 (A) by striking out the period at the end of para-

14 graph (3) and inserting in lieu thereof ", or", and in-

15 serting after paragraph (3) the following new para-

16 graph:

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

18 out the application of section 202 (j) (1) and section 223

19 (b)) to monthly benefits under section 202 or 223 for
20 December of the calendar year in which occurs a cost-of-

21
living computation quarter (as defined in section 215(i)

22 (1)) on the basis of the wages and self-employment in-

23
conic of such insured individual, such total of benefits

24
for months following sue/i December s/ia/I be reduced to

not less than the amount equal to the sum of the amounts



119

1 derived by increasing the benefit amount determined

2 vndm lli. title (including thi. subsection, but without the

3 application of section 222(b), section 202(q), and sub-

4 sections (b), (c), and (d) of this section) as in effect for

5 such December for each such person by the same percent-

6 age as the percentage by which such individual's primary

7 insurance amount (including such amount as previously

8 increased) is increased under section 215(i) (2) for

9 such month immediately following, and raising each such

10 increased amount (if not a multiple of $0.10) to the

next higher multiple of $0.10."; and

12 (B) by striking out "the table in section 215(a)" in

13 the matter preceding paragraph (1) and inserting in

14 lieu thereof "the table in (or deemed to be in) section

15 215(a)".

16 (3) (A) Section 215(a) of such Act is amended by

17 striking out the matter which precedes the table and insert-

18 ing in lieu thereof the following:

19 "(a) The primary insurance amount of an insured

20 individual shall be the amount in column IV of the follow-

21 ing table, or, if larger, the amount in column IV of the

22 latest table deemed to be such table under subsection (i)

23 (2) (D), determined as follows:

24 "(1) Subject to the conditions specified in subsections

25 (b), (c), and (d) of this section and except as provided
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1. in J)aragra/Ih (2) of this subsection, such primary

2 insuranCe amount s/ia/I be u'/iichever of the following

3 amounts is the largest:

4 "(i) The amount in column IV on the line on

5 which in column ill of such table appears his aver-

6 age monthly wage (as determined under subsection

7

8 "(ii) The amount in column IV on the line on

9 which in column II of such table appears his pri-

10 mary insurance amount (as determined under ,qub-

11 section (c)): or
12 ''(iii) The amount in column IT'7 on the line on

13 which in column I of sue/i table appears his /iiinari
14 insurance benefit (as determined under su bseef,')n

15 (d)).

16 "(2) In the case of an indwuluai who W(!5 entitled

17 to a disability Hlsurane( b'iie/it for I/ic month b('fore the

18 month in i'/, ieh he (/iC(l, became entitled to okl-a'je ills,, i-

19 ance benefits, or aIlai)1(d a 6, sue/i primary insurance

20 amount shall be i/u' amount in column I V which is equal

21 to the prunar', insurance amount upwi which such disa-

22 bilit,j nisuranee benefit is based, e;rcept that, if such
23 individual was entitled to a (iisabilil!/ insurance benefit
24 under section 22. for I/ic mon/h. before the effective

25 month of a new table and in the following month became
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1. entitled to an old-aye insurance benefit, or he died in

2 such following month, then his primary insurance amount

3 for such following month shall be the amount in column

4 IV of the new table on the line on which in column II of

5 such table appears his primary insurance amount for

6 the month before the effective month of the table (as

7 determined under subsection (c)) instead of the amount

8 in column JJT equal to the primary insurance amount

9 on which his disabilit'q insurance benefit is based."

10 (B) Effective January 1, 1973, section 215(b) (4) of

11 such Act (as amended by section 101 (c) of this Act) is

12 amended to read as foilo?.v:

13 "(4) The provisions of this subsection shall be applicable

14 only in the case of an individual—

15 "(A) who becomes entitled in or after the effective

16 month of a new table that appears in (or is deemed by

17 subsection (i) (2) (D) to appear in) subsection (a) to

18 benefits under section 202(a) or section 223; or

19 "(B) who dies in or after such effective month with-

20 out being entitled to benefits under section 202 (a) or

21 section 223; or

22 "(C) whose primary insurance amount is required

23 to be recomputed under subsection (f) (2) or (6)."

24 (C) Effective January 1, 1973, section 215(c) of such

25 Act (as amended by section 101 (d) of this Act) is amended

26 to read as follows:
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1 "Primary Insurance Amount Under Prior Provisions

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

3 that appears in (or is deemed to appear in) subsection (a)

4 of this section, an individual's primary insurance amount

5 shall be computed on the basis of the law in effect prior to the

6 effective mont/i of the latest such table.

7 "(2) The provisions of this subsection shall be applicable

8 only in the case of an individual who became entitled to bene-

9 fits under section 202(a) or section 223, or who died, before

10 such effective month."

11 (D) Section 2L5(f) (2) of sue/i Act is amende(l by

12 striking out "(a) (1) and (3)" and tnserting in lieu thereof

13 "(a) (1) (i) and (ii)".

(4) Scctions 227 and 228 of such Act (as amended by

15 sections 102 and 104 of this Act) are amended by striking

116 out "$48.30" wherever it appears and inserting in lieu

17 thereof "the larger of $48.30 or the amount most recently

18 established in lieu thereof under section 2i5(i)", and by

19 striking out "$24.20" wherever it appears and inserting in

20 lieu thereof "the larger of $24.20 or the amount most re-

21 ecu tly establihed in lieu thereof under section 215(i)".

22 (b) (1) Title II of (lie Social Security Act i.s amended

23 by adding at the end thereof the following new section:

24 "IDJUSTMEVT OF TIlE TJX AND BENEFIT BASE

25 "SEc. 230. (a) If the Secretary determines pursuant
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. to subsection (i) of section 215 that an increase in benefits

2 provided by subparagraph (A) of such subsection applies

3 in the case of monthly benefits under sections 202 and 223

4 for months of a calendar year immediately following a cost-

5 of-living computation quarter he shall also estimate the long-

6 range additional level-cost (without regard to any estimated

7 actuarial surplus which may exist at such time) of such

8 benefits. lie shall also determine the increase that is necessary

9 in (1) the amount of earnings that may be taxed under the

10 Internal Revenue Code of 1954 for old-age, survivors, and

11 disability insurance and (2) the rate of tax specified in sec-

12 tions 1401 (a), 3101 (a), and 3111 (a) of the Internal Reve-

13 nue Code of 1954, to meet the total of such level cost and the

14 cost (not previously taken into account under this subsection)

15 of increasing the exempt amount pursuant to section 203(f)

16 (8) for years prior to the year in which such increase in

17 benefits becomes effective where one-half (or approximately

18 one-half) of such total is to be met by the increctse specified in

19 clause (1) and the remainder is to be met by the increase

20 specified in clause (2).

21 "(b) The contribution and benefit base for the calendar

22 year referred to in subsection (a) and all succeeding calen-

23 dar years, prior to the first calendar year thereafter in which

24 an increase in benefits authorized by subsection (i) of section

25 215 becomes effective, shall be the sum of the amount of
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1 eamninçJs of individuals that may be counted for benefits under

2 this title and that may be taxed under the Internal Revenue

3 Code of 1954 for old-age, survivors, and disability insurance

4 with respect to the calendar year immediately preceding the

5 calendar year referred to in subsection (a) and the increase

6 referred to in subsection (a), with such sum., if not a multi—

' pie of $300, being rounded to the nearest multiple of $300;

8 except that—

9 "(1) if prior to such first calendar year a law is

10 enacted which provides that for any calendar year a

11 different amount of earnings may be so counted and may

12 be so taxed, such different amount shall be the contribu-

13 tion and benefit base for the calendar years specified in

14 such law but only until the first calendar year thereafter

15 in which an increase in benefits is authorized by subsec-

16 tion (i) of section 215; and

17 "(2) the contribution and benefit base for any year

18 after 1972 and prior to the first calendar year in which

19 the first increase in benefits pursuant to section 215(i)

20 becomes effective shall be $9,000 or (if applicable) such

21 other amount as may be specified in a law enacted subse-

22 quent to the Social Security Amendments of 1970.

23 "(c) The Secretary shall allocate the increase specified

24 in clause (2) of subsection (a) of this section among the
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1 rates of tax specified in sections 1401(a), 3101 (a) and 3111

2 (a) of the InternalBevenue Code of 1954 so that—

3 "(A) the rate of tax under section 3101(a) of such

4 Code with respect to wages (as defined in section 3121

5 (a) of such Code) received during a calendar year is

6 equal to the rate of tax under section 3111 (a) of such

7 Code with respect to wages (as defined in section 3121

8 (a) of such Code) received during such calendar year;

9 "(B) the rate of tax under section 1401 (a) of

10 such Code with respect to self-employment income (as

11 defined in section 1402(b) of such Code) for any taxable

12 year beginning during a period specified in such section

13 1401 (a) shall be equal to 150 percent of the rate of tax

14 under section 3101 (a) of such Code with respect to

15 wages (as defined in section 3121(a) of such Code) re-

16 ceived during any calendar year occurring in such

17 period.

18 After such allocation, the Secretary shall round any such

19 tax rate, increased by reason of such allocation, to the near-

20 est one-tenth of 1 percent.

21 "(d) At the time the Secretary publishes in the Federal

22 Register the table required by section 215(i) (1) (D), he

23 shall also publish in such Register—

24 "(1) the actuarial assumptions and methodology
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1 used in estimating the additional long-range level-cost re-

2 fer red to in subsection (a), and

3 "(2) the contribution and benefit base resulting pui'-

4 suant to subsection (b), and

5 "(3) I/ic amount of I/ic increase in tax rates rCqllire(i

6 pursuant to such subsection (a) and the allocation of

7 such increase determined under subsection (b) (includ-

8 ing any rounding authorized by such subsection)."

9 (c) Section 203(f) of such Act is amended by adding

10 at the en.d thereof the following new paragraph:

11 "(8) (A) On or before November 1 of 1972 and

12 of each even-numbered year thereafter, the Secretary

13 shall determine and publish in the Federal Register the

14 exempt amount as defined in subparagraph (B) for

15 each month in any individual's first two taxable years

16 which end with the close of or after the calendar year

17 following the year in which such determination is made.

18 "(B) The exempt amount for each month of a par-

19 ticular taxable year shall be whichever of the following is

20 the larger.•

21 "(i) the product of $200 and the ratio of

22 (1) the average taxable wages of all persons for

23 whom taxable wages were reported to the Secretary

24 for the first calendar quarter of the calendar year
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in which a determination under subparagraph (A)

2 is made for each such month of such particular tax-

3 able year to (II) the average of the taxable wages

of all persons for whom wages were reported to the

5 Secretary for the first calendar quarter of 1971,

6 with such product, if not a multiple of $10, being

7 rounded to the next higher multiple of $10 where

s such product is an odd multiple of $5 and to the

9 nearest multiple of $10 in any other case, or

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

ii taxable year preceding such particular taxable

12 year."

13 (15)CHILD's INSURANCE BENEFITS NOT TO BE TER]II-

14 NATED BY REASON OF ADOPTION OF CHILD BY STEP-

15 GRANDPARENT

16 SEC. 132. (a) Section 202(d) (1) (D) of the Social

17 Security Act is amended by inserting "step grandparent," im-

18 mediately after "grandparent,".

19 (b) Any child—

20 (1) whose entitlement to child's insurance benefits

21 under section 202(d) of the Social Security Act was ter-

22 minated by reason of his adoption, prior to the date of

23 enactment of this Act, by reason of his adoption by his

24 stepgrandparent; and
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1 (2) who, except for such adoption, would be entitled

2 to child's insurance benefits under such section for a

3 month after December 1970,

4 may, upon filing application for child's insurance benefits

5 under the Social Security Act after the date of enactment of

6 this Act, become reentitled to such, benefits; except that no

7 child shall, by reason of the enactment of this section, become

8 reentitled to such benefits for any month prior to the month

9 of January 1971.

10 (157)TERIINATIoN OF COVERAGE OF REGISTRARS OF

11 VOTERS IN LOUISIANA

12 SEc. 133. (q) Notwithstandinq the provisions of section

13 21R(g) (1) of 1/ic Social Security Act, the Secretary may,

14 under sue/i conditions as he deems appropriate, permit the

15 State of Louisiana to modify its agreement entere(l into under

16 section 218 of such Act so as to terminate the coverage of all

17 employees ii'/io are in positions under the Registrars of Voters

18 Employees' Retirement System, effective December 31, 1972,

19 but only if sue/i State files with. him notice of termination, on

20 or before December 31, 1.971.

21 (b) If the coverwje of sue/i employees in J)ositzons urn/er

22 sue/i retirement system is terminated /)u1sJant to subsection

23 (a.), coverage cannot later be extended to employees in posi-

24 tions under such retirement system.
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1 (1574)woRK]IEN's C0]IPENS;l TION OFFSET P01? DIS-

2 ABILITY INSURANCE BENEFICIARIES

3 SEC. 134. (a) Section 224(a) (5) of the Social Security

4 Act is amended by striking out "80 per centuin of".

5 (b) The amendment made by subsection (a) shall

6 apply wit/i respect to monthly bene fl/s under title II of the

7 Social Security Act for months after December 1970.

8 (158)BENEFJTS FOR A CHILD ON EARNINGS RECORD OF

9 A GRANDPARENT

10 SEC. 135. (a) The first sentence of section 216(e) of

11 the Social Security Act is amended by—

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

13 thereof, and

14 (2) inserting immediately before the period at

15 the end thereof the following: ", and (3) a person who

16 is the grandchild or stepgrandchild of an individual, but

17 only if (A) such person was living in such individual's

18 household and receiving at least one-half of his support

19 from such individual, at the time application for child's

20 insurance benefits teas filed on behalf of such person as

21 the child of such individual, or at the time such individual

22 died, and (B) such person beqan living in such mdi-

23 vidual's household before such person attained age 18".

24 (b) Section 202(d) of such Act is amended by add-

25 ing at the end thereof the following new paragraph:

H.R. 17550 9
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1
"(9) A child who is a child of an individual under

2
clause (3) of the first sentence of section 216(e) and is not

a child of such individual under clause (1) or (2) of such

first sentence shall be deemed to be dependent on such in—

dividual at the time specified in subparagraph (1) (C) of this

6
subsection, unless at the time specified in clause (3) of such

first sentence such child was receiving regular contributions

8
from—

9
"(A) his natural or adopting parent, or his step—

10
parent, or

11
"(B) a public or private welfare organization

12
which had placed such child in such individual's house—

13
hold under a foster—care program."

14 (c) The first sentence of section 203(c) of such Act is

15 amended—

16 (1) by striking out the period at the end thereof

17 and inserting in lieu of such period "; or"; and

18 (2) by adding after and below clause (4) thereof

19 the following new clause:

20 "(5) in which such individual, if a child who is

21 entitled to child's insurance benefits on the basis of the

22 wages and self-employment income of a person (but

23 would not be so entitled except for application of clause

24 (3) of the first sentence of section 216(e)), i not in

25 the care of such person or the spouse of such person,
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1 except that the prOviSions of this clause shall not apply

2 if such person has died."

3 (d) The amendments made by this section s/tall apply

4 with respect to monthly benefits payable under title ii of the

5 Social Security Act for months after December 1970, but

6 only on the basis of applications filed after the date of enact-

7 nientof this Act.

8 TITLE IT—PROVISIONS RELATING TO MEDI-

CARE, MEDICAID,. AND MATERNAL AND.

10 CHILD HEALTH

PART A—COVERAGE UNDER MEDICARE PROGRAM

12 PAYMENT UNDER MEDICARE PROGRAM TO INDIVIDUALS

13 COVERED BY FEDERAL EMPLOYEES HEALTH BENEFITS

14 PROGRAM

15 SEC. 201. Section 1862 of the Social Security Act is

16 amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sub-

17 section:

18 "(c) No payment may be made under this title with
19 respect to any item or service furnished to or on behalf of

20 any individual on or after January 1, 1972, if such item or

21 service is covered under a health benefits plan in which such

22 individual is enrolled under chapter 89 of title 5, United
23 States Code, unless prior to the date on which such item or

service is so furnished the Secretary shall have determined

25 and certified that the Federal employees health benefits pro-
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1 gram under chapter 89 of such title 5 has been modified so as

2 to assure that—

3 "(1) there is available to each Federal employee

4 or annuitant upon or after attaining age 65, in addition

5 to the health benefits plans available before he attains

6 such age, one or more health benefits plans which oiler

7 protection supplementing the combined protection pro-

8 vided under parts A and B of this title and one or more

9 health benefits plans which offer protection supplement-

10 ing the protection provided under pait B of this title

ii alone, and

12 "(2) the Government will make available to such

13 Federal employee or annuitant a contribution in an

14 amount at least equal to the contribution which the Gov-

15 ernment makes toward the health insurance of any em-

16 ployee or annuita.nt enrolled for high option coverage

17 under the Government-wide plans established under

18 chapter 89 of such title 5, with such contribution being in

19 the form of (A) a contribution toward the supplemen-

20 tary protection referred to in paragraph (1), (B) a

21 payment to or on behalf of such employee or annuitant

22 to offset the cost to him of coverage under parts A and

23 B (or part B alone) of this title, or (C) a. combination

24 of such contribution and such payment."
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1 hOSPITAL INSU1?ANCE BENEFITS FOR UNINSURED INDI-

2 VIDUALS NOT ELIGIBLE UNDER PIESENT TRANSITIONAL

3 PROVISION

4 SEc. 202. (a) Section 103 (a) of the Social Security

5 Amendments of 1965 is amended—

6 (1) by redesignating clauses (A) and (B) in para-

7 graphs (2) and (4) as clauses (i) and (ii) , respec-

8 tively, and by redesignating paragraphs (1), (2), (3),

9 (4) ; and (5) as subparagraphs (A) , (B) , (C) , (I))

10 and (E), respectively;

11 (2) by striking out all that follows "Anyone

12 who—" and precedes subparagraph (B) (as redesig-

13 na.ted by paragraph (1) of this subsection) and insert-

14 ing in lieu thereof the following:

15 "(1) (A) has attained the age of 65,";

16 (3) by adding "or" at the end of subparagraph

17 (E) (a.s so redesignated)

18 (4) by striking out "shall (subject to the limita-

19 tions in this section)" and all that follows down through

20 the period at the end of the first sentence and inserting

21 in lieu thereof the following:

22 "(2) (A) meets the provisions of subparagraphs
23 (A), (0), and (D) of paragraph (1),
24 "(B) (159)(i) does riot meet the provisions of sub-

25 paragraph (B) of paragraph (1), (1GO)and or (ii) i
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1 not included within the provisions of paragraph (1) of

2 this subsection by reason of the provisions of subsection

3 (b) (3) of this section, and

4 "(0) has enrolled (i) under section 1837 of the

5 Social Security Act and (ii) under subsection (d) of

6 this section,

7 shall (subject to the limitations in this section) be deemed,

8 solely for purposes of section 226 of the Social Security Act,

9 to be entitled to monthlyinsurance benefits under such section

10 202 for each month, beginning—

11 "(i) in the case of an individual who meets the

12 provisions of paragraph (1), with the first month in

13 which he meets the requirements of such paragraph, or

14 "(ii) in the case of an individual who meets the

15 provisions of paragra.ph (2), with the day on which his

16 coverage period (as provided in subsection (d))

17 begins,

18 and ending with the month in which he dies, or, if earlier,

19 the month before the month in which he becomes (or upon

20 filing application for monthly insurance benefits under see-

21 tion 202 of such Act would become) entitled to hospita.l

22 insurance benefits under section 226 or (161)stthsection (a)

23 (1) of this section, or becomes certifiable as a qualified rail-

24 road retirement beneficiary.";

25 (5) (A) by striking out "the preceding require-

26 ments of this subsection" in the second sentence and
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1. inserting in lieu thereof "the requirements of paragraph

2 (1) of this subsection" arid (B) by striking out "para-

3 graph (5) hereof" and inserting in lieu thereof "sub-

paragraph (E) of such paragraph"; (162)an4

5 (6) by striking out "paragraphs (1), (2), (3),

6 and (4)" in the third sentence and inserting in lieu

7 thereof "subparagraphs (A), (B), (C), and (D) of

8 paragraph (163)-43- (1)", and

9 (1 64)(7) by adding at the end the following new sen-

10 tence: "For purposes of paragraph (1) of this sub-

11 section, an individual will be deemed to have met the

12 provisions of subparagraph (E) of such paragraph, if

13 he is alive on the last day of the month in which his

14 deemed entitlement by reason of paragraph (2) ends."

15 (b) Section 103 (b) of such Amendments is amended

16 (1) by inserting "(i)" after "individual" in the second

17 sentence, and (2) by adding before the period at the end

18 thereof the following: ", or (ii) (with respect to an enroll-

19 merit under subsection (d) (1)) for any month during his

20 coverage period (as provided in subsection (d) ) ".

21 (c) Section 103 (c) (1) of such Amendments is

22 amended by striking out "this section" and inserting in lieu

23 thereof "paragraph (1) of subsection (a) of this section".

24 (d) Section 103 of such Amendments is further

25 amended by adding at the end thereof the following new
26 subsections:
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1 "(d) (1) An individual who meets the conditions of

2 subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (2) of sub-

3 section (a) and has enrolled under section 1837 of the

4 Social Security \ ct may enroll for the hospital insurance ben—

S ('fits pioidecl tuider subseelioii (1 65)—fti-)— (a) ; eeCe7)t that an

6 individual who is eligible to enroll under this paragraph by

7 reason of subparagraph (B) (ii) of paragraph (2) of sub-

8 section (a) must so enroll within the period ending on Decem-

9 ber 31 of the year following (A) the year in which he first

10 meets the requirements of subparagraphs (A) and (B) of

11 paragraph (2) of subsection (a) or (13) (if later) the year

12 'in which the Social Security Amendments of 1970 are en—

13 acted.

14 "(2) The provisions of sections 1837, 1838, 1839, and

15 1840 (relating to enrollments under part B of title XVIII
16 of the Social Security Act) shall be applicable to the enroll-

17 inent authorized by paragraph (1) in the same manner, to
18 the same extent, and under the same conditions as such
19 sections are applicable to enrollments under such part B,
20 except that for purposes of this subsection such sections
21 1837, 1838, 1839, and 1840 are modified as follows:

"(A) the term 'paragraphs (1) and (2) of sec-
23

tion 1836' shall be considered to read 'subparagraphs

(A) and (B) of paragraph (2) of section 103 (a) of

the Social Security Amendments of 1965';
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1 "(B) the term 'March 1, 1966' shall be considered

2 to read (166)Maeh 41 July 1, 1971';

3 "(C) the term 'May 31, 1966' shall be considered

4 to read (167)Iaieli 197-1 September 30, 1971';

5 "(D) the term '1969' shall be considered to read

6 '1972';

7 "(E) subsection (a.) (1) of such section 1838

8 shall be considered to read as follows:

9 "'(1) in the case of an individual who enrolls for

10 benefits tinder subsection (168)-fa)- (d) of section 103 of

11 the Social Security Amendments of 1965 pursuant to

12 subsection (c) of section 1837 (as made applicable by

13 section 103 (d) (2) of such Amendments) , (169>fan—

14 uary July 1, 1971, or, if later, the first day of the month

1.5 following the month in which he so enrolls; or';

(170)14F3 SHh3te(tft)++ -fl))- Of 5fl(4 section W8 slit4l le

eonsidcrcd amended by adding at the end thereof the

18 following new sentence: An individuaP-s enrollment

under subsection -(-d3- of section 4-0 of the Soeial Se-

20 eui4ty 4mcndmcnts of 1965 shall also terminate -(4)-

21 when he satisfies subparagraphs -fB) and (E) of pora

22 graph -(-1-)- of subsection -(a)- of such section, with such

23 termination taking effect on the fifst day of the month
24 in which he satisfiea such subparagraphs or -(-ii).- when

25 is enrollment under section 1837 tcrminatcs with such
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1 tcrni krng effeet s pe4de4 i÷ the seeen4 sen-

2 tence o.f subsection.';

3 "(F) the second sentence of subsection (b) of see-

4 tb' 1838 s/ia/f be i(1epei'l I read as follrn!'c 'T11c'

5 termination of a coverage period under paragraph (1)

6 shall ta/ce effect on. the last day of the month followin.g the

7 calendar mont/i in which the notice is filed or, if earlier,

8 the last day of the mont/i in which his enrollment under

9 section. 1837 term in ates.';

10 "(0) subsection (a) of such section 1839 shall be

11 considered to read as follows:

12 " ' (a) The monthly premium of each individual for

13 each month in his coverage period before July 1972 shall

14 be $27.';

15 "(1111) the term '1967' when used in subsection

16 (b) (1) of such section 1839 shall be considered to read

17 'June 1972';

1.8 "(I) subsection (b) (2) of such section 1839 shall

19 be considered to read as follows:

20 "'(2) The Secretary shall, during December of 1971
21 and of each year thereafter, determine and promu]gate
22 the dollar amount (whether or not such dollar amount
23 was applicable for premiums for any prior month) which
24 shall be applicable for premiums for months occurring
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1 in the 12-month period commencing July 1 of the next

2 year. Such amount shall be equal to $27 multiplied by the

3 ratio of (1) the inpatient hospital deductible for such next

4 year, as promulgated under section 1813 (b) (2), to (2)

5 such deductible promulgated for 1971. Any amount deter-

6 mined under the preceding sentence which is not a multiple

7 of $1 shall be rounded to the nearest multiple of $1.'; and

8 "(J) the term 'Federal Supplementary Medical

9 Insurance Trust Fund' shall be considered to read 'Fed-

10 eral Hospital Insura.nc Trust Fund'.

11 "(e) Payment of the monthly premiums on behalf of

12 any individual who meets the conditions of subparagraphs

13 (A) and (B) of paragraph (2) of subsection (a) and

14 has enrolled for the hospital insurance benefits provided

15 under subsection (a) may be made by any public or private

16 agency or organization under a. contract or other arrange-

17 ment entered into between it and the Secretary if the

18 Secretary determines 'that payment of such premiums under

19 such contract or arrangement is administratively fe&sible."

20 (171)(e) Section 226(b) of the Social Security Act is

21 amended by (1) striking out the period at the end of para-

22 graph (2) and inserting in lieu thereof "; and" and (2)

23 adding at the end thereof the following new paragraph:

24 "(3) an individual shall be deemed entitled to

25 monthly benefits under section 202 beginning with the
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1 first month after the inonth in which his deemed entitle-

2 ment to such benefits by reason of section 103(a) (2) of

3 the Social Security Amendments of 1965 ends, if on the

4 first day of such first month he is alive and would be

5 entitled to sue/i benefits for such month had he filed an

6 application in such month."

7 (172)(f) Section 1837(e) of the Social Security Act is

8 amended by striking out the period and inserting in lieu

9 thereof the following: "; except that the enrollment period be-

10 ginning January 1, 1971, shall end on September 30, 1971,

in the case of any individual who has an enrollment period

12 for hospital insurance benefits under section 103(d) of the

13 Social Security Amendments of 1965 beginning on the first

14 day of the second month following the month of enactment of

15 the Social Security Amendments of 1970 and ending on
16 September 30, 1971, and so enrolls in such period."

17 (I73)(g) Section 1837(b) of such Act (as amended by section

18 258 of this Act) is further amended by striking out the period

and inserting in lieu thereof the following: "; except that any
20 enrollment of an individual shall not be counted if the cover-
21 age period resulting for such enrollment terminated before the

22 date on which such individual first enrolls for hospital insur-

23 ance benefits under section 103(a) of the Social Security

Amendments of 1965.".
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1 (174)INCLuSION OF CERTAIN SERVICES BY OPTOMETRISTS

2 UNDER SUPPLEMENTARY MEDICAL INSURANCE PROGRAM

3 SEC. 203. (a) Section 1861 (r) of the Social Security

4 Act is amended by (1) striking out "or (3)" and inserting

5 in lieu thereof "(3)", and (2) inserting before the period at

6 the end thereof the following: "or (4) a doctor of optometry,

7 who is legally authorized to practice optometry by the State

8 in which he performs such function, but only with respect

9 to establishing the necessity for prosthetic lenses".

10 (b) The amendment made by this section shall apply

11 only with respect to services performed after the date of

12 enactment of this Act.

13 (1 75)co VERA GE OF SUPPLIES RELA TED TO COLOSTOJIJES

14 SEC. 204. (a) Section 1861 (s) (8) of the Social Secu-

15 rity Act is amended by inserting after "organ" the follow-

16 ing: "(including colostomy bags and supplies directly related

17 to colostomy care)".

18 (b) The amendment made by this section shall apply on

19 and after the date of enactment of this Act.

20 (176)INCLUSION OF CHIROPRACTOR'S SERVICES UNDER

21
MEDICARE

22 SEC. 205. (a) Section 1861 (r) of the Social Security
23 Act (as amended by section 203 of this Act) is further
24 amended by—
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1
(1) striking out "or (4)" and inserting in lieu

2 thereof "(4)", and

3 (2) inserting before the period at the end thereof the

4 following ", or (5) a chiropractor who is licensed as such

5 by the State (or in a State which does not license chiro-

6 practors as such, is legally authorized to perform the

7 services of a chiropractor in the jurisdiction in which he

8 performs such services, and who meets uniform minimum

9 standards promulgated by the Secretary, but only for the

10 purpose of sections 1861 (s) (1) and 1861 (s) (2) (A)

11 and only with respect to treatment by means of manual

12 manipulation of the spine which he is legally authorized

13 to perform by the State or jurisdiction in which such

14 treatment is provided".

15 (b) The amendments made bq this section shall be effective

16 with respect, to services furni$hed after June 30, 1971.

17 PART B—IMPROVEMENTS IN TIlE OPERATING EFFECTIVE-

18 NESS OF THE MEDICARE, MEDICAID, AND MATERNAL

19 AND CHILD HEALTH PROGRAMS

20 LIMITATION ON FEDERAL PARTICIPATION FOR CAPITAL

21 EXPENDITURES

22 SEC. 221. (a) Title XI of the Social Security Act is

23 amended by adding at the end thereof the following ne'w

24 section:
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1
"LIMITATION ON FEDEBAL PARTICIPATION FOR CAPITAL

2 EXPENDITURES

"SEC. 1122. (a) The purpose of this section is to as-

sure that Federal funds appropriated under titles V, XVIII,

and XIX are not used to support unnecessary capital cx-

6 penditures made by or on behalf of health care facilities

(177)or health maintenance organizations which are reim-

8 bursed under any of such titles and that, to the extent pos-

sible, reimbursement under such titles shall support planning

10 activities with respect to health services and facilities in the

various States.

12 "(b) The Secretary, after consultation with the Gover-

13 nor (or other chief executive officer) 'and with appropriate

14 local public officials, shall make an agreement with any

15 State which is able and willing to do so under which a desig-

16 nated planning agency (which shall be an agency described

17 in clause (ii) of subsection (d) (1) (B) that has a govern-

18 ing body or advisory body at least half of whose members

19 represent consumer interests) will—

20 "(1) make, and submit to the Secretary together

21 with such supporting materials as he may find neces-

22 sary, findings and recommendations with respect to capi-

23 tal expenditures proposed by or on 'behalf of any health

24 care facility (178)or health maintenance organization in

25 such State within the field of its responsibilities,

26 (179)and
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1 "(2) receive from other agencies described in

2 c]ause (ii) of subsection (d) (1) (B), and submit to the

3 Secretary together with such supporting material as he

4 may find necessary, the findings and recommendations of

5 such other agencies with respect to capital expenditures

6 proposed by or on behalf of health care facilities (180)

7 or health maintenance organizations in such State withii

8 the fields of their respective responsibilities, (181) and

9 (182)"(3) establish afl(1 niajutain procedures pin'—

10 suant to which a person proposing any such capital cx-

11 penditui'e may appeal ci recommendation by the desig-

12 ii ated agency and will be granted an opportunity for a

13 fair hearing by such agency or person other than the

14 designated agency as the Governor (or other chief execu-

15 tive offlcei') may designate to hold such hearings,

16 whenever and to the extent that the findings of such desig-

17 nated agency or any such other agency indicate that any

18 such expenditure is not consistent with the standards, criteria,

19 or plans developed pursuant to the Public Health Service

20 Act (or the Mental Retardation Facilities and Community

21 Mental Hea]th Centers Construction Act of 1963) to meet

22 the need for adequate. health care facilities in the area covered

23 by the plan or plans so developed.

24 "(c) The Secretary shall pay any such State from the

2 Federal Illospital Insurance Trust Fund, in advance or by
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1 way of reimbursement as may be provided ill the agreement

2 with it (and may make adjustments in such payments on

3 account of overpayinents or underpayments previously

4 made), for the reasonable cost of performing the functions

5 specified in subsection (b).

6 " (d) (1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), if the

7 Secretary determines that—

8 "(A) neither the planning agency designated in

9 the agreement described in subsection (b) nor an

10 agency described in clause (ii) of subparagraph (B) of

11 this paragraph had been given notice of any proposed

12 capital expenditure (in accordance with such procedure

13 or in such detail as may be required by such agency)

14 at least 60 days prior to such expenditure; or

15 "(B) (i) the planning agency so designated or

16 an agency so described had received such timely notice

17 of :the intention to make •such capital expenditure and

18 ha.d, within a reasonable period after receiving such

19 notice and prior to such expenditure, notified the person

20 proposing such expenditure that the expenditure would

21 not be in conformity with the standards, criteria, or plans

22 developed by such agency or any other agency described

23 in clause (ii) for adequate health care facilities in such

24 State or in the area for which such other agency has

25 responsibility, and

}LR. 17550 10
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1 "(ii) the planning agency so designated had, prior

2 to submitting to the Secretary the findings referred

3 to in subsection (b) , (183)(I) consulted with, and taken

4 into consideration the findings and recommendations of,

5 the State planning agencies established pursuant to

6 sections 314 (a) and 604 (a) of the Public Health Serv-

7 ice Act (to the extent that either such agency is not the

8 agency so designated) as well as the public or nonprofit

9 private agency or organization responsible for the corn-

10 prehensive regional, metropolitan area, or other local

11 area plan or plans referred to in section 314 (b) of the

12 Public Health Service Act and covering the area in

13 which the health care facility (184)or health maintenance

14 organization proposing such capital expenditure is located

15 (where such agency is not the agency designated in the

16 agreement) or, if there is no such agency, such other

17 public or nonprofit private agency or organization (if

18 any) as performs, as determined in accordance with en-

19 teria included in regulations, similar (1 85)functions;

20 functions, and (II) granted to the person proposing such

21 capital expenditure an opportunity for a fair hearing

22 with respect to such findings;

23 then, for such period as he finds necessary in any case to

24 effectuate the purpose of this section, he shall, in determining

25 the Federal payments to be made under titles V, XVIII,
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1 and XIX with respect to services furnished in the health care

2 facility for which such capital expenditure is made, not in-

3 elude any amount which is attributable to depreciation, in-

4 terest on borrowed funds, a return on equity capital (in the

5 case of proprietary facilities), or other expenses related to

6 such capital expenditure. (186)T'Vith respect to any organiza-

7 lion which is reimbursed on a per capita basis, in determining

8 the Federal payments to be made under titles V, XVIII, and

9 XIX, the Secretary shall exclude an amount which in his

10 judgment is a reasonable equivalent to the amount which

11 would otherwise be excluded under this subsection if pay-

12 ment were to be made on other than a per capita basis.

13 "(2) If the Secretary, after submitting the matters in-

14 volved to the advisory council established or designated

15 under subsection (i), determines that an exclusion of ex-

16 penses related to any capital expenditure of any health care

17 facility (187)or health maintenance organization would not

18 be consistent with the effective organization and delivery of

19 health services or the effective administration of title V,

20 XVIII, or XIX, he shall not exclude such expenses pursuant

21 to paragraph (1).

22 "(e) Where a person obtains under lease or comparable

23 arrangement any facility or part thereof, or equipment for

24 a facility, which would have been subject to an exclusion

25 under subsection (d) if the person had acquired it by pur-
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1 chase, the Secretary shall (1) in computing such person's

2 rental expense in determining the Federal payments to be

3 made under titles V, XVIII, and XIX with respect. to serv-

4 ices furnished in such facility, deduct the amount which in his

5 judgment is a reasonable equivalent of the amount that would

6 have been excluded if tile I)CFSO11 had acquired such facility

7 or such equipment by purchase, and (2) in computing such

8 person's return on equity capital deduct any amount deposited

9 under the terms of the lease or comparable arrangement.

10 "(f) Any person dissatisfied with a determination by the

11 Secretary under this section may within six months follow-

12 ing notification of such determination request the Secretary

13 to reconsider such determination. A determination by the

14 Secretary under this section shall not be subject to adminis-

15 trative or judicial review.

16 "(g) For the purposes of this section, a 'capital expendi-

17 ture' is an expenditure which, under generally accepted

18 accounting principles, is not properly chargeable as an cx-

19 pense of operation and nmintenance and which (1) exceeds

20 $100,000, (2) changes the bed capacity of the facility with

21 respect to which such expenditure is made, or (3) sub-

22 stantially changes the services of the facility with respect to

23 which such expenditure is made. For purposes of clause
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1 (1) of the preceding sentence, the cost of the studies, stir-

2 veys, designs, plans, working drawings, specificaliotis, and

3 other activities essential to the acquisition, improvement, cx-

4 pansion, or replacement of the plant and equipment with

5 respect t.o which such expenditure is made shall be included

6 in determining whether such expenditure exceeds $ 100.000.

7 "(h) The provisions of this section shall not. apply to

8 Christian Science sanatoriums operated, or listed and cerli-

9 fled, by the First 'Church of Christ, Scientist, Boston, Massa—

10 ohusetts.

11 "(i) (1) The Secretary shall establish a national advi-

12 sory council, or designate au appropriate existing national

13 advisory council, to advise and assist him in the prel)aration

14 of general regulations to carry out the purposes of this section

15 and on policy matters arising in the administration of this

16 section, including the coordination of activities tinder this

17 section with those under other parts of this Act. or under

18 other Federal or federally assisted health programs.

19 "(2) The Secretary shall make appropriate provision

20 for consultation between and coordination of the work of

21 the advisory council established or designated tinder para-

22 graph (1) and the Federal Hospital Council, the National

23 Advisory Health Council, the Health Insurance Benefits
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1 Advisory Council, the Medical Assistance Advisory Council,

2 and other appropriate national advisory councils with re-

3 spect to matters bearing on the purposes and administration

4 of this section and the coordination of activities under this

5 section with related Federal health programs.

6 "(3) If an advisory council is established by the Secre-

7 tary under paragraph (1), it shall be composed of members

8 who are not otherwise in the regular full-time employ of the

9 United States, and who shall be appointed by the Secretary

10 without regard to the civil service laws from among leaders

in the fields of the fundamental sciences, the medical sciences,

12 and the organization, delivery, and financing of health

13 care, and persons who are State or local officials or are

14 active in cGmmunity affairs or public or civic affairs or who

15 are representative of minority groups. Members of such' ad-

16 visory council, while attending meetings of the council or

17 otherwise serving on business of the council, shall be entitled

18 to receive compensation at rates fixed by the Secretary, but

19 not exceeding the maximum rate specified at the time of

20 such service for grade GS—18 in section 5332 of title 5,

21 United States Code, including traveltime, and while away

22 from their homes or regular places of business they may also

23 be allowed travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of sub-
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1 sistence, as authorized by section 5703 (b) of such title 5

2 for persons in the Government service employed inter-

3 mittently."

4 (b) The nrnendment made by subsection (a) shall apply

5 only with respect to a capital expenditure the obligation for

6 which is incurred by or on behalf of a health care facility

7 (.1 88)w health maintenance organization subsequent to

8 whichever of the following is earlier: (A) June 30, 1971, or

9 (B) with respect to any State or ally part thereof specified

10 by such State, the last day of the calendar quarter in which

11 the State requests that the amendment made by subsection

12 (a) of this section apply iii such State or such part thereof.

1 (c) (1) Section 505 (a.) (6) of such Act (as amended

14 by section 229 (b) of this Act) is further amended by in-

15 serting ", consistent with section 1122," after "standards"

16 where it first appears.

17 (2) Section 506 of such Act (as amended by sections

18 224(c), 227(d), 230(d), and 235(b) of this Act) is

19 further amended by adding at the end thereof the following

20 new subsection:

21 "(g) For limitation on Federal participation for capital

22 expenditures which are out of conformity with a comprehen-
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1 sive plan of a State or areawide planning agency, see see-

2 tion 1122."

3 (3) Clause (2) of the second sentence of section 509

4 (a) of such Act is amended by inserting ", consistent with

5 section 1122," after "standards".

6 (4) Sectiol1 1861 (v) of such Act is amendedby adding

7 at the end thereof the following new paragraph:

8 "(5) For limitation on Federal participation for capital

9 expenditures which are out of conformity with a. compre-

10 liensive plan of a State or areawide planning agency, see

11 section 1122."

12 (5) Section 1902 (a) (13) (D) of such Act (as

13 amended by section 229 (a) of this Act) is further amended

14 by inserting ", consistent with section 1122," after "stand—

15 ards" where it first appears.

16 (6) Section 1903 (b) of such Act is amended by add-

17 ing at the end thereof the following new paragraph:

18 "(3) For limitation on Federal participation for capital

19 expenditures which are out of conformity with a coinpre—

20 hensive plan of a State or area.wide planning agency, see

21 section 1122."

22 (189)(d) In the case of a health care facility providing

23 health care services as of December 18, 1970, which on such
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1 date is commuted to ci formal plan of e.epailsion or replace—

2 ment, the amendments made by the preceding provisions of this

3 section shall not apply with respect to such expenditures as

4 may be made or obligations incuired for capital items in-

5 chided 'in such plan w/ie1re preliminary expenditures toward

6 the plan of expan.sion or replacement (including payments

7 for studies, surveys, designs, plans, ivorling drawings, sped—

8 fications, and site acquisition, essential to the acquisition,

9 improvement, expanswn, or replacement of the health care

10 facility or equipment concerned) of 100,000 or more, had

11 been made during the three-year perwd encie(l 1)ecember 17,

12 1970.

13 REI'ORT ON PLAN FOR PROSPECTIVE REIMBURSEMENT;

14 EXPERIMENTS AND DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS TO

15 DEVELOP INCENTIVES FOR ECONOMY IN TIlE PROVI-

16 SION OF hEALTH SERVICES

17 SEC. 222. (a) (1) The Secretary of health, Education,

18 and Welfare, directly or through contracts with public or

19 private agencies or organizations, shall develop and carry

20 out experiments and demonstration projects designed to de-

21 termine the relative advantages and disadvantages of various

22 alternative methods of making payment on a prospective
23 basis to hospitals, extended care facilities, and other pro-
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1 viders of services for care and services provided 'by them

2 under title XVIII of the Social Security Act and under

3 State plan's approved under titles XIX and V of such Act,

4 including alternative methods for classifying providers, for

5 establishing prospective rates of payment, 'and for imple-

6 menting 'on a gradual, 'selective, or other basis the estab-

7 lishmen't of a prospective payment system, in order to

8 stimulate such providers through positive financial incen-

9 tives to use their facilities and personnel more efficiently and

10 thereby to reduce the total costs of the health programs

11 involved without adversely affecting the quality of services

12 by containing or lowering the rate of increase in provider

13 costs that has been and is being experienced under the exist-

14 ing system of retroactive cost reimbursement.

15 (2) The experiments and demonstration projects devel-

16 oped under paragraph (1) shall be of sufficient scope and

17 shall be carried out on a wide enough scale to permit a thor-

18 ough evaluation of the alternative methods of prospective

19 payment under consideration while giving assurance that the

20 results derived from the experiments and projects will obtain

21 generally in the operation of 'the programs involved (without

22 committing such programs to the adoption of' any prospective

23 payment system either locally or nationally).

24 (3) In the ease of any experiment or demonstration

25 project under paragraph (1), the Secretary may waive corn-
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1 pliance with the requirements of titles XVIII, XIX, and V

2 of the Social Security Act insofar as such requirements relate

3 to methods of payment for services provided; and costs in-

4 curred in such experiment or project in excess of those which

5 would otherwise be reimbursed or paid under such titles may

6 be reimbursed or paid to the extent that such waiver applies

7 to them (with such excess being borne by the Secretary).

8 No experiment or demonstration project shall be developed

or carried out under paragraph (1) until the Secretary ob-

10 tains the advice and recommendations of specialists who are

competent to evaluate the proposed experiment or project as

12 to the soundness of its objectives, the possibilities of securing

13 productive results, the adequacy of resources to conduct it,

14 and its relationship to other similar experiments or projects

15 already completed or in process; and no such experiment

16 or project shall be actually placed in operation until a

17 written report containing a full and complete description

18 thereof has been transmitted to the Committee on Ways

19 and Means of the House of Representatives and the Corn-

20 mittee on Finance of the Senate.

21 (4) Grants, payments under contracts, and other ex-

22 penditures made for experiments and demonstration projects

23 tinder this subsection shall be made (190)in appropriate part

24 from the Federal hospital Insuraiice Trust Fund (established

by section 1817 of the Social Security Act) and the Federal
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1 Supplementary Medical Insurance Trust Fund (established

2 by section 1841 of the Social Security Act). Grants and pay-

3 ments under contracts may be made either in advance or by

4 way of reimbursement, as may be determined by the Secre-

5 tary, and shall be made in such installments and on such con-

6 ditions as the Secretary finds necessary to carry out the

7 purpose of this subsectioi With respect to any such grant,

8 payment, or other expenditure, the amount to be paid from

9 each of such trust funds shall be determined by the Secretary,

10 giving due regard to the purposes of the experiment or proj-

11 ect involved,

12 (5) The Secretary shall submit to the Congress no later

13 than (191)July 4- 197-2, January 1, 1973, a full report on

14 the experiments and demonstratioii projects carried out under

15 this subsection and on the experience of other programs with

16 respect to prospective reimbursement together with any re-

17 lated dat.a and materials which he may consider appropriate.

18 Suth report shall include detailed recommendations with re-

19 spect to the specific methods which could be used in the full

20 implementation of a system of prospective payment to pro-

21 viders of services under the programs involved.

22 (6) Section 1875 (b) of the Social Security Act is

23 amended by inserting "and the experiments and demonstra-

24 tion projects authorized by section 222 (a) of the Social

25 Security Amendments of 1970" after "1967".
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1 (b) (1) Section 402 (a) of the Social Security Amend-

2 ments of 1967 is amended to read as follows:

3 "(a) (1) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-

4 fare is authorized, either directly or through grants to public

5 or nonprofit private agencies, institutions, and organizations

6 or contracts with public or private agencies, institutions, and

7 organizations, to develop and engage in experiments and

8 demonstration projects for the following purposes:

9 "(A) to determine whether, and if so which,

10 changes in methods of payment or reimbursement (other

11 than those dealt with in section 222 (a) of the Social

12 Security Amendments of 1970) for health care and

13 services under health programs et.a.blished by the Social

14 Security Act, including a change to methods based on

15 negotiated rates, would have the effect of increasing the

16 efficiency and economy of health services under such

17 prc•grams through the creation of additional incentives to

18 these ends without adversely affecting the quality of such

19 services;

20 (192)" (B)- to determine whether payments to orga

21 niations o4 iiitit.utions wb4t4i have the capability of

22 pro4tli+ig eomprchensive health eare service or sei.ee€

23 other thtm these for which payment may he made 'inder

24 s'aeh programs -(-and which ore incidental to eerviccs for

25 which payment may be made undcr suek programs)
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I would, ii he of the Seefetaly, result u more

2 econornieai provision and me'e cffceti-e utilization of

3 services kw whiek payment ma' be mft.de under sueh

4 pfogamsj

5 "(B) to determine whether pay?nent.s for services

6 other than those for which payment may be made under

7 such programs (and which are incidental to services for

8 which payment may be made under such programs)

9 would, in the judqment of the Secretary, result in more

10 economical provision and more effective utilization of

11 services for which payment may be made under such

12 program, where such services are furnished by organiza-

13 tions and institutions which have the capability of

14 providing—

15 "(i) comprehensive health care services, or

16 "(ii) mental health care services (as defined by

17 section 401 (c) of the Mental Retardation Facilities

18 and Community Health Centers Construction Act of

19 1.963), or

20 "(iii) ambulatory health care services, but only

21 where the Secretary determines, after appropriate

22 study, that payment for such health care services

23 would result in a more economical provision of such

24 services.

25 "(C) to determine whether the rates of payment or
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1 reimbursement for health care services, approved by a

2 State for purposes of the administration of one or more

3 of its laws, when utilized to determine the amount to be

4 paid for servic•: s furnished in such State under the health

5 programs established by the Social Security Act, would

6 have the effect ol reducing the costs of such programs

7 without adversely affecting the quality of such services;

8 "(D) to determine whether payments under such

9 programs based on a single combined rate of reimburse-

10 ment or charge for the teaching activities and patient

11 care which residents, interns, and supervising physicians

12 render in connection with a graduate medical education

13 program in a patient facility would result in more

14 equitable and economical patient care arrangements with-

15 out adversely affecting the quality of such care; and

16 "(E) to determine whether utilization review and

17 medical review mechanisms established on an areawide

18 or communitywide basis would have the effect of provid-

19 ing more effective controls under such programs over

20 excessive utilization of services.

21 For purposes of this subsection, 'health programs established

22 by the Social Security Act' means the program established

23 by title XVIII of such Act, a program established by a plan

24 of a State approved under title XIX of such Act, and a
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1 program established by a plan of a State approved under

2 title V of such Act.

3 "(2) Grants, payments under contracts, and other ex-

4 penditures made for experiments and demonstration protects

5 under paragraph (1) shall be ma.de (193)in appropriate

6 part from the Federal hospital Insurance Trust Fund (estab—

7 lished by section 1817 of the Social Security Act) and the

8 Federal Supplementary Medical Insurance Trust, Fund (es-

9 ta,bhslied i)y section 1841 of the Social Security Act) . Grants

10 and payments under contracts may be made either in advance

11 or by way of reimbursement, as may be determined by the

12 Secretary, and shall be made in such installments and on such

13 conditions as the Secretary finds necessary to carry out the

14 purpose of this section. With respect to any such grant., pay—

15 ment, or other expenditure, the amount to be paid froni each

16 of such trust funds shall be determined by the Secrethry,

17 giving due regard to the purposes of the experiment or project

18 involved."

19 (2) Section 402 (b) of such Amendments is amended—

20 (A) by striking out "experiment" each time it ap-

21 pears and inserting in lieu thereof "experiment or dem-

22 onstra.tion project";

23 (B) by striking out "experiments" and inserting in

24 lieu thereof "experiments and projects";

25 (C) by striking out "reasonable charge" and insert-
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1 ing in lieu thereof "reasonable charge, or to reimburse.

2 ment or payment only for such services or items as may

3 be specified in the experiment"; and

4 (D) by inserting before the period at the end thereof

5 the following: "; and no such experiment or project shall

6 be actually placed in operation until a written repori
7 containing a full and complete description thereof has
8 been transmitted to the Committee on Ways and Meaiis

9 of the House of Representatives and the Committee or
10 Finance of the Senate".

11 (3) Section 1875 (b) of the Social Security Act is

12 amended by striking out "experimentation" aiid inserting in
13 lieu thereof "experiments and demonstration projects".
14 LIMITATIONS ON COVERAGE OF COSTS UNDER

15 MEDICARE PROGRAM

16 SEC. 223. (a) The first sentence of section 186! (v) (1)
17 of the Social Security Act is amended by inserting inimedi-
18 ately before "determined" where it first appears the fol-
19 lowing: "the cost actually incurred, excluding therefrom any

20 part of incurred cost found to be unnecessary in the. efficient
21 delivery of needed health services, and shall be".
22 (b) The third sentence of section 1861 (v) (1) of such
23 Act is amended by striking out the comma after "services"
24 where it last appears and inserting in lieu thereof the follow-

ll.R. 1755G 11
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1 ing: ", may provide for the establishment of limits 011 the

2 direct or indirect overall incurred costs or incurred costs

3 of specific items or services or groups of items or services

4 to be recognized as reasonable based on estimates of the

5 costs necessary in the efficient delivery of needed health

6 services to individuals covered by the insurance programs

7 established under this title,".

8 (c) The fourth sentence of section 1861 (v) (1) of such

9 Act is amended by inserting after "services" where it first

10 appears the following: "(excluding therefrom any such costs,

11 including standby costs, which are determined in accordance

12 with regulations to be unnecessary in the efficient delivery

13 of services covered by t.he insurance programs established

14 under this title) ".

15 (d) The fourth sentence of section 1861 (v) (1) of such

16 Act is further amended by striking out "costs with respect"

17 where they first appear and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-

18 lowing: "necessary costs of efficiently delivering covered

19 services".

20 (e) Section 1866 (a) (2) (B) of such Act is amended

21 (1) by inserting "(i)" after "(B) ", and (2) by adding

22 at the end thereof the following new clause:

23 "(ii) Where a provider of services customarily fur-

24 nishes an individual items or services which are more ex-
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1 pensive than the items or services determined to be neces-

2 sary in the efficient delivery of needed health services under

3 this title and which have not been requested by such mdi-

4 vidua.l, such provider may also charge such individual or

5 other person for such more expensive items or services to

6 the extent that the costs of (or, if less, the customary charges

7 for) such more expensive items or services experienced by

8 such provider in the second fiscal period immediately pre-

9 ceding the fiscal period in which such charges are imposed

10 exceed the cost of such items or services determined to be

11 necessary in the efficient delivery of needed health services,

12 but only if—

13 "(I) the Secretary has provided notice to the

14 public of any charges being imposed on individuals en-

15 titled to benefits under this title on account of costs in

16 excess of the costs determined to be necessary in the

17 efficient delivery of needed health services under this

18 title by particular providers of services in the area in

19 which such items or services are furnished, and

20 "(II) the provider of services has identified such

21 charges to such individua.l or ether person, in such man-

22 ner 'as the Secretary may prescribe, as charges to meet

23 costs in excess of 'the cost determined to be necessary in
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I the efficient delivery of needed health services under this

2 title."

3 (f) Section 1861 (v) of such Act (a.s amended by see-

4 tion 221 (c) (4) of this Act) is further amended by redesig-

5 nating paragraphs (4) and (5) as paragraphs (5) and (6),

6 respectively, and by inserting after paragraph (3) the follow—

7 ing new paragraph:

8 "(4) If a provider of services furnishes items or services

9 to an individual which are (194)qros$iy in excess of or more

10 expensive than the items or services determined to 1)e neces-

11 sary in the efficient delivery of needed health services and

12 charges are imposed for such more expensive items or services

13 tinder the authority granted in section 1866 (a) (2) (B) (ii),

14 the amount of payment with respect to such items or services

15 otherwise due such provider in any fiscal period shall be re-

16 duced to the extent that such payment plus such charges

17 exceed the cost actually incurred for such items or services in

18 the fiscal period in which such charges are imposed."

19 (g) Section 1866 (a) (2) of such Act is amended by

20 adding at the end thereof the following new subparagraph:

21 "(D) Where a provider of services customarily fur-

22 nishes items or services which are (l95)grossly in excess of or

23 more expensive than the items or services with respect to

24 which payment may be made under this title, such provider,
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ii. notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this paragraph,

2 may not, under the authority of section 1866 (a) (2) (B)

3 (ii), charge any individual or other person any amount for

4 such items or services in excess of the amount of the payment

5 which may otherwise be made for such items or services

6 under this title if the admitting physician has a direct or

7 indirect financial interest in such provider."

8 (h) The amendments made by this section shall be

9 effective with respect to accounting periods beginning after

10 (196)the 4a-te o4 the cnaetmciit o this At4 June 30, 1971.

11 LIMITS ON PREVAILING CHARGE LEVELS

12 SEC. 224. (a) Section 1842 (b) (3) of the Social Secu—

13 rity Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the following

14 new sentences: "No charge may he determined to be reason-

15 able (197)in f/ic case of bills ibmitted or requests for ctii-

16 ments made under this part (198)foi eivitc.s rendered after

17 (199)Jme 1970, the date of enactment of this Act and

18 before July 1, 1971, if it exceeds the higher of (i) the pre-

19 vailiiig charge recognized by the carrier for similar services in

20 the sanie locality in administering this part on June 30, 1970,

21 (i) the prevailing charge level tha.t, on the basis of

22 statistical data and methodology acceptable to the Secretary,

23 would cover 75 percent of the customary charges made for

24 similar services in the same locality during the calendar year
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1 1969. With respect to (200)se4ees rendered bills submitted

2 or requests for payment made under this part after June 30,

3 1971, the charges recognized as prevailing within a locality

4 may be increased in any fiscal year only to the extent found

5 necessary, on the basis of statistical data and methodology

6 acceptable to the Secretary, to cover 75 percent of the cus-

7 t.omary charges made for similar services in the same locality

8 during the last preceding elapsed calendar year but may not

9 be increased (in the aggregate) beyond the levels described

10 in clause (ii) of t.he preceding sentence except. to the extent

11 that the Secretary finds on the basis of appropriate economic

12 index data, that such adjustments are justified by economic

13 changes. In the case of medical services, supplies, and equip-

14 ment (201)(including equipment servicing) that, in time

15 judgment of the Secretary, do not generally vary 4gnificantIy

16 in quality from one supplier to another, the charges incurred

17 after (202)Juimc 1970, the date of enactment of this Act

18 determined to be reasonable may (203)not exceed the

19 (204)lowe&t lower charge levels at which such services, sup-

20 plies, and equipment are widely (205)and consistently avail-

21 able in a locality (206)Qnly except to the extent and under

22 the circumstances specified by the Secretary."

23 (b) Section 1903 of such Act is amended by adding

24 at the end thereof the following new subsection:

25 "(g) Payment under the preceding provisions of this

26 section shall not be made with respect to any amount paid
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1 for items or services fiiriiished under the plan after

2 (207) -7O the date of enactment of this Act to the ex-

3 •t.eiit that such amount exceeds 'the charge which would be deter-

4 mined to be reasonable for such items or services under the

5 third, fourth, and fifth sentences of section 1942 (b) (3) ."

6 (c) Section 506 of such Act is amended by adding

7 at the end thereof the following new subsection:

8 "(1) Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this

9 section, no payment thall be made to any State thereunder

10 with respect to any amount paid for items or services

11 furnished tinder the plan after (208)Junc 3O 1970,the date

12 of enactment of this Act to the extent that such amount ex-

ceeds the charge which would be determined to be reasonable

14 for such items or services under the 'third, fourth, and fifth

15 sentences of section 1842 (b) (3) ."

16 (209)Es.TABuSIIi1i 8I INCENTWS O{ STATES O
17 FMTIIASIZE OUTFATIEN CARE UNDER M1DIOAW

18

________

19 e 225 (a) (1)- Scctien 1903 of the Social Security
20 Aet -(as amended by ecction 228 of this Act) is furthcr
21 amended by hi.crting after sub@cetio -(4)- the following new
22 subsection:

23 L(e) The amount determined under subcctipn -(a)-
24

+1-)- fef axiiy State ohahl be adjusted as
25 "(4)- Wth resect to the fll•
26

nish 041 under the State plan after l)cecmbcr 345 197g. the
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1 Federal rnediea4 assistance p reitege shal4 be increased

2 by 5 per ee+m thereef eept thf4 the Federal niedi-

3 'a4 assistance pefeefitfige as so iftefeftfed niay not exceed

4 per ccntum:

5 "(A.) e'atpaticnt hospital servwes and elinie

6 ser4ees (other than physiea4 therapy serc4ecs)

7 O14

S "-(B)- home health eare sei4ees -(-other than

9 physical therapy scrviees)-- and

10 "(2) with respect to the following ser-iees fur-

11 nishcd tinder the State plan after December -1- 1970;

12 the Federal mediea4 assistance pereentage shall be de-

13 creased as fo1Iows-

14 "(A) after an 4i44aal has rcecie4 i&1ieot

15 hospital ser4ees -fineltiding services fHfIIiShCd in an

I 6 illStitHtiOn for t&3crcuIosIs3- on sixty days (-whether

17 or not si-ieh days are ee*iscentiw)- daring any ealcn

iS (Tar year -(whi(h for porposes of tb-is seetien means

19 the foer calendar quarters ending with June 0-)-7

20 the Federal medical assistaiiee pereentoge with cc-

21 spcct to any such ser4ees foruWied thereafter to

22 such indii4dual in the same calendar year shalT be

23 decreased by 3-?.- per eeotum thereof;

24 i+B* after an in4i4i1+ial has received eare as an

25 i-npaticiit in it skilled nursing home on ninety days

26 (whether or not such days are consecutive) during
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any calendar ycar the Federal medical assistance

2 percentage with respect to any such eare furnished

3 thereafter to auth individual in the same calendar

4 year shall be dccreacd by -3-- per ccntum thcrcof;

r

6 -fG)- after an individual has receiied inpatient

7 services in a hospital for mental diseases on ninety

S days oeeurring after December 2-1-i 1970 -(whether

9 or not such days are eonsccutive-)- the Federal

10 medical assistance percentage with respect to any

11 such services furnished to such individual on an

12 additional 4wo hundred -and seventy five days

1.3 (whether or not such days are eenecuti4 shall be

14 deercased by 3-- per ccntum thereof and no pay

15 mcnt may be made under this title for any sash

16 services furnished to such individual on any day

17 after sash te hundred and seventy five days.

18 [n determining the iiurnber of days on which an individual

19 has reeeived services described in this subsection, there

20 shall net be counted any days with respect to whieli sash

21 individual is entitled to have payments made -(-in whole or

22 in part)- on his behalf under section 1812."

23 -(-2-)- Section 1-903-(-a) (1) of such Aet is amended by

24 inserting subject to subsection 4e)- of this seetien

25 1 905-(b) ".
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1 (b)- (1) Section 1121 of such Act is amcndcd by adding

2 at the end thereof the foliowing new subsection:

3 1(f) (1-)- f the Secretary determines for any calendar

4 quarter beginning after Dcccmber 4- 197-0 with respect to

5 any State that there does net exist a reasonnble east differ

6 ential between the cost of skilled nursing home services and

7 the east of intcrmcdiate eare facility serviecs in such State,

8 the Seerctary may rednee the amount which would otherwise

9 be considered as cxpcndkiwes for which payment may be

10 made under subsection -(.e3- by an amount which in his judg

11 ment is a reasonable equ-ivalent of the difference between the

12 aennt of the expenditures by such State for intermediate

13 eare facility ser4ees and the amount that would have been

14 expended by such State for such services i4 there had been a

15 reasonable cost differential between the cost of skfflcd nursing

16 borne services and the cost of intermediate eare kboility

17 scrvieca.

18 "(2) In determining whether any such cost differential

19 in any State i-s reasonable the Secretary shall take into eon-

20 s4deratin the range of such cost dffcrcntiais in ad4 States.

21 " (3-)- For the purposes of this subsection, the term 'cost

22 diffcrentinl for any State for any quarter mcans as deter

23 neI'e4 by the Secretary on the basis of the data for the most

24 rnseetn+g subject to abeetion -(-e)- of this scction! after

25 ab4e the excess 4—

26 "section 1905 (b) ".
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1 "(A) t-he tweragc amount paid ki such State -ice-

2 gardlcss of the source of payment)- per inpatient day

3 for skilled nursing home er4ees over

4 "(B)- the average amount paid in siieh State -re-

5 gardles of the source of payment) per inpatient day

6 for intermediate care facility services."

7 -24- Section 1121 (e) of soeh Aet ie amended by adding

8 at the end thereof the following new sentence: -Effcctivc

9 January 4 4-9-7--1 the term 1intcrmcdia.te care faeility- shall

10 not include any ptthle institution -(er distinct part thereof)

11 for mental cacs or mental defects."

12 ESTABLiSHMENT OF INCENTIVES FOR STATEIS TO MAINTAIN

13 ADEQUATE UTiLIZATION REVIEW PROCEDURES iN

14 MEDICAID PROGRAMS

15 SEC. 225. Section 1903 of the Social Security Act (as

16 amended by section 228 of this Act) is further amended by

17 inserting after subsection (d) the following new subsection:

18 "(e)(1) The Secretary shall, not less frequently than

19 once during any 12-month period, study, review, and evalu-

20 ate the operation of each State plan approved under this title

21 with a view to determining whether there are in effect, in the

22 administration and operation of such plan, such utilization

23 review, independent medical and professional audits and

24 other procedures as are adequate to assure that, in the provi-

25 sion of health care services to individuals entitled to receive

26 medical assistance under the plan—
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"(A) inpatient services in hospitals, skilled nursing

homes, and other institutional health care facilities (in-

cludiug intermediate care facilities) will be provided to

a.n individual only when, and to the extent, that the health

care needs of such individual cannot, consistemt with the

provision of appropriate medical care, be effectively pro-

vided on an outpatient basis or more economically in an

inpatient health care facility of a different type;

"(B) costs of or charges for services by physicians

and other health care personnel will be reimbursed only

when such services are medically necessary; and

"(C) costs of or charges for drugs and other health

care items or devices will be reimbursed only when med-

ically necessary.

"(2) If the Secretary determines, as the result of his

study, review, and evaluation under paragraph (1) of any

such State plan that there is not in effect, in the adminitra-

tion and operation of such plan, such utilization review, in-

dc/)endenl professional and medical audit, and other proce—

(lures as are adequate to assure that, in the provision of health

care services to individuals entitled to receive medical assist-

ance under the plan, the criteria set forth in clauses (A),

(B), or (C) are not met, he shall notify the State agency

that the Federal medical assistance percentage of such State

will be reduced until such time as the Secretary is satisfied

that there is in effect, in the administration and operation of

1
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6

7

8

9

10

11

12
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14
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16
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20

21

22

23

24

25

26
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1 such State plan, such utilization review, independent medical

2 and professional audit and other procedures as are adequate

3 to meet I/ic criteria set forth in such clauses (A), (B), and

4 (C).

5 "(3) Any reduction in the Federal medical assistance

6 percentage of any State under this subsection shall be of such

7 per centum as the Secretary determines will assure, insofar

8 as possible, that the amount of Federal funds payable to such

9 State under this title during the periud that the reduction is in

10 effect will be equal to the amount of such funds which u,ould

11 have been payable to such State under this title for such pe-

12 nod, if, for such period, there was no failure on the part of

13 such State, in the administration of the State plan approved

14 under this title, to have in effect such utilization review, in-

15 dependent medical and professional audit and other proce-

16 dunes as are adequate to meet the criteria set forth in clauses

17 (A), (B), and (C) of paragraph (1).

18 "(4) No reduction under this subsection in the Federal

19 medical assistance percentage of any State shall become

20 effective prior to the first calendar quarter which commences

21 more than 90 days after the date the Secretary notifies the

22 State agency of such State that such a reduction will be made.

23 (210)PAYMENT FO SERVICES 8 TEAGITINC PHYSICIANS

24 UNDER MEDIOAItE PROOILAM

25 SEp. 226. (a) (1) Section 1833 (a) (1) of he Social

26 Security 4e i amended by ntriking oi* "and' bcorc "(B) ",
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1 and by inserting before the semicolon at the end thereof the

2 following: and -fG3- with espeet e expenses ifieurred for

3 services whieh are furnished to a patient o$ a hospital by a

4 physician and for which payment may be made under this

5 part, the amounts paid shall be equal to 1-00 pereent of the

6 reasonable cost, to the hospital or other medical service orga-

7 i4ation incurring ueh eest of such services if (i) (I) such

8 services are furnished ander circumstances eomparal4e to the

9 circumstances under wkieh similar services are furnished to

10 all persens or all members of a class of persons, who are

11 patients in such hospitol and who are not covered by the

12 insuranee program established by this part (and not covered

13 under a State plan approved trndcr title XIX), and (IT)

14 none of sueli persons or members of su-eh class of persons,

15 are required to pay the reasonable charges for such similar

16 services eien when they have private insurance covering

17 such aimilar seri4ees -(-or are otherwise able to pay reasonable

18 charges for all sneli similar services as determined in accord

19 ance with regulations), or (ii) (I) none of the patients

20 in sueh hospital who are covered by such program are

21 required to pay any charges for services furnished by physi

22 cians, or -(-143- such patients are required to pay reasonable

23 charges for such services hat payment of the deductible

24 and eoinsurfn+ee applicable to such services is net obtained

25 from or on behalf of some or all of them, in addition to the

26 portion of such charges payable as insurance benefits under



175

1 th4s pai4 even though they have private insurance covering

2 such services -for are otherwise able to pay reasonable

3 charges for a14 such services as determined in accordance with

4 regulations) ".

5 -(-2-)- The first sentence of section 1-83.3(b) of such Act

6 is amended by striking oat "and" before "(2) ", and by in—

7 scrting before the period at the end thereof the following:

8 1 and -(-3.)- such total amount shall not include expenses in—

9 currcd for serices to which clause -(-G)- of subsection (a) (1)

10 app1ics"

11 -fb* Section 4861 (v) (1) of such Act is &ncndcd

12 -(4)- by inserting "(A)" after !Lf1)";

13 -(-2-)- by striking oat "(A) take' asd 1-fB4- pro-

14 'vidc" and inserting in lieu thereof ' (i) take" and !.4443-

15 provide", respectively.

16 -(-3-)- by inserting -(B)" immediately preceding

17 "Sueh regulations in the ease of extended care services";

18 and

19 -(4)- by adding at the end thereof the following nc

20 subparagraph:

21 "(0) Where a hospital has an arrangement with a

22 medical school under which the faculty of such school pro-

23 vidcs services at such hospital and under which reimburse-

24 mcnt to such school by such hospital is le's than the reason-

25 able cost of such services to the medical school, the reasonable
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1 eost ol sueh se4ees lo t4ie me4icd sehee1 f4+all be included

2 in deteim4ning the easena-14e €o&t to the hospia1 ol 1uish-

3 in eii4ees fof wl+ieh pavrnci ma be made u+id pa4 4

4 *t only if—

5 —'-(i-)- pnt fe] suek ew-i*es s furnished u1+def

6 hafrangcmeii-t would be made nlei pa'i4 A to the

7 hospital if sneh sei4ees wefe ÷ished by the liospita1

8 and

9 -fi4-)- such hospital pays to the medical school the

10 reasonable eost of sneh se4ees to the medical school."

11 -fc) (1) The amcndmcnts made by subsection -(-a3- tha44

12 apply with esjieet to bille si+bndtted and rcgucst1s fef pay

13 rncnt +nade after the date of the enactment of tIde

14 -(-2-)- The amendments made by subsection -fh)- shall be

15 effective with respect to accounting periods beginning after

16 the date of the enactment of tIde Act.

17 PAYMENT UNI)ER MEDIC1I?E PROGRAM FOR SERVICES OF

18 PHYSICIANS RENDEJ?EI) .17' A TEA,C FlING IIOSPITA L

19 SEC. 226. (a) Section 1861 (b) of the Social Security

20 Act is amended by striking out the second sentence thereof

21 rtnci inserting in lieu thereof the following:

22 "Paragraph (4) shall not apply to services provided in

23 a hospital by—

24 "(6) an intern or a resident-in-training under a
25 teaching program approved by the Council on Medical
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1 Education of the American Medical Association or, in

2 the case of an osteopathic hospital, approved by the Corn-

3 mittee on Hospitals of the Bureau of Professional Edu-

4 cation of the American Osteopathic Association, or, in

5 the case of services in a hospital or osteopathic hospital

6 by an intern or resident-in-training in the field of den-

7 tistry, approved by the Council on Dental Education of

8 the American Dental Association; or

9 "(7) a physician where the hospital has a teaching

10 program approved as specified in paragraph (6), unless

11 (A) such inpatient is a private patient (as defined in

12 regulations), or (B) where the hospital establishes that

13 during the two-year period ending December 31, 1967,

14 and each year thereafter all in patients have been regu-

15 larly billed by the hospital for services rendered by

16 physicians and reasonable efforts have been made to

17 collect in full from all patients and payment of reason-

18 able charges (including applicable deductibles and coin-

19 surance) has been regularly collected in full or in part

20 from at least L50 percent of all in patients."

21 (b) (1) So much of section 1814(a) of the Social

22 Security Act as precedes paragraph (1) is amended by

23 striking "subsection (d)," and inserting in lieu thereof "sub-

24 sections (d) and (g),"

H.R. 17550 12



178

1 (2) Section 1814 is further amended by adding cit the

2 end thereof the folio wing new subsection:

3 "PAYMENT FOR SERVICES OF A PJI17SICJAN RENDERED

4 iN A TEACHING HOSPITAL

5 "(g) For purposes of services for which the reasonable

6 cost thereof i determined nn(ler sec/ion 1861 (v) (1) (D),

7 payment under this part shall be made to such fund as may

S be designated by the orqanized medical st ci if of the hospital

in which such services were furnished or, if such services were

10 furnished in such hospital by the faculty of a medical school,

11 to such fund as may be designated by such faculty, but only

12 if—

13 "(1) such hospital has an agreement with the See-

14 retary under section 1866, and

15 "(2) the Secretary has received written assurances

16 that (A) such payment will be used by such fund solely

17 for the mprovernent of care of hos/)ital patients or for

18 e(lucaIiOnal or Chorit(ibie /fll rJ)o.es and (B) the ?n(hivid—

19 iu,is who were furnished such ser l'iees or an,ij other per—

20 sons will not be charged for such Serviee (or if charqecl,

21 provision ,i'ili be made for return of (lily unoflc!/S il—

22 correctly collected) ."

23 (c) Section 1861 (v) (1) of such Act is amended—

24 (1) by inserting "(A)" after "(1)";
25 (2) by striking out "(A) take" and "(B) provide"
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1 and inserting in lieu thereof "(i) take" and "(ii)

2 provide", respectively;

3 (3) by inserting "(B)" immechately preceding

4 "Such regulations in the case of extended care services";

5 and

6 (4) by adding at the end thereof the following new

7 snbparagraphs:

8 "(C) Where a hospital has an arrangement

9 with a medical school under which the faculty of

10 such school provides services at such hospital, an

11 amount not in excess of the reasonable cost of such

12 services to the medical school shall b neluded in

13 determining the reasonable cost to the hospital of

14 furnishing services—

15 "(i) for which paymt may be made un-

16 der part A, but only if

17 "(1) payment for such services as

1.8 furnished under such arrangement would

19 be made under part A to the hospital had

20 su' services been furnished by the hospital,

21 and

22 "(II) such hospital pays to the mcdi-

23 cal school at least the reasonable cost of
24 such services to the medical school, or

25 "(ii) for which payment may be made
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1 under part B, but only if such hospital pays to

2 the medical school at least the reasonable cost of

: such services to the medical school.

4 "(D) Where (i) physicians furnish services

5 which are either inpatient hospital services (includ-

G ing services in conjunction with the teaching pro-

7 grams of such hospital) by reason of paragraph

8 (7) of subsection (b) or for which entitlement exists

9 by reason of clause (Ii) of section 1832(a) (2)

10 (B) (i) and (ii) such hospital (or medical school

11 under arrangement wit/i such hospital) incurs no

12 actual cost in the furnishing of such services, the

13 reasonable cost of site/i services shall (under regula-

14 lions of i/ic Secreiarij) be deeiiied to be the cost such

15 hospital or medical sc/tool would have 'incuried had

16 it paid a salary to such physcians rendering such

17 services approximately equivalent to the average
18 salary paid to all physicians employed by such hos-

19 pt/al (or if sue/i employment does not exist, or is
20 iiinimai in such hospital, by sintilar hospitals in a
21 geographic 'area of sufficient size to assure reason-
22

able inclusion of sufficient physicians in develop-
23

ment of such average salary).

24 (d) (1) Section 1861 (u) of sue/i Act is amended by
25 strikinq out the period and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
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1 lowing: "or for purposes of sectwn 1814(g) and section

2 1835(e), a fund.".

3 (2) So much of section 1866(a) (1) of such Act as

4 precedes subpara,qraj)h (A) is amended by inserting "(except

5 a fund designated for purposes of section 1814(g) and section

6 1835(e))" after "provider of services".

7 (e) (1) Section 1832(a) (2) (B) of such Act i.s amended

8 to read as follows:

9 "(B) medical and other health services fur-

10 nished by a provider of services or by others under

11 arrangements with them made by a provider of .rv-

12 ices, excluding—

13 "(i) physician services except where fur-

14 nished by—

15 "(1) a resident or intern of a hospital,

16 or

17 "(II) a physician to a patient in a
18 hospital which has a teaching program ap-

19 proved as specified in paragraph (6) of sec-

20 tion 1861 (b) (including services in con-

21 junction with the teaching programs of such

22 hospital), unless either clause (A) (whether

23 or not such patient is an. inpatient of such
24 hospital), or
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ii (B) of paragraph (7) of such section is

2 met, and

3 (ii) services for which payment may be

4 made pursuant to section 1835(b) (2); and".

5 (2) (A) So much of section. 1835(a) of the Social

6 Security Act as precedes paragraph (1) is anle?ded by strik-

7 in0 "subsections (b) and (c)," and inserting in lieu thereof

8 "subsections (b), (c), and (e),".

9 (B) Section 1835 'is further amended by adding at

10 the end thereof the following new subsection.:

11 '' (e) For purposes of Serrices (1) which are inpatient

12 hospital services by reason of paragraph (7) of section 1861

13 (b) or for which entitlement exists b1 reason of clause Ii of

14 section 1832(a) (2) (B) (i), and (2) for which the reason-

15 able cost thereof is determined under section 1861 (v) (1) (D),

16 payment under this part shall be made to such fund as may be

17 designated by the organized medical staff of the hospital in

18 which such services were furnished or, if such. sereices WcI'C

19 furnished in such hospital by the faculty of a medical school,

20 to such fund as may be designated bj such. faculty, but only if—

21 "(1) such hospital has an a(Jreelnent with, the

22 Secretary under section 1866, and

23 "(2) the Secretary has recewed written assurances

24 that such payment will be used by such fund solely for

25 the improvement of care to paticnt. in such. hospital

26 or for educational or charitable lliOSCS and (B) the
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1 individuals who were furnished such services or any

2 other persons will not be charged for such services (or if

3 charged provision will be made for return of any moneys

4 incorrectly collected) ."

5 (3) Section 1842 of such Act is amended by imserting

6 after "which involve payments for physicians' services" the

7 following: "on a reasonable charge basis".

8 (f) The amendments made by this section shall apply

9 with respect to accounting periods beginning after June 30,

10 1971.

1.1 AUThORITY OF SECRETARY TO TERMINATE PAYMENTS

12 TO SUPPLIERS OF SERVICES

13 Sic. 227. (a) Section 18G2 of the Social Security Act

14 (as amended by section 201 of this Act) is further amended

15 by adding a.t the end thereof the following new subsection:

16 "(d) (1) No payment may be made under this title

17 with respect to any item or services furnished to an individ-

18 ual by a person where the Secretary determines under this

19 subsection that such person—

20 "(A) has made, or caused to be made, any false

21 statement or representation of a material fact for use in

22 an application for payment under this title or for use in

23 determining the right to a payment under this title;

24 "(B) has submitted, or caused to be submitted, bills

25 or requests for payment under this title containing
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1 charges (or in applicable cases requests for payment of

2 costs to such person) for services rendered which the

3 Secretary finds, with the concurrence of the appropriate

4 program review team appointed pursuant to paragraph

5 (211)-f43- (4) (cxcept the casc of a provider of serv-

6 ices) to be substantially in excess of such person's eus-

7 tomary charges (or in applicable cases substantially in

8 excess of such person's costs) for such services, unless the

9 Secretary finds there is good cause for such bills or re-

10 quests containing such charges (or in applicable cases,

11 such costs) ; or

12 "(C) has furnished services or supplies which are

13 determined by the Secretary, with the concurrence of

14 the members of the appropriate program review team

15 appointed pursuant to paragraph (4) who are physi-

16 cians or other professional personnel in the health care

17 field, to be (212)s+b4t iall f/rOSSly in excess of the

18 needs of individuals or to be harmful to individuals or to

19 be of a grossly inferior quality.

20 "(2) A determination made by the Secretary under

21 this subsection shall he effective at such time and upon such

22 reasonable notice to the public and to the person furnishing

23 t.he services involved as may be specified in regulations. Such

24 determination shall be effective with respect to services fur-

25 nished to an individual on or after the effective date of such
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1 determination (except that in the case of inpatient hospital

2 services, posthospital extended care services, and home

3 health services such determination shall be effective in the

4 manner provided in section 1866(b) (3) and (4) with

5 respect to terminations of agreements), and shall remain in

6 effect until the Secretary finds and gives reasonable notice

7 to the public that the basis for such determination has been

8 removed and that there is reasonable assurance that it will

9 not recur.

10 "(3) Any person furnishing services described in para-

11 graph (1) who is dissatisfied with a determination made by

12 the Secretary under this subsection shall be entitled to rea-

13 sonable notice and opportunity for a hearing thereon by

14 the Secretary to the same extent as is provided in section

15 205 (b), and to judicial review of the Secretary's final deci-

16 sion after such hearing as is provided in section 205(g).

17 "(4) For the purposes of paragraph (1) (B) and (C)

18 of this subsection, and clause (F) of section 1866 (b) (2),

19 the Secretary shall, a.fter consultation with appropriate State

20 and local professional societies, the appropriate carriers and

21 intermediaries utilized in the administration of this title, and

22 consumer representatives familiar with the health needs of

23 residents of the State, appoint one or more program review

24 teams (composed of physicians, other professional personnel
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1 in the health care field, and consumer representatives) in

2 each State which shall, among other things—

3 "(A) imdertake to review such statistical data on

4 program utilization as may be submitted by the

5 Secretary,

6 "(B) submit to the Secretary periodically, as may

7 be prescribed in regulations, a report on the results of

8 such review, together with recommendations with re-

speot thereto,

10 "(C) undertake to review particular cases where

11 there is a likelihood that the person or persons furnishing

12 services and supplies to individuals may come within the

13 provisions of paragraph (1) (B) and (C) of this sub-

14 section or clause (F) of section 1868 (b) (2), and

15 "(D) 'submit to the Secretary periodically, as may

16 be prescribed in regulations, a report of cases reviewed

17 pursuant to subparagraph (C) along with an analysis of,

18 and recommendations with respect to, such cases."

19 (b) Section 1866 (b) (2) of such Act is amended by

20 striking out the period at the end thereof and inserting in

21 lieu thereof the following: ", or (D) that such provider

22 has made, or caused to be made, any false statement or rep-

23 resentation of a material fact for use. in an application for

24 payment under this title or for use in determining the right

25 to a payment under this title, or (E) that such provider



187

1 has submitted, or caused to be submitted, requests for pay-

2 ment under this title of amounts for rendering services sub-

3 stantially in excess of the costs incurred by such provider

4 for rendering such services, or (F) that such provider has

5 furnished services or supplies which are determined by the

6 Secretary, with the concurrence of the members of the

7 appropriate program review team appointed pursuant to

8 section 1862 (d) (4) who are physicians or other profes-

9 sional personnel in the health care field, to be (213)substan—

10 tinily grossly in excess of the needs of individuals or to be

11 harmful to individuals or to be of a grossly inferior quality."

12 (c) Section 1903 (g) of such Act (as a.dded by section

13 224 (b) of this Act) is further amended by striking out "shall

14 not be made" and all that follows and inserting in lieu thereof

15 the following: "shall not be made—

16 "(1) with respect to any amount paid for items or

17 services furnished under the plan after (214)Junc

18 1970, July 1, 1971, to the extent that such amount

19 exceeds the charge which would be determined to be

20 reasonable for such items or services under the third,

21 fourth, and fifth sentences of section 1842 (b) (3) ; or

22 "(2) with respect to any amount paid for services

23 furnished under the plan after (2l5Nuno 1970,July

24 1, 1971, by a provider or other person during any period

25 of time, if payment may not be made under title XVIII
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1 with respect to services furnished by such provider or

2 person during such period of time solely by reason of a

3 detennination by the Secretary under section 1862 (d)

4 (1) or under clause (ID), (E), or (F) f section

5 1866(b) (2)."

6 (d) 'Section 506 (f) of such Act (as added by section

7 224 (c) of this Act) is further amended by striking out "no

8 payment shall be made" and all that follows and inserting in

9 lieu thereof the following: "no payment shall be made to

10 any State thereunder—

11 "(1) with respect to any amount paid for items

12 or services furnished under the plan after (21 6)Jiie 30

13 1970 July 1, 1971, to the extent that such amount

14 exceeds the charge which would be determined to be

15 reasonable for such items or services under the third,

16 fourth, and fifth sentences of section 1842 (b) (3) ; or

17 "(2) with respect to any amount paid for services

18 furnished under the plan after (21 7)June 30 1970, July

19 1, 1971, by a provider or other person during any period

20 of time, if payment may not be made under title XVIII

21 with respect to services furnished by such provider or

22 person during such period of time solely by reason of a

23 determination by the Secretary 'under section 1862 (d)

(1) or under clause (ID), (E), or (F) of section

1866(b) (2)."
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1 ELIMINATION OF REQTIIREMENT THAT STATES MOVE

2 TOWARD COMPREHENSIVE MEDICAID PROGRAMS

3 SEC. 228. Section 1903 (e) of the Social Security Act,

4 and section 2 (b) of Public Law 91—56 (approved August

5 9, 1969), are repealed.

6 DETERMINATION OF REASONABLE COST OF INPATIENT

7 HOSPITAL SERVICES TINDER MEDICAID AND MATERNAL

8 AND CHILD HEALTH PROGRAMS

9 SEC. 229. (a) Section 1902 (a) (13) (D) of the Social

10 Security Act is amended to read as follows:

11 "(D) for payment of the reasonable cost of in-

12 patient hospital services provided under the plan, as

13 determined in accordance with methods and stand-

14 ards which shall be developed by the State and in-

15 eluded in the plan and shall not result in any part

16 of the cost of any such services provided to mdi-

17 viduals covered by the plan being borne by mdi-

18 viduals not so covered or in any part of the cost

19 of any such services provided to individuals not so

20 covered being borne by the plan, except that the

21 reasonable cost of any such services as determined

22 under such methods and standards shall not exceed

23 the amount which would be determined under
24 section 1861 (v) as the reasonable cost of such
25 services for purposes of title XVIII ;".
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1 (b) Section 505 (a) (6) of such Act is amended to read

2 as follows:

3 "(6) provides for payment of the reasonable cost of

4 inpatient hospital services provided under the plan, as

5 determined in accordance with methods and standards

6 which shall be developed by the State and included in the

7 plan and shall not result in any part of the cost of any

S such services provided to individuals coered by the plan

9 being borne by individuals not so covered or in any part

10 of the costs of any such services provided to individuals

11 not so covered being borne by the plan, except that the

12 reasonable cost of any such services as determined under

13 such methods and standards shall not exceed the amount

14 which would be determined under section 1861 (v) as

15 the reasonable cost of such services for purposes of title

16 XVIII;".

17 (c) The amendments made by this section shall be

18 effective July 1, 1971 (or earlier if the State plan so pro-

19 vides).

20 AMOUNT OF PAYMENTS WhERE CUSTOMARY CITAROES FOR

21 SERVICES FURNIShED ARE LESS TITAN REASONABLE

22 COST

23 SEC. 230. (a) Section 1814 (b) of the Social Security

24 Act is amended to read as follows:
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1 "Amount Paid to Providers

2 "(ii) The amount paid to any piovider of services with

3 respect to services for which payment may be made under

4 this part shall, subject to the provisions of section 1813,

5 be—

6 "(1) the lesser of (A.) the reasonable cost of such

7 services, as determined under section 1861 (v), or (B)

8 the customary charges with respect to such services; •or

9 " (2) if such services are furnished by a public

10 provider of services free of charge or at nominal charges

11 to the public, the amount determined on the basis of

12 those items (specified in regulations prescribed by the

13 Secretary) included in the determination of such reason-

14 able cost which the Secretary finds will provide fair corn-

15 pensation to such provider for such services."

16 (b) Section 1833 (a) (2) of such Act is amended to

17 read as follows:

18 "(2) in the case of services described in section

19 1832 (a) (2) —80 percent of—

20 "(A) the lesser of (i) the reasonable cost of
21 •such services, as determined under section 1861 (v),

22 or (ii) the customary charges with respect to such
23 services; or

21 "(B) if such services are furnished by a public
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1 provider of services free of charge or at nominal

2 charges to the public, the amount determined in

3 accordance with section 1814 (b) (2) ."

4 (c) Section 1903 (g) of such Act (as added by section

5 224 (b) and amended by section 227 (c) of this Act) is fur-

6 ther amended by striking out the period at th end of para-

7 graph (2) and inserting in lieu thereof "; or", and by

8 adding after para.graph (2) the following new paragraph:

9 "(3) with respect to any amount expended for in-

10 patient hospital services furnished under the plan to the

11 extent that such amount exceeds the hospital's customary

12 charges with respect to such services or (if such services

13 are furnished under the plan by a public institution free

14 of charge or at nominal charges to the public) exceeds

15 an amount determined on the basis of those items (speci-

16 fled in regulations prescribed by the Secretary) included

17 in the determination of such payment which the See-

18 retary finds will provide fair compensation to such insti-

19 tution for such services."

20 (d) Section 506 (f) of such Act (as added by section

21 224 (c) and amended by section 227 (d) of this Act) is

22 further amended by striking out the period at the end of para-

23 graph (2) and inserting in lieu thereof "; or", and by
24 adding after paragraph (2) the following new paragraph:

25 "(3) with respect to any amount expended for in-
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1 patient hospital services furnished under the plan to the

2 extent that such amount exceeds the hospital's customary

3 charges with respect to such services or (if such services

4 are furnished under the plan by a public institution free

5 of charge or at nominal charges to the public) exceeds

6 an amount determined on the basis of those items (speci-

7 fled in regulations prescribed by the Secretary) in—

8 cluded in the determmatiori of such payment which the

9 Secretary finds will provide fair compensation to such

10 institution for such services."

11 (e) Clause (2) of the second sentence of section 509 (a)

12 of such Act (as amended by section 221 (c) (3) of this Act)

13 is further amended b inserting "(A) " before "the reason—

14 able cost", and by inserting after "under the project," the

15 following: "or (B) if less, the customary charges with

16 respect to such services provided under the project, or (C)

17 if such services are furnished under the project by a public

18 institution free of charge or at nominal charges t.o the public,

19 an amount determined on time basis of those items (specified

20 in regulations prescribed by the Secretary) included in the

21 determination of such reasonable cost which the Secretary

22 finds will provide fair compensation to such institution for

such services".

24 (f) Time amendments made by subsections (a) and (b)

25 shall apply to services furnished by hospitals and extended

H.R. 17550 13
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1 care facilities in accounting periods beginning after June 30,

2 (218)1970 1971, aiid to services furnished by home health

3 agencies in accounting periods beginning after June 30,

4 (219)7O 1971. The amendments made by subsections

(c) , (d) , and (e) shall apply with respect. to services fur

6 nished (220)i calendar qnaItefs by hospitals in ciccouitin.g

7 periods beginning after June 30, (221)7O 1971.

8 INSTITUTIONAL PLANNING UNDER MEDICAIIE PROGRAM

9 Sic. 231. (a.) The first sentence of section 1861 (e) of

10 the Social Security Act is amended—

1.1 (1) by striking out "and" at the end of paragraph

12 (7);

13 (2) by redesignating paragraph (8) as paragraph

14 (9); and

15 (3) by insert.ing after paragraph (7) the following

16 new paragraph:

17 "(8) has in effect an overall plan and l)udget tha.t

18 meets the requirements of subsection (z) ; and".

19 (b) Section 1861 (f) (2) of such Act is amended to

20 read as follows:

2.1 " (2) satisfies the requirements of paragraphs (3)

22 through (9) of subsection (e) ;".

23 (c) Section 1861 (g) (2) of sucl1 Act is amended to

24 read follows:

25 "(2) satisfies the requirements of paragraphs (3)

26. through (9) of subsection (e) ;".
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:1 (d) The first sentence of section 1861 (j) of such Act

2 is amended—

3 (1) by striking out. "and" at the end of paragraph

4 (9);

5 (2) by redesignating paragraph (10) as paragraph

6 (11);and

7 (3) by inserting after paragraph (9) the following

8 new paragraph:

9 "(10) has in effect an overall plan and budget

10 that meets the requirements of subsection (z) ; and".

.11 (e) Section 1861 (o) of such Act is amended.—

12 (1) by striking out "and" at the end of paragraph

13 (4);
14 (2) by redesignating paragraph (5) as paragraph

15 (6);and

16 (3) by inserting after paragraph (4) the following

17 new paragraph:

18 "(5) has in effect an overall plan and budget that

19 meets the requirements of subsection (z) ; and".

20 (f) Section 1861 of such Act is further amended by

21 adding at the end thereof the following new subsection:

22 "Institutional Planning

23 "(z) An overall plan and budget of a hospital, extended

24 care facility, or home health agency shall be considered suffi-

25 dent if it—
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1 "(1) provides for an annual operating budget

2 which includes all anticipated income and expenses rc-

3 la.ted to items which would, under generally accepted ac-

4 counting principles, be considered income and expense

5 items (222)(except that nothing in this paragraph shall

6 require that thei'e be prepared, in connection with any

7 budget, an item-by-item identification of each type of the

8 corn ponents of each sue/i tP/pe of anticipated erpenditnre

9 or income);

10 "(2) provides for a capital expenditures plan for at

ii least a 3-year period (including the year to which the

12 operating budget described in subparagraph (1) is ap-

13 plicable) which includes and identifies in detail the an-

14 ticipated sources of financing for, and the objectives of,

15 each anticipated expenditure in excess of $100,000 re-

16 lated to the acquisition of land, the improvement of land,

17 buildings, and equipment, and the replacement, modern-

18 ization, and expansion of buildings and equipment which

19 would, under generally accepted accounting principles,

20 be considered capital items;

21 "(3) provides for review and updating at least

22 annually; and

23 "(4) is prepared, under the direction of the gov-

24 erning body of the institution or agency, by a committee

25 consisting of representatives of the governing body, the

26 administrative staff, and the medical staff (if any) of

27 the institution or agency."
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1 (g) (1) Section 1814 (a) (2) (0) and section 1814

2 (a) (2) (D) of such Act are each amended by striking out

3 "a.nd (8) " and inserting in lieu thereof "and (9) ".

4 (2) Section 1863 of such Act is amended by striking

5 out "subsections (e) (8), (f) (4), (g) (4), (j) (10), and

6 (o) (5) " and inserting in lien thereof "subsections (e) (9)

7 (f) (4), (g) (4), (j) (11), and (0) (6)".

8 (h) Section 1865 of such Act is amended—

9 (1) by striking out "(except paragraph (6) there-

10 of)" in the first sentence and inserting in lieu thereof

11 "(except paragraphs (6) and (8) thereof) ", and

12 (2) by striking out the second sentence and insert-

13 ing in lieu thereof the following: "If such Commission,

14 as a condition for accreditation of a. hospital, (1) re-

15 quires a utilization review plan as defined in section

16 1861 (k) or imposes another requirement which serves

17 substantially the same purpose, or (2) requires insti-

18 tutional plans as defined in section 1861 (z) or imposes

19 another requirement which serves substantially the same

20 purpose, the Secretary is authorized to find that. all

21 institutions so accredited by the Commission comply

22 also with section 1861 (e) (6) or 1861 (e) (8), as the

23 case may be."

24 (i) The amendments made by this section shall apply

25 with respect to any provider of services for fiscal years (of
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1 such provider) (223)bcginning after the 4th month follow

2 iflg the month iti which this Aet is cnactcd for fiscal years

3 beginning after June 30, 1971.

4 PAYMENTS TO STATES UNDER MEDICAID PROGRAMS FOR

5 INSTALLATION AND OPERATION OP CLAIMS PROC-

6 ESSING AND INFORMATION RETRIEVAL SYSTEMS

7 Six. 232. (a) Section 1903 (a) of the Social Security

8 Act is amended by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-

9 graph (4), and by inserting after paragraph (2) the

10 following new paragraph:

1.1 "(3) an amount equa.l to—

12 "(A) 90 per centum of so much of the sums

13 expended during such quarter as are attributable

14 to the design, development, or installation of such

15 mechanized claims processing and information re-

16 trieval systems as the Secretary determines are

17 likely to provide more efficient, economical, arid

18 effective administration of the plan and to be coni-

19 patible with the claims processing and information

20 retrieval systems utilized in the administration of

21 title XVIII, including the State's share of the cost

22 of installing such a system to be used jointly in the

23 administration of such State's plan and the plan of
24 any other State approved under this title, and

25 "(B) 75 per centum of so much of the sums
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expended during such quarter as are attributable to

2 the operation of systems of the type described in

3 subparagraph (A) (whether or not designed, de-

4 veloped, or installed with assistance under such sub-

5 paragraph) which are approved by the Secretary

6 and which include provision for prompt written

7 notice to each individual who is furnished services

$ covered by the plan of the specific services so coy-

9 ered, the name •of the person or persons furnishing

10 the services, the date or dates on which the services

11 were furnished, and the amount of the payment or

12 payments made under the plan on aecount of the

services; plus".

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

i apply with respect to expenditures under State plans ap-

16 proved under title XIX of the Social Security Act made

17 after June 30, (224)19701971.

18 (225)* APPROVAL 8 EXTENBE]) OARE AND HOME

19 IIEALT11 COVERAGE UNDER MEDIeAm PROGRAM

20 e7 233. -fa3- Section 1S2 of the Social Security Aet

21 -(-as amended by sections 2fA- and 227 (a) of this Aet7)- is

22 further amended by adding at the end thereof the following

new ±bscction-

24 "(e) (1) In any ease where post hospital extended eae
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1 services or post hospit home health ser4ees are furnished

2 to an individual and

3 "(A) a physician provides the eeti44ea4en referred

4 to in subparagraph -fG-)- or -(4))- of seetion 1-84-4-fa3-

5 (2hheemaybeandtheeonditionoftheindi-
6 vidnal with respeet to whieh saeh certification made is

7 a een4i4on designated in egi1ations

8 "(B) snel+ physieian -fin the ease of sneh e*tendcd

9 eare services) anbmittccl to the extended eare facility

10 whieh is to pre4de snel+ seri4ees prier to the

11 of aneh n4++duaI to such faeility a plan for the ftwi4sh-

12 ing of such ser4ees or -fin the ease of such home health

13 aer4ees)- snbmitte*1 to the home health agency whiel+

14 i to furnish sneh services, prior to the fl-rat 4sit to aneh

15 a plan speeifying the type and frcgucney of

16 the ser4ees require and

17 ±EG* thefe i-s eemplianee with suek ether reqt$re-

18 inett and pre€ed+wes as may be speei1ied i-n regieits

19 the proi4sions of paragraphs -(4-)- and -f9)- of si÷hseetion -fa)-

20 shall not apply -(cxcet as may be pro4ded in soction 4-84-4

21 fH7-)-)- for such periods of 4mev with respeet to sueb

22 eond1t4ens of the individual; as ma be preseri4e4 in regu

23

24 Tn specifying the eonditieris ineinded wider para-

25 graph -f4-3- and the periods for which paragraphs -(4-)- and
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1 -(4 of s eeti*n -(-a3- shall not apply, the Sccrctafy shall

2 ta4e into account the medical severity of such conditions

3 the period over which such conditions generally require the

4 serviecs specified in subparagraphs -(Q)- and (I))- of section

5 1814 (a) (2), the length of stay in an institution gcneral4y

U needed fof the treatment of such eonditions, and such other

7 factors affecting the type of eare to he provided as the

8 Secretary deems pcrtinent

9 "(3) If the Secretary determines with respect to a

10 physician that such physician is submitting with some

11 gucncy (A) erroneous certifications that individuals hay-c

12 conditions designated in regulations as provided in this sab-

13 section or (B)- plans for providing services which are in-

14 appropriate, the provisions of paragraph -(-1-)- shall not apply,

I5 after the effective date of such determination, in any ease

16 in which such physician submits a certification or plan re-

17 ferred to in subparagraph (-A) or (B) of such paragraph."

18 -(-1*)- The amendments made by this section shall be

19 effective with respect to admissions to extended eare faeili

20 ties and home health pians initiatcd, on or after January 4-

21 1971.

22 PAYMENT FOR EXTENDED CARE AND HOME hEALTh

23 SERVICES

24 SEC. 233. (a) (1) Section 1814(a) (2) (C) of the So-

25 cial Security Act is amended by strikizg the phrase, "skilled
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1 nursing care on a continuing basis" and inserting in lieu

2 thereof, "post hospital institutional care which requires the

3 continuing availability of skilled nursing and related skilled

4 services";

5 (2) Section 1814 of such Act (as amended by section

6 226 of this Act) is amended by adding at the end thereof

7 the following new subsections:

8 "Payment for Posthospital Extended Care Services

9 "(h) An individual shall be presumed to require the

10 care specified in subsection (a) ('2) (C) of this section and

11 payment shall be made to an extended care facility (subject

12 to the procisions of section 1812) for posthospital extended

13 care services which are furnished 'by such facility to such

14 individual if—

15 "(1) the certification referred to in subsection (a)

16 (2) (0) of this section is submitted for approval in timely

17 fashion prior to the time of admission of such individual

18 to such extended care facility, and

19 "(2) such certification is accompanied by (A) a
20 plan of treatment for providing such services, and (B)

21
as may be required by regulations, an estimate of the

period for w ich such 'services will be required, and

"(3) there has not been a finding prior to or at the
94

time of such admission ly a review group desig-
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1 nated &y the Secretary that such individual does not

2 require the care specified in subsection (a) (2) (C) of

3 this section,

4 but only for services furnished—

3 "(4) during the first ten days of the individual's

6 stay in the extended care facility, or

7 "(5) if less, during such period as may be certified

8 under subparagraph (2) (B) or as may be approved by

9 the review group under paragraph (3).

A similar presumption and. payment for services furnished

11 thereafter (for such number of days as are specifically ap-

proved by the review group) shall be made pursuant to the

-' preceding sentence if, prior to the third day before the last

.14 day for which such payment may be made or (if earlier) a

15 day specified by such review group, appropriate medical and

16 related evidence is submitted on the basis of which such review

17 group finds that such individual continues to require for a

18 period determined in accordance with paragraph (4) or (5)

19 the care specified in subsection (a) (2) (C) of this section;

20 except that where such evidence is submitted in timely fashion

21 but does not support such a finding, payment may be made

22 for such services as are furnished by such extended care fa-
23 cility before the third day after the day on which such facility

24 receives notice of the review group's determination.
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1 "Payment for Post hospital Home Health Services

2 "(.) J; ;c1ividuai shall be prcsuiIlcd tci require tite

3 services specified in subsection (a) (2) (D) of this section

4 and payment shall be made to a home health agency (subject

5 to the provisions of section 1812) for post hospital home

6 health services furnished by such agency to such individual

7 if—

8 "(1) the certification and plan referred to in sub-

9 section (a) (2) (D) of this section, accompanied by such

10 estimate of the flUmber of visits which will be required

11 by such individual as may be required in regulations, is

12 submitted in timely fashion prior to the first visit by

13 such agency, and

14 "(2) there has not been a finding prior to such first

15 visit by a review group designated by the Secretary that

16 such individual does not require skilled nursing care on

17 an intermittent basis or physical or speech therapy,

18 but only for services furnished—

19 "(3) during the first ten such visits, or

20 "(4) if less, for such number of visits as may be

21 certified under paragraph (1) and as may be approved

22 by the review group under paragraph (2).

23 A similar presumption and payment for services furnished

24 (for such number of visits as are specifically approved by the
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1 review group) during subsequent visits by such agency shall

2 be made pursuant to the preceding sentence if, prior to the

3 seventh day before the final visit for which such payment may

4 be made or (if earlier) a day specified by such review group,

5 appropriate medical and related evidence is submitted on the

6 basis of which such review group finds that such individual

7 continues for a number of visits determined in accordance with

8 paragraph (3) or (4) to require skilled nursing care on

9 an intermittent basis or physical or speech therapy; except

10 that where such evidence is submitted in timely fashion, but

11 does not support such a finding, payment may be made for

12 such services as are furnished by such home health agency

13 before the day on which such agency receives notice of the

14 review group's determination."

15 (3) Section 1835 of such Act is amended by adding at

16 the end thereof the following new subsection:

17 "(e) An individual shall be presumed to require the

18 services specified in subsection (a) (2) (A) of this section and

19 payment shall be made to a home health agency (subject to

20 the provisions of section 1832) for home health services fur-

21 nished by such agency to such individual if—

22 "(1) the certification and plan referred to in sub-

23 section (a) (2) (A) of this section, accompanied by such

24 estimate of the number of visits which will be required
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1 by such individuals as may be required by regulations,

2 is submitted in timely fashion prior to the first visit by

3 such agency, and

4 "(2) there has not been a finding prior to such

5 first visit by a review, group designated by the Secretary

6 that such individual does not require skilled nursing care

7 on an intermittent basis or physical or speech therapy,

8 but only for services furnished—

9 "(3) during the first ten such visits, or

10 "(4) if less, for such number of such visits as may

11 be certified under paragraph (1) or as may be approved

12 by the review group under paragraph (2).

13 Payment for services furnished during subsequent visits (for

14 such number of visits as are specifically approved by the

15 review group) by such agency shall be made pursuant to the

16 preceding sentence if, prior to the seventh day before the final

17 visit for which such payment may be made or (if earlier) a

18 day specified by such review group, appropriate medical and

19 related evidence is submitted on the basis of which such review

20 group finds that such individual continues to require for a

21 number of visits determined in accordance with paragraph

22 (3) or (4) skilled nursing care on an intermittent basis or
23 physical or speech therapy; except that where such evidence is

24 submitted in timely fashion, but does not support such a find-

25 ing, payment may be made for such services as are furnished
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1 by such home health ageiicy before the day on which such

2 agency receives notice of the review group's determination.

3 The amendments made by this section shall apply to plans of

4 care initiated after June 30, 1971."

5 PROHIBITION AGAINST REASSIGNMENT OF CLAIMS TO

6 BENEFITS

7 SEC. 234. (a) Section 1842 (b) of the Social Security

8 Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the following

9 new paragraph:

10 "(5) No payment (226)iindcr this part for a service

11 provided to any livi4.nal shall (except as provided in section

12 1870) be made to anyone other than such individual or (pur

13 suant to au assignment described in subparagraph (B) (ii) of

14 paragraph 434-)- the physician or other person who provided

15 the service, except that payment may he made (A)- to the

16 for a service shall be made pursuant to an assignment under

17 subparagraph (B) (ii) of paragraph (3) of this subsection

18 or under subsection (f) of section 1870 to anyone other than

19 the physician or other person who furnishes the service, ex-

20 cept that payment may be made (A) to the employer of such

21 physician or other person if such physician or other person

22 is required as a condition of his employment to turn over

23 his fee for such service to his employer, or• (B) (where

24 the service was provided in a hospital, clinic, or other

25 facility) to the facility in which the service was provided
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1 if there is a contractual arrangement between such physi-

2 chin or other person and such facility under which such

3 facility submits the bill for such service."

4 (b) Section 1902 (a) of such Act is amended—

5 (1) by striking out "and" at t.he end of paragraph

6 (29);

7 (2) by striking out the ieriod at the end of para-

8 graph (30) and inserting in lieu thereof "; and"; and

9 (3) by inserting after paragraph (30) the follow-

10 ing new paragraph:

11 "(31) provide that no payment under the plan for

12 any care or service provided to an individual by a phy-

13 sician, dentist, or other individual practitioner shall be

14 made to anyone other than such individual or such phy-

sician, dentist, or practitioner, except that payment may

16 be made (A) to the employer of such physician, dentist,

17 or practitioner if such physician, dentist, or practitioner is

18 required a. a condition of his employment to turn over

19 his fee for such care or service to his employer, or (B)

20 (where the care or service was provided in a hospital,

21 clinic, or other facility) to the facility in which the care

22 or service was provided if there is a contractual arrange-

23 between such physician, dentist, or practitioner and

24 such facility under which such facility submits the bill

25 for such care or service."
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1 (c) The amendment made by subsection (a;) shall ap-

2 ply with respect to bills submitted and requests for payments

3 made after (227)the date ef the eactrncnt of ti$s Aet Feb-

4 ru.ary 28, 1971. The amendments made by subsection (b)

5 shall be effective July 1, 1971 (or earlier if the State plan

6 so provides).

7 UTILIZATION REVIEW REQUIREMENTS FOR hOSPITALS AND

8 SKILLED NURSING IIOMES UNDER MEDICAID AND MA-

9 TEll NAL AND ChILD hEALTh PROGRAMS

10 SEC. 235. (a.) (1) Section 1903 (g) of the. Social Se-

1.1 durity Act (as added by section 224 (b) and amended by

12 sections 227 (c) and 230 (c) of this Act) is further amended

13 by striking out the period at the end of paragraph (3). and

14 inserting in lieu thereof "; or", and by adding after para—

15 graph (3) the following new paragraph:

16 "(4) with respect to any amount expended for care

17 or services furnished under the plan by a hospital or

18 skilled nursing home unless such hospital or skilled nurs-

19 ing home has in effect a utilization review plan which

20 meets tile requirements imposed by section 1861 (k) for

21 purposes of title XVIII; a.nd if such hospital or skilled

22 nursing home has in effect such a utilization review plan

23 for purposes of title XVIII, such plan shall serve as the

24 plan required by this subsection (with the same stand-

H.R. 17550 14
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1 ards and procedures and the same review committee or

2 group) as a condition of payment under this title."

3 (2) Section 1902 (a) (30) of such Act is amended by

4 inserting "(including but not limited to utilization review

5 plans as provided for in section 1903 (g) (4) ) " after "plan"

6 where it first appears.

7 (b) Section 506 (f) of such Act (as added by section

8 224 (c) and amended by sections 227 (d) aid 230 (d) of

9 this Act) is further amended by striking out the period at

10 the end of paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu thereof ";

or", and by adding after paragraph (3) the following new

12 paragraph:

13 "(4) with respect to any amount expended for

14 services furnished under the plan by a hospital unless

15 such hospital has in effect a utilization review plan which

16 meets the re(llurelllcnt Imj)osed by section 1861 (k) for

17 purposes of title XVIII; and if such hospital has in

18 effect such a utilization review plan for purposes of title

19 XVIII, such plan shall serve as the plan required by

20 this subsection (with the same standards and procedures

21 and the same review committee or group) as a. condition

22 of payment under this title."

23 (c) (1) The amendments made by subsections (a) (1)
24 and (b) shall apply with respect to services furnished in
25 calendar quarters beginning after June 30, 1971.
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1 (2) The amendment made by subsection (a) '(2) shall

2 be effective July 1, 1971.

3 ELIMINATION OF REQUIREMENT THAT COST-SHARING

4 CIIARG IMPOSED ON INDIVIDUALS OTHER THAN CASH

5 RECIPIENTS UNDER MEDICAID BE RELATED TO THEIR

6 INCOME

7 SEC. 236. (a) Section 1902 (a) (14) of the Social

8 Security Act is amended to read as follows:

9 "(14) provide that in the case of individuals re-

10 ceiving aid or assistance under State plans approved

11 under titles I, X, XIV, and XVI, and part A of title

12 IV, no deduction, cost sharing, or similar charge will

13 be imposed under the plan on the individual with respect

14 to services furnished him under the plan;".

15 (b) The amendment made by subsection (a) shall be

16 effective January 1, 1971 (or earlier if the State plan so

17 provides).

18 NOTIFICATION OF UNNECESSARY ADMISSION TO A HOSPI-

19 TAL OR EXTENDED CARE FACILITY UNDER MEDICARE

20 PROGRAM

21 SEc. 237. (a) Section 1814 (a) (7) of the Social Secu-

22 rity Act is amended by striking out "as described in section

23 1861 (k) (4)" and inserting in lieu thereof "as described

24 in section 1861 (k) (4), including any finding made in the
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1 course of a sample or other review of admissions to the

2 institution".

3 (b) The amendment made by subsection (a) shall apply

4 with respect to services furnished after the second month fol-

5 lowing the month in which this Act i enacted.

6 USE OF STATE hEALTH AGENCY TO PERFORM CERTAIN

7 FUNCTIONS UNDER MEDICAID AND MATERNAL ANI)

8 CHILD HEALTh PROGRAMS

9 SEC. 238. (a) Section 1902 (a) (9) of the Social Secu-

10 rity Act is amended to read as follows:

11 "(9) provide—

12 "(A) that the State health (228), or other ap-

13 propriate State medical, agency (229)(whichever is

14 utilized by the Secretary for the purpose specified in

15 the first sentence of section 1864(a)) shall be re-

16 sponsible for establiThing and maintaining health

17 standards for private or public institutions in which

18 recipients of medical assistance under the plan may

19 receive care or services, and

20 "(B) for the establishment or designation of a

21 State authority or authorities which shall be respon-

22 sible for establishing and maintaining standards,

23 other than •those relating to health, for such in-

24 stitutions;".
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1 (b) Section 1902 (a) of such Act (as amended by

2 d1uii 234 (]) of this Act) is futt.her amended—

3 (1) by striking out "and" at the end of paragraph

4 (30);

5 (2) by striking out the period at the end of para-

6 graph (31) and inserting in lieu thereof "; and"; and

7 (3) by inserting after paragraph (31) the follow-

8 in.g new paragraph:

9 "(32) provide—

10 "(A) that the State health agency (230), or

11 other (lJ)j)!Op1'iate State medical agency, shall be re—

12 sponsible for establishing a plan, consistent with reg—

13 ulations prescribed by the Secretary, for the review

14 by appropriate professional health personnel of the

15 appropriateness and quality of care and services fur—

16 nislied to recipients of medical assistance under •the

17 plan in order to provide guidance with respect

18 thereto in the administration of the Plan to the State

19 agency establithed or deigiiated pursuant to para-

20 graph (5) and, where applicable, to the State

21 agency described in the last sentence of this sub-

22 section; and

23 "(B) that the State health agency, or, if the
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1 services of another State or local agency are

2 (231)bcing utilized by the Secretary for the purpose

3 specified in the first sentence of section 1864 (a),

4 such other agency, will perform for tthe State agency

5 administering or supervising the administration of

6 the plan approved under this title the funotion of

7 detenniniiig whether institutions and agencies meet

8 the requirements for participation in the program

9 under suth phi."

10 (c) Section 505 (a) of such Act is amended—

11 (1) by striking out "and" at the end of paragraph

12 (13);

13 (2) by striking out the period at the end of para-

14 graph (14) and inserting in lieu thereof "; and "; and

15 (3) by adding after paragraph (14) the following

16 new paragraph:

17 "(15) provides—

18 "(A) that the State health agency (232), or

19 other appropriate State n?e(liCal ayency, shall be re—

20 sponsible for establishing a. plaii, consistent with regu—

21 lations prescribed by the Secretary, for the review by

22 appropriate professional health personnel of the

23 appropriateness and quality of care and services

24 furnished to recipients of services under the plan
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1 and, where applicable, for providing guidance with

2 respect thereto to the other State agency referred

3 to in paragraph (2) ; and

4 "(B) that the State health agency, or, if the

5 services of another State or local agency are (23.3)be

6 ing utilized by the Secretary for the purpose specified

7 in the first sentence of section 1864 (a), such other

8 agency, will perform the function of determining

9 whether institutions and agencies meet the require-

10 ments for participation in the program under the

11 plan under this title."

12 (d) The amendments made by this section shall be eflee-

13 tive July 1, 1971.

14 (234)iY1ENTs Ff ITFJ-MP1+ MAINTENANO

15 OItGANIZAUIE)S

16 SEC. 239. -(-a)- Title X-V141 of the Social Security Act

17 is anicndcd by adding after section 1875 the following new

18 section:

19 "PAYMNTC O IALTII MAINTENANO 0110 ANIZATIOS

20 "SEc. 1S76 (a) (1) Tn lien of amounts which would

21 othcrwisc be payable pursuant to sections 1814-fb)- and 1833

22 (a), the Sccretary is authorhcd o cIctcrminc, by actuarial

23 mctho4s as providcd in this section, with respect to any

24 health maintenance organization, a combined part A and

25 part B7 prospective, per capita rate of payment for scrviçv
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1 pre44e4 for enrollees in such organization who are cntitled

2 to hospital insurance heneI4ts under part A and en-rolled for

3 medical icsurancc benefits under part l4

4 "(2) Such rate of payment sh-a41 he detcrmincd anna

5 ally in accordance with rcgnlations taking in-to aecount the

6 hea1-th maintenance organization's premiums with respect to

7 its other enrollees -(-with appropriate actuarial adjustments

8 to reflect the difference in u-tilleation between ho members

9 who are under age 65 and its members who are age 6-5 and

10 over) and such other pertinent factors as the eerctary may

11 prescribe in rcgu1ations and shall be designed to proidde

12 payment at a le-el not to exceed )5 per centum of the

13 amount that the Secretary estimates -(-with appropriate ad—

14 justments to assure actuarial equivalence) would be pay

15 able for services eovcrccl under this title if such services

16 were to be famished by other than health maintenance

17 organizations.

18 "(3) The payments to health maintenance organiza

19 tiens under this subparagraph shall be made from the Fed

20 era! Hospital Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal Sup-

21 plemcntary Medical Insurance Trust Fund. The portion of

22 such payment to such an organizatioii for a month to he paid

23 by the latter trust fund shall be equal to 2Q percent of

24 the product of -(A)- the number of covered enrollees of such

25 organization for such month- and (B) the monthly premium
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1 rate for supplementary medical insoranee for such month

2 as has been determined and promulgated under seetien 1839

3 fl3-f2-)- Phe remainder e$ such payment shall be paid by

4 the former trust fund.

5 -fb-)- The term 'health maintenance organia7tien means

6 a puble or private organization which

7 "(4-)- providcs either directly or through arrange

8 ments with others health services to enrollees on a per

9 capita prepayment basis;

10 "(2)- provides with respect to enrollees to whom

11 this section applies (through institutions cntitics and

12 persons meeting the applicable requirements of section

13 4-861) all of the services and benefits covered under

14 partsAandotiistit1e;
15 1' (3-)- provides physicians' services directly through

16 physicians who are either employees or partners of such

17 organization or under an arrangement with an organie4
18 group or groups of physicians which is or are reimbursed

19 for services on the basis of an aggregate fie4 sum or on

20 a per capita basis;

21 —(4-)- demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Secre

22 Lary proof of fiuiancial responsibility and proof of capa

23 bility to provide comprehensive health eare scrviccs
24 including institutional scrvices, eThcicntly, effectively,

25 and economically;
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1 !' (5)- has eerollcd nembere at least hoff of whom

2 consist of individual under age 65-t

3 "(6) has arrangements for assuring that the health

4 services required by i-ts members are received promptly

5 and appropriately and that the services that are received

6 measure np to q+iadi-ty atandards which it establishes in

7 accordance with regulations; and

8 "(73 has an open enrollment period at least once

9 e-vcry two years, under which it accepts eligible persons

10 -(-as defined under subsection (4)-)- without undcrwrit

11 leg roe 4etiene and en a first-come first accepted basis

12 i±p to the limit of its eapaei-ty (unless to do so would

13 result in failure to meet the requirement of para

14 graph -f5)-f

15 "(e) the bcncfi-ts provided to an individual tinder this

16 seetien shall consist of—

17 --(-1--)- entitlement to hwe payment made on his

18 behalf for all services described in section 1812 and see—

19 ti-on 1832 whiel+ are furnished to him by the health

20 maintenance organization with which he i-s enrolled pmr_

21 suant to subsection -f.e)- of this section; and

22 -(-2)- entitlement to have pa1yrnent made by such

23 health maintenance organization to him or en hi-s behalf

24 for such emergency services -(-as defined in regulations)

25 as may be furnished to him by a physieian supplier, or
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1 provider o4 scrvioes ether than the health mnintcnancc

2 organization with which he is enrolled.

3 -fd3- Su-bject to the provisions of subsection (-e}- every

4 individual who is entitled to hefpita4 insurance benefits tinder

5 pa# A and is enrolled for medical insurance benefits under

6 part B shall he eligible to enroll with a health maintenance

7 organization -(-as defined in subsection -fb.)-)- which serves the

8 geographic area in which such individual resides

9 "(4 An individilal may enroll with a health maintc

10 nanee arganisation under this setisn and may terminate

11 such enollmef1 as may be prescribed by regulatiens

12 -(43- Any individual enrolled with a health ma4ntcnanec

13 organization under this seetion who is dissatisfied by reason

14 of his failure to reeei*e without additional eost to him any

15 health service to which he believes he is entitled shall if

16 the amount in eontroversy is $100 or more, he entitled to a

17 hearing before the Secretary to the same extent as is pro-

18 vidcd in seetien 205 (h)- and in MW sueh hearing the Score-

19 tary shall make s+wh health maintenance organization a party

20 thcreto If the amount in eentrovcrsy is $1,000 or more such

21 individual or health maintenance organiation shall be en-

22 titled to judicial re4ew of the Secretary's 1lnal decision after

23 such hearing as is provided in section 206 (g}.

24 £-fg) (1)- 14 the health maintenance organization pro-

25 i4des its enrollees under this section only the services de-
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1 sen-bed in subsection (c), its premium rate for sneb enrollees

2 shall not exceed the actuarial value of the cost sharing pro—

3 i4ons applieable tinder part A and part B

4 14 the health maintenance organization pro4-des

5 i-ts crimilecs u+i4er this section with additional seri4ees over

6 those described in subsection (c), it s-hall furnish such en—

7 rollccs with information as to the division of its premium rate

8 bet ween the portion applicable to sn-eh additional seriees

9 and the portion applicable to the serviees dcscribed in suib-

10 section -(-e3- subjeet to the limitation that the latter portion

11 may not exceed the actuarial value of the cost sharing pro-

12 visions applienbie under part A and part 14

13 -.fb3- Section 1866 of sneb Aet is amended by adding

14 at the end thereof the following new subsection:

15 ii(4).. For purposes of this section, the term 'provider

16 of scrviccs! shall inelude a health maintenance organization

17 if such organization meets the rcguiremcnt of section 1876."

18 4e3- Notwithstanding the pro.4sions of section 1833 of

19 the Social Security Act, any health maintenance organi5a-

20 tAe+i which has entered into an agreement with the Score-

21 tory pursuant to section 1866 of such Act shall, for the

22 duration of suiel+ agreement, be entitled to reimbursement

23 only as pro4ded in section 1876 of such Act.

24 -(4)- !J4j effective date of any agreement with any health

25 mthntcnancc organization pursuant to section 1866 of such
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1 Act shall be specified in such agrccmcnt pufsuant to

tOI±5.

3 -(er) (1* Section 1814 (a)- of such Act is amended by

4 striking out "Except as provided in subsection -(d)!' afd

5 inserting in leu thereof the following- "Except as provided

6 in subsection -(-4)- or in section 1876

7 -(-2-)- Section i833 (a)- of such Act is amended by striking

8 oct "Subject t& and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

9 "Except as provided in section 187(h and subeet to
10 -(-8-)- Section 18436(b) (2) o1 such Act is amended by
1 inserting after -1-844- in elaase -(BC) the foIIowing- "(or of
12 section 1876 in the ease of a health maintenance

13 zation)".

14
-(-f)- The amendments made by this section shall be

15 ti-ye with respect to services provided on or after January
16 4T 1071.

17
PAYMENT TO HEALTH MAiNTENANcE ORGANIZATIONS

18 SEC. 239. (a) Title XVIII of the Social Security Act
19 is amended by adding after section 1875 the following new
20

3CCtIOn:

21
"PAYMENTS TO HEALTH MAINTENANCE ORGANIZATIONS

22
"SEC. 18713. (a) (1) In lieu of amounts which would

23 otherwise be payable pursuant to sections 1814(b) and 1833
24

(a), the Secretary is authorized to determine, as provided in
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1 this section, with respect to any health maintenance organiza—

2 tion, a prospective per capita rate of payment—

3 "(A) for services provided under parts A and B

4 for individuals enrolled with such organization pursuant

5 to subsection (e) who are entitled to hospital insurance

6 benefits under part A and. enrolled for medical insurance

7 benefits under part B, and

8 "(B) for services provided under part B for in-

9 dividuals enrolled with such organization pursuant to

10 subsection (e) who are not entitled to benefits under part

ii A but who are enrolled for benefits under part B.

12 "(2) (A) Each such rate of payment shall be deter-

13 mined annually in accordance with regulations, based on

14 established actuarial methods taking into account the health

15 maintenance organization's premiums with respect to its other

16 enrollees (with appropriate actuarial adjustments to reflect

17 the difference in utilization of resources between its members

18 who are under age 65 and its members who are age 65 or

19 over) and such other pertinent factors as the Secretary may

20 prescribe in regulations, and shall be designed to provide

21 payment at a level not to exceed the lesser of—

22 "(i) The portion of such organization's net premium

23 with respect to its members who are under age 65 which

24 represents its average per capita cost of providing bene-

25 fits to such members (excluding administrative expenses),

26 adjusted to the extent necessary to reflect the difference
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.1. in utilization of services between its members who are

2 under age 65 and its members who are aye 65 or over,

3 and also, in the selection of risk arising from under-

4 writing procedures, plus—

5 "(1) 4 percentage of such adjusted net premium

6 equal to the percentage by which such organization's

7 weighted average premium with respect to its mem-

8 bers who are under age 65 exceeds the portion of

9 such premium which represents such organization's

10 average per capita cost of providing services to such

11 members and its administrative expenses, or

12 "(II) If less, 150 per centum of the dollar

13 amount by which such organization's weighted aver-

14 age premium rate with respect to members who are
15 nnder age 65 exceeds the portion of such premium
16 rate which represents such organization's average
17 per capita cost of providing services to them and its
18 administrative expenses, or

19 "(ii) Ninety-five per centum of the amount which
20

the Secretary estimates (with appropriate adjustment to

21
assure actuarial equivalence) would otherwise be pay-

22
able under this title for costs of such services (excluding

23
administrative expenses) if they were furnished by other

24
than health maintenance organizations.

25 "(B) In addition to the amount determined pursuant to
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1 subparagraph (A), there shall be payable to a health main-

2 tenance organization a reasonable allowance for its adminis-

3 trative costs which are not normally incitrred by providers of

4 services (as defined in regulations). Such allowance shall,

5 however, in no case exceed 95 per centurn of the national aver-

6 age (determined on a per capita basis) of administrative costs

7 incurred by organizations described in sections 1816 and

8 1842, as determined by the Secretary on the basis of recent

9 reliable data.

10 "(C) If the conditions specified in subparagraph (D)

11 are met, the Secretary may pay any health maintenance

12 organization at the 95 per cent urn actuarially equivalent

13 rate specified in clause (ii) of subparagraph (A) even

14 though it may be larger than the rate specified in clause (i),

15 plus an allowance for administrative expenses as specified

16 in subparagraph (B).

17 "(D) Payment at the rate specified in subparagraph

18 (0) may be made to a health maintenance organization only

19 if such organization provides the Secretary with satisfactory

20 assurance that any amounts attributable to the difference be-

21 tween payment at such rate and payment at the rate specified

22 in subparagraph (A) will be used in full by such organization

23 for providing its enrollees under this section benefits in addi-

24 tion to those specified in subsection (c) or reducing the

25 premium rates charged to such enrollees pursuant to sub-

26 section (g).
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1 "(3) The payments to health maintenance organiza-

2 lions under this subsection for each month shall be made from

3 the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund and the Fed-

4 eral Supplementary Medical Insurance Trust Fund, as fol-

5 lows: The amount payable to such an organization for such

6 a month from the Federal Supplementary Medical Insurance

7 Trust Fund shall be equal to 200 percent of the product of

8 (A) the number of individuals enrolled under subsection

9 (e) with such organization for such month, and (B) the
10 monthl!, premium for supplementary medical insurance ap-

111 plicable for such month under section 1839 (b) (2). The re-

12 mainder of such payment for such month to such organiza-

13 tion shall be paid by the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust

14 Fund. For limitation on Federal participation for capital

15 expenditures which are out of conformity with a corn prehen-

16 sive plan of a State or areawide planning agency, see 5cc-

17 lion 1122.

18 "(b) The term 'health maintenance orqanization' means

19 a public or private organization which—

20 "(1) provides, either directly or through arrange-

21 ment$ with others, health services to individuals enrolled

22 ivith such orqanization under subsection (e) on a per
23 capita prepayment basis;

24 "(2) provides, to the extent applicable in subsection

25 (c) (through institutions, entities, and persons meeting

ll.R. 17550 15
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1 the applicable requirements of section 1861), all of the

2 services and benefits covered under parts A and B of

3 this title;

4 "(3) provides physicians' services (A) directly

5 through physicians who are either employees or partners

6 of such organization, or (B) under arrangements with

7 one or more groups of physicians (organized on a group

8 practice or individual practice basis) under which each

9 such group is reimbursed for its services primarily on the

10 basis of an aggregate fixed sum or on a per capita basis,

11 regardless of whether the individual physician members ot

12 any such group are paid on a fee-for-service or other

13 basis;

14 "(4) demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Secre-

15 tary proof of financial responsibility and proof of ca

16 pability to provide comprehensive health care services, in-

17 eluding institutional services, efficiently, effectively, and

18 economically;

19 "(5) except as provided in subsections (h) and (i)

20 has enrolled members at least half of whom are individ-

21 uals under age 65;

22 "(6) has arrangements for assuring that the health

23 services required by its members are received promptly

24 and appropriately and that the services which are re-

25 ceived meet standards of quality which it establishes in

26 accordance with regulations;
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1 "(7) has an open enrollment period at least

2 every year under which it accepts up to the limits of

3 its capacity and without restrictions, except as may be

4 authorized in regulations, individuals who are eligible to

5 enroll under subsection (d) in the order in whidi they

6 apply for enrollment (unless to do so would result in

7 fri ilu re to meet the requirement of paragraph (5)); and

8 "(8) (A) has an enrollment of not less 1/ian 10,000

9 members, or (as determined by the Secretary) is ex-

10 pected to have such enrollment within 3 years from the

11 date such determination .9 made and (B) is expected to

12 maintain such enrollment.

13 "(c) The benefits provided under this section shall con-

14 sist of—

15 "(1) in the case of an individual who is entitled

16 to hospital insurance benefits under part A and enrolled

17 for medical insurance benefits under part B—

18 "(A) entitlement to have payment made on his

19 behalf for all services described in section 1812 and

2c. section 1832 which are furnished to him by the
21 health maintenance organization with which he is
2 enrolled pursuant to subsection (e) of this section;

and
24 "(B) entitlement to have pGyrnent made by such

25 health maintenance organization to him or on his
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1 behalf for such emergency services and prescribed

2 maintenance therapy (as defined in regulations) as

3 may be furnished to him by a physician, supplier,

4 or provider of services, other than the health mainte-

5 nance organization with which he is enrolled;

6 "(2) in the case of an individual who is not entitled

7 to hospital insurance benefits under part A but who is

8 enrolled for medical insurance benefits under part B,

9 entitlement to have payment made for services described

10 in paragraph (1), but only to the extent that such serv-

11 ices are also described in section 1832.

12 "(d) Subject to the provisions of subsection (e), every

13 individual described in subsection (c) shall be eligible to

14 enroll with a health maintenance organization (as defined

15 in subsection (b)) which serves the geographic area inwhich

16 such individual resides.

17 "(e) An individual may enroll with a health mainte-

18 nance organization under this section, and may terminate such

19 enrollment, as may be prescribed by regulations.

20 "(f) Any individual enrolled with a health maintenance

21 organization under this section who is dissatisfied by reason of

22 his failure to receive without additional cost to him any health

23 service to which he believes lie is entitled shall, if the amount

24 in controversy is $100 or more, be entitled to a hearing before

25 the Secretary to the same extent as is provided in section 20.5

26 (b). In any such hearing the Secretary shall make such
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I health maintenance organization a party thereto. If the

2 amount in controversy is $1,000 or more, such individual or

3 health maintenance organization s/tall be entitled to judicial

4 review of the Seci'etary's final decision after such hearing as

5 provided in section 205(g).

6 "(g) (1) If the health maintenance organization pro-

7 vided its enrollees under this section only the services de-

8 scribed in subsection (c), its premium rate for such enrollees

9 shall not exceed the actuarial value of the deductible and coin.-

10 surance which would otherwise be applicable to such enrollees

11 under part A and part B, if they were not enrolled under this

12 section.

13 "(2) A health maintenance organization may provide

14 additional services for which premium charges may be made,

15 but such charges must be reasonable as determined by the

16 Secretary in accordance with regulations. If the health main-

17 tenance organization provides to its enrollees under this see-

18 tion services in addition to those described in subsection (c), it

19 shall furnish such enrollees with information on the portion

20 of its premium rate applicable to such additional services and

21 the portion applicable to the services described in subsection

22 (c). Such portion applicable to the services described in sub-

23 section (c) may not exceed the actuarial value of the deduct-

24 ible and coinsurance which would otherwise be applicable

25 to such enrollees under part A and part B if they were not

26 enrolled under this section.
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1 "(h) The provisions of paragraph (5) of subsection

2 (b) shall not apply with respect to any health maintenance

3 organization for such period not to exceed five years from the

4 date such organization enters into an agreement wilh the

5 Secretary pursuant to subsection (j), as the Secretary may

6 permit, but only so long as such organization demonstrates

7 to the satisfaction of the Secretary by the submission of its

8 plans for each year that it is making continuous efforts and

9 progress toward achieving compliance with the provisions of

10 such paragraph (5) within such five year period.

11 "(i) The Secretarymay waive the requirements of para-

12 graph (5) of subsection (b) with respect to any health main-

13 tenance organization if he finds that such organization has

14 made reasonable efforts to achieve compliance with such para-

15 graph and, that because of its geographio location or other

16 circumstances beyond its control, such organization would be

17 unable to ac1i eve compliance with such paragraph except

18 through a reduction of enrollment under this section.

19 "(j) (1) The Secretary is authorized to enter into a

20 contract with any health maintenance organization which

21 undertakes to provide, on a per capita prepayment basis, the

22 services described in section 1832 (and section 1812, in the

23 case of individuals who are entitled to hospital insurance

24 benefits under part A) to individuals enrolled with such

25 organization pursuant to subsection (e).
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1 "(2) Each contract under this section shall be for a term

2 at least one year, as determined by the Secretary, and may be

3 made automatically renewable from term to term in the absence

4 of notice by either party of intention to terminate at the end of

5 the current term; except that the Secretary may terminate any

6 such contract at any time (after such. reasonable notice and

7 opportunity for hearing to the health maintenance organiza-

8 tion involved as he may provide in regulations) if he finds

9 that the health maintenance organization has failed substan-

10 tially to carry out the contract or is carrying out the contract

in a manner inconsistent with the efficient and effective ad-

12 ministration of this section.

13 "(3) The effective date of any contract executed pursu-

14 ant to this subsection shall be specified in such contract pursu-

15 ant to regulations.

16 "(4) Payment for services provided by any health main-

17 tenance organization to eligible enrollees under the contract

18 shall be made pursuant to subsection (a) (2) except that if

19 the Secretary determines within a three year period following

20 the termination of any accounting period of any such organi-

21 zatiorm that the estimates made pursuant to subsection (a) (2)

22 were substantially incorrect, because they were based upon

23 erroneous data or because actuarial assumptions were mate-

24 rially different from the actual experience with the result
2o that such organization received substantially more or less
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1 than it should have received pursuant to subsection (a) (2),

2 the Secretary is authorized to make appropriate retroactive

: adjustments in such payments.

4 "(5) Each contract under this section—

5 "(A) shall provide that the Secretary, or any per-

6 son or organization designated by him—

7 "(i) shall have the right to inspect or otherwise

8 evaluate the quality, appropriateness, and timeliness

9 of services performed under such contract; and

10 "(ii) shall have the right to audit and inspect

H any books and records of such health maintenance

12 organization, which pertain to services performed

13 under such contract; and

14 "(B) shall contain such other terms and conditions

15 not inconsistent with this section as the Secretary may

16 find necessary."

17 (b) Notwithstanding the provisions of section 1814 and

18 section 1833 of the Social Security Act, any health mainte-

19 nance organization which has entered into an agreement with

20 the Secretary pursuant to section 1876 of such Act shall,

21 for the duration of such agreement, be entitled to reimburse-

22 ment only as provided in section 1876 of such Act for in-

23 dividuals who are members of such organization; except that

24 with respect to individuals who were members of such organi-
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1 zation prior to July 1, 1971, and who, although eligible to

2 have payment made pursuant to section 1876 of such Act

3 for services rendered to them, chose (in accordance with

4 regulations) not to have such payment made pursuant to such

5 section, the Secretary shall, for a period not to exceed three

6 years commencing on July 1, 1971, pay such organization

7 on the basis of prospective per capita rates, determined in

8 accordance with the provisions of section 1876(a) of such

9 Act, with appropriate actuarial adjustments to reflect the

10 difference in utilization of out-of-plan services between such

11 individuals and individuals who are enrolled with such

12 organization pursuant to section 1876 of such Act.

13 (c) (1) Section 1814(a) of such Act, as amended by

14 section 226(b) of this Act, is further amended by striking out

15 "Except as provided in subsections (d) and (g)," and insert-

16 ing in lieu thereof the following: "Except as provided in
17 subsections (d) and (g) and in section 1876,".
18 (2) Section 1833 (a) of such Act is amended by striking

19 out "Subject to" and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

20 "Except as provided in section 1876 and subject to".

21 (d) The amendments made by this section shall be

22 effective with 'respect to services provided on or after July 1,

23 1971.
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1 (235) UNIFORM IJEA LTH, SAFETY, ENVIRONMENTAL, AND

2 STAFFING STJNDARDS FOR EXTENDED CARE FACILI-

3 TIES AND SKILLED NURSING HOMES

4 SEC. 240. (a) Title XI of the Social Security Act (as

5 amended by section 221 of this Act) is further amended by

6 adding at the end thereof the following new section:

7 "UNIFORM HEALTH, SAFETY, ENVIRONMENTAL, AND STAFF-

8 ING STANDARDS FOR EXTENDED CARE FACILITIES AND

9 SKILLED NURSING HOMES

10 "SEc. 1123..(a) If any State has a State plan approved

11 under title XIX which imposes (as a condition for payment of

12 skilled nursing services under the plan) on nursing homes in

13 such State standards with respect to health, safety, environ-

14 mental quality, or staffing which are higher than the standards

15 (relating to health, safety, environmental quality, or staffing)

16 which are imposed under title XVIII with respect to extended

17 care facilities, the Secretary shall impose, on the extended care

18 facilities in such State, like standards as a condition of pay-

19 ment under title XVIII for extended care services provided

20 by such facilities.

21 "(b) In addition to the requirements imposed by law

22 as a condition of approval of any State plan under title XIX,

23 there is hereby imposed the requirement (and the plan shall

24 be deemed to require) that, as a condition of payment under

25 the plan for skilled nursing home services provided by facili-
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1 ties in such State, such facilities must meet the standards (re-

2 lating to health, safety, environmental quality, and staffing)

3 applicable to facilities providing extended care services for

4 which payment may be made under title XVIII, if, and to the

5 extent that, such standards are higher than the standards (re-

6 lating to health, safety, environmental quality, and. staffing)

7 which are otherwise imposed under the plan as a condition of

8 payment thereunder for skilled nursing home services."

9 (b) The amendments made by subsection (a) shall be ap-

10 plicable with respect to skilled nursing home services provided

11 after June 30, 1971, under a State plan approved under title

12 XIX of the Social Security and extended care services pro-

13 vided after such date under title XVIII of such Act.

14 (236)snIPLIFIED REIJIBURSEiIENT OF EXTENDED CARE

15 FACiLITIES

16 SEC. 241. (a) Section 1861 (v) (1) of the Social Secu-

17 rity Act is amended by—

18 (a) inserting "(A)" after "(v) (1)";

19 (b) inserting "(B)" immediately before "Such" the

20 first time it appears in the second paragraph thereof; and

21 (c) adding at the end the followingnew paragraph:

22 "(C) Such regulations may, in the case of ex-

23 tended care facilities in any State, provide for the
24 use of rates, developed by the State in which such

25 facilities are located, for the payment of the cost of
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1 skilled nursing home services furnished under the

2 State's plan approved under title XIX (and such

3 rates may be increased by the Secretary on a class

4 or size of institution or on a geographical basis by a

5 percentage factor not in excess of 10 percent to

6 take into account determinable items or services or

7 other requirement under this title not otherwise in-

8 cluded in the computation of such State rates), if the

9 Secretary finds that such rates are reasonably related

10 to (but not necessarily limited to) analyses under-

11 taken by such State of costs of care in comparable

12 facilities in such State; except that the foregoing pro-

13 visions of this subparagraph shall not apply to any

14 extended care facility in such State if—

"(i) such facility is a distinct part of or

16 directly operated by a hospital, or

17 "(ii) sue/i facility operates in a close, for—

18 mal satellite relationship (as defined in regula-

19 tions of the Secretary) with a participating hos-

20 pital or hospitals.

21 Notwithstanding the previons provisions of this para-

22 graph, in the case of an extended care facility speci-

23 fled iii clause (ii) of this subparagraph, the reason-

24 able cost of any services furnished by such facility

2 as determined by the Secretary under this subsection
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I shall not exceed 150 percent of the costs determined

2 by the application of this subparagraph (without re-

3 gard to such clause (ii)).".

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

5 applicable only in the case of accounting perw(ls beginning

6 after June 30, 1971.

7 (237)wAlvEll OF REQUIREMENT OF REGISTERED PROFES-

8 SIONAL NURSES IN HOSPITALS IN RURAL AREAS

9 51w. 242. Section 1861 (e) (5) of the Social Security

10 Act is amended by (1) inserting "(i)" after "(5)", (2) in-

ilscrting "(ii)" after "and", and (3) a(l(ltng at f/ic end thereof

12 the following: "except that the Secretary is authorized to waive

13 the requirement of clause (i) of this paragraph for any one-

14 year pei'iod (or less) ending no later than Dec':mber 31, 1975

15 wit/i respect to any institution where immediately preceding

16 such period he finds that—

17 "(A) such instiiu,tion is located in a rural area ana

18 the supply of hospital services in such area is not suf-

19 ficient to meet the needs of individuals residing therein,

20 and

21 "(B) the failure of such institution to qualify as a

22 hospital would seriously reduce the availability of such

23 services to beneficiaries in such area; and

24 "(C) such institution has made and continues to

25 make a good faith effort to comply with this paragraph,
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1 but such compliance is impeded by the lack of qualified

2 nursing personnel in such area; and

3 "(D) the requirements of such clause (i) were met

4 for a regular daytime shift."

5 (238)INDEPENDENT PROFESSIONAL REVIEW IN INTER-

6 MEDIATE CARE FACILiTIES

7 SEC. 243. Section 1902 (a) of the Social. Security Act

S (as amended by sections 234, 238, 251, and 253 of this Act)

9 is further amended (A) by striking out "and" at the end of

10 paragraph (31), (B) by striking out the period at the end of

11 paragraph (33) and inserting in lieu of such period "; and",

12 and (C) by adding after paragraph (32) the following new

13 paragraph:

14 "(33) Effective July 1, 1971, provide (A) for a regu-

15 lar program of independent professional review (including

16 medical evaluation of each patient's need for intermediate

17 care) and a written plan of service prior to admission or

18 authorization of benefits in an intermediate care facility;

19 (B) for periodic inspections to be made in all intermediate

20 care facilities (if the State plan includes care in such institu-

21 tions) within the State by one or more independent pro fes-

22 sional review teams (composed of physicians or registered

23 nurses and other appropriate health and social service per-

24 sonnel) of (i) the care being provided in such intermediate

25 care facilities to persons receiving assistance under the State
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1 plan, (ii) with respect to each of the patients receiving such

2 care, the adequacy of the services available in particular in-

3 termediate care facilities to meet the current health needs and

4 promote the maximwm physical. well-being of patients re-

5 ceiving care in such facilities, (iii) the necessity and desira-

6 bility of the continued placement of such patients in such

7 facilities, and (iv) the feasibility of meeting their health care

8 needs through alternative institutional or noninstitutional

9 services; and (C) for the making by such team or teams of

10 full and complete reports of. the findings resulting from suck

11 inspections, together with any recommendations to the State

12 agency administering or supervising' the administration of

13 the State plan."

14 (239)DIRRcT L. I BOR1f TORY BILLING OF P.1 TIENTS

15 SEC. 244. (a) Section 1833(a) (1) of the Social Secu-

16 ritij Act is amended by—

17 (1) striking out "and" before "(B)";

18 (2) inserting before the semicolon at the end thereof

19 the following ", and (C) with respect to diagnostic tests

20 performed in a laboratory for which payment is made

21 under this part to the laboratory, the amounts paid shall

22 be equal to 100 percent of the negotiated rate for such

23 tests (as determined pursuant to subsection (g) of this

24 section)".
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1 (b) Section 1833 of such Act is further amended by

2 adding at the end thereof the following subsection:

3 "(g) With respect to diagnostic tests performed in a

4 laboratory for which payment is made under this part to the

5 laboratory, the Secretary is ciuthorized to establish a pay-

6 ment rate which is acceptable to the laboratory and which

7 would be considered the full charge for such tests. Such nego-

8 tiated rate shall be limited to an amount not in excess of the

9 total payment that would have been made for the services in

10 the absence of such a rate.?'

11 (240)rRoFEssIoNI I 8T.INJ)JRDS REJ'IEIT7

12 SEc. 245. (a) The heading to title XI of the Social

13 Security Act is amended by striking out

14 "TITLE XI—GENERAL PROVISIONS"

15 and inserting in lieu thereof

16 "TITLE XI—GENERAL PROVISIONS AND

17 PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS REVIEW

18 "PART A—GENERAL PRovIsioNs".

19 (b) Title XI of such Act is further amended by adding

20 after section 1123 thereof (as added by section 240(a) of

21 this Act) the following:

22 "PART B—PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS REvIEw

23 "DECLARATION OF PURPOSE

24 "SEc. 1151. In order to promote the effective, efficient,

25 and economical delivery of health care services for which
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1 payment may be made (in whole or in part) under title

2 XVIII, or under State plans approved under title XIX, and

3 in recognition of the interests of patients and the public in

4 improved health care services, it is the purpose of this part

5 to assure, through the application of suitable procedures of

6 professional standards review, that the services for which

7 payment may be made under the Social Security Act will

8 conform to appropriate professional standards for the pro-

9 vision of health care and that payment for such services will

10 be made—

11 "(1) only when, and to the extent, medically nec-

12 essary, as determined in the exercise of reasonable limits

13 of professional discretion; and

14 "(2) in the case of services provided by a hospital

15 or other health care facility on an inpatient basis, only

16 when and for such period as such services cannot, con-

17 sistent with professionally recognized health care stand-

18 ards, effectively be provided on an outpatient basis or

19 more economically in an inpatient health care facility

20 of a different type, as determined in the exercise of

21 reasonable limits of professional discretion.

22 "DESIGNATION OF PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS REVIEW

23 ORGANIZATIONS

24 "SEc. 1152. (a) The Secretary shall (1) not later than

25 January 1, 1972, establish throughout the United States

H.R. 17550 16
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1 appropriate areas with respect to which Professional Stand-

2 ards Review Organizations may be designated, and (2) at

3 the earliest practicable date thereafter enter into an agree-

4 ment with a qualified organization whereby such an orga-

5 nization shall be designated as the Professional Standards

6 Review Organization for such area.

7 "(b) For purposes of subsection (a), the term 'qualified

8 organization' means—

9 "(1) when used in connection with any area—

10 "(A) a nonprofit professional association (i)

11 (or a component organization thereof) which is corn-

12 posed of physicians engaged in the practice of medi-

13 cine or surgery in such area, (ii) the membership

14 of which includes a substantial proportion of all

15 such physicians in such area, and (iii) which has

16 available professional competence to review health

17 care services of the types and kinds with respect to

18 which Professional Standards Review Organizations

19 have review responsibilities under this part, or

20 "(B) such other public, nonprofit private, or

21 other agency or organization, which the Secretary

22 determines, in accordance with criteria prescribed by

23 him in regulations, to be of professional competence

24 and otherwise suitable; and

25 "(2) which the Secretary, on the basis of his exam-
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1 ination and evaluation of a formal plan submitted to him

2 by Ihe association, agency, or organization (as well as

3 on the basis of other relevant data and information),

4 finds to be willing to perform and capable of performing,

5 in an effective and timely manner and at reasonable cost,

6 the duties, functions, and activities of a Professional

7 Standards Review Organization required by or pur-

8 suant to this part.

9 "(c) (1) The Secretary shall not enter into any agree-

10 ment under this part under which there is designated as the

11 Professional Standards Review Organization for any area

12 any organization other than an organization referred to in

13 subsection (b) (1) (A) unless, in such area, there is no

14 organization referred to in subsection (b) (1) (A) which

15 meets the conditions specified in subsection (b) (2).

16 "(2) Whenever the Secretary shall have entered into

17 an agreement under this part under whid there is designated

18 as the Professional Standards Review Organization for any

19 area any organization other than an organization referred to

20 in subsection (b) (1) (A), he shall not renew such agree-.

21 ment with such organization if he determines that—

22 "(A) there is in such area an organization re-

23 ferred to in subsection (b) (1) (A) which (i) has not

24 been (nor has its predecessor been) previously desig-

25 nated as a Professional Standards Review Organization,
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1 and (ii) is willing to enter into an agreement under

2 this part under which such organization would be desig-

3 nated as the Professional Standards Review Organization

4 for such area;

5 "(B) such organization meets the conditions specified

6 in subsection (b) (2); and

7 "(C) the designation of such organization as the

8 Professional Standards Review Organization for such

9 area will result in an improvement in the performance

10 in such area of the duties and functions required of such

11 Organizations under this part.

12 "(d) (1) An agreemenit entered into under this part

13 between the Secretary and any organization under which

14 such organization is designated as the Professional Standards

15 Review Organization for any area shall provide that such

16 organization will—

17 "(A) perform such duties and functions and assume

18 such responsibilities and comply with such other require-

19 ments as may be required by this part or under regu-

20 lations of the Secretary promulgated to carry out the

21 provisions of this part; crnd

22 "(B) collect such data relevant to its function and

23 such information and keep and maintain such records as

24 the Secretary may require to carry out the purposes of
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1 this part and to permit access to and use of any such

2 records as the Secretary may require for such purposes.

3 "(2) Any such agreement with an organization under

4 this part shall provide that the Secretary make payments

5 to such organization equal to the amount of expenses reason-

6 ably and necessarily incurred, as determined by the Secre-

7 tary, by such organization in carrying out or preparing to

8 carry out the duties and functions required by such

9 agreement.

10 "(3) Any such agreement under this part with an or-

11 ganization shall be for a term of twelve month8; except

12 that, prior to the expiration of such term, such agreement

13 may be terminated—

14 "(4) by the organization at such time and upon

15 such notice to the Secretary as may be prescribed in

16 regulations (except that notice of more than three months

17 may not be required); or

18 "(B) by the Secretary at such time and upon such

19 reasonable notice to the organization as may be pre-

20 sen bed in regulations, but only after the Secretary has

21 determined (after providing such organization with an

22 opportunity for a formal hearing on the matter) that
23 such organization is not substantially complying with or

24 effectively carrying out the provisions of such agreement.

25 "(e) No Professional Standards Review Organization
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1 shall utilize the services of any individual who is not a physi-

2 cian to make final determinations with respect to the pro fes-

3 sional conduct of any physician, or any act performed by any

4 physician in the exercise of his profession.

5 "REVIEW PENDING DESIGNATION OF PROFESSIONAL

6 STANDARDS REVIEW ORGANIZATION

7 "SEC. 1153. Pending the assumption by a Professional

8 Standards Review Organization for any area, of full review

9 responsibility, and pend'ing a demonstration of capacity for

10 improved review effort with respect to matters involving

11 the provision of health care services in such area for which

12 payment (in whole or in part) may be made, under title

13 XVIII, or under State plans approved under title XIX,

14 any review with respect to such services which has not

15 been designated by the Secretary as the responsibility of such

16 organization, shall be reviewed in the manner otherwise pro-

17 vided for under law.

18 "TRIAL PERIOD FOR PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS

19 REVIEW ORGANIZATION

20 "SEC. 1154. (a) The Secretary shall initially designate

21 an organization as a Professional Standards Review Orga-

22 nization for any area on a conditional basis wit/i a view to

23 determining the capacity of such organization to perform the

24 duties and functions imposed under this part on Professional

25 Standards Review Organizations. Such designation may not
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1 be made prior to receipt from such organization and ap-

2 proval by the Secretary of a formal plan for the orderly

3 assumption and implementation of the responsibilities of the

4 Professional Stançlards Review Organization under this

5 part.

6 "(b) During any such trial period (which may no

7 exceed twenty-four months), the Secretary may require a

8 Professional Standards Review Organization to perform

9 only such of the duties and functions required under this

10 part of Professional Standards Review Organizations as

11 he determines such organization to be capable of performing.

12 The number and type of such duties shall, during the trial

13 period, be progressively increased as the organization be-

14 comes capable of added responsibility so that, by the end of

15 such period, such organization shall be considered a qualified

16 organization only if the Secretary finds that it is substantially

17 carrying out the activities and functions required of Pro fes-

18 sional Standards Review Organizations under this part wit/i

19 respect to the review of health care services provided by physi-

20 clans and other practitioners and institutional health care

21 facilities. Any of such duties and functions not performed by

22 such organization during such period shall be performed in

23 the manner and to the extent otherwise provided for under

24 law.
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1 "(c) Any agreement under which any organization is

2 conditionally designated as the Professional Standards Review

3 Organization for any area may be terminated by such organi-

4 zation upon ninety days notice to the Secretary or by the See-

5 retary upon ninety days notice to such organization.

6 "(d) In order to avoid duplication of functions and un-

7 necessary review and control activities, the Secretary is au-

8 thorized to waive any or all of the review or similar activities

9 otherwise required under or pursuant to any provision of this

10 Act (other than this part) where he finds, on the basis of

11 substantial evidence of the effective performance of review

12 and control activities by Professional Standards Review Orga-

13 nizations, that the review and similar activities otherwise so

14 required, are not needed for the provision of adequate review

15 and control.

16 "DUTIES AND FUNCTIONS OF PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS

17 REVIEW ORGANIZATIONS

18 "SEC. 1155. (a) (1) It shall be the duty and fuiiction

19 of each Professional Standards Review Organization for any

20 area to assume, at the earliest date practicable, responsibility

21 for the review of the professional activities in such area of

22 physicians and other health care practitioners and inst it u-

23 tional providers of health care services in the provision of

24 health care services for which payment may be made (in

25 whole or in part) under title XVIII, or under State plans
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1 approved under title XIX, for the purpose of determining

2 whether—

3 "(A) such services are or were medically necessary;

4 "(B) the quality of such services meets profession-

5 ally recognized standards of health care; and

6 "(C) in case such services are proposed to be pro-

7 vided in a hospital or other health care facility on an in-

8 patient basis, such services could, consistent with the

9 provision of appropriate medical care, 'be effectively pro-

10 vided on an out-patient basis or more econnwically in an

ii in-patient health care facility of a different type.

12 "(2) Each Professional Standards Review Organiza-

13 tion shall have the authority to determine, in advance, in the

14 case of—

15 "(A) any elective admission to a hospital, or other

16 health care facility, 'or

17 "(B) any other health care service which will con

18 sist of extended or costly courses of treatment,

19 whether such service, if provided, or if provided by a partic-

20 ular heath care practitioner or by a particular hospital or

21 other health care facility, would meet the criteria specified in

22 clauses (A) and (C) of paragraph (1).

23 "(3) Each Professional Standards Review Organization

24 shall, in accordance with regulations of the Secretary, deter-

25 mine and publish, from time to time, the type$ and kinds of
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1 cases (whether by type of health care or diagnosis involved, or

2 whether in terms of other relevant criteria relating to the pro-

3 vision of health care services) with respect to which such

4 Organization will, in order most effectively to carry out the

5 purposes of this part, exercise the authori4i conferred upon it

6 under paragraph (2).

7 "(4) Each Professicnal Standards Review Organiza-

8 tion shall be responsible for the regular review of profiles of

9 care and services received and provided with respect to

10 patients, utilizing to the greatest extent practicable in such

11 patient profiles, methods of coding which will provide inai-

12 mum confidentiality as to patient identity and assure objective

13 evaluation consistent with the purposes of this part. Profiles

14 shall also be regularly reviewed on an ongoing basis with

15 respect to each health care practitioner and provider to

16 determine whether the care and services ordered or rendered

17 are consistent with the criteria specified in clauses (A), (B),

18 and (C) of paragraph (1).

19 "(5) Physicians assigned responsibility for the review

20 of hospital care may be only those having active hospital

21 staff privileges in at least one of the participating hospitals in

22 the area served by the Professional Standards Review Orga-

23 nization.

24 "(6) No physician shall be permitted to review—

25 "(A) health care services provided to a patient if
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1 he wa.s directly or indirectly involved in providing such

2 services, or

3 "(B) health care services provided in or by an in-

4 stitution, if he or any member of his family has, directly

5 or indirectly, any financial interest in such institution.

6 For purposes of this paragraph, a physipian's family includes

7 only his spouse (other than a spouse who is legally separated

8 from him under a decree of divorce or separate maintenance),

9 children (including legally adopted children), grandchildren,

10 parents, and grandparents.

11 "(b) To the extent necessary or appropriate for the
12 proper performance of its duties and functions, the Pro fes-

13 sional Standards Review Organization serving any area is

14 authorized• in accordance with regulations prescribed by the

15 Secretary to—

16 "(1) make arrangements to utilize the services of

17 persons who are practitioners of or specialists in the van-

18 ous areas of medicine (including dentistry), or other

19 types of health care, which persons shall, to the maximum

20 extent practicable, be individuals engaged in the practice

21 of their profession within the area served by such orga-

22 nization;

23 "(2) undertake such professional inquiry either be—

24 fore or after, or both before and after, the provision of
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1 services with respect to which such organization has a

2 responsibility for review under subsection (a) (1);

3 "(3) examine the pertinent records of any practi-

4 tioner or provider of health care services providing serv-

5 ices with respect to which such organization has a re-

6 sponsibility for review under subsection (a) (1); and

7 "(4) inspect the physiccd facilities in which care

8 is rendered or services provided (which are located in

9 such area) of any practitioner or provider.

10 "(c) In order to familiarize physicians with the review

11 functions and activities of Professional Standards Review

12 Organizations and to promote acceptance of such functions

13 and activities by physicians, patients, and other persons,

14 each Professional Standards Review Organization, in. carry-

15 ing out its review responsibilities, shall (to the maximum

16 extent consistent with the effective and timely per formance of

17 its duties and functions)—

18 "(1) encourage all physicians practicing their pro-

19 fession in the area served by such Organization to par-

20 ticipate in the review activities of such Organization;

21 "(2) provide rotating physician membership of re-

22 view committees on an extensive and continuing basis;

23 "(3) assure that membership on review committees

24 have the broadest representation feasible in terms of

25 the various types of practice in which physicians en-

26 gage in the area served by such Organization; and
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1 "(4) utilize, whenever feasible, medical periodicals

2 and similar publications to publicize the functions and

3 activities of Professional Standards Review Organiza-

4 tions.

5 "(d) (1) Each Professional Standards Review Organi-

6 zation is authorized to utilize the services of, and accept the

7 findings of, the review committees of hospitals located in the

8 area served by such Organization, but only when and only

9 to the extent that such committees have demonstrated to the

10 satisfaction of such Organization their capacity effectively

11 and in timely fashion to review activities in such hospitals (in-

12 eluding the medical necessity of admissions, services ordered,

13 and lengths of stay) so as to aid in accomplishing the pur-

14 poses and responsibilities described in subsection (a) (1).

15 "(2) Each Professional Standards Review Organization

16 is authorized to utilize the services of medical societies and

17 similar organizations to assist such Organization in per form-

18 ing one or more of its professional review activities, but only

19 when and only to the extent that such societies or other or-

20 ganizations have demonstrated to the satisfaction of such

21 Organization their capacity effectively ad in timely fashion

22 to perform such activities so as to aid in accomplishing the

23 purposes described in subsection (a) (1).

24 "(3) The Secretary may prescribe regulations to carry

25 out the provisions of this subsection.
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1 "NORMS OF HEALTH CARE SERVICES FOR VARIOUS

2 ILLNESSES OR HEALTH CONDITIONS

3 "SEc. 1156. (a) Each Professional Standards Review

4 Organization shall apply professionally developed norms of

5 care and treatment based upon typical patterns of practice in

6 their region (including typical lengths-of-stay for institu-

7 tional care by age and diagnosis) as principal points of

8 evaluation and review. The National Professional Standards

9 Review Council and the Secretary shall provide such tech-

10 nical assistance to the organization as will be helpful in utiliz-

11 ing and applying such norms of care and treatment. Where

12 the actual norms of care and treatment in a Professional

13 Standards Review Organization area are significantly differ-

14 ent from professionally developed regional norms of care and

15 treatment approved for comparable conditions, the Pro fes-

16 sional Standards Review Organization concerned shall be so

17 informed, and in the event that appropriate consultation and

18 discussion indicate reasonable basis for usage of such unusual

19 norms in the area concerned, the Professional Standards Re-

20 view Organization may apply such actual norms in such

21 area as are approved by the National Professional Skznd-

22 ards Review Council.

23 "(b) Any such norm with respect to treatment for any

24 particular illness or health condition shall include (in accord-

25 ance with regulations of the Secretary)—



255

1 "(1) the types and extent of the health care services

2 which, taking into account differing, but acceptable,

3 modes of treatment, are considered within the range of

4 appropriate treatment of such illness or health condition,

5 consistent with professionally recognized and accepted

6 patterns of care;

7 "(2) the type of health care facility which is con-

8 sidered, consistent with such standards, to be the type in

9 which health care services which are medically appropri-

10 ate for such illness or con clition can most economically be

11 provided.

12 "(c) (1) The National Professional Standards Review

13 Council shall provide for the preparation and distribution, to

14 each Professional Standards Review Organization and to

15 each other agency or person performing review functions

16 with respect to the provision of health care services under

17 title XVIII, or under State plans approved under title XIX,

18 of appropriate materials indicating the regional norms to be

19 utilized pursuant to this part. Such data concerning norms

20 shall be reviewed and revised from time to time. The ap-

21 proval of the National Professional Standards Review Coun-

22 cii of norms of care and treatment shall be based on its

23 analysis of appropriate and adequate data.

24 "(2) Each review organization, agency, or person re-

25 ferred to in paragraph (1) shall utilize the norms developed
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1 under this section as a principal point of evaluation and re-

2 view for determining, with respect to any health care services

3 which have been or are pro posed to be provided, whether such

4 care and services are consistent with the criterion specified in

5 section 1155(a) (1).

6 "(d) (1) Each Professional Standards Review Organi-

7 zation shall—

8 "(A) in accordance with regulations of the Secre-

9 tary, specify the appropriate points in time, after the

10 admission of a vatient for in-patient care in a health

11 care institution, at which the physician attending such

12 patient shall execute a certification stating that further

13 in-patient care in such institution will be medically neces-

14 sary effectively to meet the health care needs of such

15 patient; and

16 "(B) require that there be included in any such

17 certification wit/i respect to any patient such information

18 as may be necessary to enable such Organization prop-

19 erly to evaluate the medical necessity of the further

20 institutional health care recommended by the physician

21 executing such certification.

22 "(2) The points in time at which any such certification

23 will be required shall be consistent with and based on pro fes-

24 sionally developed norms of care and treatment and data

25 developed with respect to length of stay in health care institu-
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1 tions of patients having various illnesses, injuries, or health

2 conditions, and requiring various types of health care serviees

3 or procedures.

4 "SUBMISSION OF REPORTS BY PROFESSIONAL STANDARDA9

5 REVIEW ORGANIZATIONS

6 "SEc. 1157. If, in discharging its duties and functions

7 under this part, any Professional Standards Review Orga-

8 nization determines that any health care practitioner or any

9 hospital, or other health care facility has violated any of

10 the obligations imposed by section 1160, such organization

1 shall report the matter to th Statewide Professional Stand-

12 ards Review Council for the State in which such orga-

13 nization is located together with the recommendations of

14 such Organization as to the action euhich should be taken

15 with respect to the matter. Any Statewide Professional

16 Standards Review Council receiving any such report and
17 recommendation shall review the same and promptly transmit

18 such report and recommendation to the Secretary together

19 with any additional comments or recommendations thereon as

20 it deems appropriate.

21 "REQUIREMENT OF REVIEW APPROVAL AS CONDITION

22 OF PAYMENT OF CLAIMS

23 "SEC. 1158. Notwithstanding any other provision of
24 law, no Federal funds appropriated under any tille of this

H.R. 17550 17
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1 Act for the provision of health care services shall be used

2 (directly or indirectly) for the payment, under any such

3 title or any program established pursuant thereto, of any

4 claim for the provision of such services if—

5 "(1) the provision of such services is subject to re-

6 view by any Professional Standards Review Organiza-

7 tion, or other agency; and

8 "(2) such organization or other agency has, in the

9 proper exercise of its duties and functions under or con-

10 sistent with the purposes of this part, disapproved of the

11 services giving rise to such claim, and has, prior to the

12 provision of such services, notified the practitioner or

13 provider providing such services and the individual to

14 receive such services of its disapproval of 1/ic provision

15 of such services to such individual.

16 "NOTICE TO CLAIMS PAYMENT AGENCY OF DISAPPROVAL

17 OF SERViCES

18 "SEc. 1159. Whenever any Professional Standards Re-

19 view Organization, in the discharge of its duties and func-

20 tions as specified by or pursuant to this part, disapproves of

21 any health care services furnished by any practitioner or pro-

22 vider, such organization shall promptly notify the agency or

23 organization having responsibility for acting upon ciairn.s

24 for payment for or on account of such services.
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1 "OBLiGATIONS OF HEALTH CARE PRACTITIONERS AND PRO-.

2 VIDERS OF HEALTH CARE SERVICES; SANCTiONS AND

3 PENALTIES; HEARINGS AND REVIEW

4 "SEC. 1160 (a) (1) It shall be the obligation of any

5 health care practitioner and any other person (including a

6 hospital or other health care facility) who provides health

7 care services for which payment may be made (in whole or

8 in part) under title XVIII, or under any State plan
9 approved under title XIX, to assure that services ordered or

10 provided by such practitioner or person—

11 "(A) will be provided only when, and to the ex-

12 tent, medically necessary; and

13 "(B) will be of a quality which meets profession-

14 ally recognized standards of health care;

15 and it shall be the obligation of any health care practitioner,

16 in ordering, authorizing, directing, or arranging for the pro-

17 vision by any other person (including a hospital or other
18 health care facility) of health care services for any patient of

19 such practitioner, to exercise his professional responsibility

20 with a view to assuring (to the extent of his influence or
21 control over such patient, such person, or the provision of such

22 services) that such services will be provided—

23 "(0) only when, and to the extent, medically neces-

24 sary; and
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1 "(D) will be of a quality which meets professionally

2 recognized standards of health care.

3 "(2) Each health care practitioner, and each hospital or

4 other pro'vider of health care services, shall have an obliga-

5 lion, within reasonable limits of professional discretion, not

6 to take any action, in the exercise of his profession (in the

7 case of any health care practitioner), or in the conduct of

8 its business (in the case of any hospital or other such pro-

9 vider), which would authorize any individual to be admitted

10 as an in-patient in or to continue as an in-patient in any

111 hospital or other health care facility unless—

12 "(A) in-patient care is determined by such prac-

13 titioner and by such hospital or other provider, con-

14 sistent with professionally recognized health care stand-

15 ards, to be medically necessary for the proper care of

16 such individual; and

17 "(B) (i) the in-patient care required by such mdi-

18 vidual cannot, consistent with such standards, be pro-

19 vided more economically in a health care facility of a

20 different type; or

21 "(ii) (in the case of a. patient who requires care

22 which can, consistent with such standards, be provided

23 nwre economically in a health care facility of a different

24 type) there is, in the area in which such individual is

25 located, no such facility or no such facility which is avail-
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1 able to provide care to such individual at the time when

2 care is needed by him.

3 "(b) (1) If after reasonable notice and opportunity for

4 discussion with the practitioner or provider concerned, any

5 Professional Standards Review Organization submits a re-

6 port and recommendation to the Secretary pursuant to section

7 1157 (which report and recommendation shall be submitted

8 through the Statewide Professional Standards Review Coun-

9 cii which shall promptly transmit such report and recommen-

10 dations together with any additional comments and recom-

11 mendations thereon as it deems appropriate) and if the

12 Secretary determines that such practitioner or provider, in

13 providing health care services over which such organization

14 has review responsibility and for which payment (in whole

15 or in part) mat, be made under title XVIII, or under any

16 State plan approved under title XIX, has—

17 "(A) by failing, in a substantial number of cases,

18 substantiall7/ to comply with any obligation imposed on

19 him under subsection (a), or

20 "(B) by grossly and flagrantly violating any such

21 obligation in one or more instances,

22 demonstrated an unwillingness or a lack of ability substan-

23 tially to comply with such obligations, he (in addition to any

24 other sanction provided under law) may exclude (per-

25 manenily or for such period as the Secretary may prescribe)
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1 such practitioner or provider from eligibility to provide such

2 services on a reimbursable basis.

3 "(2) A determination made by the Secretary under

4 this subsection shall be effective at such time and upon such

5 reasonable notice to the public and to the person furnishing

6 the services involved as may be specified in regulations. Such

7 determination shall be effective with respect to services fur-

8 nished to an individual on or after the effective date of such

9 determination (except that in the case of institutional health

10 care services such determination shall be effective in the

11 manner provided in title XVIII with respect to terminations

12 of provider agreements), and shall remain in effect until the

13 Secretary finds and gives reasonable notice to the public that

14 the basis for such determination has been removed and that

15 there is reasonable assurance that it will not recur.

16 "(3) In lieu of the sanction authorized by paragraph

17 (1), the Secretary may require that (as a condition to the

18 continued eligibility of such practitioner or provider to pro-

19 vide such health care services on a reimbursable basis) such

20 practitioner or provider pay to the United States, in case

21 such acts or conduct involved the provision by such prac-

22 titioner or provider of health care services which were

23 medically improper or unnecessary, an amount not in cx-

24 cess of the actual or estimated cost of the medically improper

25 or unnecessary services so provided, or (if less) $5,000.

26 Such amount may be deducted from any sums owing by
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1 the United States (or any instrumentality thereof) to the

2 person from whom such amount is claimed.

3 "(4) Any person furnishing services described in para-

4 graph (1) who is dissatisfied with a determination made by

5 the Secretary under this subsection shall be entitled to rea-

6 sonable notice and opportunity for a hearing thereon by

7 the Secretary to the same extent as is provided in section

8 205(b), and to judicial review of the Secretary's final deci-

9 sion after such hearing as is provided in section 205(g).

10 "(c) it shall be the duty, of each Professional Standards

11 Review Organization and each Statewide Professional Stand-

12 ards Review Council to use such authority or influence it

13 may possess as a professional organization, and to enlist the

14 support of any other pro fesional or governmental organi-

15 zation having influence or authority over health care prac-

16 titioners and any other person (including a hospital or other

17 health care fadilityi) providing health care services in the

18 area served by such review organization, in assuring that

19 each practitioner or provider (referred to in subsection (a))

20 providing health care services in such area shall comply

21 with all obligations imposed on him under subsection (a).

22 "NOTICE TO PRACTITIONER OR PROVIDER

23 "SEc. 1161. (a) Whenever any Professional Standards

24 Review Organization takes any action or makes any deter-

25 mination—
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1 "(1) which denies any request, by a health care

2 practitioner or other provider of health care services,

3 for approval of a health care service proposed to be

4 ordered or provided by such practitioner or provider; or

5 "(2) that any such practitioner or provider has

6 violated any obligation imposed on such practitioner

7 or provider under section 1160;

8 such organization shall, immediately after taking such ac-

9 tion or making such determination, give notice to such prac-

10 titioner or provider of such determination and the basis

11 therefur, and shall provide him with appropriate opportunity

12 for discussion and review of the matter.

13 "STATEWIDE PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS REVIEW COUN-

14 ciL; ADViSORY GROUPS TO SUCH COUNCILS

15 "SEC. 1162. (a) in any State in which there are lo-

16 cated three or more Professional Standards Review Orga-

17 nizations, the Secretary shall establish a Statewide Pro fes-

18 sional Standards Review Council.

19 "(b) The membership of any such Council for any State

20 shall be appointed by the Secretary and shall consist of—

21 "(A) one representative from and designated by

22 each Professional Standards Review Organization in the

23 State;

24 "(B) four physicians, two of whom may be desig-

25 nated by the State medical society and two of whom. may'
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1 be designated by the State hospital association of such

2 State to serve as members on such Council; and

3 "(C) four persons knowledgeable in health care from

4 such State whom the Secretary shall have selected as rep—

5 resentatives of the public in such State (at least two of

6 whom shall have been recommended for membership on

7 the Council by the Governor of such State).

8 "(c) It shall be the duty and function of the St ate-

9 wide Professional Standards Review Council for any State,

10 in accordance with regulations of the Secretary, to coordi-

11 nate the activities of, and disseminate information and data

12 among, the various Professional Standards Review Orga-

13 nizations within such State.

14 "(d) The Secretary is authorized to enter into an agree-

15 ment with any such Council under which the Secretary shall

16 make payments to such Council equal to the amount of

17 expenses reasonably and necessarily incurred, as determined

18 by the Secretary, by such Council in carrying out the duties

19 and functions provided in this section.

20 "(e) (1) The Statewide Professional Standards Review

21 Council for any State shall be advised and assisted in carrying

22 out its functions by an advisory group (of not less than seven

23 nor more than eleven members) which shall be made up of

24 representatives of health care practitioners (other than phi,,-

25 icians) and hospitals and other health care facilities which
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1 provide within the State health care services for which pay-

2 ment (in whole or in part) may be made under any program

3 establi.shecl by or pursuant to this Act.

4 "(2) The Secretary shall by regulations provide the

5 manner in which members of such advisory group shall be

6 selected by the Statewide Professional Standards Review

7 Council.

8 "(3) The expenses reasonably and necessarily incurred,

9 as determined by the Secretary, by such group in carrying

10 out its duties and functions under this subsection shall be con-

11 sidered to be expenses necessarily incurred by the Statewide

12 Professional Standards Review Council served by such group.

13 "NATIONAL PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS REVIEW COUNCIL

14 "Sec. 1163. (a) (1) There shall be established a Na-

15 tional Professional Standards Review Council (hereinafter in

16 this section referred to as the 'Council') which shall consist

17 of eleven physicians, not otherwise in the employ of the

18 United States, appointed by the Secretary without regard to

19 the provisions of title 5, United States Code, governing am

20 pointments in the competitive service.

21 "(2) Members of the Council shall be appointed for a

22 term of three years and shall be eligible for reappointment.

23 "(3) The Secretary shall from time to time designate

one of the members of the Council to serve as Chairman

25 thereof.
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1 "(b) Members of the Council shall consist of physicians

2 of recognized standing and distinction in the appraisal of

3 medical practice. A majority of such members shall be phy-

4 sicians who have been recommended to the Secretary to serve

5 on the Council by national organizations recognized by the

6 Secretary as representing practicing physicians. The member-

7 ship of the Council shall include physicians who have been

8 recommended for membership on the Council by consumer

9 groups and other health care interests.

10 "(c) The Council is authorized to utilize, and the Sec-

11 retary shall make available, such technical assistance as may

12 be required to carry out its functions, and the Secretary

13 shall, in addition, make available to the Council such secre-

14 tarial, clerical, and other assistance and such pertinent data

15 prepared by, for, or otherwise available to, the Department

16 of health, Education, and Welfare as the Council may

17 require to carry out its functions.

18 "(d) Members of the Council, while serving on business

19 of the Council, shall be entitled to receive compensation at

20 a rate fL'red by the Secretary (but not in excess of the daily

21 rate paid under GS—1S of the General Schedule under section

22 5332 of title 5, United States Code), including traveltime;

23 and while so serving away from their homes or regular places

24 of business, they may be allowed travel expenses, including

25 per diem in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by section 5703
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1 of title 5, United States Code, for persons in Government

2 service employed intermittently.

3 "(e) It shall be the duty of the Council to—

4 "(1) advise and assist the Secretary in the ad-

5 ministration of this part;

6 "(2) provide for the development and distribution,

7 among Statewide Professional Standards Review Coun-

8 cils and Professional Standards Review Organizations,

9 of information and data which will assist such review

10 councils and organizations in carrying out their duties

11 and functions;

12 "(3) review the operations of Statewide Profes-

13 sional Standards Review Councils and Professional

14 Standards Review Organizations with a view to de-

15 termining the effectiveness and comparative performance

16 of such review councils and organizations in carrying

17 out the purposes of this part; and

18 "(4) make or arrange for the making of studies and

19 investigations with a view to developing and recom-

20 mending to the Secretary and to the Congress measures

21 designed more effectively to accomplish the purposes

22 and objectives of this part.

23 "(f) The National Professional Standards Review

24 Council shall from time to time, but not less often than an-

25 nually, submit to the Secretary and to the Congress a report
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1 on its activities and shall include in such report the findings

2 of its studies and investigations together with any recom-

3 mendations it may have with respect to the more effective

4 accomplishment of the purposes and objectives of this part.

5 Such report shall also contain comparative data indicating

6 the results of review activities, conducted pursuant to this

7 part, in each State and in each of the various areas thereof.

8 "APPLICATION OF THIS PART TO CERTAIN STATE PRO-

9 GRAMS RECEIViNG FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

10 "SEC. 1164. (a) In addition to the requirements im-

11 posed by law as a condition of approval of a State plan ap-

12 proved under title XIX, there is hereby imposed the require-

13 ment that provisions of this part shall apply to the operation

14 of such plan or program.

15 "(b) The requirement imposed by subsection (a) with

16 respect to State plans approved under title XIX shall apply—

17 "(1) in the case of any such plan where legislative

18 action by the State legislature is not necessary to meet

19 such requirement, on and after January 1, 1972; and

20 "(2) in the case of any such plan where legislative

21 action by the State legislature is necessary to meet snch

22 requirement, whichever of the following is earlier—

23 "(A) on ad after July 1, 1972, or

24 "(B) on and after the first day of the calendar
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1 month which first commences more than ninety days

2 after the close of the first regular session of the

3 legislature of such State which begins after Decem-

4 ber 31, 1971.

5 "CORRELATION OF FUNCTIONS BETWEEN PROFESSIONAL

6 STANDARDS REViEW ORGANIZATIONS AND ADMINIS-

7 TRATIVE INSTRUMENTALITIES

8 "SEC. 1165. The Secretary shall by regulations provide

9 for such correlation of activities, such interchange of data

10 and information, and such other cooperation consistent with

11 economical, efficient, coordinated and comprehensive im.pie-

12 mentation of this part (including usage of existing mechani-

13 cal and other data-gathering capacity), between—

14 "(A) (i) agencies and organizations which are

15 parties to agreements entered into pursuant to section

16 1816, (ii) carriers which are parties to contracts en-

17 tered into pursuant to section 1842, and (iii) any other

18 public or private agency (other than a Professional

19 Standards Review Organization) having review or con-

20 trol functions, or proved relevant data-gathering pro-

21 cedures and experience, and

22 "(B) Professional Standards Review Organiza-

23 tions, as may be necessary or appropriate for the effec-

24 tive administration of title XVIII, or State plans ap-

25 proved under title XIX.
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1 "PROHIBiTION AGAiNST DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION

2 "SEC. 1166. (a) Any data or information acquired by

3 any Professional Standards Review Organization, in the

4 exercise of its duties and functions, shall be held in confidence

5 and shall not be disclosed to any person except (A) to the

6 extent that may be necessary to carry out the purposes of

7 this part or (B) in such cases and under such circumstances

8 as the Secretary shall by regulations provide to assure ade-

9 quate protection of the rights and interests of patients, health.

10 care practitioners, or providers of health care.

11 "(b) it shall be unlawful for any person to disclose any

12 such information other than for such purposes, and any per-

13 son violating the provisions of this section shall, upon con-

14 viction, be fined not more than $1,000, and imprisoned for

15 not in ore than six months, or both, together with the costs of

16 prosecution.

17 "LIMITATiON ON LIABILITY FOR PERSONS PROVIDING IN-

18 FORMATION, AND FOR MEMBERS AND EMPLOYEES OF

19 PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS REViEW ORGANIZATIONS,

20 AND FOR HEALTH CARE PRACTITIONERS AND PRO-

21 VIDERS

22 "SEC. 1167. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision

23 of law, no person providing information to any Professional

24 Standards Review Organization shall be held, by reason of

25 having provided such information, to have violated any crimi-
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1 nal law, or to be civilly liable under any law, of the United

2 States or of any State (or political subdivision thereof)

3 unless—

4 "(1) such. information is unrelated to the perform-

5 ance of the duties and functions of such Organization, or

6 "(2) such information is false and the person pro-

7 viding such information knew, or had reason to believe,

8 that such information was false.

9 "(b) (1) No individual who, as a member or employee

10 of any Professional Standards Review Organization or who

11 furnishes professional counsel or services to such organiza-

12 tion, shall be held by reason of the performance by him of

13 any duty, function, or activity authorized or. required of

14 Professional Standards Review Organizations under this

15 part, to have violated any criminal law, or to be civilly liable

16 under any law, of the United States or of any State (or

17 political subdivision thereof).

18 "(2) The provisions of paragraph (1) shall not apply

19 with respect to any action taken by any individual if such

20 individual, in taking such action, was motivated by malice

21 toward any person affected by such action.

22 "(c) No health care practitioner and no provider 0/

23 health care services shall be civilly liable to any person under

24 any law, of the United States or of any State (or political

25 subdivision thereof) on account of any action taken by him in
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1 compliance with or reliance upon professionally accepted

2 norms of care and treatment applied by a Professional

3 Standards Review Organization operating in the area where

4 such practitioner or provider took such action but only if—

5 "(1) he takes such action (in the case of a health

6 care practitioner) in the exercise of his profession as a

7 health care practitioner or (in the case of a provider of

8 health care services) in the exercise of his functions as a

9 provider of health care services and

10 "(2) he exercised due care in all professional con-

11 duct taken or directed by him and reasonably related to,

12 and resulting from, the actions taken in compliance with

13 or reliance upon such professionally accepted norms of

14 care and treatment.

15 "AUTHORIZATION FOR USE OF CERTAIN FUNDS TO

16 ADMINISTER TIlE PROVISiONS OF THIS PART

17 "SEC. 1168. Expenses incurred in the administration of

18 this part shall be payable from—

19 "(1) funds in the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust

20 Fund;

21 "(2) funds in the Federal Supplementary Medi-

22 cal Trust Funds; and

23 "(3) funds appropriated to carry out the provisions

24 of title XJX;

25 in such amounts from each of the sources of funds (referred

II.R. 17550 18
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1 to in clauses (1), (2), and (3)) as the Secretary shall

2 deem to be fair and equitable after taking into consideration

3 the costs attributable to the administration of this part with

4 respect to each of such plans and programs.

5 "TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO ORGANIZATIONS DESIRING

6 TO BE DESIGNATED AS PROFESSiONAL STANDARDS

7 REVIEW ORGANIZATIONS

8 "SEC. 1169. The Secretary is authorized to provide all

9 necessary technical and other assistance (including the prep-

10 aration of prototype plans of organization and operation)

11 to organizations described in section 1152(b) (1) which—

12 "(1) express a desire to be designated as a Profes-

13 sional Standards Review Organization; and

14 "(2) the Secretary determines have a potential for

15 meeting the requirements of a Professional Standards

16 Review Organization;

17 to assist such organizations in developing a proper plan to

18 be submitted to the Secretary and otherwise in preparing to

19 meet the requirements of this part for designation as a Pro-

20 fessional Standards Review Organization.

21 "AUTHORIZATION OF DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

22 "SEc. 1170. (a) in order to determine the feasibility

23 and potential economies of methods whereby Professional

24 Standards Review Organizations, in addition to their respon-

25 sibilities under this part, assume responsibility and risk with
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1 respect to the review and payment of claims for health care

2 services, payment for which may be made (in whole or in

3 part) under any program established by or pursuant to this

4 Act, the Secretary is authorized to enter into agreements in

5 periods ending not later than December 31, 1975, with such

6 number of Professional Standards Review Organizations, in

7 the same or in different areas of the Nation, as maqj be neces-

8 sary to permit adequate and proper comparison of results,

9 with respect to the review and payment of claims for such

10 services, as between areas in which risk is assumed by Pro-

11 fessional Standards Review Organizations and areas in which

12 such risk is not assumed by such organizations. The Secre-

13 tary shall submit reports to the Congress on the results of

14 such demonstration projects from time to time but not less

15 than annually.

16 "(b) (1) The Secretary shall undertake such agree-

17 ments with Professional Standards Review Organizations

18 which indicate willingness and capacity to assume respon-

19 sibility for review and full payment for all care and services

20 for which beneficiaries or recipients resident in such geo-

21 graphic areas are eligible. Reimbursement to such Pro fes-

22 sional Standards Review Organizations for such commit-
23 ments may be on a capitation, prepayment, insured or related

24 basis for renewable contract periods not in excess of one
25. year. Such amovnts may not, on an annnalized basis for
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I the initial agreement period, exceed per capita beneficiary

2 costs in the geographic area concerned during the 12-month

3 period prior to the effective date of the agreement. For any

4 subsequent periods the hose 12-month period per capita bene-

5 flciary costs shall also be applicable and adjusted by appro-

6 priate factors representing unit cost increases in covered

7 services.

8 "(2) Where such agreements are negotiated, provision

9 shall be made for assumption of risk by the underwriting

10 Professional Standards Review Organizations through

11 agreement to make contingent payment for physicians' serv-

12 ices of not in excess of 80 per centum of the amounts other-

13 wise allowable for such services in the absence of such

14 agreement.

15 "(3) From any amounts remaining at the end of the

16 agreement period, provision shall be made for equal division

17 of such amounts between the Secretary (and the State in

18 the case of a federally matched program) and the Pro fes-

19 sional Standards Review Organizations. The amounts ac-

20 tually paid to the Professional Standards Review Organiza-

21 tions from the divided excess may not exceed the 20 per

22 centum of otherwise allowable amounts withheld plus an in-

23 centive payment not in excess of 25 per centum of the total

24 amounts allowable and payable for physicians' services dur-

25 ing that year. Any remaining amounts of the Professional
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I Standards Review Organizations calculation in excess shall

2 revert to the Secretary or to the State in the case of a fed-

3 erally matched health care program.

4 "(4) Any deficit shall be assumed by the Secretary or

5 State agency in order to assure beneficiaries and recipients

6 of payment for necessary care. The Professional Standards

7 Review Organizations shall not be entitled to the 20 per

8 centum of the otherwise allowable amounts for physicians'

9 services withheld in such period. In any subsequent year,

10 the Secretary shall recover from any excess amounts remain-

ii ing such additional amounts as had been paid by him or by

12 a State agency to eliminate deficits in prior periods before

13 calculation of any payments of withheld and incentive

14 amounts to the Professional Standards Review Organiza-

i5 lions.

"EXEMPTION OF CHRISTIAN SCIENCE SANATORIUMS

17 "SEc. 1171. The provisions of this part shall not apply

18 with respect to a Christian Science sanatorium operated, or

19 listed and certified, by the First Church of Christ, Scientist,

20 Boston, Massachusetts."

2.1 PART O—-MISCELLANEOTJS AND TECHNICAL PRovIsIONs

22 COVERAGE PRIOR TO APPLICATION FOR MEDICAL

23 ASSISTANCE

24 SEc. 251. (a) Section 1902 (a) of the Social Security

25 Act (as amended by sectkms (241)234 (li)- ai4 28-fI'3-

26 234(b), 238(b) and 243 of this Act) is further amended—



278

1 (1) by striking out "and" at the end of paragraph

2 (242)-f31) (32);

3 (2) by striking out the period at the end of para-

4 graph (243)-f32- (33) and inserting in lieu thereof

5 "; and"; and

6 (3) by inserting after paragraph (244)-(-32-)- (33)

7 the following new paragraph:

8 "(245)(33) (34) provide that in the case of any

9 individual who has been determined to be eligibk for

10 medical assistance under the plan, such assistance will be

11 made available to him for care and services included

12 under the plan and furnished in or after the third month

13 before the month in which he made application for

14 such assistance if such individua' was (or upon appli-

15 cation would have been) eligible for such assistance at

16 the time such care and services were fiirnithed."

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

18 be effective July 1, 1971.

19 HOSPITAL ADMISSIONS FOR DENTAL SERVICES UNDER

20 MEDICARE PROGRAM

21 SEc. 252. (a) Section 1814 (a.) (2) of the Social Secu-

22 rity Act is amended by striking out "or" at the end of sub-

23 paragraph (0), by adding "or" after the semicolon at the

24 end of subparagraph (D), and by inserting after subpara-

25 graph (D) the following new subparagraph:
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1 "(E) in the case of inpatient hospital services

2 in connection with a dental procedure, the individual

3 suffers from impairments of such severity as to re-

4 quire hospitalization;".

5 (b) Section 1861 (r) of such act (246)is (as amended

6 by sections 203 and 205 of this Act) is further amended by

7 inserting after "or any facial bone" the following: ", or (0)

8 the certification required by section 1814 (a) (2) (E) of

9 this Act,".

10 (c) Section 1862 (a) (12) of such Act is amended by

11 inserting before the semicolon the following: ", except that

12 payment may be made under part A in the case of inpatient

13 hospital services in connection with a dental procedure where

14 the individual suffers from impairments of such severity as

15 to require hospitalization".

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

17 with respect to admissions occurring after the second month

18 following the month in which this Act is enacted.

19 EXEMPTION OF CItRISTIAN SCIENCE SANATORIUMS FROM

20 CERTAIN NURSING HOME REQUIREMENTS UNDER

21 MEDICAID PROGRAMS

22 SEC. 253. (a) Section 1902 (a) of the Social Security

23 Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the following

24 new sentence: (247'For purpcccs of paragraphs (26)-

25 (28) (B), (D),d-(E),tffl4 (29,t4ofsectionfl)O3(g)

26 (4), the terms okilled nursing home' &nd 'nursing home
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1 4 rnt iiiclude a Christian Scicnc sai+atei4tirn operated,

2 l4te4 t4 eertific4 by the Fit €4eh of Christy Scicntist

3 Bostou Mussnehusetts." "The provisions of paragraphs (9')

4 (A), (29), (32), and (33) shall not apply to Christian

5 Science sanatoi'ivms operated, or listed and certified, by the

6 First Church of Christ, Scientist, in Boston, Massachusetts."

7 (b) Section 1908(g) (1) of such Act is amended by

8 inserting after "Secretary" the following: ", but does not

9 include a Christian Science sanatorium operated, or listed

10 and certified, by the First Church of Christ, Scientist, Boston,

11 Massachusetts".

12 (c) The amendments made by this section shall be

13 effective on the date of the enactment of this Act.

14 PLIYSICAT THERAPY (248).izTi. UT!!El? SERVICES UNDER

15 MEDICARE PROGRAM

16 (249)Ec; 4; fft)f4 $4II*R 1#614)3- f th8 S*WH4

17 iity Aet i amended by adding at the Oftd thereof -faftef aad

18 hele-w paragraph (4) (B)-)- the following iiew scntcnee-

19 1Jf1dei rcgalations the term 'outpatient physical therapy

20 seri4ees. also includes physical therapy scrviees frnishcd a

21 individual by a physical therapist -fiR his office Of in such

22 individual's home) who meets licensing and other standards

23 i)rccribcd by the Secretary in rcgulations, otherwise than

24 under ftft arrangement with and under the supervision of a

25 pro44er of scrviees clinic, rehabilitation agcncy or publie

26 health agcncy the furnishing of such scrviccs mccts such
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1 conditions relating to health and safcty as the Sccrctary may

2 4nd ncccssary."

3 42.)- Scction 1833 of saeh Aet is amendcd by. adding at

4 the end thereof the following new subscction-

5 "(g) In the ease of serviece described in the next to

6 last scntcncc of section 486l-(p), with respect to cxpcnscs

7 incurred in any calcndar year, no more than $1-Op shall be

8 considered as incurred expenses for purposcs of subsections

94a*an4W
10 -(-3.)- Section 1833 (442.)- of such Aet -(as amended by

11 section 2.304b3- of this Act) is further amended by striking

12 oat the period at the end of subparagraph (B) and inserting

13 in lieu thereof and by adding after subparagraph -('B)

14 the following new subparagraph:

1.5 "(C)- if such ser'4ees are services to which the

16 next to last sentence of section l-861--fp-)- applies, the

17 rcaonablo charges for, such services."

18 -(4)- Section 4-8824a) (2) -(C)- of such Act is amciukd

19 by striking eat t1serviccs." and inserting in lieu thereof

20 "servicca other than services to which the next to last sen—

21 tence of section 1-864--fp3- applies."

22 -(b) -(1) Section 1861 -(p3- of such Act -(as amended by

23 subsection -(-a) (1) of this section) is further amended by

24 adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: In

25 addition, such term includes physical therapy services which

6 meet the requirements of the first sentence of this subsection
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1 exee that they ae furnished to an individual as an in-

2 patient of a hospital Of extended eae facility."

3 Sec. 254. (a) (1) Section 1861 (p) of the Social

4 Security Act is amended by adding at the end thereof (after

5 and below paragraph (4) (B)) the following new sentence:

6 "In addition, such term includes physical therapy services

7 which meet the requirements of the first sentence of this sub-

8 section except that they are furnished to an individual as an

9 inpatient of a hospital or extended care facility."

10 (2) Section 1835 (a) (2) (0) of such Act is amended

11 by striking out "on an outpatient basis".

12 (250)4e)- (b) Section 1861 (v) of such Act (as amended by

13 sections 221 (c) (4) and 223 (f) of this Act) is further

14 amended by redesignating paragraphs (5) and (6) as para-

15 graphs (6) and (7), respectively, and by inserting after

16 paragraph (4) the following new paragraph:

17 (25l)-f54- Where physical therapy crviccs ae furnished by

18 a provider of services Of other organization specified in the

19 fiist sentence of section 4861 (p, Of by others under an

20 arrangemcM with such a provider oi' other organization, the

21 amount included in any payment to such provider Of Organi

22 zation under this title no the reaonab1e eost of such serviees

23 shall net exceed an amount equal to the salary which would

24 reasonably have been paid fof sueh services to the person

25 performing them if they had been performed in an employ
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1 meat rc1ationhip with iueh provider oi irganizatio rather

2 than under such arrangement."

3 "(5) Where physical therapy services, occupational

4 therapy services or other therapy services or services of other

5 health-related personnel (other than physicians) are furnished

6 by a provider of services, or other organization specified in the

7 first sentence of section 1861 (p), or by others under an ar-

8 ran gement with such a provider or other organization, the

9 amount included in any payment to such provider or organiza-

10 tion under this title as the reasonable cost of such services shall

not exceed an amount equal to the salary which would reason-

12 ably have been paid for such services to the person performing

13 them if they had been performed in an employment relationship

14 with such provider or organization (rather than under such

15 arrangement) plus the cost of such other expenses incurred by

16 such person not working as a full-time employee, as the Secre-

17 tary may in regulations determine to be appropriate."

18 (252) (d)- 4)- The amendments made by bscctioiis -(-a4-

19 on4 -fb3- shall apply with respect to services furnished Oft Oi

20 alter Januay 4- 1971.

21 (c) (1) The amendments made by subsection (a) shall

22 apply with respect to services furnished after June 30, 1971.
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1 (2) The amendments made by subsection (253) -(4 (b)

2 shall be effective with respect to accounting periods begin-

3 ning oii-or after (254)Jiuary i J11 ne 30, 1971.

4 EXTENSION OF GRACE PERIOD FOR TERMINATION OF SUP-

5 PLEMENTARY MEDICAL INSURANCE COVERAGE WHERE

6 FAILURE TO PAY PREMIUMS IS DUE TO GOOD CAUSE

7 SEC. 255. (a) Section 1838 (b) of the Social Security

8 Act is amended by striking out" (not in excess of 90 days)"

9 in the third sentence, and by adding at the end thereof the

10 following new sentence: "The grace period detennined under

11 the preceding sentence shall not exceed 90 days; except that

12 it may be extended to not to exceed 180 days in any case

13 where the Secretary determines that there was good cause for

14 failure to pay the overdue premiums within such 90-day

15 period."

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

17 apply with respect to nonpayment of premiums which be-

come due and payable on or after the date of the enact-

19 ment of this Act or which became payable within the

20 90-day period immediately preceding such date; and for

21 purposes of such amendments any premium which became

22 due and payable within such 90-day period shall be con-
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1 sidered a premium becoming due and payable on the dat

2 of the enactment of this Act.

3 EXTENSION OF TIME FOR FILING CLAIM FOR SUPPLEMEN-

4 TARY MEDICAL INSURANCE BENEFITS WHERE DELAY

5 IS DUE TO ADMINISTRATIVE ERROR

6 SEC. 256. (a) Section 1842(b) (3) of the Social

7 Security Act (as amended by section 224 (a) of this

S Act) is further amended by adding at the end thereof the

9 following new sentence: "The requirement in subparagraph

10 (B) that a bill be submitted or request for payment be

11 made by the close of the following calendar year shall not

12 apply if (i) failure to submit the bill or request the payment

13 by the close of such year is due to the error or misrepre-

14 sentation of an officer, employee, fiscal intermediary, carrier,

15 or agent of 'the Department of Health, Education, and We!-

16 fare performing functions under this title and acting within

17 the scope of his or its authority, and (ii) the bill is submitted

18 or the payment is requested promptly after such error or mis-

19 representation is eliminated or corrected."

20 (b) The amendment made by subsection (a) shall ap-

21 ply with respect to bills submitted 'and requests for payment

22 made after March 1968.
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1 WAIVER OF ENROLLMENT PERIOD REQUIREMENTS WHERE

2 INDIVIDUAL'S RIGHTS WERE PREJUDICED BY ADMINIS-

3 TRATIVE ERROR OR INACTION

4 SEC. 257. (a) Section 1837 of the Social Security Act

5 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new

6 subsection:

7 "(f) In any case where the Secretary finds that an mdi-

8 vidual's enrollment or nonenroilment in the insurance pro-

9 gram established by this part is unintentional, inadvertent,

10 or erroneous and is the result of the error, misrepresenta-

11 tion, or inaction of an officer, employee, or agent of the De-

12 partment of health, Education, and Welfare, the Secretary

13 may take such action (including the designation for such

14 individual of a special initial or subsequent enrollment period,

15 with a coverage period determined on the basis thereof and

16 with appropriate adjustments of premiums) as may be neces-

17 sary to correct or eliminate the effects of such error, mis-

18 representation, or inaction."

19 (b) The amendment made by subsection (a) shall be

20 effective as of Juiy I, 1966.

21 ELIMINATION OF PROVISIONS PREVENTING ENROLLMENT

22 IN SUPPLEMENTARY MED1CAL INSURANCE PROGRAM

23 MORE THAN THREE YEARS AFTER FIRST OPPORTUNITY

24 SEc. 258. Section 1837 (b) of the Social Security Act

25 is amended to read as follows:
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1 "(b) No individual may enroll under this part more than

2 twice."

3 WAIVER OF RECOVERY OF INCORRECT PAYMENTS FROM

4 SURVIVOR WHO IS WITHOUT FAULT UNDER MEDICARE

5 PROGRAM

6 SEC. 259. (a) Section 1870 (c) of the Social Security

7 Act is amended by striking out "and where" and inserting in

8 lieu thereof the following: "or where the adjustment (or

9 recovery) would be made by decreasing payments to which

10 another person who is without fault is entitled as provided

11 in subsection (b) (4), if".

12 (b) The amendment made by subsection (a) shall

13 apply with respect to waiver actions considered after the date

14 of the enactment of this Act.

15 REQUIREMENT OF MINIMUM AMOUNT OF CLAIM TO ES-

16 TABLISH ENTITLEMENT TO HEARING UNDER SUPPLE-

17 MENTABY MEDICAL INSURANCE PROGRAM

18 SEC. 260. (a) Section 1842 (b) (3) (C) of the Social

19 Security Act is amended by inserting after "a fair hearing by

20 the carrier" the following: ", in any case where the amount

21 in controversy is $100 or more,".

22 (b) The amendment made by subsection (a) shall

23 apply with respect to hearings requested (under the proce-

24 dares established under section 1842 (b) (3) (C) of the
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I Social Security Act) after the da.te of the enactment of this

2 Act.

3 COLLECTION OF SUPPLEMENTARY MEDICAL INSURANCE

4 PREMIUMS FROM INDIVIDUALS ENTITLEI) TO BOTH

5 SOCIAL SECURITY AND RAILROAD RETIREMENT

6 BENEFITS

7 SEC. 261. (a) Section 1840 (a) (1) of the Social Se-

S curity Act is amended by striking out "subsection (d)" and

9 inserting in lieu thereof "subsections (b) (1) and (c) ".

10 (b) Section 1840 (b) (1) of such Act is amended by

ii inserting "(whether or not such individual is also entitled

12 for such month to a monthly insurance benefit under section

13 202)" after "1937", and by striking out "subsection (d)"

14 and inserting in lieu thereof "subsection (c) ".

15 (c) Section 1840 of such Act is further amended by

16 striking out subsection (c), and by redesignating subsections

17 (d) through (i) as subsections (c) through (h),

18 respectively.

19 (d) (1) Section 1840 (e) of such Act (as so redesig-

20 nated) is amended by striking out "subsection (d)" and

21 inserting in lieu thereof "subsection (c) ".

22 (2) Section 1840 (f) of such Act (as so redesignated)

23 is amended by striking out "subsection (d) or (f)" and

24 inserting in lieu thereof "subsection (c) or (e) ".

25 (3) Section 1840 (h) of such Act (as so redesignated)
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1 is amended by striking out "(c), (d), and (e)" and insert-

2 ing in lieu, thereof" (c) , and (d) ".

3 (4) Section 1841 (h) of such Act is amended by strik-

4 ing out "1840 (e)" and inserting in lieu thereof "1840 (d) ".

5 (e) Section 1841 of such Act is amended by adding

6 at the end thereof the following new subsection:

7 "(1) The Managing Trustee shall pay from time to time

8 from the Trust Fund such amounts as the Secretary of

9 HeaJth, Education, and Welfare certifies are necessary to

10 pay the costs incurred by the Railroad Retirement Board

11 in making deductions pursuant to section 1840 (b) (1). Dur-

12 ing each fiscal year or after the close of such fiscal year,

13 the Railroad Retirement Board shall certify to the Secretary

14 the amount of the costs it incurred in making such deduc-

15 tions and such certffied amount shall be the basis for the

16 amount of such costs certified by the Secretary to the Man-

17 aging Trustee."

18 (f) The amendments made by this section shall apply
19 with respect to premiums becoming due and payable after

20 (255)the fourth month following flue iuueuu flu ii which fls

21 j fjfl434 June 30, 1971.

22 PAYMENT FOR CERTAIN INPATIENT HOSPITAL SERVICES

23 FURNISHED OTJTIDE 1HE UNITED STATES

24 SEC. 262. (a) Section 1814 (f) of the Social Security

Actisamenddtorf&Joi:
H.R. 17550— 19
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1 "Payment for Certain Inpatient Hospital Services Furnished

2 Outside the United States

3 "(f) (1) Payment shall be made for inpatient hospital

4 services furnished to an individual entitled to hospital in-

5 surance benefits under section 226 by a hospital located

6 outside the United States, or under arrangements (as de-

7 fined in section 1861 (w) ) with it, if—

8 "(A) such individual is a resident of the United

9 States, and

10 "(B) such hospital was closer to, or substantially

11 more accessible from, the residence of such individual

12 than the nearest hospital within the United 'States which

13 was adequately equipped to deal with, and was available

14 for the treatment of, such individual's illness or injury.

15 "(2) Payment may also be made for emergency in-

16 patient hospital services furnished to an individual entitled

17 to hospital insurince benefits under section 226 by a hospital

18 located outside the United States if—

19 "(A) nch individual was physically present in a

20 place within the United States at the time the emer-

21 gency which necessitated such inpatient hospital serv-

22 ices occurred, and

23 "(B) such hospital was closer to, or substantially

24 more accessible from, such place than the nearest hos-

25 pital within the United States which was adequately
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1 equipped to deal with, and was available for the treat-

2 ment of, such individual's illness or injury.

3 "(3) Payment shall be made in the amount pro-

4 vided under subsection (b) :to any hospital for the inpatient

5 hospital services described in paragraph (1) or (2) fur-

6 nishe'd 'to an individual by the hospital or under arrange-

7 ments (as defined in section 1861 (w)) with it if (A) the

8 Secretary would be required to make such payment if the

9 hospital had an agreement in effect under this title and other-

10 wise met the conditions of payment hereunder, (B) such

11 hospital elects to claim such payment, and (C) such hos-

12 pita! agrees to co'mply, with respect to such services, with

13 the provisions of section 1866 (a).

14 "(4) Payment for the inpatient hospital services de-

15 scribed in paragraph (1) or (2) furnished to an individual

16 entitled to hospital insurance benefits under section 226 may

17 be made on the basis of an itemized bill to such individual

18 if (A) payment for such services cannot be made under
19 paragraph (3) solely because the hospital does not eleot to
20 claim such payment, and (B) such individual files applica-

21 tion (submitted within such time and in such form and
22 manner and by such person, and containing and supported

23 by such information as the Secretary shall by regulations
24 prescribe) for reimbursement. The amount payable with
25 respect to such services shall, subject to the provisions of
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1 section 1813, be equal to the amount which would be pay-

2 able under subsection (d) (3) ."

(b) Section 1861 (e) of such Act is amended—

4 (1) by striking out "except for purposes of sections

5 1814 (d) and 1835 (b)" a.nd inserting in lieu thereof

6 "except for purposes of sections 1814 (d), 1814 (f), and

7 1835(b)";.

8 (2) by inserting ", section 1814 (f) (2) ," immedi-

9 ately after "For purposes of sections 1814 (d) and 1835

10 (b) (including determinations of whether an individual

11 received inpatient hospital services or diagnostic services

12 for purposes of such sections) "; and

13 (3) by inserting after the third sentence the fol-

14 lowing new sentence: "For purposes of section 1814 (f)

15 (1), such term includes an institution which (i) is a

16 hospital for purposes of section 1814 (d), 1814 (f) (2),

17 and 1835 (b) and (ii) is accredited by the Joint Corn-

18 mission on Accreditation of Hospitals, or is accredited

19 by or approved by a program of the country in which

20 such institution is located if the Secretary finds the ac-

21 creditation or comparable approval standards of such

22 program to be essentially equivalent to those of the Joint

23 Commission on Accreditation of Hospitals."

24 (256)-fe)- Section 1862-(a)(4-)- e4 such 4$ i amended by

25 otriking e*4 "emergency".
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1 (c) (1) Section 1862(a) (4) of such Act is amended

2 by—

3 (1) striking out "emergency"; and

4 (2) inserting after "1814(f)" the following:

5 "and, subject to such conditions, limitations, and requirements

6 as are provided under or pursuant to this title, phy$icians'

7 services and ambulance services furnished an individual in

8 conjunction with such inpatient hospital services but only

9 for the period during which such inpatient hospital services

10 were furnished;".

11 (2) Section 161(r) of such Act (as amended by sec-

12 tions 203, 205(a), and 252(b) of this Act) is further

13 amended by adding the following sentence: "For the purposes

14 of section 1862(a) (4) and subject to the limitations and con-

15 ditions provided in the previous sentence, such term includes a

16 doctor of one of the arts, specified in such previous sentence,

17 legally authorized to practice such art in the countryin which

18 the inpatient hospital services (referred to in such section

19 1862(a) (4)) are furnished."

20 (3) Section 1842(b) (3) (B) (ii) of such Act is

21 amended by striking out "service;" and inserting in lieu

22 thereof the following: "service (except in the case of phy-

23 sicians' services and ambulance service furnished as de-

24
sen bed in section 1862 (a) (4), other than for purposes of

25
section 1870(f));"
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1 (4) Section 1833(a) (1) of such Act (as amended by

2 section 244(a) of this Act) is further amended by striking

3 out "and" before "(C)", and by inserting before the semicolon

4 at the end thereof the following: ", and (D) with respect to ex-

5 penses incurred for those physicians' services for which pay-

6 ment may be made under this part that are described in sec-

7 tion 1862(a) (4), the amounts paid shall be subject to such

8 limitations as may be prescribed by regulations".

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

10 to services furnished with respect to admissions occurring

11 after (257)Deccmher 4- 1970 Jn ne 30,1971.

12 (258)STuDY 8P CIHIIOPItAC TIC COVERAGE

13 SEp. 263. The Secretary, ntil4ng the authority eon-

14 fcrrcd by scction 1110 of the Social Security Act, shall eon-

15 duct a study of the coverage of services performed by chirp

16 practors under State plans approed under title XIX of such

17 Aet in order to determine whether and to what extent such

18 services should he covered under the supplementary medical

19 insurance program under pfwt B of title XVIII of such Act,

20 giving particular attention to the limitations which should

21 he placed upon any such coverage and upon payment there

22 fo Such study shall include one Of more experimental, pilot,

23 Of demonstration projects designed to assist in providing

24 under eon-I rolled conditions the information necessary to

25 achieve the objectives of the study. The Secretary shall e-

26 he rcults such study to the Congress withii twe
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1 ycaro after the date of the cnactmcnt of this Act) togcthcr

2 with his findings and recommendations based on such study

3 (and en such other information as he may consider relevant

4 concerning experience with the coverage of chiropractors by

5 public and private piano).

6 MIISCELLANEOUS TECHNICAL AND CLERICAL

7 AMENDMENTS

8 SEC. (259)264 263. (a) Clause (A) of section 1902

9 (a) (26) of the Social Security Act is amended by striking

10 out "evaluation" and inserting in lieu thereof "evaluation) ",

11 and by striking out "care) "and inserting in lieu thereof "care".

12 (b) Section 1908 (d) of such Act is amended by stiik-

13 ing out "subsection (b) (1)" and inserting in lieu thereof

14 "subsection (c) (1) ".

15 (c) Section 408 (f) of such Act is amended by striking

16 out "522 (a)" and inserting in lieu thereof "422 (a) ".

17 (260)PR0GRAM FOR DETERMINiNG QUALIFICATIONS FOR

18 CERTAIN HEALTH CARE PERSONNEL

19 SEC. 264. Title XI of the Social Security Act is amended

20 by adding after section 1123 (as added by section 240(a) of

21 this Act) and before section 1151 (as added by section 245

22 (b) of this Act) the following new section:

23 "PROGRAM FOR DETERMINING QUALIFICATiONS FOR

24 CERTAIN HEALTH CARE PERSONNEL

25 "SEc. 1124. (a) The Secretary, in carrying out his func-

26 lions relating to the qualifications for health care personnel
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1 under title XVIII, shall develop (in consultation with ap-

2 propriate professional health organizations and State health

3 and licensure agencies) and conduct (in conjunction with

4 State health and licensure agencies) until December 31, 1975,

5 a program designed to determine the proficiency of individuals

6 (who do not otherwise meet the formal educational, pro fes-

7 sional membership, or other specific criteria established for

8 determining the qualifications of practical nurses, therapists,

9 laboratory technicians, X-ray technicians, psychiatric techni-

10 cians or other health care technicians and technologists) to

11 perform the duties and functions of practical nurses, thera-

12 pists, laboratory technicians, X-ray technicians, psychiatric

13 technicians, or other health care technicians or technologists.

14 Such program shall include (but not be limited to) the em-

15 ployment of procedures for the formal testing of the pro-

16 ficiency of individuals. In the conduct of such program, no

17 individual who otherwise meets the proficiency requirements

18 for any health care specialty shall be denied a satisfactory

19 proficiency rating solely because of his failure to meet formal

20 educational or professional membership requirements.

21 "(b) If any individual has been determined, under the

22 program established pursuant to subsection (a), to be quali-

23 fled to perform the duties and functions of any health care

24 specialty, no person or provider utilizing the services of such

25 individual to perform such duties and functions shall be denied

26 paymen1t, under title XVIII or under any State plan ap-
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1 proved under title XIX, for any health care services provided

2 by such person on the grounds that such individual is not

3 qualified to perform such duties and functions.

4 (261)INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR HEALTH ADMINISTRATION

5 SEC. 265. (a) Title XI of the Social Security Act is

6 amended by adding after section 1124 (as added by section

7 264 of this Act) and before section 1151 (as added by sec-

8 tion 245(b) of this Act) the following new section:

9 "INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR HEALTH ADMINISTRATION

10 "SEC. 1125. (a) (1) In addition to other officers within

11 the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, there

12 shall be, within such Department, an officer with the title of

13 'Inspector General for Health Administration' (hereinafter

14 in this section referred to as the 'Inspector General'), who

15 shall be appointed or reappointed by the President, by and

16 uith the advice and consent of the Senate. In addition, there

17 shall be a Deputy Inspector General for Health Administra-

18 tion (hereinafter referred to as the 'Deputy Inspector Gen-

19 eral'), and such additional personnel as may be required to

20 carry out the functions vested in the Inspector General by

21 this section.

22 "(2) The term of office of any individual appeinted or

23 reappointed to the position of Inspector General shall expire

24 6 years after the date he takes office pursuant to such ap-

25 po'intment or reappointment.



298

1 "(b) The Inspector General shall report directly to the

2 Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare (hereinafter in

3 this section referred to as the 'Secretary'); and, in carrying

4 out the functions vested in hi,n by this section, the Inspector

5 General shall not be under the control of, or subject to

6 supervision by, any officer of the Department of Health,

7 Education, and Welfare, other than the Secretary.

8 "(c) (1) It shall be the duty and responsibility of the

9 Inspector General to arrange for, direct or conduct such re-

10 views, inspections, and audits of the health insurance program

11 established by title XVIII, the medical assistance programs

12 established pursuant to title XIX and any other programs of

13 health care authorized under any other title of this Act as he

14 considers necessary for ascertaining the efficiency and economy

15 of their administration, their consonance with the provisions

16 of law by or pursuant to which such programs were estab-

17 lished, and the attainment of the objectives and purposes for

18 which such provisions of law were enacted.

19 "(2) The Inspector General shall maintain continuous

20 observation and review of programs with respect to which he

21 has responsibilities under paraqraph (1) of this subsection

22 for the purpose of—

23 "(A) determining the extent to which such pro-

24 grams are in compliance with applicable laws and

25 regulations;
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1 "(B) making recommendations for the correction

2 of deficiencies in, or for improving the organization,

3 plans, procedures, or administration of, such programs;

4 and

5 "(0) evaluating the effectiveness of such programs

6 in attaining the objectives and purposes of the provisions

7 of law by or pursuant to which such programs were

8 established.

9 "(d) (1) For purposes of aiding in carrying out his

10 duties under this section, the Inspector General shall have

11 access to all records, reports, audits, reviews, documents,

12 papers, recommendations, or other material of or available to

13 the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare which

14 relate to the programs with respect to which the Inspector

15 General has responsibilities under this section.

16 "(2) The head of any Federal department, agency,

17 office, or instrumentality shall, at the request of the Inspector

18 General, provide any information which the Inspector Gem-

19 cral determines will be helpful to him in carrying out his

20 responsibilities under this section.

21 "(e) (1) The Inspector General shall have authority

22 to suspend any regulation, practice, or procedure employed in

23 the administration of any program with respect to which he

24 has responsibilities under this section if, as a result of any



300

1 study, investigation, review, or audit of such program, he

2 determines that—

3 "(A) the suspension of such regulation, practice,

4 or procedure will promote efficiency or economy in the

5 administration of such program; or

6 "(B) such regulation, practice, or procedure is con-

7 trary to applicable provisions of law, or does not carry

8 out the objectives and purposes of the provisions of law

9 by or pursuant to which there was established the pro-

10 gram in connection with which such regulation, practice,

11 or procedure is promulgated, instituted, or applied.

12 "(2) (A) Any suspension by the Inspector General of

13 any regulation, practice, or procedure pursuant to this sub-

14 section shall remain in effect until the Inspector General

15 issues an order reinstating such regulation, practice, or pro-

16 cedure; except that (i) in the case of a.ny existing regulation,

17 the Secretary may, at any time after any such suspension by

18 the Inspector General, issue an order revoking such suspen-

19 ion, and (ii) in the case of a suspension of a practice or

20 procedure or the application of a proposed regulation, the

21 Secretary may, at a4 time later than 30 days after any such

22 suspension by the Inspector General, issue an order revoking

23 such suspension.

24 "(B) Whenever the Secretary issues an order revoking

25 any such suspension by the Inspector General, he shall
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1 promptly notify the Committee on Finance of the Senate

2 and the Committee on Ways and Means of the House of

3 Representativeá of such order and shall submit to each such

4 committee information explaining his reasons for the issuance

5 of such order.

6 "(f) (1) The Inspector General may, from time to time,

7 submit such reports to the Committee on Finance of the Sen-

8 ate and the Committee on Ways and Means of the House of

9 Representatives relating to his activities as he deems to be

10 appropriate.

11 "(2) Whenever either of the committees referred to in

12 paragraph (1) makes a request to the Inspector General to

13 furnish such committee with any information, or to conduct

14 any study or investigation and report the findings resulting

15 therefrom to such committee, the Inspector General shall

16 comply with such request.

17 "(3) Whenever the Inspector General issues an order

18 suspending or reinstating any regulation, practice, or pro-

19 cedures pursuant to subsection (e), he shall promptly notify

20 the Committee on Finance of the Senate and the Committee

21 on Ways and Means of the House of Representatives of such

22 order and shall submit •to each such Committee information

23 explaining his reasons for the issuance of such order.

24 "(g) The Inspector General may make expenditures

(not in excess of $50,000 in any fiscal year) of a con fiden-
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1 tial nature when he finds that such expenditures are in aid

2 of inspections, audits, or reviews under this section; but such

3 expenditures so made shall not be utilized to make payments,

4 to any one individual, the aggregate of which exceeds

5 $2,000. The Inspector General shall submit annually a con-

6 fidential report on expenditures under this provision to the

7 Committee on Finance of the Senate and the Committee on

8 Ways and Means of the House of Representatives.

9 "(h) (1) Expenses of the Inspector General relating

10 to the health insurance program established by title XVIII

11 shall be payable from the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust

12 Fund and from the Federal Supplementary Medical Insur-

13 ance Trust Fund, with such portions being paid from each

14 such Fund as the Secretary shall deem to be appropriate.

15 Expenses of the Inspector General relating to medical assist-

16 ance programs established pursuant to title XIX shall be

17 payable from funds appropriated to carry out such title; and

18 expenses of the Inspector General relating to any program

19 of health care authorized under any title of this Act (other

20 than titles XVIII and XIX) shall be payable from funds

21 appropriated to carry out such program.

22 "(2) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated

23 such sums as may be necessary to carry out the purposes

of this section.

25 "(i) The Secretary shall provide the Inspector General
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1 and his staff with appropriate office space within the facili-

2 ties of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,

3 together with such equipment, office supplies, and corn-

4 munications facilities and services, as may be necessary for

5 the operation of such office and shall provide necessary

6 maintenance services for such office and the equipment and

7 facilities located therein."

8 (b) Section 5315 of title 5, United States Code, is

9 amended by inserting:

10 "(93) Inspector General for Health Administra-

11 •tion"

12 immediately below

13 "(92) Executive Vice President, Overseas Private

14 Investment Corporation."

15 (262)INCREAsE IN LIMiTATION ON PAYMENTS TO PUERTO

16 RiCO FOR MEDICAL ASSISTANCE

17 SEC. 266. (a) Section 1108(c) (1) of the Social Se-

18 curity Act is amended by striking "$20,000,000" and

19 inserting in lieu thereof "$30,000,000".

20 (b) The amendment made by this section shall apply

21 with respect to fiscal years beginning after June 30, 1971.

22 (263)ESTABLISHMENT OF PRIORITIES FOR SCREENING OF

23 CHILDREN UNDER MEDICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

Sec. 267. Section 1905(a) (4) (B) of the Social Secu-

25 rity Act is amended by inserting immediately after the 8emi-
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1 colon at the end thereof the following: "and, in order to assure

2 the orderly implementation of this subclause (B), such regu-

3 lations shall establish priorities with respect to the screening

4 of eligible individuals in order of age groups;".

5 (264)TJ?EATMENT IN MENTAL HOSPITALS FOR

6 INDIVIDUALS UNDER AGE 1

7 SEC. 268. (a) Section 1905(a) of the Social Security

8 Act is amended—

9 (1) by striking the word "and" in paragraph (14);

10 (2) by redesignating paragraph (15) as paragraph

11 (17);

12 (3) by inserting after paragraph (14) the follow-

13 ing new paragraph:

14 "(15) effective July 1, 1971, inpatient psychiatric

15 hospital services for individuals under 21, as defined in

16 subsection '(c) ;".

17 (b) Section 1905 of such Act is further amended by

18 adding after subsection (b) the following new subsection:

19 "(c) (1) For purposes of paragraph (15) of subsec-

20 Lion (a), the term 'inpatient psychiatric hospital services for

21 individuals under age 21' includes only—

22 "(A) inpatient services which are provided in an

23 institution which is accredited as a psychiatric hospital

by the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Hospitals;

25 "(B) inpatient services which, in the case of any
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1 individual, involves active treatment (which meets such

2 standards, equivalent to standards applicable with respect

3 to inpatient psychiatric hospital services under title

4 XVIII, as may be prescribed in regulations by the Sec-

5 retary) of such individual; and

6 "(C) inpatient services which, in the case of any

7 individual, are provided prior to (A) the date such in-

8 dividual attains age 21, or (B) in the case of an in-

9 dividual who was receiving such services in the period

10 immediately preceding the date on which he attained

11 age 21, (i) the date such indlividual no longer requires

12 such services, or (ii) if earlier, the date such individual

13 attains age 22;

14 "(2) Such term does not include services provided

15 during any calendar quarter under the State plan of any

16 State if the total amount of the funds expended, during such

17 quarter, by the State (and the political subdivisions thereof)

18 from non-Federal funds for services included under para-

19 graph (1) is less than the average quarterly amount of

20 the funds expended, during the 4-quarter period ending

21 December 31, 1970, by the State (and the political sub-

22 divisions thereof) from non-Federal funds for such services."

23 (c) Section 1905(a) is further amended by striking
24 out, in the part which follows paragraph (17) (as re-
25 designated by subsection (a) of this section), "except that"

H.R. 17550 20
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1 and inserting in lieu thereof "except as otherwise provided

2 in paragraph (15),"

3 (265)INCLuSI0N UNDER MEDICAID OF CARE IN

4 INTERMEDIATE CARE F1 CILITIES

5 SEC. 26.9. (a) Section 1905(a) of the Social Security

6 Act is amended by inserting after clause (15) (as added

7 by section 268 of this Act) the following new clause:

8 "(16) effective July 1, 1971, intermediate care fa-

9 cility services (other than such services in an institution

10 for tuberculosis or mental diseases) for individual9 who

11 are determined, in accordance with section 1902(a) (33)

12 (A), to be in need of such care;".

13 (b) Section 1905 of such Act is amended by adding

14 at the end thereof the following new subsections:

15 "(d) For purposes of this title the term 'intermediate

16 care facility' means an institution or distinct part thereof

17 which (1) is licensed under State law to provide, on a regu-

18 lar basis, health-related care and services to individuals who

19 do not require the degree of care and treatment which a hos-

20 pital or skilled nursing home is designed to provide, but who

21 because of their mental or physical condition require care

22 and services (beyond the level of room and board) which

23 can be made available to them only through institutional

24 facilities, (2) has on its staff at least one full-time licensed

25 practical nurse, (3) meets such standards prescribed by the
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1 Secretary as he finds appropriate for the proper provision of

2 such care, and (4) meets such standards of safety and sanita-

3 tion as are applicable to nursing homes under State law. The

4 term 'intermediate care facility' also includes a Christian

5 Science sanatorium operated, or listed and certified, by the

6 First Church of Christ, Scientist, Boston, Massachusetts, but

7 only with respect to institutional services deemed appropriate

8 by the State. With respect to services furnished to individuals

9 under age 65, the term 'intermediate care facility' shall not

10 include, except as provided in subsection (e), any public

institution or distinct part thereof for mental diseases or

12 mental defects. Clause (2) shall not apply to any such insti-

13 tution or distinct part thereof which meets the requirements

14 of subsection (e).

15 "(e) The term 'intermediate care facility services' may

16 include services in a public institution (or distince part
17 thereof) for the mentally retarded or persons with related
18 conditions if—

19 "(1) the primary purpose of such institution (or
20 distinct part thereof) is to provide health or rehabilitative

21 services for mentally retarded individuals and which meet

22 such standards as may be prescribed by the Secretary;
23 "(2) the mentally retarded individual with respect

24 to whom a request for payment is made under a plan
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approved under this title is receiving active treatment

2 under such a program; and

3 "(3) the State or political subdivision responsible

4 for the operation of such institution has agreed that the

5 non-Federal expenditures with respect to patients in such

o institution (or distinct part thereof) will not be reduced

7 because of payments made under this title."

8 (c) Effective July 1, 1971, section 1121 of such Act

is repealed.

10 (266)usE OF CONSULTANTS FOR EXTENDED CARE

11 FACILITIES

12 SEC. 270. Section 1864(a) of the Social Security Act

13 is amended by adding at the end the following new sentence:

14 "Any Stale agency which has such an agreement may, sub-

15 ject to approval of the Secretary, furnish to an extended care

16 facility, after proper request by such facility, such specialized

17 consultative services (which such agency is able and will-

18 ing to furnish) as such facility may need to meet one or more

19 of the conditions specified in section 1861 (j). Any such

20 services furnished by a State agency shall be deemed to have

21 been furnished pursuant to such agreement."

22 (267)TERMINATION OF NATIONAL ADViSORY COUNCIL ON

23 NURSING HOME ADMINISTRATION

24 SEC. 271. Section 1908(f) (5) of the Social Security

25 Act is amended by striking out "December 31, 1971" and

26 inserting in lieu thereof "December 31, 1970".
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1 (268)1u7'HoRIrY FOR MISSOURi TO MODiFY ITS MEDiCAL

2 ASSISTANCE PROGRAM: REPEAL OF SECTION 1902(d) OF

3 THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT

4 SEC. 272. (a) The State of Missouri is hereby author-

5 ized to modify its State. plan approved under title XIX of the

6 Social Security Act, effective for the four-quarter period

7 commencing July 1, 1970, in accordance with the provisions

8 of section 1902(d) of such Act (but without application of

9 clause (1) of the first sentence thereof).

10 (b) Section 1902(d) of the Social Security Act is re-

ii. pealed.

12 (269)PENALTIES FOR FRAUDULENT ACTS AND FALSE

13 REPORTING UNDER MEDICARE AND MHDJCAIL

14 SEC. 273. (a) Section 1872 of the Social Security Act

15 is amended by striking out "208,".

16 (b) Title XVIII of the Social Security Act is amended

17 by adding at the end thereof (after sectio,n 1876 added to

18 such Act by section 239(a) of this Act) the following new

19 section:

20 "PENALTIES

21 "SEC. 1877 (a) The provisions of section 208 of this

22 Act shall apply with respect to this title to the same extent

23 as they are app&able with respect to title 14 except that in

24 the case of penalties applicable to this title, such penalties
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1 shall be a fine of not more than $10,000 or imprisonment for

2 not more than one year, or both.

3 "(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (a),

4 any provider of services, supplier, physician, or other person

5 who furnishes items or services to an individual for which

6 payment is or may be made under this title and who solicits,

7 offers, or receives any—

8 (1) kickback or bribe in connection with the fur-

9 nishing of such items or services or the making or receipt

10 of such payment, or

11 (2) rebate of any fee or charge for referring any

12 such individual to another person for the furnishing of

13 such items or services

14 shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof

15 shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned for not

16 more than one year, or both.

17 "(c) Whoever knowingly and willfully makes or causes

18 to be made, or induces or seeks to induce the making of, any

19 false statement or representation of a material fact with

20 respect to the conditions or operation of any institution or

21 facility in order that such institution or facility may qualify

22 as a hospital, extended care facility, or home health agency

23 (as those terms are defined in section 1861), shall be guilty

24 of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined
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1 not more than $2,000 or imprisoned for not more than 6

2 months, or both."

3 (c) Title XIX of such Act is amended by adding after

4 section 1908 the following new section:

5 "PENALITIES

6 "SEC. 1909. (a) Any person who fwrnishes items or

7 services to an individual for which payment is or may be made

8 in whole or in part out of ?ederal funds under a State plan

9 approved under this title and who solicits, offers or receives

10 any—

11 (1) kickback or bribe in connection with the furnish-

12 ing of such items or services or the making or receipt of

13 such payment, or

14 (2) rebate of any fee or charge for referring any

15 such individual to another person for the furnishing of

16 such items or services

17 shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof

18 shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned for not

19 more than one year, or both.

20 "(b) Whoever knowingly and willfully makes or causes

21 to be made, or induces or seeks to induce the making of, any

22 false statement or representation of a material fact with re-

23 spect to the conditions or operation of any institution or

24 facility in order that such inRtitution or facility may qualify
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1 as a hospital, skilled nursing home, intermediate care facility,

2 or home health agency (as those terms are employed in this

3 title) shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviotion

4 thereof shall be fined not more than $2,000 or imprisoned for

5 not more than 6 months, or both."

6 (d) The provisions of subsection (a) shall not be appli-

7 cable to amy acts, statements, or representations made or com-

8 mitted prior to the enactment of this Act.

9 (270)PuBLJC ACCESS TO RECORDS CONCERNING AN

10 INSTITUTION'S QUALIFICATION

11 SEC. 274. Section 1866 of the Social Security Act is

12 amended by (1) redesignating subsection (e) as subsection

13 (f) and (2) inserting after subsection (d) the following new

14 subsection:

15 "(e) If the Secretary finds that a hospital or extended

16 care facility which has entered into an agreement under this

17 8eCtWn has failed to comply with one or more of the appli-

18 cable provisions of section 1861 and regulations issued there-

19 under, but that such failure is not sufficient to justify a termi-

20 nation of such agreement, he shall notify such hospital or

21 extended care facility of such failure. If qfter a reasonable

22 length of time, not to exceed 90 days from the date of such

23 notification, such failure still exists, the Secretary shall make

24 public (as provided in regulation) in readily available form

25 and place information as to such failure by such hospital or

26 extended care facility."
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1 (271)LIEN IN FAVOR OF UNITED STATES WHERE

2 OVERPA YJIENT DETERMINED

3 SEC. 275. Title XVJII of the Social Security Act is

amended by adding at the end thereof (after section 1877

added to such Act by section 273 of this Act) the following

6 new section:

7 "LIEN IN FAVOR OF UNITED STATES WHERE OVER-

8 PAYMENT IS DETERMINED

9 "SEC. 1878. (a) Where the Secretary determines that

a provider of serviies or other person who has furnished

items or services to an individual is indebted to the United

12 States by reason of payments made to such provider or other

13 person under this title, and after demand by the Secretary,

14 the provider of services or other person neglects or refuses to

15 pay the amount of such indebtedness, such amount (including

16 any interest) shall be a lien in favor of the United States

17 upon all property and rights to property, whether real or per-

18 sonal, belonging to such provider or person.

19 "(b) Unless another date is specifically fixed by law, the

20 lien imposed by subsection (a) shall arise at the time the Sec-

21 retary makes the demand referred to in such subsection (a)

22 and shall continue until the liability for the amount deter-

23 mined to be due the United States (or a judgment against the

provider or person arising out of an action pursuant to sub-

25 section (d)) is satisfied or becomes unenforceable by reason

26 of lapse of time.
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1 "(c) The provisions of section 6323 (relating to the

2 validity and priority against certain persons) and section

3 6325 (relating to release of lien or discharge of property)

4 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 shall be applicable to

5 the lien imposed by subsection (a) of this section in the same

6 manner, to the same extent, and under the same conditions

7 as such sections 6323 and 6325 are applicable to the lien

8 imposed by section 6321 of such code, and for purposes of

9 this section, the following terms used in such sections 6323

10 and 6325 shall have the meanings assigned to them in this

11 subsection—

12 "(1) the term 'lien imposed by section 6321' shall

13 mean 'the lien imposed by subsection (a)';

14 "(2) the term 'Secretary or his delegate' shall mean

15 the 'Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare';

16 "(3) the term 'tax lien filing' shall mean the 'filing

17 of notice of the lien imposed by subsection (a)';

18 "(4) the terms 'lien imposed with respect to any in-

19 ternal revenue tax' or 'lien imposed by this chapter' shall

20 mean 'lien imposed under subsection (a)';

21 "(5) reference to the assessment of an amount or the

22 assessment of a tax shall be a reference to the amount

23 determined due by the Secretary with respect to which a

24 lien is imposed under subsection (a).

25 "(d) In the case of any provider of services or other
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I persons furnishing services under this title with respect to

2 whose property or rights to property a lien has been filed pur-

3 suant to this section and who is dissatisfied with such filing,

4 such provider or person shall be entitled to a hearing thereon

5 by the Secretary (after reasonable notice and opportunity

6 for a hearing) to the same extent as is provided in section

7 205(b), and to judicial review of the Secretary's final deci-

8 sion after such hearing as is provided in section 205(b), and

9 to judicial review of the Secretary's final decision after such

10 hearing as is provided in section 205(g). In any such hear-

11 ing, such provider or person shall have the right to challenge

12 the Secretary's determination of overpayment which gave rise

13 to the filing of such lien and the burden of proof shall be

14 upon the provider or person challenging the Secretary's

15 determination of overpayment."

16 (272)ExTENSI0N OF TITLE V TO AMERICAN SAMOA AND

17 THE TRUST TERRITORY OF THE PACiFIC ISLANI)S

18 SEC. 276. (a) Section 1101 (a) (1) of the Social Secu-

19 rity Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the follow-

20 ing sentence: "Such term when used in title V also includes

21 American Samoa and the Trust Territory of the Pacific
22 Islands."

23 (b) Section 1108(d) is amended by inserting, after "allot
24 such smaller amount to Guam", the following: ", American
25 Samoa, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands".
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1 (c) The amendments made by this section shall apply

2 with respect to fiscal years beginning after June 30, 1971.

3 (273)RELATJ0NSHIP BETWEEN MEDICAID AND

4 COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH CARE PROGRAMS

5 SEC. 277. Section 1902(a) (23) of the Social Security

6 Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the following:

7 "a State plan shall not be deemed to be out of compliance

8 with the requirements of this paragraph or paragraph (1)

9 or (10) solely by reason of the fact that the State (or any

10 political subdivision thereof) has entered into a contract with

11 an organization which has agreed to provide care and services

12 in excess of those offered under the State plan to individuals

13 eligible for medical assistance who reside in the geographio

14 area served by such organization and who elect to obtain such

15 care and services from such organization;"

16 (274)REFuND OF EXCESS PREMIUMS UNDER MEDICARE

17 SEC. 278. Section 1870 of the Social Security Act is

18 amended by adding at the end thereof the following new

19 subsection:

20 "(g) If an individual, who is enrolled under section 103

21 (d) of the Social Security Amendments of 1965 or under

22 section 1837, dies, and premiums with respect to such en-

23 roilment have been received with respect to such individual

24 for any month after the month of his death, such premiums

25 shall be refunded to the person or persons determined by the
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1 Secretary under regulations to have paid such premiums

2 or if payment for such premiums was made by the deceased

3 individual before his death, to the legal representative of the

4 estate of such deceased individual, if any. If there is no

5 person who meets the requirements of the preceding sentence

6 such premiurn shall be refunded to the person or persons

7 in the priorities specified in paragraphs (2) through (7) of

8 subsection (e) ."

9 (275cLARIFIcATIoN OF MEANING OF "PHYSICIANS'

10 SERViCES" UNDER TITLE XIX

11 SEC. 279. Section 1905(a) (5) of the Social Security

12 Act is amended by inserting "furnished by a physician (as

13 defined in section 1861 (r) (1))" after "physicians' services".

14 (276cHIRoPRAcToRs' SERVICES UNDER MEDICAID

15 SEC. 280. (a) Section 1905 of the Social Security Act

16 (as amended by sections 268(b), 269 (b), and 279 of this

17 Act) is further amended by adding after subsection (d) the

18 follOwing new subsection.:

19 "(e) If the State plan includes provision of chiroprac-

20 tors' services, such services include only—

21 "(1) services provided by a chiropractor (A) who

22 is licensed as such by the State and (B) who meets uni-

23 form minimum standards promulgated by the Secretary

24 under section 1861 (r) (5); and
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1 "(2) services which consist of treatment by means

2 of manual manipulation of the spine which the chiro-

3 practor is legally authorized to perform by the State.

4 (b) The amendment made by this section shall be eff cc-

5 tive with respect to services furnished after June 30, 1971.

6 (277)PR0vIDER REIMBURSEMENT APPEALS BOARD

7 Sc. 281. (a) Title XVIII of the Social Security Act

8 is amended by inserting after section 1878 (as added by see-

tion 275 of this Act) the following new section:

10 "PROVIDER REIMBURSEMENT APPEALS BOARD

11 "Sc. 1879. (a) Any provider of services which has

12 filed a required cost report within the time specified in regula-

13 tions may obtain a hearing with respect to such cost report by

14 the Provider Reimbursement Appeals Board (hereinafter

15 referred to as 'the Board') if—

16 "(1) such provider—

17 "(A) is dissatisfied with a final determination.

18 of the organization serving as its fiscal intermediary

19 pursuant to section 1816 as to the reasonable cost of

20 the items and services furnished to individuals for

21 which payment may be made under this title for the

22 period covered by such report, or

23 "(B) has not received such final determination

24 from such intermediary within ninety days from the
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1 date of filing such report, where such report corn-

2 plied with the rules and regulations of the Secretary

3 relating to such report, or

4 "(C) has not received such final determination

5 within ninety days of filing a supplementary cost re-

6 port, where such cost report did not so comply and

7 such supplementary cost report did so comply, and

8 "(2) the amount in controversy is $10,000 or more,

9 and

10 "(3) such provider files a request for a hearing

11 within 180 days after—

12 "(A) notice of the intermediary's final determi-

13 nation under paragraph (1)(A), or

14 "(B) the filing of the cost report under para-
15 graph (1)(B), or
16 "(C) the filing of the supplementary cost report

17 under paragraph (1) (C).
18 "(b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall apply to any
19 group of providers of services if each provider of services in

20 such group would, upon the filing of an appeal (but without
21 regard to the $10,000 limitation), be entitled to such a hear-
22 ing, but only if the matters in controversy involve a common

23 question of fact or interpretation of law or regulations and
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1 the amount in controversy is, in the aggregate, $10,000 or

2 more.

3 "(c) At such hearing, the provider of services shall have

4 the right to be represented by counsel, to introduce evidence,

5 and to examine and cross-examine witnesses. Evidence may be

6 received at any such hearing even though inadmissable under

7 rules of evidence applicable to court procedure.

8 "(d) A decision by the Board shall be based upon the

9 record made at such hearing, which shall include the evidence

10 considered by the intermediary and such other evidence as

11 may be obtained or received by the Board, and shall be sup-

12 ported by substantial evidence when the record is viewed as a

13 whole. The Board shall have the power to affirm, modify, or

14 revise a final determination of the fiscal intermediary with

15 respect to a cost report and to make any other revisions on

16 matters covered by such cost report (including revisions

17 adverse to the provider of service) even though such matters

18 were not considered by the intermediary in making such final

19 determination. Where the Board grants a hearing pursuant

20 to subparagraphs (B) and (C) of paragraph (1) of sub-

21 section (a) it shall have the power to make a final determina-

22 (ion with respect to the cost report to the same eztent as the

23 fiscal intermediary.

"(e) The Board shall have full power and authority to

25 make rules and establish procedures, not inconsistent with the
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1 provisions of this title, which are necessary or appropriate to

2 carry out the provisions of this section. In the course of any

3 hearing the Board may administer oaths and affirmations.

4 The provisions of subsections (d), (e) and (f) of section 205

5 to subpenas shall apply to the Board to the same extent as

6 they apply to the Secretary with respect to title II.

7 "(f) A decision of the Board shall be final and shall be

8 affirmed by the Secretary within 60 days after the date such

9 decision is made unless the Secretary, on his own motion, and

10 within a 90-day period after the provider of services in notified

11 of the Board's decision, reverses or modifies adversely to such

12 provider the Board's decision. In any case where such

13 reversal or modification or nonaffirmation occurs •the pro-

14 vider of services may obtain a review of such decision by a

15 oivil action commenced within sixty days of the date he is

16 notified of the Secretary's reversal or modification. Such

17 action shall be brought in the district court of the United

18 States for the judicial district in which the provider is located

19 or in the District Court for the District of Columbia and shall

20 be tried pursuant to the applicable provisions under chapter

21 7 of title 5, United States Code, notwithstanding any other

22 provisions in section 205.

23 "(g) The findings of a fiscal intermediary that no pay-

24 ment may be made under this title for any expenses incurred

25 for items or services furnished 'to an individual because such

H.R. 175&—21
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1 items or services are listed in section 1862 shall not be re-

2 viewed by the Board or by any court.

3 "(h) The Board shall be composed of five members ap

4 pointed by the Secretary without regard to the provisions of

5 title 5, United States Code, governing appointments in the

6 competitive service. Two of such members shall be selected

7 from representatives of organizations representing providers

8 of services. Such members shall be persons knowledgeable in

9 the field of cost reimbursement, at least one of whom shall be

10 a certified public accountant, and shall be entitled to receive

11 compensation at rates fkzed by the Secretary, but not exceed-

12 ing the rate speci fled (at the time service is rendered by such

13 members) for grade GS—18 in title 5, section 5332. The term

14 of office shall be three years, except that the Secretary shall

15 appoint initial members of the Board for shorter terms to the

16 extent necessary to permit staggered terms of office."

17 (b) The amendments made by this section shall apply

18 with respect to cost reports of providers of services, as defined

19 in title XV1J1 of the Social Security Act, for accounting

20 periode ending after June 30, 1971.

21 (278)LImTATI0N ON ADJUSTMENT OR RECOVERY OF IN-

22 CORRECT PAYMENTS UNDER THE MEDICARE PROGRAM

23 SEC. 282. (a) (1) Section 1870(b) (1) of the Social

24 Security Act is amended by—

25 (A) inserting "(A)" after "the Secretary deter-

26 mines"; and
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1 (B) inserting at the end of paragraph (1) the

2 following:

3 "(B) that such provider of services or other person

4 was withovt fault with respect to the payment of such

5 excess over the correct amount, or".

6 (2) Section 1870(b) of such Act is amended by adding

7 at the end the following new sentence: "For purposes of

8 clause (B) of paragraph (1), such provider of services or

9 such other person shall, in the absence of evidence to the

10 contrary, be deemed to be without fault if the Secretary's

11 determination that more than such correct amount was paid

12 was made subsequent to the third year following the year

13 in which notice was sent to such individval that such amount

14 had been paid."

15 (b) Section 1870 (c) of such Act is amended by—

16 (1) inserting "or title XVIII" after "title II", and

17 (2) adding at the end the following new sentence:

18 "Adjustment or recovery of an incorrect payment (or

19 only such part of an incorrect payment as the Secretary

20 determines to be inconsistent with the purposes of this

21 title) against an individual who is without fault shall be

22 deemed to be against equity and good conscience if (A)

23 the incorrect payment was made for expenses incurred for
94 . .

items or services for which payment may not be made
25 under this title by reason of the provisions of paragraph
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1 (1) or (9) of section 1862 and (B) if the Secretary's

2 determination that such payment was incorrect was

3 made subsequent to the third yelir following the year in

4 which notice of such payment was sent to such individual."

5 (c) Section 1866 (a) (1) of such Act is amended by—

6 (1) redesignating subparagraph (B) as subpara-

7 graph (C1), and

8 (2) inserting after subparagraph (A) the follow-

9 ing new subparagraph:

10 "(B) not to charge any individual or any other

11 person for items or services for whiih such individual

12 is not entitled to have payment made under this title be-

13 cause payment for expenses incurred for such items or

14 services may not be made by reason of the provisions of

15 paragraphs (1) or (9), but only if (i) such individual

16 was without fault in incurring such expenses and (ii)

17 the Secretary's determination that such payment may not

18 be made for such items and services was made after the

19 third year following the year in which notice of such

20 payment was sent to such individual, and".

21 (d) Section 1842(b) (3) (ii) of such Act is amenkd

22 by—

23 (1) inserting "(I)" after "of which"; and

24 (2) inserting after "service" the following: "and

25 (II) the physician or other person furnishing such serv-
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1 ice agrees not to charge for such service if payment may

2 not be made there for by reason of the provisions of para-

3 graph (1) of section 1862, and if the individual to

4 whom such service were furnished was without fault in

5 incurring the expenses of such service, and if the Secre-

6 tary's determinatiin that payment (pursuant to such

7 assignment) was incorrect was made subsequent to the

8 third year following the year in which notice of such

9 payment was sent to such individual".

10 (e) Section 1814(a) (1) of such Act is amended to read

11 as follows:

12 "(1) written request, signed by such individual, ex-

13 cept in cases in which the Secretary finds it impracticable

14 for the individual to do so, is filed for such payment in

15 such form, in such manner and by such person or persons

16 as the Secretary may by regulation prescribe, no later

17 than the close of the period of 3 calendar years following

18 the year in which such services are furnished (deeming

19 any services furnished in the last 3 calendar months of

20 any calendar year to have been furnished in the succeed-

21 in9 calendar year) except that where the Secretary deems

22 that efficient athninistration so requires, such period may

23 be reduced to not less than 1 calendar year;"

24 (f) Section 1 835(a) (1) of such Act is amended to read

25 as follows:
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1 "(1) written request, signed by such individual, ex-

2 cept in cases in which the Secretary finds it impracticable

3 for the individual to do so, is filed for such payment in

4 such form, in such manner and by such person or persons

5 as the Secretary may by regulation prescribe, no later

6 than the close of the period of 3 calendar years following

7 the year in which such services are furnished (deeming

8 any serviies furnished in the last 3 calendar months of

9 any calendar year to have been furnished in the succeed-

10 ing calendar year) except that where the Secretary deems

11 that efficient administration so requires, such period may

12 be reduced to not less than 1 calendar year; and"

13 (g) The provisions of subsections (a), (b), (c), and (d)

14 of this section shall apply in the case of notices of payment sent

15 to individuaLs after 1968. The provisions of subsections (e)

16 and (f) shall apply in the case of requests for payment filed

17 after December 31, 1971.

18 (279)PR0vIDE FOR 75 PERCENT MATCHING UNDER

19 .1IEDICAID OF EXPENDITURES FOR PROFESSIONAL RE-

20 VIEW 01" SKILLED NURSING HOMES AND INTERMEDI-

21 ATE CARE FACiLITIES

22 SEC. 283. Section 1903 (a) (2) of the Social Security Act

23 is amended—

24 (1) by inserting "(A)" immediately after "attribut-

25 able to", and
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1 (2) by inserting immediately before "; plus" the

2 following: "and (B) payment for professional review

3 activities, performed by skilled professional medical per-

4 sonnel and staff directly supporting such personnel pursu-

5 ant to section 1902(a) (26) and (33), regardless of

6 whether such activities are performed by State agency

7 personnel or by others under an arrangement with such

8 agency".

(28QTiTLE ill—PROVISIONS RELATING TO

WELFARE

11 -'mcf ' OLD-GUARANTEED MINIMUM iNCOME FOR RECIPIEAVii,

12 AGE ASSISTANCE, AID TO THE BLIND, MD TO THE

13 DISABLED, OR AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, OR DISABLED

14 SEC. 301. (a) Section 2(a) (10) (A) of the Social Secu-

15 rity Act is amended by inserting after the semicolon at the end

16 thereof "and except that, in the case of any State (other than

17 the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, or the Virgin

18 Islands), the sum of the financial assistance provided to each

19 individual who is eligible under the plan (other than one who

20 is a patient in a medical institution or is receiving institutional

21 services in an intermediate care facility to which section 1121

22 applies), plus his income which is not disregarded pursuant

23 to clause (i) or (ii) and the reasonable value of shelter and

other needed items which are regularly provided to such mdi-

25 vidual (to the extent they are provided without cost), shall not



328

1 be less than $130 per month (or in the case of two or more

2 such eligible individuals who are, as determined in accordance

3 with regulations of the Secretary, members of the same house-

4 hold, $130 per month plus $70 per month for each of such

5 individuals in addition to one); ".

6 (b) Section 1002 (a) (8) of such Act is amended by in-

7 serting before the semicolon at the end thereof ", and except

8 that. in the case of any State (other than the Commonwealth

9 of Puerto Rico, Guam, or the Virgin Il c.nd) , tk sum of the

10 financial assistance provided to each individual ±

11 1 1 7LL (7ppI .Ufl plan (other than one who is a patient in a medical

12 institution or is receiving institutional services in an inter-

13 mediate care facility to which section 1121 applies), plus his

14 income which is not disregarded pursuant to clause (A), (B),

15 or (C) and the reasonable value of shelter and other needed

16 items which are regularly provided to such individual (to the

17 extent they are provided without cost), shall not be less than

18 $130 per month (or in the case of two or more such eligible

19 individuals who are, as determined in accordance with regu-

20 lations of the Secretary, members of the same household, $130

21 per month plus $70 per month for each of such individuals in

22 addition to one); ".

23 (c) Sectkn 1402(a) (8) of such Act is amended by in-

24 serting before the semicolon at the end thereof ", and except

25 that, in the case of any State (other t1an the Commonwealth
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1 of Puerto Rico, Guam, or the Virgin Islands), the sum of

2 the financial assistance provided to each individual who is

3 eligible under the plan (other than one who is a patient in a

4 medical institution or is receiving institutional services in an

5 intermediate care facility to which section 1121 applies),

6 plus his income which is not disregarded pursuant to clause

7 (A), (B), or (C) and the reasonable value of shelter and

8 other needed items which are regularly provided to such mdi-

9 vidual (to the extent they are provided without cost), shall

10 not be less than $130 per month (or in the case of two or

11 more such eligible individuals who are, as determined in ac-

12 cordance with regulations of the Secretary, members of the

13 same household, $130 per month plus $70 per month for each

14 of such individuals in addition to one) ;".

15 (d) Section 1602 (a) (14) of such Act is amended by

16 inserting after and below clause (D) the following:

17 "and except that, in the case of any State (other than the

18 Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, or the Virgin Is-

19 lands), the sum of the financial assistance provided to

20 each individual who is eligible under the plan (other than

21 one who is a patient in a medical institution or is receiv-

22 ing institutional services in an intermediate care facility

23 to which section 1121 applies), plus his income which is

24 not disregarded pursuant to clause (A), (B), (C), or

25 (D) and the reasonable value of shelter and other needed

26 items which are regularly provided to such individual (to
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1 the extent they are provided without cost), shall not be

2 less than $130 per month (or in the case of two or more

3 such eligible individuals who are, as determined in ac-

4 cordance with regulations of the Secretary, members of

5 the same household, $130 per month plus $70 per month

6 for each of such individuals in addition to one);".

7 (e) The amendment$ made by the preceding subsections

8 of this section shall apply with respect to expenditures under a

9 State plan approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI, of

10 the Social Security Act made for aid or assistance under such

11 plan for periods after March 1971.

12 (f) Any individual with respect to whom old-age assist-

13 ance, aid 'to the blind, aid to the disabled, or aid o the aged,

14 blind, or disabled is paid under such a State plan shall not

15 be eligible to participate in the food stamp program conducted

16 under the Food Stamp Act of 1964 or the program conducted

17 under section 416 of the Act of October 31, 1969, or any

18 similar programs for distribution of surplus agricultural

19 commodities effective April 1, 1971.

20 INCREASE IN STANDARD OF NEED FOR AGED, BLIND,

21 AND DISABLED RECIPIENTS

22 SEC. 302. Title XI of the Social Security Act is

23 amended by adding after section 1125 (as added by section

24 266 of this Act) and before section 1151 (as added by sec-

25 tion 245 of this Act) the following new section:



331

1 "INCREASING STANDARD OF NEED UNDER ASSiSTANCE

2 PROGRAMS

3 "SEC. 1126. in addition to the reqwirements imposed

4 by law as a condition of approval of a State plan of any

5 State (other than the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam,

6 or the Virgin Islands) to provide aid or assistance to mdi-

7 viduals under title I, X, XIV, or XVI of the Social Security

8 Act, there is hereby imposed the requirement (and the plan

9 shall be deemed to require) that, in the case of an individual

10 found eligible (as a result of the requirement imposed by

11 this section or otherwise), for aid or assistance for any month

12 after March 1971—

13 "(1) the total of the amounts used to determine the

14 needs of such individual shall be at least $10 higher than

15 the total thereof which would have been used to deter-

16 mine needs of such individual under the State plan as in

17 effect for March 1971, or

.18 "(2) in the case of two or more such individuals

19 who are, as determined in accordance with regulations

20 of the Secretary, members of the same household, the

21 sum of such totals used for such month after March

22 1971 shall exceed such total for March 1971 by the sum

23 of $10 plus $5 for each such individual in excess of one

24 except that, in the case of any such State plan which
25 provides for meeting a fixed percentage of unmet needs as so
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1 determined, the Secretary shall prescribe the method or

2 methods for achieving as much as possible the results pro-

3 vided for under the preceding provisions of this section."

4 UNIFORJI DEFINITIONS OF I)ISABILITY UNDER TITLES

5 XIV AND XVI

6 SEc. 303 (a) (1) Title XIV of the Social Security Act

7 is amended by striking out the term "permanently and

8 totally disabled" wherever it appears in such title and insert-

9 ing in lieu thereof "disabled".

10 (2) Section 1405 of such Act is amended by—

11 (A) striking out, in the caption, "Definition", and

12 inserting "Definitions";

13 (B) striking out "Sec. 1405." and inserting "Sec.

14 1405. (a)"; and

15 (C) inserting after such subsection (a) the follow-

16 in9 new subsection:

17 "(b) For purposes of this title an individual is 'dis-

18 abied' only if he is under a disability. The term 'disability'

19 means inability to engage in any substantial gainful activity

20 by reason of any medically determinable physical or mental

21 impairment which can be expected to result in death or which

22 has lasted or can be expected to last for a continuous period

23 of not less than 12 months. An individual shall be determined

24 to be under a disability only if his physical or mental impair-

25 nent or impairments are of such severity that he is not only
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1 unable to do his previous work but cannot, considering his

2 age, education, and work experience, engage in any other

3 kind of substantial gainful work which exi.sts in the national

4 economy, regardless of whether such work exists in the imme-

5 diate area in which he lives, or whether a sjiecific job vacancy

6 exists for him, or whether he would be hired if he applied

7 for work. For purposes of the preceding sentence (with re-

8 spect to any individual), 'work which exists in the national

9 economy' means work which exists in significant numbers

10 either in the region where such individual lives or in several

11 regions of the country."

12 (b) (1) Title XVI of such Act is amended by striking

13 out the term "permanently and totally disabled" wherever

14 it appears in such title and inserting in lieu thereof "dis-

15 abled".

16 (2) Section 1605 of such Act is amended by adding at

17 the end thereof the following new subsection:

18 "(c) For purposes of this title an individual is 'dis-

19 abled' only if he is under a disability. The term 'disability'

20 means inability to engage in any substantial gainful activity

21 by reason of any medically determinable physical or mental

22 impairment which can be expected to result in death or which

23 has lasted or can be expected to last for a continuous period

24 of not less than 12 months. An individual shall be determined

25 to be under a disability only if his physical or mental impair-
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1 merit or impairments are of such severity that he is not only

2 urAable to do his previous work but cannot, considering his

3 age, education, and work experience, engage in any other

4 kind of substantial gainful work which exists in the national

5 economy, regardless of whether such work exists in the imme-

6 diate area in which he lives, or whether a specific job vacancy

7 exists for him, or whether he would be hired if he applied

8 for work. For purposes of the preceding sentence (with re-

9 spect to any individual), 'work which exists in the national

10 economy' means work which exists in significant numbers

11 either in the region where such individual lives or in several

12 regions of the country."

13 (c) (1) No State plan for aid to the disabled shall be

14 regarded as having failed to comply with the requirements of

15 title XIV of the Social Security Act by reason of the fact that

16 such plan provides aid to individuals who do not meet the

17 definition of "disabled" (as contained in section 1405(b) of

18 such Act) if such individuals are individuals who—

19 (A) were receiving aid under such plan for the

20 month before the month in which the term "disabled" (as

21 contained in such section 1405(b)) is first put into effect

22 in the administration of such plan; and

23 (B) would be regarded as disabled, for purposes of

24 the administration of such plan, if the term "disabled"
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1 (as contained in such section 1405(b)) had not been put

2 into effect in the administration of such plan.

3 (2) No State plan for aid to the aged, blind, or disabled

4 shall be regarded as having failed to comply with the require-

5 ments of title XVI of the Social Security Act by reason of

6 the fact that such plan provides aid to individuals who do not

7 meet the definition of "disabled" (as contained in section 1605

8 (c) of such Act) if such individuals are individuals who—

9 (A) were receiving aid under such plan for the

10 month before the month in whidi the term "disabled" (as

11 contained in such section 1605(c)) is first put into effect

12 in the administration of such plan; and

13 (B) would be regarded as disabled, for purposes of

14 the administration of such plan, if the term "disabled" (as

15 contained in such section 1605(c)) had not been put

16 into effect in the administration of such plan.

17 (d) (1) Sections 1121 (a), 1901, 1902(a) (17) (D),

18 and 1902 (a) (18) of the Social Security Act are amended

19 by striking out "permanently and totally disabled" wherever

20 it appears and inserting in lieu thereof "disabled".

21 (2) Section 1905(a) (v) of such Act is amended by

22 striking out "permanently and totally disabled" and inserting

23 in lieu thereof "disabled (as defined in section 1405(b))".

24 (e) The amendments made by this section shall take

25 effect April 1, 1971.



336

1 UNIFORM DEFINITIONS OF BLINDNESS UNDER TITLES

2 XAND XVI

3 SEC. 304. (a) Section 1006 of the Social Security Act

4 is amended (1) by inserting "(a)" immediately after "SEC.

5 1006.", and (2) by adding at the end thereof the folio w-

6 ing new subsection:

7 "(b) (1) For purposes of this title, an individual shall

8 be considered to be blind only if he suffers from blindness

9 (as defined in paragraph (2)).

10 "(2) The term 'blindness' means central visual acuity

11 of 20/200 or less in the better eye, with the use of correcting

12 lens. An eye which is accompanied by a limitation in the

13 fields of vision such that the widest diameter of the visual

14 field subtends an angle no greater than 20 degrees shall be

15 considered for purposes of this paragraph as having a central

16 visual acuity of 20/200 or less."

17 (b) Section 1605 of such Act (as amended by section

18 503(b) of this Act) is further amended by adding at the

19 end thereof the following new subsection:

20 "(d) (1) For purposes of this title, an individual shall

21 be considered to be blind only if he suffers from blindness

22 (as defined in paragraph (2)).

23 "(2) The term 'blindness' means central visual acuity of

20 /200 or less in the better eye, with the use of correcting

25 lens. An eye which is accompanied by a limitation in the
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1 fields of vision such that the widest diameter of the visual

2 field subtends an angle no greater than 20 degrees shall be

3 considered for purposes of this paragraph as having a central

4 visual acuity of 20/200 or less."

5 (c) (1) No State plan for aid to the blind shall be re-

6 garded as having failed to comply with the requirements of

7 title X of the Social Security Act by reason of the fact that

8 such plan provides aid to individuals who do not meet the

9 definition of blindness (as contained in section 1006(b) of

10 such Act) if such individuals are individuals who—

11 (A) were receiving aid under such plan for the

12 month before the month in which the term blindness (as

13 contained in such section 1006(b)) is first put into effect

14 in the administration of such plan; and

15 (B) would be regarded as blind, for purposes of the

16 administration of such plan, if the term blindness (as

17 contained in such section 1006(b)) had not been put

18 into effect in the administration of such plan.

19 (2) No State plan for aid to the aged, blind, or disabled

20 shall be regarded as having failed to comply with the require-

21 m.ents of title XVI of the Social Security Act by reason of

22 the fact that such plan provides aid to individuals who do

23 not meet the definition of blindness (as contained in section

24 1605(d) of such Act) if such individuals are individuals

25 who—

H.R.17550 22
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1 (A) were receiving aid under such plan for the

2 month before the month in which the term blindness (as

3 contained in such section 1605(d)) is first put into effect

4 in the administration of such plan; and

5 (B) would be regarded as blind, for purposes of the

6 administration of such plan, if the term blindness (as

7 contained in such section 1605(d)) had not been put into

8 effect in the administration of such plan.

9 (d) The amendments made by this section shall take effect

10 April 1, 1971.

11 PROHIBITION AGAINST IMPOSING LIENS ON

12 PROPERTY OF THE BLIND

13 SEC. 305. (a) Section 1002 (a) of the Social Security

14 Act is amended by striking out "and" at the end of clause

15 (12), and by inserting before the period at the end thereof

16 the following: "; and (14) provide that no individual claim-

17 ing aid to the blind shall be required as a condition of such

18 aid to subject any property to a lien or to transfer to the

19 State or to any of its political subdivisions title to or any

20 interest in any property, and that no person shall be required

21 to reimburse the State or any of its political subdivisions for

22 any aid lawfully received by a blind individual under the

23 State plan."

24 (b) Section 1602(a) of the Social Security Act is
25 amended by striking out "and" at the end of paragraph
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1 (16), by striking out the period at the end of paragraph

2 (17) and inserting in lieu thereof ", and", and by adding

3 immediately after paragraph (17) the following new

4 paragraph:

5 "(18) provide that no blind individual claiming aid

6 under the plan shall be required as a condition thereof

7 to subject any property to a lien or to tra.nsfer to the State

8 or to any of its political subdivisions title to or any interest

9 in any property, and that no person shall be required to

10 reimburse the State or any of its political subdivisions for

11 any aid or assistance law full'ej received by a blind in di-

12 vidual under the State plan."

13 (c) The amendments made by this section shall be effec-

14 tive April 1, 1971.

15 FLSCAL RELIEF FOR STATES

16 SEC. 306. Title Xl of the Social security Act is

17 amended by adding after section 1126 (as added by section

18 502 of this Act) the following new section.•

19 "FISCAL RELIEF FOR STATES

20 "SEc. 1127. (a) The Secretary shall pay to any State

21 (other than the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, or

22 the Virgin Islands) which has a State plan approved under

23 title I, X, XIV, or XVI of the Social Security Act, for each

24 quarter beginning after March 1971, in addition to the
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1 amounts otherwise payable to such State under such title, an

2 amount equal to the excess if any of—

3 "(1) the non-Federal share of (A) the expendi-

4 tures, under the State plan approved under such title, as

5 cash assistance which would be made under such plan

6 as in effect for December 1970, and (B) so much of the

7 rest of such expenditures made under such plan a.s are

8 required (as determined by the Secretary) by reason of

9 the amendments made by the Social Security A mend-

10 ments of 1970, over

11 "(2) 90 per centum of the non-Federal share of the

12 total average quarterly expenditures, under such plan, as

13 cash assistance during the 4-quarter period ending

14 December 31, 1970.

15 "(b) For purposes of subsection (a), the non-Federal

16 share of expenditures for any quarter under a State plan

17 approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI of the Social

18 Security Act as cash assistance, referred to in subsection

19 (a) (1), means the difference between (A) the total expendi-

20 tures for such quarter under such plan as, respectively, old-

21 age assistance, aid to the blind, aid to the disabled, and aid

22 to the aged, blind, or disabled, and (B) the amounts deter-

23 mined for such quarter for such State with respect to such

24 expenditures under, respectively, sections 3, 1003, 1403, and

25 1603 of such Act and (in the case of the plan approved
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1 'under title I or X) under section 9 of the Act of April 19,

2 1950.

3 "(c) The Secretary shall pay to each State which has a

4 plan approved under title I, X, XIV, XVI, or XIX, or part

5 A of title IV, of the Social Security Act, for each quarter

6 beginning after March 1971, an amount equal to the excess

7 of—

8 "(1) the total expenditures, under the State plan ap-

9 proved under such title or part, as aid or assistance 'with

10 respect to Indians, Aleuts, Eskimos, o'r other aboriginal

11 persons, over

12 "(2) the amounts otherwise payable to such State

13 under such title or part and under section 9 of the Act

14 of April 19, 1950 as the Federal share of such aid or as-

15 sistance to such persons."

16 AMENDMENTS TO IMPROVE THE WORK INCENTIVE PRO-

17 GRAM ESTABLISHED UNDER PART C OF TiTLE IV OF

18 THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT

19 SEc. 320. (a) (1) Section 402(a) (15) of the Social

20 Security Act is amended to read as follows:

21 "(15) provide (A) for the development of a pro-

22 gram, for each appropriate relative and dependent child

23 receiving aid under the plan and for each appropriate

24 individual (living in the same home as a relative and

25 child receiving such aid) whose needs are taken into
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1 account in making the determination under clause (7),

2 for preventing or reducing the incidence of births out of

3 wedlock and otherwise strengthening family life, and for

4 implementing such program by assuring that in all ap-

5 propriate cases family planning services are offered to

6 them, but acceptance of family planning services pro-

7 vided under the plan shall be voluntary on the part of

8 such members and individuals and shall not be a pre-

9 requisite to eligibility for or the receipt of any other

10 service under the plan; and (B) to the extent that serv-

11 ices pracided under this clause or clause (14) are fur-

12 nished by the staff of the State agency or the local agency

13 administering the State plan in each of the political sub-

14 divisions of the State, for the establishment of a single

15 organizational unit in such State or local agency, as the

16 case may be, responsible for the furnishing of such

17 services;".

18 (2) Section 402(a) (19) (A) of such Act is amended

19 to read as follows:

20 "(A) effective July 1, 1971, provide that every

21 individual, as a condition of eligibility for aid under

22 this part, shall register for manpower services, training,

23 and employment as provided by regulations of the Sec-

24 rotary of Labor, unless such individual is—
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1 "(i) a child who is under age 16 or attending

2 school full time;

3 "(ii) a person who is ill, incapacitated, or of

4 advanced age;

5 "(iii) a person so remote from a work incentive

6 project that his effective participation is precluded;

7 "(iv) a person whose presence in the home is

8 required because of illness or incapacity of another

9 member of the household; or

10 "(v) a mother or other relative of a child un-

11 der the age of six who is caring for the child;

12 and that any individwal referred to in clause (v) shall be

13 advised of her option to register, if she so de8ires, pursuant

14 to this paragraph, and shall be informed of 'the child

15 care services (if any) which will be available to her in

16 the event she should decide so to register;".

17 (3) Section 402(a) (19) (C) of such Act is amended

18 effective July 1, 1971, by striking out "20 per centum" and

19 inserting in lieu thereof "10 per centum".

20 (4) Section 402(a) (19) (D) of such Act is amended

21 effective July 1, 1971, to read as follows:

22 " (D) that training incentives and other allow-

23 ances authorized under section 434 shah be dis-
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1 regarded in determining the needs of an individual

2 under section 402(a) (7);".

3 (5) Section 402(a) (19) of such Act is further amended

4 by striking out subparagraph (E).

5 (6) The parenthetical clause in section 402(a) (19) (F)

6 of such Act is amended by striking out "pursuant to subpara-

7 graph (A) (i) and (ii) and section 407(b) (2)" and in-

8 serting in lieu thereof "pursuant to subparagraph (G)".

9 (7) Section 402(a) (19) of such Act is amended by

10 adding at the end thereof the following new subparagraph:

11 "(G) that the State agency, effective July

12 1, 1971, will have in effect a special program

13 which (i) will be administered by a separate

14 administrative unit and the employees of which

15 will, to the maximum extent feasible, perform

16 services only in connection with the administration

17 of such program, (ii) will provide (through ar-

18 rangements with others or otherwise) for individuals

19 who have been registered pursuant to subparagraph

20 (A), in accordance with the order of priority listed

21 in section 433(a), such health, vocational rehabilita-

22 tion, counseling, child care (through utilization of

23 the services of the Federal Child Care Corporation,.

or otherwise), and other social and supportive serv-

25 ices as are necessary to enable such individuals to
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1 accept employment or receive manpower training

2 provided under part C, and will, when such mdi-

3 viduals are prepared to accept employment or re-

4 ceive manpower training, refer such individuals to

5 the Secretary of Labor for employment or training

6 under part C, and (iii) will participate in the devel-

7 opment of operational and employability plans Un-

8 der section 433(b); if more than one kind of child

9 care is available, the mother may choose the type,

10 but she may not refuse to accept child services if

11 they are available;".

12 (8) Section 403 of such Act is amended by adding at the

13 end thereof the following new subsection:

14 "(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act,

15 the Federal share of assistance payments under this part
16 shall be reduced with respect to any State for any fiscal year

17 by one percentage point for each percentage point by which

18 the number of individuals referred, under the program of

19 such State established pursuant to section 402(a) (19) (G),

20 to the local employment office of the State as being ready for

21 employment is less than 15 per centum of the average number

22 of individuals in such State who, during such year, are re-
23 quired to be registered pursuant to section 402(a) (19) (A)."

24 (9) Section 403 of such Act is amended by adding after

25 subsection (e) the following new subsection:
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1 "(f) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A) of subsection

2 (a) (3) the rate specified in such subparagraph shall be—

3 "(1) 100 per centuni (rather than 75 per centum)

4 with respect to family planning services provided pur-

5 suant to clause (15) of section 402(a),

6 "(2) 90 per centum (rather than 75 per centum)

7 with respect to child care services provided pursuant to

8 clause (14) of section 402(a) or section 402(a) (19)

9 (0) but only, in the case of any quarter, if the total

10 amount of non-Federal expenditures during such quarter

11 under the State plan for child care services is not less

12 than the amount of the average quarterly amount of non-

13 Federal expenditures under such plan for child care

14 services for the 4-quarter period ending December 31,

15 1970; except that the Secretary is authorized, for a

16 temporary period of not to exceed 6 months, to increase

17 such rate to 100 per centuin in a political subdivision

18 of a State or portion thereof if and only if he determines

19 that such services would not be made available thiring

20 such period in the absence of such increased rate of

21 payment, and

22 "(3) 90 per centum (rather than 75 per centum)

23 with respect to social and supportive services (other than

24 family planning services and child care services) pro-

25 vided pursuant to section 402(a) (19) (G)."
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1. (b) (1) The first sentence of section 430 of the Social

2 Security Act is amended by striking out "special work

3 projects" and inserting in lieu thereof "public service

4 employment".

5 (2) Section 431 of such Act is amended (1) by inserting

6 "(a)" immediately after "SEC. 431.", and (2) by adding at

7 the end thereof the following new subsections:

8 "(b) Of the amounts expended from funds appropriated

9 pursuant to subsection (a) for any fiscal year (commencing

10 with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972), not less than 40

11 per centum thereof shall be expended for carrying out the

12 program of on-the-job training referred to in section 432

13 (b) (1) (B) and for carrying out the program of public

14 service employment referred to in section 432(b) (3).

15 "(c)(1) For the purpose of carrying out the provisions

16 of this part in any State for any fiscal year (commencing

17 with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972), there shall be

18 available (from the sums appropriated pursuant to subsec-

19 tion (a) for such fiscal year) for expenditure in such State

20 an amount equal to the allotment of such State for such year

21 (as determined pursuant to paragraph (2) of this subsection).

22 "(2) Sums appropriated pursuant to subsection (a) for

23 the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, or for any fiscal year

24 thereafter, shall be allotted among the States as follows:
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1 Each State shall be allotted from such sums an amount which

2 bears the same ratio to the total of such sums as—

3 "(A) in the case of the fiscal year ending June 30,

4 1972, the average number of recipients of aid to families

5 with dependent children in such State during the month

6 of January last preceding the commencement of such

7 fiscal year bears to the average number of such recipi-

8 ents during such month in all the States; and

9 "(B) in the case of the fiscal year ending June

10 30, 1973, or in the case of any fiscal year thereafter,

11 the average number of individuals in such State who,

12 during the month of January last preceding the corn-

1.3 mencement of such fiscal year, are registered pursuant

14 to section 402(a) (19) (A) bears to the average number

15 of individuals in all States who, during such month, are

16 so registered."

17 (3) (A) (i) Clause (1) of section 432(b) of such Act

18 is amended—

19 (1) by inserting " (A)" immediately after "(1)";

20 and

21 (11) by striking out "and utilizing" and inserting

22 in lieu thereof "and (B) a program utilizing".

23 (ii) Clause (3) of section 432(b) of such Act is amended

24 by striking out "special work projects" and inserting in lieu

25 thereof "public service employment".



349

1 (B) Section 432(d) of such Act is amended to read as

2 follows:

3 "(d) in providing the manpower training and employ-

4 ment services and opportunities required by this part, the

5 Secretary of Labor shall, to the maximum extent feasible,

6 assure that such services and opportunities are provided by

7 using all authority available to him under this or any other

8 Act. In order to assure that the services and opportunities so

9 required are provided, the Secretary of Labor shall use the

10 funds appropriated to him under this part to provide pro-

11 grams required by this part through such other Act, to the

12 same extent and under the same conditions (except as regards

13 the Federal m.atching percentage) as if appropriated under

14 such other Act and, in making use of the programs of other

15 Federal, State, or local agencies (public or private), the See-

16 retary of Labor may reimburse such agencies for services

17 rendered to persons under this part to the extent such services

18 and opportunities are not otherwise available on a non-

19 reimbursable basis."

20 (C) Section 432 of such Act is further amended by add-

21 ing at the end thereof the following new subsection:

22 "(f) (1) The Secretary of Labor shall establish in each

23 State, municipality, or other appropriate geographic area

24 with a significant number of persons registered pursuant to

25 section 402(a) (19) (A) a Labor Market Advisory Council
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.1 the function of which will be to identify and advise the See-

2 reta'ry of the types of jobs available or likely to become avail-

3 able in the area served by the Council; except that if there

4 is already located in any area an appropriate body to per-

5 form such function, the Secretary may designate such body

6 as the Labor Market Advisory Council for such area.

7 "(2) Any such Council shall include representatives of

8 industry, labor, and public service employers from the area

9 to be served by the Council.

10 "(3) The Secretary shall not conduct, in any area,

11 institutional training under any program established pur-

12 suant to subsection (b) of any type which is not related to

13 jobs of the type which are or are likely to become available

14 in such area as determined by the Secretary after taking

15 into account information provided by the Labor Market

16 Advisory Council for such area."

17 (4) (A) Section 433(a) of such Act is amended—

18 (i) by striking out "section 402" and inserting in

19 lieu thereof "section 402(a) (19) (G)"; and

20 (ii) by adding at the end thereof the following new

21 sentence: "The Secretary, in carrying out such program

22 for individuals so referred to him by a State, shall accord

23 priority to such individuals in the following order, taking

24 into account employability potential: first, unemployed

25 fathers; second, dependent children and relatives who
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1 have attained age 16 and who are not in school, or

2 engaged in work oi manpower training; third, mothers,

3 whether or not required to register pursuant to section

4 402(a) (19) (A), who volunteer for participation under

5 a work incentive program; fourth, all other individuals

6 so referred to him."

7 (B) Section 433(b) of such Act is amended to read as

8 follows:

9 "(b) (1) For each State the Secretary shall develop

10 jointly with the administrative unit of such State administer-

11 ing the special program referred to in section 402(a) (19)

12 (G) a statewide operational plan.

13 "(2) The statewide operational plan shall prescribe how

14 the work incentive program established by this part will be

15 operated at the local level, and shall indicate (i) for each

16 area within the State the number an.d type of positions which

17 will be provided for training, for on-the-job training, and for

18 public service employment, (ii) the manner in which informa-

19 tion provided by the Labor Market Advisory Council (estab-

20 lished pursuant to section 432(f)) for any such area will be

21 utilized in the operation of such program, and (iii) the par-

22 ticular State agency or administrative uniit thereof which will

23 be responsible for each of the various activities and functions

24 to be performed under such program. Any such operational

25 plan for any State must be approved by the Secretary, the
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1 administrative unit of such State administering the special

2 program referred to in section 402(a) (19) (G), and the

3 regional joint committee (established pursuant to section 439)

4 for the area in which such State is located.

5 "(3) In carrying out any such statewide operational

6 plan of any State, there shall be developed jointly by the

7 Secretary and the administrative unit of the State adminis-

8 tering the special program referred to in section 402(a) (19)

9 (G) in each area of the State an employability plan for

10 each individual residing in such area who is participating in

11 the work incentive program established by this part. Such

12 employability plan for any such individual shall (i) con-

13 form with the statewide operational plan of such State, (ii)

14 provide that the separate administrative unit referred to in

15 section 402(a) (19) (G) (ii) will provide the services referred

16 to in section 402(a) (19) (G) (ii), and (iii) provide that

17 the Secretary shall be respon$ible for providing the 'training,

18 placement, and related services authorized under this part."

19 (0) (i) Section 433(e) (1) of such Act is amended by

20 striking out "special work projects" and inserting in lieu

21 thereof "public service employment".

22 (ii) Section 433(e) (2) (A) of such Act is amended

23 by striking out "a portion" and inserting in lieu thereof

24 "100 per centum (in the case of the first year that such

25 agreement is in effect, if such agreement is in effect at least
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1 three years) and 90 per centum (if such agreement is in

2 effect less than three years; or, if such agreement is in effect at

3 least three years, in the case of any year after the first year

4 that such agreement is in effect)".

5 (iii) Section 433(e) (2) (B) of such Act is amended

6 by striking out "on special work projects of" and inserting

7 in lieu thereof "in public service employment for".

8 (iv) Section 433(e) (3) of such Act is hereby. repealed.

9 (D) Section 433(f) of such 4ct is amended by striking

10 out "any of the programs established by this part" and in-

11 serting in lieu thereof "section 432(b) (3)".

12 (E) Section 433(g) of such Act is amended by striking

13 out "section 402(a) (19) (A) (i) and (ii)" and inserting

14 in lieu thereof "section 402(a) (19) (G)".

15 (F) Section 433(h) of such Act is amended by striking

16 out "special work projects" and inserting in lieu thereof

17 "public service employment".

18 (G) Section 434 of such Act is amended—

19 (i) by inserting "(a)" immediately after "SEC.

20 434.";and

21 (ii) by adding at the end thereof the following new

22 subsection:

23 "(b) The Secretary of Labor is also authorized to pay,

24 to any member of a family participating in manpower train-

H.R. 17550 23
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1 ing under this part, allowances for transportation and other

2 costs incurred by such member, to the extent such costs are

3 necessary to and directly relating to the participation by such

4 meirtber in such training."

5 (5) (A) Section 435(a) of such Act is amended, effective

6 July 1, 1971, by striking out "80 per centum" and inserting

7 in lieu thereof "90 per centurn'.

8 (B) Section 435(b) of such Act is amended by striking

9 out "; except that with respect to special work projects under

10 the program established by section 432(b) (3), the costs of

11 carrying out this part shall include only the costs of admin-

12 istration".

13 (6) Section 436(b) of such Act is amended by striking

14 out "by the Secretary after consultation with" and insert-

15 ing in lieu thereof "jointly by him and".

16 (7) Section 437 of such Act is amended to read as

17 follows:

18 "SEc. 437. The Secretary is authorized to provide to an

19 individual who is registered pursuant to section 402(a) (19)

20 (A) and who is unemployed relocation assistance (including

21 grants, loans, and the furnishing of such services as will aid

22 an involuntarily unemployed individual who desires to re-

23 locate to do so in an area where there is assurance of regular

24 suitable employment, offered through the public employment

25 offices of the State in such area, which will lead to the earning
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1 of income sufficient to make such individual and his family

2 ineligible for benefits under part A) ."

3 (8) Section 438 of such Act is amended by striking out

4 "projects under".

5 (9) Section 439 of such Act is amended to read as

6 follows:

7 "Sc. 439. The Secretary and the Secretary of Health,

8 Education, and Welfare shall, not later than six months after

9 the date of enactment of the Social Security Amendments of

10 1970, issue regulations to carry out the purposes of this part,

as amended by the Social Security Amendments of 1970.

12 Such regulations shall provide for the establishment, jointly

13 by the Secretary and the Secretary of Health, Education,

14 and Welfare, of (1) a national coordination committee the

15 duty of which shall be to establish uniform reporting and

16 similar requirements for the administration of this part, and

17 (2) a regional coordination committee for each region which

18 shall be responsible for review and approval of statewide

19 operational plans developed pursuant to section 433(b) ."

20 (10) Section 441 of such Act is amended—

21 (A) by inserting "(a)" immediately after "SEC.
22 441.";

23 (B) by adding immediately after the last sentence
24 thereof the following sentence: "Nothing in this section
25 shall be construed as authorizing 'the Secretary to enter
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1 into any contract with any organization after June 1,

2 1970, for the dissemination by such organization of in for-

3 mation about programs authorized to be carried on under

4 this part."; and

5 (C) by adding after and below such section the fol-

6 lowing new subsection:

7 "(b) The Secretary shall collect and publish monthly, by

8 State, by age group, and by sex, the following information

9 with respect to individuals registered pursuant to section 402

10 (a)(19)(A)—

11 "(1) the number of individuals so registered, the

12 number of individuals receiving each particular type

13 of work training services, and the number of individuals

14 receiving no such services;

15 "(2) the number of individuals placed in jobs by

16 the Secretary under section 432(b) (1) (A), and the

17 average wages of the individuals so placed;

18 "(3) the number of individuals who begin but fail

19 to complete training, and the reasons for the failure of

20 such individuals to complete training; and the number of

21 individuals who register voluntarily but do not receive

22 training or placement;

23 "(4) the number of individuals who obtain employ-

24 ment following the completion of training, and the num-
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1 ber of such individuals whose employment is in fields

2 related to the particular type of training received;

3 "(5) of the individuals who obtain employment fol-

4 lowing the completion of training, the average wages of

5 such individuals, ünd the number retaining such employ-

6 ment three months, six months, and twelve months, fol-

7 lowing the date of completion of such training;

8 "(.6) the number of individuals in public service

9 employment, by type of employment, and the average

10 wages of such individuals; and

11 "(7) the amount of savings, under Part A of this

12 title, realized by reason of the operation of each of the

13 programs established pursuant to this part."

14 (11) Section 442 of such Act is amended to read as

15 follows:

16 "TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR PROVIDERS OF EMPLOYMENT

17 OR TRAINING

18 "SEC. 442. The Secretary is authorized to provide tech-

19 nical assistance to providers of employment or training to

20 enable them to participate in the establishment and operation

21 of programs authorized to be established by section 432(b)."

22 (12) Section 443 of such Act is amended by striking out

23 "20 per centum" wherever it appears therein and inserting

24 j lieu thereof "10 per centum".
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1 (13) (A) Section 444(c) (1) of such Act is amended

2 by striking out "section 402(a) (16) and section 402(a)

3 (19) (F)" and inserting in lieu thereof "section 402(a)

4 (19)".

5 (B) Section 444(d) of such Act is amended (i) by

6 striking out "a special work project" and inserting in lieu

7 thereof "public service employment"; (ii) by striking out

8 "project" at the end of the first sentence and inserting in lieu

9 thereof "employment", and (iii) by striking out "402(a)

10 (15)" and inserting in lieu thereof "402(a) (19)".

11 (14) (A) Section 402 (a) (8) (A) (ii) of the Social

12 Security Act is amended by striking out everything that fol-

13 lows "determination," and inserting in lieu thereof the follow-

14 ing: "(I) the first $60 of earned income for individuals who

15 are employed at least 40 hours per week, or at least 35

16 hours per week and are earning at least $64 per week, and

17 (II) the first $30 of earned income for other individuals,

18 plus in each case, one-third of up to $300 of additional
19 earnings, and one-fifth of such additional earnings in excess

20 of $300, except that in each case reasonable child care ex-

21 penses (subject to such limitations as the Secretary may pre-

22 scribe in regulations) shall first be deducted before computing

23 such individual's earned income; and".

24 (B) Except as provided in section 570, clause (A) shall
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1 be effective July 1, 1971, except that any State may elect to

2 modify its plan so as to provide for an earlier effective date.

3 (c) The amendments made by this section shall, except

4 as otherwise specified herein, take effect on January 1, 1.971.

5 EMERGENCY !SSISTANCE TO NEEI)Y MIGRANT

6 WORKERS WITH CHILDREN

SEC. 330. (a) Section 402(a) of the Social Security

8 Act is amended by striking out "and" at the end of clause

9 (22), and by inserting immediately before the period at the

10 end of clause (23) the following: "; and (24) effective

11 July 1, 1971, provide that emergency assistance to needy

12 families, as defined in section 406(e) (1), be furnished on a

13 Statewide basis to needy migrant workers tvith children in the

14 Stale."

15 (b) Section 406(e) of such Act is amended by striking

16 out paragraph (2).

17 (c) Section 403(a) (3) (A) of such Act is amended

18 (A) by striking out "or" at the end of clause (ii), (B) by

19 striking out "; plus" at the end of clause (iii) and inserting

20 in lieu thereof ", or", and (C) by inserting after clause (iii)

21 the following:

22 "(iv) emergency assistance to needy fam-

23 iies, as defined in section 406(e) (1) which is

24 furnished to needy migrant workers with fam-
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1 ilies pursuant to section 402 (a) (24); plus"

2 (d) Except as provided in section 570, the amendments

3 made by this section shall be effective on July 1, 1971.

4 ADVISORY COUNCILS FOR STATE PROGRAMS OF AID TO

5 FAMiLIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN NOT TO BE

6 REQUIRED UNDER REGULATIONS OF THE SECRETARY

7 SEC. 340. Sectiün 1102 of the Social Security Act (as

8 amended by section 550 of this Act) is further amended by

9 adding at the end thereof the following new subsection:

10 "(c) Nothing contained in subsection (a) or any other

11 provision of law shall be construed to authorize or permit the

12 Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to prescribe

13 any rule or regulation requiring any State, in the operatior

14 of a State plan approved under title 1 V, to establish or pay

15 the expenses of any advisory council to advise the State with

16 respect to the pro grains under such title in such State."

17 USE OF SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS

18 SEC. 3.50. (a) Section 2(a) of the Social Security Act

19 (as amended by section 542 of this Act) is further amended

20 (A) by striking out "and" at the end of paragraph (12),

21 (B) by striking out the period at the end of paragraph (13)

22 and inserting in lieu of such period "; and", and (C) by

23 adding after paragraph (13) the following new paragraph:

24 "(14) effective January 1, 1972, provide (A)

25 that, as a condition of eligibility under the plan, each
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1 applicant for or recipient of assistance shall furnish to

2 the State agency his social security account number; and

3 (B) that such State agency shall utilize such account

4 numbers in the administration of such pkzn."

5 (b) Section 402(a) of such Act (as amended by section

6 542 of this Act) is further amended (A) by striking out

7 "and" at the end of paragraph (25), and (B) by inserting

8 immediately before the period at the end of paragraph (26),

9 the foliowing. "; and (27) effective January 1, 1972, pro-

10 vide (A) that, as a condition of eligibility under the plan,

11 each applicant for or recipient of aid shall furnish to the

12 State agency his social security account number; and (B)

13 that such State agency shall utilize such account numbers in

14 the administration of such plan."

15 (c) Section 1002(a) of such Act (as amended by sec-

16 tion 542 of this Act) is further amended (A) by striking out

17 "and" at the end of paragraph (15), and (B) by inserting

18 immediately before the period at the end of paragraph (16)

19 the following: "; and (17) effective January 1, 1972, pro-

20 vide (A) that, as a condition of eligibility under the plan,

21 each applicant for or recipient of aid shall furnish to the

22 State agency his social security account number; and (B)

23 that such State agency shall utilize such account numbers in

24 the administration of such plan."

25 (d) Section 1402(a) of such Act (as amended by section
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1 542 of this Act) is further amended (A) by striking out

2 "and" at the end of paragraph (13), and (B) by inserting

3 immediately before the period at the end of paragraph (14)

4 the following: "; and (15) effective January 1, 1972, pro-

5 vide (A) that, as a condition of eligibility under the plan,

6 each applicant for or recipient of aid shall furnish to the

7 State agency his social security account number; and (B) that

8 such State agency shall utilize such account numbers in the

9 administration of such plan."

10 (e) Section 1602(a) of such Act (as amended by section

11 542 of this Act) is further amended (A) by striking out

12 "and" at the end of paragraph (19), (B) &y striking out

13 the period at the end of paragraph (20) and inserting in lieu

14 of such period "; and", and (C) by adding after paragraph

15 (20) the following new paragraph:

16 (21) effective January 1, 1972, provide (A) that,

17 as a condition of eligibility under the plan, each appli-

18 cant for or recipient of aid shall furnish to the State

19 agency his social security account number; and (B) that

20 such State agency shall utilize such account numbers in

21 the administration of such plan."

22 CERTAIN EFFECTIVE DATES POSTPONED IF STATE

23 LEGISLATURE DOES NOT CONVENE BEFORE 197

24 SEC. 360. The requireinents imposed by sections 520

25 (b) (14), and 531) of this Act shall not be requirements
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1 for the State plan of any State prior to July 1, 1972, if the

2 legi$laure of such State does not meet in a regular session

3 which commences after December 31, 1970, and which

4 closes before July 1, 1971.

5 DISREGARDING OF FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY OF OTHER

6 PERSONS IN DETERMINiNG ELIGIBILITY OF BLIND IN-

7 D1VIDUALS FOR AID OR MEDICAL ASSISTANCE

8 SEC. 361. (a) Section 1002(a) (8) of the Social Se-
9 curity Act is amended—

10 (1) by striking out "and" at the end of clause '(B);

11 and

12 (2) by inserting immediately before the semicolon

13 at the end thereof the following: ", and (D) shall not
14 take into account the financial responsibility of any other
15 natural person for such individual unless such individual

16 is such person's spouse or such person's child who is

17 under age 21".

18 (b) Section 1602 (a) (14j(A) of such Act is amended—
19 (1) by striking out "and" at the end of clause (i);
20 and

21 (2) by inserting after clause (ii) the following:
22 "and (iii) shall not take into account the financial re-
23 sponsibilitij of any other natural person for such individ-
24 ual unless such individual is such person's spouse or such
25

person's child who is under age 21,".
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1 (c) Section 1902(a) (17) (D) of such Act is amended

2 by striking out "or is blind or permanently and totally

3 disabled".

4 (d) The amendments made by the preceding subsections

5 of this section shall take effect on January 1, 1971.

6 TITLE (281>141 IV—MISOELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

7 MEANING OF TERM "SECRETARY"

8 SEc. (282)301 401. As used in (283)titles I, II, and

III of this Act, and in the provisions of the Social Security

10 Act amended by this Act, the term "Secretary," unless the

context otherwise requires, means the Secretary of Health,

12 Education, and Welfare.

13 (284)DEDuCTJBILJTY OF ILLEGAL MEDICAL REFERRAL

14 PAYMENTS, ETC.

15 SEC. 602. (a) Section 162(c) of the Internal Revenue

16 Code of 1954 (relating to bribes and illegal kickbacks) is

17 amended—

18 (1) by striking out paragraphs (2) and (3) and

19 inserting in lieu thereof the following new paragraph:

20 "(2) OTHER ILLEGAL PAYMENTS.—NO deduction

21 shall be allowed under subsection (a) for any payment

22 (other than a payment described in paragraph (1))

23 made, directly or indirectly, to any person, if the pay-

24 ment constitutes an illegal bribe or kickback under any

25 law of the United States, or under any law of a State
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1 (but only if such State law is generally enforced), which

2 subjects the payor to a criminal or civil penalty (includ-

3 ing the loss of license or privilege to engage in a trade or

4 business). For purposes of this paragraph, a bribe or

5 kickback includes a payment in consideration of the

6 referral of a client, patient, or customer."; and

7 (2) by striking out "BRIBES AND ILLEGAL KICK-

8 BACKS." in the heading of such section and inserting in

9 lieu thereof "ILLEGAL BRIBES, KICKBACKS, ETC.".

10 (b) The amendments made by subsection (a) shall ap-

11 ply with respect to paym.en2s made after December 30, 1969.

12 (285)REQuIRED INFORMATION RELATING TO EXCESS MED-

13 ICARE TAX PAYMENTS BY RAILROAD EMPLOYEES

14 SEC. 430. (a) Section 6051 (a) of the Internal Revenue

15 Code of 1954 (relating to requirement of receipts for em-

16 ployees) is amended—

17 (1) by striking out "section 3101, 3201, or 3402"

18 in the matter preceding paragraph (1) and inserting in

19 lieu thereof "section 3101 or 3402";

20 (2) by inserting "and" at the end of paragraph

21 (5), and by striking out "; and" at the end of paragraph

22 (6) and inserting in lieu thereof a ieriod; and

23 (3) by striking out paragraphs (7) and (8).

24 (b) Section 6051(c) of such Code (relating to addi-

25 tional requiremen!ts) is amended by striking out "3ections

H.R. 17550 24
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1 3101 and 3201" in the second sentence and inserting in lieu

2 thereof "section 3101".

3 (c) Section 6051 of such Code (relating to receipts for

4 employees) is amended by adding at the end thereof the fol-

5 lowing new subsection:

6 "(e) RAILROAD EMPLOYEES.—

7 "(1) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT.—Every person

8 required to deduct and withhold tax under section 3201

9 from an employee shall include on or with the, statement

10 required to be furnished such employee under subsection

11 (a) a notice concerning the provi8ions of this title with

12 respect to the allowance of a credit or refund of the tax

13 on wages imposed by section 3101 (b) and the tax on

14 compensation imposed by section 3201 or 3211 which

15 is treated as a tax on wages imposed by section 3101(b).

16 "(2) INFORMATION TO BE SUPPLIED TO EM-

17 PLOYEES.—Each person required to deduct and withhold

18 tax under section 3201 during any year from an em-

19 ployee who has also received wages during such year

20 subject to the tax imposed by section 3101 (b) shall, upon

21 request of such employee, furnish to him a written state-

22 ment showing—

23 "(A) the total amount of compensation with

24 respect to which the tax imposed by section 3201

25 was deducted,



367

1 "(B) the total amount deducted as tax under

2 section 3201, and

3 "(C) the portion of the total amount deducted

4 as tax under section 3201 which is for financing the

5 cost of hospital insurance under part A of title

6 XVIII of the Social Security Acts"

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

8 in respect of remuneration paid after December 31, 1969.

9 (286)REP0RTJNG OF MEDICAL PAYMENTS

10 SEC. 404. (a) Subpart B of part III of subchapter A

11 of chapter 61 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (re-

12 lating to information concerning transactions with other

13 persons) is amended by adding at the end thereof the follow-

14 ing new section:

15 "SEC. 6050A. RETURNS REGARDING PAYMENTS TO PRO-

16 VIDERS OF HEALTH CARE SERVICES.

17 "(a) REQUIREMENT OF REPORTING.—

18 "(1) PAYMENTS TO PRO VIDERS.—Every person

19 who during any calendar year (beginning with calendar

20 year 1971) makes payments aggregating $600 or more

21 to a provider of health care services for health care serv-

22 ices furnished by such provider or by another such pro-

23 vider shall make a return according to the forms or

24 regulations prescribed by the Secretary or his delegate

25 setting forth the total amount of such payments made to
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1 such provider during the calendar year, and the name

2 and address of such provider.

3 "(2) PAYMENTS IN REIMBURSEMENT OF CERTAIN

4 AMOUNTS PAID OR PAYABLE TO PROVIDERS UNDER

5 GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS .—Every person who during

6 any calendar year (beqinning with calendar year 1972)

7 makes payments to one or more persons in reimburse-

8 ment of amounts aggregating $600 or more paid or pay-

9 able to a provider of health care services for health care

10 services furnished by such provider or by another such

11 provider under a Government health care program shall

12 make a return according to the forms or regulations pre-

13 scribed by the Secretary or his delegate setting forth the

14 total amount paid or payable to such provider during the

15 calendar year with respect to which such reimburse-

16 ments were made, and the name and address of such

17 provider.

18 "(b) EXCEPTIONS.—

19 "(1) EXEMPT ORGANIZATIONS.—Subsectiofls (a)

20 (1) and (2) shall not apply to any payment to, or

21 amount paid or payable to, an organization—

22 "(A) which is described in section 501 (c) (3)

23 and is exempt from taxation under section 501 (a), or

24 "(B) which is an agency or instrumentality of
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1 the United States or of any State or political sub-

2 division thereof.

3 "(2) CERTAIN DIRECT PAYMENTS.—SubAectjon

4 (a) (1) shall not apply to—

5 "(A) any payment by an individual for health

6 care services furnished to himself or any other in-

7 dividual (other than any such payment made in the

8 course of a trade or business), or

9 "(B) any payment of wages (as defined in sec-

10 tion 3401(a)) with respect to which a statement is

11 made under section 6051.

12 "(3) PAYMENTS SPECIFIED IN REGULATIONS.—

13 The Secretary or his delegate may by regulations specify

14 payments to which subsection (a) (1) shall not apply

15 and amounts paid or payable to which subsection (a) (2)

16 shall not apply.

17 "(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this section—

18 ' (1) HEALTH CARE SERVICES—The term 'health

19 care services' means—

20 "(A) services described in paragraphs (1)

21 through (9) of section 1861 (s) of the Social Secu-

22 rity Act, or (to the extent not described therein) in

23 paragraphs (1) through (15) of section l905(a) of

24 such Act, and
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1 "(B) such other services ($imilar or related to

2 the services described in subparagraph (A)) as the

3 Secretary or his delegate may prescribe by

4 regulations.

5 "(2) PROVIDERS OF SERVICES.—The term 'pro-

6 vider of health care services' means any person who fur-

7 nishes health care services, except any such person whose

8 services are principally the selling or leasing of items of

9 personal property.

10 "(3) GOVERNMENT HEALTH CARE PROGRAMS.—

11 The term 'Government health care program' means any

12 program for providing health care services which is ad-

13 ministered by any department, agency, or instrumen-

14 tality of the Government of the United States or is funded

15 to a substantial extent by the United States, and includes

16 (but is not limited to) the programs provided under—

17 "('A) titles V, XVIII, and XIX of the Social

18 Security Act,

19 "(B) chapter 89 of title 5, United States Code,

20 and the Retired Federal Employees Health Benefits

21 Act,

22 "(C) chapter 55 of title 10, United States

23 Code, and

24 "(D) chapter 17 of title 38, United States
25 Code.
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1 "(d) RETURNS BY GOVERNMENT OFFICERS._—Any re-

2 turn required under subsectixn (a) with respect to pay-

3 ments or reimbursements made by the United States, any

4 State or politiial subdivision thereof, or any agency or in-

5 strumentality of the foregoing, shall be made by the officers

6 or employees having information as to such payments or

7 reimbursements.

8 "(e) STATEMENTS To BE FURNiSHED TO PROVIDERS

9 WITH RESPECT TO WHOM INFORMATION Is FUR-

10 NISHED.—Every person making a return under subsection

11 (a) shall furnish to each provider of health care services

12 whose name i,s set forth in such return a written statement

13 showing—

14 "(1) the name and address of the person making
15 such return, and

16 "(2) the total amount of payments described in sub-

17 section (a) (1) made to the provider as shown on such
18 return, and the total amounts paid or payable to the
19 provider with respect to which reimbursements described

20 in subsection (a) (2) were made as shown on such return.
21 The written statement required under the preceding sentence

22 shall be furnished to the provider on or before January 31 of
23 the year following the calendar year for which the return
24 under subsection (a) was made.

25 "(f) RECIPIENT To FURNISH REQUIRED INFORMA-
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1 TION.—UpOn demand of a person making payments to, or in

2 reimbursement of amounts paid or payable to, a provider of

3 health care services, there shall be furnished to such person

4 by such provider—

5 "(1) his name and address, and (if different) the

6 address used for purposes of filing his income tax return,

7 and

8 "(2) such identifying number as may be prescribed

9 for securing proper identification of such provider.

10 "(g) RETENTION OF RECORDS.—Every person making

11 a return under subsection (a) shall—

12 "(1) retain the records and other documents relat-

13 in9 to the payments and reimbursements with respect to

14 which such return is made for such time as the Secretary

15 or his delegate prescribes by regulations, and

16 "(2) make such records and documents available to

17 the Secretary or his delegate whenever in the judgment

18 of the Secretary or his delegate such records and docu-

19 ments are necessary to the determination of the tax im-

20 posed on any person under subtitle A.

21 "(h) STUDY OF PRACTICES IN COLLECTING PAYMENTS

22 FOR HEALTH CARE SER VICES.—

23 "(1) JOINT STUDY BY SECRETARIES OF TREASURY

24 AND HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE.—The Secre-

25 tary and the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-

26 fare shall make a joint continuing study of the practiies
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1 of providers of health care services in collecting payments

2 for health care services (A) from insurance companies

3 which provide health care insurance coverage for mdi-

4 viduals and (B) from the individuals for whom such

5 services are furnished.

6 "(2) REPORTS TO CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES.—

7 The Secretary and the Secretary of Health, Education,

8 and Welfare shall, on or before June 30 of each year

9 (beginning with 1971), report the results of their study

10 under paragraph (1) to the Committee on Finance of

11 the Senate anti the Committee on TVays and Means of the

12 House of Representatives."

13 (b) (1) The table of sections for subpart B of part III

14 of subchapter A of chapter 61 of the Internal Revenue Code

15 of 1954 is amended by adding at the end thereof the follow-

16 ing new item:

"Sec. 6050A. Retvrn8 regarding payment8 to providere of
health care 8ervzces."

17 (2) Section 6041 (a) of such Code (relating to in-

18 formation at source) is amended by striking out "or 6049

19 (a) (1)" and inserting in lieu thereof "6049 (a) (1), or

20 6050A (a)".

21 (3) Section 6652 (a) of such Code (relating to failure

22 to file certain information returns) is amended—

23 (A) by striking out "or" at the end of paragraph

24 (2);
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1 (B) by inserting "or" at the end of paragraph (3);

2 (C) by inserting after paragraph (3) the following

3 new paragraph:

4 "(4) to make a return required by section 6050A

5 (a) (relating to reporting payments made to providers of

6 health care services, etc.) with respect to payments to a

7 provider of health care services and amounts paid or

8 payable to such a provider for which reimbursements

9 were made,"; and

10 (D) by striking out "(2) or (3)" and inserting in

11 lieu thereof "(2), (3), or (4)".

12 (4) Section 6678 of such Code (relating to failure to

13 furnish certain statements) is amended—

14 (A) by inserting "6050A (e)," before "or 6052

15 (b)"; and

16 (B) by inserting "6050A (a) ," before "or 6052

17 (a)".
18 (c) Title XI of the Social Security Act is amended by

19 adding ater section 1129 (as added by section 546 of this

20 Act) and before section 1151 (as added by section 245 of

21 this Act) the following new section:

22 "RECORDS WiTH RESPECT TO MEDICAL AND HEALTH CARE

23 ITEMS AND SERVICES

24 "SEC. 1130. (a) It shall be the duty of the Secretary to

23 compile, keep, and maintain, for each calendar year (be-
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1 ginning with the calendar year 1970), such records as may

2 be necessary 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, the number of individuals

8 to whom such items or services were furnished by

9 such person during such year, and the items and

10 services furnished to such individuals by such per.-

11 son during such year, if all or any part of the cost

12 or charge attributable to the provision of such items or

13 services is payable under a program established by 'title

14 XVIII or under any program or project under or estab-

15 lished pursuant to this title, title V, or title XIX; and

16 "(2) with respect to each person referred to in para-

17 graph (1), the aggregate of the amounts of the costs or

18 charges attributable, under each program or project

19 referred to in such paragraph, to medical or health care

20 items or services furnished, during the calendar year, by

21 such person to individuals under such programs and proj.-

22 ects (including, in the aggregate amount of costs or

23 charges so attributable, the amounts paid to individuals

24 by reason or on account of the furnishing by such per-

25 son of such items or services to such individua's).
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1 "(b) (1) In order to carry out the provisions ofsub-

2 section (a), the Secretary shall require persons, agencies, or

3 agents (including carriers and intermediaries utilized under

4 title XVIII and fiscal agents and insurers utilized under any

5 program established under or pursuant to title V or XIX)

6 administering, or assisting in the administration of, any pro-

7 gram or project referred to in subsection (a) (1) to collect,

8 and submit to the Secretary at such time or times as the Sec-

9 retary may reqvire, such data and information as the Sec-

10 retary may deem necessary or appropriate. Such persons,

11 agents, carriers, intermediaries, fiscal agents, and insurers

12 shall utilize, in supplying the data and information provided

13 for in the preceding sentence, the identifying numbers re-

14 quired under paragraph (2) as the basic means of identify-

15 ing persons referred to in subsection (a) (1).

16 "(2) The Secretary shall require, for purposes of iden-

17 tifying the persons referred to in subsection (a)(1), tue em-

18 ployment of the identifying numbers utilized on returns re-

19 quired with respect to payments to such persons pursuant to

20 section 6'050A of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.

21 "(c) (1) The Secretary shall submit to the Committee on

22 Finance of the Senate and the Committee on Ways and

23 Means of the House of Representatives with respect to each

24 calendar year, beginning with the calendar year 1970, a
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1 report indicating the name, address, and medical or health

2 care specialty of each person who, during such year, fur-

3 n,ished medical or health care items or services to individuals

4 the costs of or charges for which give rise to payments under

5 one or more of the programs or projects referred to in subsec-

6 tion (a) (1) of $25,000 or more. Such report shall indicate

7 the amount of payments under each of such programs or

8 projects attributable to such items or services furnished dur-

9 ing such year by each such person, the number of different

10 individuals to whom such items or services were furnished by

11 such person during such year, and the items and services fur-

12 nished to such individuals by such person during such year.

13 "(2) Such report for the calendar year 1970 shall be

14 submitted not later than June 30, 1971, and such report for

15 each succeedinq calendar year shall be submitted not later

16 than June 30 of the following calendar year."

17 (2 87)APPOINTMENT AND CONFIRMATION OF ADMINISTRA-

18 TOE OF SOCIAL AND REHABILITATION SERVICES

19 SEc. 405. Appointments made on or after the date of

20 enactment of this Act to the office of the Administrator of the

21 Social and Rehabilitation Service, within the Department of

22 Health, Education, and Welfare, shall be made by the

23 President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate.
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1 (288)ADvIS0RY COUNCIL ON SOCIAL SECURITY; CHANGE

2 IN REPORTiNG DATE

3 SEC. 406. So much of section 706(d) of the Social

4 Security Act as precedes paragraph (1) is amended by

5 inserting immediately after "appointed," the following:

6 "(except that the Council appointed in 1969 shall submit

7 its reports to the Secretary not later than March 1, 1971)".

8 (289)i)IsREG'i1wING 01" SOUL. IL SECURITY INCREASES

UNDER WELFARE PROGRAMS

10 SEC. 407. (a) Section 1007 of the Social Security

11 Amendments of 1969, as amended by section 2(b) of Public

12 Law 91—306, is amended to read as follows:

13 "SEc. 1007. In addition to the requirements imposed by

14 law as a condition of approval of a State plan to provide

15 aid to individualá under title I, X, XIV, or XVI of the

16 Social Security Act, there is hereby imposed the requirement

17 (and the plan shall be deemed to require) that, in the case

18 of any individual found eligible (as a result of the require-

19 ment imposed by this section or otherwise), for aid for any

20 month after March 1970 and before January 1972 who also

21 receives in such month—

22 "(1) a monthly insurance benefit under title II of

23 such Act, the sum of the aid reccived by him for such

24 month, plus the monthly insurance benefit received by

25 him in such month, shall not be less than the sum of he
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1 aid which would have been received by him for such month

2 under the State plane as in effect for March 1970, plus

3 either

4 "(A) the monthly insurance bene fit which was

5 or would have been received by him in March 1970

6 without regard to the other provisions of this title plus

7

8 '(B) the monthly insurance benefit which was

9 or would have been received ly him in March 1970

10 under the provisions of this title,

11 whichever is less (whether this requirement is satisfied

12 by disregzrding a portion of his monthly insurance

13 benefit or otherwise), or

14 "(2) a monthly payment of annuity or pension

15 under the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937 or the Rail-

16 road Retirement Act of 1935, the sum of the aid received

17 by him in such month, plus the monthly payment of such

18 annuity or pension received by him in such month (not

19 including any part of such annuity or pension which is

20 disregarded under section 1006), shall (except as other-

21 wise provided in the succeeding sentence) not be less

22 than the sm of the aid which would have been received

23 by him for such month under such plan as in effect for

24 March 1970, plus either

25 "(A) the monthly payment of annuity or pen-
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1 sion which was or would have been received by him

2 in March 1970 without regard to the provisions of

3 any Act enacted after May 30, 1970, and before

4 December 31, 1970, which provides general increases

5 in the amount of such monthly payment of annuity

6 or pension plus $4, or

7 "(B) the monthly payment of annuity or pen-

8 sion which was or would have been received by him

9 in March 1970, taking into account the provisions

10 of such Act (if any),

11 whichever is less (whether this requirement is satisfied by

12 disregarding a portion of his monthly payment of annuity

13 or pension or otherwise) ."

14 (b) Notwithstanding the provisions of sections 2(a)

15 (10), 1002(a) (8), 1402(a) (8), and 1602(a) (13) and

16 (14) of the Social Security Act, each State, in determining

17 need for aid or assistance under a State plan approved vnder

18 title I, X, XIV, or XVI, of such Act, shall disregard (and

19 the plan shall be deemed to require the State to disregard),

20 in addition to any other amounts which the State is required

21 or permitted to disregard in determinimy such need, any

22 amount paid to an individual under title II of such Act (or

23 under the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937 by reason of the

24 first proviso in section 3(e) thereof), in any month after

25 December 1970, to the extent that (1) such payment is at-
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1 tributable to the increase in monthly benefits under 1/ic old-

2 age, survivors, and disability insurance system for January

3 or February 1971 resulting from the enactment of this Act,

4 and (2) the amount of such increase is paid separately

5 from the rest of the monthly benefit of such individual for

6 January or February 1971.

7 (c) in addition to the requirements imposed by law as

8 a condition of approval of a State plan to provide aid or

9 assistance to individuals under title I, X, XIV, or XVI

10 of the Social Security Act, there is hereby imposed the re-

11 quirement (and the plan shall be deemed to require) that, for

12 months after lIarch 1971, and before January 1972, the

13 amount of aid or assistance payable to any individual under

14 any such plan shall be computed in such manner as the

15 Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare shall by regu-

16 lations prescribe to assure that any increase in the amount.

17 of such aid or assistance which is required by reason of the

18 provisions of ection 502 of this Act shall be in addition to,

19 and not in lieu of, any increase in the amount of such aid

20 or assistance which is or would be required by section 1007

21 of the Social Security Amendments of 1969, as amended..

22 (290AccEPT1NcE 0F MONEY GIFTS MADE UNCONDITION-

23 ALLY TO THE SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINiSTRATiON

24 SEC. 408. (a) The second sentence of section 201(a)

25 of the Social Security Act is amended by inserting after

II.R. 17550 .25



1 "in addition," and before "such amounts" the following:

2 "such gifts and bequests as may be made thereto, and".

3 (b) The second sentence of section 201 (b) of such

4 Act is amended by inserting after "consist of" and before

5 "such amounts" the following: "such gifts and bequests as

6 may be made thereto, and".

7 (c) Section 201 of such Act is further amended by

8 adding after svbsection (h) the following new subsection:

9 "(i) (1) The Managing Trustee of the Federal Old-

10 Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund, the Federal Dis-

11 ability Insurance Trust Fund, the Federal Hospital Insur-

12 ance Trust Fund, and the Federal Supplementary Medical

13 Insurance Trust Fund is authorized to accept on behalf of

14 the United States gifts and bequests made unconditionally

15 to such Trust Funds or to the Social Security Ad'ininistra-

16 tion.

17 "(2) Any such gift accepted pursuant to the authority

18 granted in paragraph (1) of this subsection shall be deposited

19

20 "(A) the specific trust fund designated by the

21 donor, or

22 "(B) if the donor has not so designated, to the

23 Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust

24 Fund."

25 (d) The second sentence of section 1817(a) of such
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1 Act is amended by inserting after "consist of" and before

2 "such amounts" the following: "such gifts and bequests as

3 may be made thereto, and".

4 (e) The second sentence of section 1841 (a) of such

5 Act is amended by inserting after "consist of" and before

6 "such amounts" the following: "such gifts and bequests as

7 may be made thereto, and".

S (f) The amendments made by this section shall apply

9 with respect to gifts received after the date of enactment

10 of this Act.

11 (g) For the purpose of Federal income, estate, and gift

12 taxes, any gift or bequest to the Federal Old-Age and Survi-

13 vors Insurance Trust Fund, the Federal Disability Insurance

14 Trust Fund, the Federal hospital Insurance Trust Fund,

15 or the Federal Supplementary Medical Insurance Trust

16 Fund, or the Social Security Administration, which is

17 accepted by the Managing Trustee of such Trust Funds under

18 the authority of section 201 (i) of the Social Security Act,

19 shall be conside'ed as a gift or bequest to or for the use of the

20 United States and as made for exclusively public purposes.

21 (291)L0ANS TO EN'IBLE CERTAIN FACILITIES TO MEET

22
1?EQU!R1MENTS OF LIFE SAFETY CODE

23 SEC. 409. (a) It is the purpose of this section to provide
24

assistance in the form of loans to hospitals and extended care

25 facilities, which are providers of service participating in the
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1 health insurance program established by title XVIII of the

2 Social Security Act, in meeting requirements of the Life

3 Safety Code of the National Fire Protection Association.

4 (b) The Secretary of health, Education, and Welfare

5 (hereinafter referred to as the "Secretary") is authorized

6 for a period of five years commencing January 1, 1971, to

7 lend to any hospital or extended care facility described in

8 subsection (a) a sum sufficient to enable such hospital or

9 extended care facility to install sprinkler systems and such

10 as are necessary to meet the requirements of the Life Safety

11 Code of the National Fire Protection Association, but only

12 if a State planning agency described in section 314(a), see-

13 lion 314(b), or section 604 (a) of the Public Ilecilth Service

14 Act (or such other appropriate planning agency as may be

15 designated by the Secretary) determines that the proposed

16 expendtlure should be made to permit the continued participa-

17 tion of such hospital or extended care facility in the program

18 established by title XVIII of the Social Security Act, and

19 that the proposed investment is not inconsistent with, or in-

20 appropriate in terms of area needs for the facility concerned.

21 (c) (1) Loans under this section shall be made only

22 upon application there for and shall be made by the Secretary

23 in such amounts as the Secretary determines to be appropriate

24 'to carry out the purposes of this section and protect the

25 financial interests of the United States.
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1 (2) The rate of interest to be charged for any loan under

2 this section shzll be the average of the rates of interest on

3 obligations issued, for purchase by the Federal Hospital In-

4 surance. Trust Fund as determined at the time such loan is

5 made.

6 (3) Such loans shall be repaid over a period of not to

7 exceed 10 years, in equal periodic installments to be made

8 not less frequently than annually.

9 (4) Such loans shall become due and payable in full at

10 once if the Secretary determines (A) that the funds in ques-

11 tion were not used for the purpose specified in the loan

12 application, or (B) that the facility has ceased to make its

13 services available to a reasonable proportion of persons en-

14 titled to benefit. under title XVIJI of the Social Security

15 Act in the area served by such facility and who require

16 such services.

17 (d) No ho.pital or extended care facility shall be eligible

18 for a loan under this section unless—

19 (1) it was in operation and participating as a pro-

20 vider of services under title XVIII of the Social Security

21 Act on Janiary 1, 1971,

22 (2) the building in which the sprinkler system is to

23 be installed was constructed prior to January 1, 1971,

24 and
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1 (3) the Secretary is satisfied that the applicant is

2 unable to secure such loan from other sources or is unable

3 to secure such loan from other sources at a reasonable

4 rate of interest and on reasonable terms and conditions.

5 (e) There are authorized to be appropriated for the

6 fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and for each of the nert

7 five fiscal years such sums as may be necessary to carry out

8 this section.

9 (292)RETIREMENT INCOME CREDIT

10 SEC. 410. (a) Section 37(d) of the Internal Revenue

11 Code of 1954 (relating to limitation on retirement income) is

12 amended—

13 (1) by striking out "$1,524" in the matter preced-

14 ing paragraph (1) and inserting in lieu thereof

15 "$1,872";

16 (2) by striking out "$1,200" in paragraph (2)

17 (B) and inserting in lieu thereof "$1,680"; and

18 (3) by striking out "$1,700" each place it appears

19 in paragraph (2) (B) and inserting in lieu thereof

20 "$2,880".

21 (b) Section 37(i) of sue/i Code (relating to special rules

22 for married couples) is amended by striking out "$2,286'

23 in paragraph (2) (B) and insertinq in lieu thereof "$2,808".

24 (c) The amendments made b/f this section shall apply to

25 taxable years beginning after December 31, 1970.
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1 (293)TAx CREDiT FOR CERTAIN EXPENSES INCURRED IN

2 1VORK INCENTIVE PROGRAMS

3 SEC. 612 (a) Subpart A of part IV of subchapter

4 A of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relat-

5 ing to credits allowable) is amended by renumbering section.

6 40 as section 41, and by inserting after section 39 the follow-

7 inq new section:

8 "SEC. 40. EXPENSES OF WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAMS.

9 "(a) GENERAL RULE.—There shall be allowed, as a
10 credit against the tax imposed by this chapter, the amount

11 determined under subpart C of this part.

12 "(b) REGULATIONS.—T/Le Secretary or his delegate

13 shall prescribe such regulations as may be necessary to carry

14 out the purposes of this section and subpart C."

15 (b) Part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 of such Code

16 (relating to credits against tax) is amended by adding at the

17 end thereof the following new subpart:

18 "Subpart C—Rules for Computing Credit for Expenses of

19 Work Incentive Programs

"See. .O. Amount of credit.
"Sec. (OA. Deflnitio; 8pecial rule8.

20 "SEC. 50. AMOUNT OF CREDIT.

21 "(a) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT.—

22 "(1) GENERAL RULE.—The' amount of the credit

23 allowed by section 40 for the taxable year shall be equal
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1 to 20 percent of the work incentive program expenses

2 (as defined in section 50A (a)).

3 "(2) LIMITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF TAX.—

4 Notwithstanding paragraph (1), the credit allowed by

5 section 40 for the taxable year shall not exceed—

6 "(A) so much of the liability for the taxable

7 year as does not exceed $25,000, plus

8 "(B) 50 percent of so much of the liability for

9 tax for the taxable year as exceeds $25,000.

10 "(3) LIABILITY FOR TAX.—For purposes of para-

11 graph (2), the liability for tax for the taxable year

12 shall be the tax imposed by this chapter for such year,

13 reduced by the sum of the credits allowable under—

14 "(A) section 33 (relating to foreign tax

15 credit),

16 "(B) section 35 (relating to partially tax

17 exempt interest),

18 "(6) section 37 (relating to retirement in-

19 come), and

20 "(D) section 38 (relating to investment in cer-

21 tam depreciable property).

22 For purposes of this paragraph, any tax imposed for th.e

23 taxable year,, by section 531 (relating to accumulated

24 earnings tax), section 541 (reiaiing to personal holding

25 company tax), or section .1378 (relating to tax on
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1 certain capital gains of subchapter S corporations), and

2 any additional tax imposed for the taxable year by sec-

3 tion 1351 (d) (1) (relating to recoveries of foreign ex-

4 pro priation losses), shall not be considered tax imposed

5 by this chapter for such year.

6 "(4) MARRIED INDiVIDUALS. In the case of a

7 husband or wife who files a separate return, the amount

8 specified itnder subparagraphs (A) and (B) of para-

9 graph (2) shall be $12,500 'in lieu of $25,000. This

10 paragraph shall not apply if the spouse of the taxpayer

11 has no work incentive program expenses for, and no

12 unused credit carryback or carryover to, the taxable year

13 of such spouse which ends within or with the taxpayer's

14 taxable year.

15 "(5) CONTROLLED GROUPS.—In the case of a con-

16 trolled group, the $25,000 amount specified under para-

17 graph (2) shall be reduced for each component member

18 of such group by apportioning $25,000 among the corn-

19 ponent members of such group in such manner as the 5cc-

20 retary or his delegate shall by reyuiatlons prescribe. For

21 purposes of the preceding sentence, the term 'controlled

22 group' has the meaning assigned to such term by section.

23 1563(a).

24 "(b) CARRYBACK AND CARRYOVER OF UNUSED

25 CREDIT.—

H.R.. 17550——26



390

"(1) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—If the amount of

2 the credit determined under subsection (a) (1) for any

:3 taxable year exceeds the limitation provided by sub-

4 section (a) (2) for such taxable year (hereinafter in

5 this subsection referred to as 'unused credit year'), such

6 excess shall be—

7 "(A) a work incentive program credit carry-

8 back to each of the 3 taxable years preceding the

9 unused credit year, and

10 "(B) a work incentive program credit carry-

11 over to each of the 7 taxable years following the

12 unused credit year,

13 and shall be added to the amount allowable as a credit

14 by section 40 for such years, except that such excess

15 may be a carryback only to a taxable year beginning

16 after December 31, 1970. The entire amount of the

17 unused credit for an unused credit year shall be carried

18 to the earliest of the 10 taxable years to which (by

19 reason of subparagraphs (A) and (B)) such credit

20 may be carried, and then to each of the other 9 taxable

21 years to the extent that, because of the limitation con-

22 tamed in paragraph (2), such unused credit may not

23
be added for a prior taxable year to which such unused

24 .credU may be carried.

25 "(2) LIMI'rATION.—The amount of the unused
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1 credit which may be added under paragraph (1) for

2 any preceding or succeeding taxable year shall not

3 exceed the amount by which the limitation provided by

4 subsection (a) (2) for such taxable year exceeds the sum

5 of—

6 "(A) the credit allowable under subsection (a)

7 (1) for such taxable year, and

8 "(B) the amounts which, by reason of this

9 subsection, are added to the amount allowable for

10 such taxable year and attributable to taxable years

ii. preceding the unused credit year.

12 "(c) EARLY TERMINATION OF EMPLOYMENT BY

13 EMPLOYER, ETC.—

14 "(1) GENERAL RULE .—Under regulations pre-

15 sen bed by the Secretary or his delegate—

16 "(A) WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAM El-

17 PENSE&—If the taxpayer terminates the employ-

18 men! of any employee with respect to whom work

19 incentive program expenses are taken into account

20 under subsection (a) at any time during the first

21. 12 months of such employment (whether or not

22 consecztive) or before the close of the 12th calendar

23 month after the calendar month in which such

employee completes 12 months of employment with

25 the taxpayer, the tax under this chapter for the
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1 taxable year in which such employment is termi-

2 nated shall be increased by an tmount (determined

3 under such regulations) equal to the credits allowed

4 under section 40 for such taxable year and all prior

5 taxable years attributable to work incentive program

]penSc3 ;;aIci or icrrcd wit/i respect to such

'7

S "(B) CIIIRYDACKS AND CARRYOVERS AD-

9 JUSTED.—In thc case of any termination of employ-

10 ment to which subparagraph (A) applies, the carry-

11 backs and carryovers under subsection (b) shall be

12 properly adjusted.

13 "(2) SUBSECTION NOT TO APPLY IN CERTAIN

14 CASES.—

15 "(A) IN GFJNERAL.—Paragraph (1) shall not

16 apply to—

17 "(i) a termination of employment of an

18 employee who voluntarily leaves the employ-

19 ment of the taxpayer, or

20 "(ii) a termination of employment of an

21 individual who, before the close of the period

22 referred to in paragraph (1) (A), becomes dis-

23 abled to perform the services of such employment,

24 nnless such disability is removed before the close
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I of' such period and the taxpayer fails to offer

2 reemployment to such individual.

3 "(B) CHANGE iN FORM OF BUSINESS, ETC.—

4 For purposes of paragraph (1), the employment

5 relationship between the taxpayer and an employee

G shall not be treated as terminated—

7 "(i) by a transaction to which section 381

8 (a) applies, if the employee continues to be

9 employed by the acquiring corporation, or

10 "(ii) by reason of a mere change in the

11 fom of conducting the trade or business of the

12 tapayer, if the employee continues to be em-

13 plo yed in such trade or business and the tax-

14 payer retains a substantial interest in such trade

15 or business.

16 "(3) SPECIAL RULE.—Any increase in tax under

17 paragraph (1) shall not be treated as tax imposed by thi$

18 chapter for purposes of determining the amount of any

19 credit allowable under subpart A.

20 "SEC. 50A. DEFINITIONS; SPECIAL RULES.

21 "(a) Woiix INCENTIVE PROGRAM EXPENSES.—FOr

22 purposes of thi subpart, the term 'work incentive program

23 expenses' mean the wages and salaries of employees who

24 are certified by the Secretary of Labor as having been placed

25 in employment under a work incentive program established

iT.R. 17550 26
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1 under section 432(b) (1) of the Social Security Act which

2 are paid or incurred for services rendered by such em-

3 ployees during the first 12 months of such employment

4 (whether or not consecutive).

5 "(b) LmIITATI0NS.—

6 "(1) TRADE OR BUSINESS EXPENSES.—NO item

7 shall be taken into account under subsection (a) unless

8 such item is allowable as a deduction under section 162

9 (relating to trade or business expenses).

10 "(2) REiMBURSED EXPENSES.—No item shall be

11 taken into account under subsection (a) to the extent

12 that the taxpayer is reimbursed for such item.

13 "(3) GEOGRAPHICAL LIMITATION.—No item

14 shall be taken into account under subsection (a) with

15 respect to any expense paid or incurred by the taxpayer

16 for training conducted outside of the territory of the

17 United States.

18 "(4) MAXIMUM PERIOD OF TRAINING OR IN-

19 STRUCTION.—No wages or salary of an employee shall

20 be taken into account under subsection (a) after the

21 end of the 24-month period beginning with the date of

22 initial employment of such employee by the taxpayer.

23 "(5) INELIGIBLE INDIVIDUALS.—No item shall

24 be taken into account under subsection (a) with respect

25 to an indiridual who—
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1 "(A) bears any of the relationships described

2 in paragraphs (1) through (8) of section 152(a)

3 to the taxpayer, or, if the taxpayer is a corporation,

4 to on individual who owns, directly or indirectly,

5 more than 50 percent in value of the outstanding

6 stoch of the corporation (determined with the appli-

7 cation of section 267(c)), or

8 "(B) if the taxpayer is an estate or trust, is a

9 grantor, beneficiary, or a fiduciary of the estate or

10 trus, or is an individual who bears any of the rela-

11 tionhips described in paragraphs (1) through (8)

12 of &ction 152 (a) to a grantor, beneficiary, or fidu-

13 ciary of the estate or trust.

14 "(c) SUBCHAPTER S CORPORATIONS.—In case of an

15 electing small business corporation (as defined in section

16 1371)—

17 "(1) the work incentive program expenses for each

18 taxable year shall be apportioned pro rata among the

19 persons who are shareholders of such corporation on the

20 last day of such taxable year, and

21 "(2) any person to whom any expenses have been

22 apportioned vnder paragraph (1) shall he treated (for

23 purposes of this subpart) as the taxpayer with respect to

24 such expenses.
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"(d) ESTATES AND TRuSTS.—In the case of an estate

2 or trust—

3 "(1) the work incentive program expenses for any

4 taxable year shall be apportioned between the estate or

5 trust and the beneficiaries on the basis of the income of

6 the estate or trust allocable to each,

7 "(2) any beneficiary to whom any expenses have

8 been apportioned under paragraph (1) shall be treated

9 (for purposes of this subpart) as the taxpayer with

10 respect to such expenses, and

11 "(3) the $25,000 amount specified under subpara-

12 graphs (A) and (B) of section 50(a) (2) applicable

13 to such estate or trust shall be reduced to an amount

14 which bears the same ratio to $25,000 as the amount of

15 the expenses allocated to the trust under paragraph (1)

16 bears to the entire amount of such expenses.

17 "(e) LliilTATIONS WITH RESPECT TO CERTAIN PER-

18 SONS.—In the case of—

19 "(1) an organization to which section 593 applies,

20 "(2) a regulated investment company or a real

21 estate investment trust subject to taxation under sub-

22 chapter M (section 851 and following), and

23 "(3) a cooperative organization described in sec-

24 tion 1381(a),

25 rules similar to the rules provided in section 46(d) shall
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1 apply under regulations prescribe ci by the Secretary or his

2 delegate.

3 "(f) CROSS REFERENCE.—

"For application of this subpart to certain acquiring cor-
porations, see section 381 (c)(4),"

4 (c) (1) The table of subparts for part IV of subchapter

5 A of chapter 1 of such Code is amended by adding at the

6 end thereof the following:

"&th part C. Rules for computing credit for expenses of
work ince'ntive programs."

7 (2) The table of sections of subpart A of part JJ7 of

8 subchapter A of chapter 1 of such Code is amended by

9 striking out the last item and inserting in lieu thereof the

10 following:

"Sec. 40. Expenses of work incentive programs.
"Sec 41. Overpaijments of tax."

ii (3) Section 381 (c) of such Code (relating to items

12 taken into account in certain corporated acquisitions) is

13 amended by adding at the end thereof the following new

14 paragraph:

15 "(24) CREDIT UNDER SECTION 40 FOR WORK IN-

16 CENTIVE PROGRAM EXPENSES.—The acquiring cor-

17 poration shall take into account (to the extent proper to

18 carry out the purposes of this section and section 40, and

19 under such regulations as may be prescribed by the

20 Secretary or his delegate) the items required to be taken
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1 into account for purposes of section 40 in respect of the

2 distributor or transferor corporation."

3 (d) The amendments made by this section shall apply to

4 taccable years beginning after December 31, 1970.

5 (294)CHANGE IN EXECUTIVE SCHEDULE—COMMISSIONER

6 OF SOCIAL SECURITY

7 SEC. 412. (a) Section 5316 of title 5, United States

8 Code (relating to positions at level V of the Execu tire Scheil-

9 ule), is amended by striking out:

10 "(51) Commissioner of Social Security, Depart-

ment of Health, Education, and Welfare.".

12 (b) Section 5315 of title 5, United States Code (re/at-

13 in9 to positions at level IV of the Executive Schedule), is

14 amended by adding at the end thereof the following:

15 "(94) Commissioner of Social Security, Depart-

16 ment of Health, Education, and Welfare.".

17 (c) The amendment3 made by the preceding provision.

18 of this section shall take effect on the first day of the first pay

19 period of the Conmissioner of Social Security, Departmeni

20 of Health, Education, and Welfare, which commences on or

21 after January 1, 1971.

22 (295)PRIvATE PENSION BENEFITS THAT DECREItSE BY

23 REASON OF SOCIAL SECURITY INCREASES

24 SEC. 413. (a) Section 404 of the Internal Revenue

25 Code of 1954 (relating to deduction for contributions of an



399

1 employer to an employee's trust or annuitt; plan, etc.) is

2 amended by cdthny at the end thereof the following new

3 subsection:

4 "(q) PENSION, ETC., PL!Ns CORBELI TED WITH 0L1-

5 A GE, SURVIVORS,, 1ND DISABILITY LVSUR1NcE BENE-

6 Fn's.—lf con1iibution arc paid by cm .;;p!oyer to a stock

7 bonus, pension, profit-sharing or annuity plan designed to

8 provide benefits upon retirement, and, the amount of the

9 benefit payment or payments to an individual who is en-

10 titled to such bane fit payment or payments under the plan

11 for any period after December 31, 1970, is reduced, in

12 whole or in part, by reason of an increase in the amount of

13 the monthly insurance benefits which are payable to such

14 individnal for such perwd under title II of the Social Security

15 Act, then the total amount deductible under this section with

16 respect w con trbutions made by the employer to the plan

17 for the taxable year in which occurs the period described in

18 this section shafl, under regulations of the Secretary or his

19 delegate, be reduced by an amount (which shall not be in

20 excess of the total of the amount otherwise so de(iuctible)

21 equal to the net decrease in payments to all individuals under

22 the plan by reason of such increase during such taxable

23 year."
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1 (b) The amendment made by this section shall apply

2 with respect to taxable years of employers contributing to

3 such stock bonus, pension, profit-sharing or annuity plans

4 beginning on or after the date of enactment of this Act.

Passed the House of Representatives May 21, 1970

Abtest: W. PAT JENNINGS,
Clerk.

Passed the Senate with amendments December 29
(legislative day, December 28), 1970.

Attest: FRANCIS R. VALEO,

Secretary.
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AN ACT
To amend the Social Security Act to provide

increases in benefits, to improve computa-
tion methods, and to raise the earnings base
under the old-age, survivors, and disability
insurance system, to make improvements in
the medicare, medicaid, and maternal and
child health programs with emphasis upon
improvements in the operating effectiveness
of such programs, and for other purposes.

IN THE SENATE OP THE UNITED STATES
DECEMBER 29 (legislatIve day, DEcEMBER 28), 1970

Ordered to be printed with the amendments of the
Senate numbered
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House of Representatives

* * * * *
The message also announced that the

Senate Insists upon Its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 17550) entitled "An act to
amend the Social Security Act to pro-
vide Increases in benefits, to improve
computation methods, and to raise the
earnings base under the old-age, sur-
vivors, and disability Insurance system,
to make improvements in the medicare,
medicaid, and maternal and child
health programs with emphasis upon
improvements in the operating effec-
tiveness of such programs, and for other
purposes," requests a conference with
the House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
LONG, Mr. TALMADGE, Mr. RIBICOFF, Mr.
WILLIAMS of Delaware and Mr. BEN1ETr
to be the conferees on the part of the
Senate.
* * * * *

MFSAGE FROM THE SENATE

United States
of America
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Prri'riONfliG CHAIRMAN OF WAYS
AND MEANS COMl1TITEE IN RE-
-GARD TO SENATE AMENDMENTS
TO SOCIAL SECURITY BILL
The SPEAKER pro tem.pore. Under a,

previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. VANIK) is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I have a pe-
tition signed by 100 Members of the
House of Representatives urging the
Honorable WnBuR MILLS, chairman of
the Ways and Means Committee to take
the Senate athendinents to the social se-
curity bill from the Speaker's desk to
conference and accept those which:
First, Increase social security benefIts by
10 percent; second, increase the social
secnirlty minimum to $100; third, In-
crease the retirement earnings test to
$2,400; and fourth, Increase the monthly
minimum allowance for the aged, dis-
abled, and blind on welfare to $130 a
person or $200 per couple.

I can very well understand to act on
this bill while it languished in the other
body for over 7 months. I also under-
stand the frustrations of Members who
properly explained about the attempt to
attach nonrelated legislation to the so-
cial security bill.

These considerations, however, should
be put aside because of the need to adopt
this legislation. A new bill next year Is
not likely to provide a 10-percent in-
crease in benefits, nor Is it likely to in-
crease the minimum benefit to $100—nor
Is It likely to Include an Increase In the
allowable retirement Income to $2,400
per year; nor Is it likely to increase the
monthly minimum allowance f or the
aged, disabled, and blind on welfare to
acceptable levels. Furthermore, If a new
bill passes the Congress by AprIl 1, In-
creased benefit payments will not be re-
ceived by 26 million recipients until
after July 1.

The experience of this year Indicates
the manner in which the social security
legislation is used as a delivery system
for legislation which could not make It
through this Congress on Its own power.
This abuse of the legislative process
could be avoided if we pass out a social
security bill this session.

Following Is the petition signed by 100
Members of this body urging action be-
fore sine die adjournment of this
Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

FoLrr). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Ohio?

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, and I shall not object,
of course, but I would think It would be
the gentlemaniy thing to do. and I am
sure those who signed the petition
would want done, and that Is to accord
the privilege to the chairman of the
Conunittee on Ways and Means the op-
portunity to have the original copy of
It and not just to read the signatures

-into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
Therefore, I hope my friend from Ohio

will provide that opportunity to the
chairman of the committee.

Mr. VANIK. I have for the chairman
the original. I got the 100th name just
a couple of minutes ago and It Is on
my desk. I have a mimeographed copy
of It.

Mr. MTT.1, I appreciate the gentle-
man at least letting me have the original
copy.

Mr. VANIK. I shall be glad to do so.
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw

my reservation of objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there

objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Ohio?

There was no objection.
Mr. VANIX. Mr. Speaker, the petition

referred to follows:
PrrrrzoN

We, the undersigned Members of the Houss
of Representatives, hereby urge the Honor-
able Wilbur Mills, Chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee, to take the Senate
Amendments to the Social Security Bill freon
the Speaker's Desk to Conference and accept
those which (1) Increase eocial security besie-
fits by 10 percent, (2) Increase the social
security minimum to $100, (3) Increase the
retirement earnings test to $2400, (4) In-
crease the monthly minimum allowance for
the Aged, Disabled, and Blind on welfare to
$130 a person or $200 per couple.

LIST OF SIGNERS
Brock Adams, Philip Burton. Jonathan

Blngham, James A. Burke, James Scheuer,
Dominick Daniels. Michael Harringiton.

Henry Helstoski. Lloyd Meeds, Donald
P.elgle, Joseph Minish, Robert Kastenmeler,
William Ford, Robert Nix.

William Ryan, Edward Fatten, Edward
Koch, Sidney Yates, John Melcher, Edward
Oarmatz, Thaddeus Dulslfi.

Louis Stokes, William Hathaway, YOhn
Brademas, Fred Schwengel, Luclen Nedzl,
Patsy Mink, Michael Feighan.

Richard Mc(7arthy, Paul McCloskey, Wil-
11am Harsha, William J. Green, Donald Fras-
er, Jerome Waidle. James Fulton.

Robert Tiernan, Ken Hechier, Frank
Clark, John Conyers, William Barrett, Rich-
ard Henna, James Byrne, Samuel Stratton.

Melvin Price, Lester Wolff, Charles Carney,
Lawrence Coughlin, Joshtla Eilberg, David
R. Obey. Abner Mikva.

Thomas M. Rees, Frank Brasco, Ray
Madden, Seymour Halpern, William Moor-
head. Clement Zablocki, Lionel Van Deerlin.

John Dingell. Otis Pike, Robert Leggett,
Paul Findley, Roman Puclnski, James Kee,
Peter Kyros.

Edward Roybal, Jeffery Cohelan, Frank
Annunzio, Torbet Macdonald, Robert Mollo-
han, Frank Thompson, Peter Rodino.

Byron Rogers, Arnold Olsen. Cornelius Gal-
lagher, Henry Reuss, Charles A. Vanik, Wil-
liam Randall, John Culver, James O'Hara.

Edward Boland, Ludlow Ashley, Bertram
Podell, Spark Matsunaga, Joseph McDade,
John Slack, Clarencg Long.

Also attached herewith Is a Library of
Congress memorandum relating to the
financing of the OASDI system under the

December 81, 1970
Senate version of the bill as compared
with the House version:

MEMORANDUM

DECEMBER 29. 1970.
Prom: Francisco Bayo.
Subject: Comparison of the Financing of the

OASDI System Under the Senate Ver-
sIon and House Version of HR. 17550.

The attached Table I compares the financ-
Ing adopted for the Senate version and the
House version of the OASDI system under
HR. 17550. This comparison Is made on the
basis of level earnings assumptions and does
not take into account the effect of the auto-
matic benefit increase provisions or of their
corresponding financing. The House version
of these provisions Is estimated to yield
enough revenues, over the long-range future,
to finance eli the automatic Increases in
benefits. However, under the Senate version
of the automatic provisions the system would
slowly accumulate actuarial surpluses, un-
less the Congress acts in the future to either
increase the benefits further or reduce the
taxes.

On the basis of the level earnings assump-
tion and disregarding the automatic provi-
sions, the House bill has an actuarial im-
balance for the OASDI system of —0.15%
taxable payroll which is close to the permis-
sible variation of .10% of taxable payroll.
This was also the case under the Ways and
Means Committee bill, which had an actu-
arial balance of —0.12% of taxable payroll
and which was Increased on the House floor
to —0.15% of taxable payroll by a liberaliza-
tion in the retirement test. However, this is
not the case for the Senate bill which has an
actuarial imbalance of —0.25% of taxable
payroll and is beyond the acceptable limits
of variation. It should be indicated that the
bill reported by the Senate Finance Commit-
tee had an actuarial balance of —0.15% of
taxable payroll, as In the House bill, and that
the liberalization adopted on the Senate floor
with respect to the earnings test and to
grandchildren's benefits increased the im-
balance by 0.10% to a total of —0.25% of tax-
able payroll.

The main differences between the two ver-
sions of the bill are presented in Table II
which also indicates their long range cost
effect. The level-cost of the OASDI system
under present law and under both versions of
the bill are presented in Table UI.

TABLE I—CHANGES IN ACTUARIAL BALANCE OF OLD.AGE'

SURVIVORS AND DISABILITY INSURANCE SYSTEM AS
PERCENTAGE OF TAXABLE PAYROLL OF HOUSE AND
SENATE VERSIONS OVER PRESENT LAW

tevel-cosl

House Sensle
Item pill

Actuarial balance of presentsystem —4g. 08 —0.08
Effect of 1970 earnings +.25 +.28
Increase in earnings +. 23 +. 23
Age 62 computation pointlor men —.12 —.07
Earninp test changes —. 13 —.22
Widow s benefits 100 percent of PIA at

age 65 —.24 —920

Actuarial reduction changes —.10 (I)
Eligibility for blind —.01 —.00
4-month waiting period to, disability (I) —.06
Family masimum for new beneficiarieo___ (I) —.04
Miscellaneous changes2 —.01 —.02
General benefit increase —.48 —.96
;ioo minimum PIPi (I) —.28
Revised contribution schedule 4-, 51 +1.25
Total effect of changes in bill —.07 —.17

Actuarial balance under bill —.15 —.25

I This change not included in this version ot the bill.
a Includes the toltowing: to, both versions, child's benefits for

children disabled at ages 18 to 21; workmen's compensation
offset based on 100 percent of "average csrrenl earnings"; and
reduced widower's benefit at age 60; for House version only
eliminalisn of support requirement for divorced wife's and
widow's benefits; for Senate version only, disabled-child 7
years reentitlement; broaden definition of adopted child; and
benefits is chitdroo uuppnrted by grusdpareots.
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SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AMEND-
MENTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
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man from Arkansas (Mr. MILLS) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
take time first to thank my friend, the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. VANIK), for
all of his valuable assistance in trying to
help me work out, along with other Mem-
bers who would have been on the con-
ference committee, these many knotty
problems that we would have if we went
to conference. His assistance is appreci-
ated. And I am sure if we were in con-
ference and could be in communication
with the gentleman with respect to each
of the 295 amendments that the Senate
adopted to the bill, raising the size of the
bill from 158 pages initially to an even
400 pages, that we could get some very
valuable direction from the gentleman in
making decisions as to what the House
conferees should be expected to do on
each of these amendments.

How long this would take, however, in-
sofar as receiving that consultation and
advice and then making a decision on
the part of those of us who would be the
conferees, I do not know. But I think the
gentleman has been in the Congress long
enough, I think he has been on the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means long
enough—maybe he has not attended
enough conferences to know—that it is
humanly impossible within a short pe-
riod of time to go to conference, hand
pick four or five things out of a bill that
the gentleman wants us to have, and
come back with those four or five things,
and turn down the remainder in the con-
ference and get the other side to agree.

You know, a conference is a compro-
mise between representatives of this body
and of the other body. I have never
known of a time when the other bbdy
just capitulated on the basis of sugges-
tions that the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. BYRNES) and I, and other House
conferees would say what we wanted on
the House side, because invariably they
tell us that Senator So-and-So has a
most important amendment in this bill,
and we just could not go back to the
Senate without Senator So-and-so's
amendment adopted in the conference
"for fear that he would engage in what
is referred to over there as 'unlimited
discussion' on the weaknesses of the con-
ference report without 'my' provision in
it."

That has happened invariably with
respect to every one of these so-called
Christmas tree bills that the House has
been presented with over the years, usu-
ally before Christmas, you understand,
Mr. Speaker, but this one did not pass
the Senate until December 29.

Actually, there were so many errors
in it after passage in the other body that
it actually took two prints and two re-
visions by the enrolling clerks, or who-
ever does it, in order to put the bill in
some form that they could submit to
the House. It has taken over 2 work-
ing days of the Government Printing
Office and the enrolling clerks in the
Senate to get out this 400-page docu-
ment for the House. Now, nobody knows
yet whether it is perfect or not, even as
far as the clerical condition is concerned,
but we do know we did not get it until
today.

And as I look at my calendar it seems
to me that today is the 31st day of De-
cember, is it not?

Now, I took the occasion this after-
noon, after I received the print—be-
cause of the interest of my friend, the
gentleman from Ohio, in something be-
ing done, and also my own interest—
just to run through some of these things,
and see just what the Senate had done
that he, on yesterday, recommended so
quickly when he sent a letter to every-
body in the House saying that he ac-
knowledged that these were good
amendments, and stating in the first
paragraph of his letter to all of his dear
colleagues, dated December 31:

Today the House will receive—

And it did not, but he said it would—
the Senate-passed Social Security Act with
a request for a conference. The Senate
amendments to this bill merit adoption by
the House en bloc. There is no need for a
conference and delay.

Now, I hope my friend has changed
his mind, because there are provisions
within the Senate bill' that my friend
fought in the House Committee on Ways
and Means when they were being dis-
cussed. For example, my friend would
not be for a suggestion that the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare
be directed to levy against any and all
property that any person might have
who happened to owe money to the
medicare program. Surely not.

The gentleman opposed that in the
Committee on Ways and Means, but the
gentleman asked me yesterday to just
proceed to take the bill with that kind
of an amendment in it.

Another provision that my friend
surely would not want Is one in an effort
to do, I think, a very implausible thing:
subsidize employers to employ the hard
core, giving a tax break of such nature
that it is profitable to the employer to
fire his long-time unionized members,
and go to nothing but so-called hard-
core employment.

That Is one thing I have always been
told by my friencic In organized labor,
that they feared and did not want to see
happen in connection with any of these
training programs.

Now that is another provision which,
had I followed the gentleman's advice
and taken the bill from the Speaker's
table and adopted the Senate amend-
ments engross or in block, we would have
had in this bill.

'But the most serious part of It all
really Is here again—the irresponsibility
of the matter. And I say this advisedly.
It makes one's patience wear thin, when
we have this sort of situation on a bill
which reaches us on December 31 in the
afternoon, which has 295 amendments,
covering 268 pages of new provisions,
which we were asked to accept even be-
fore the language of the amendments
was available.

One thing that has happened every
time the Committee on Ways and Means
has acted on social security, and I wish
my friend, the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin, if I am wrong will correct me, the
Committee on Ways and Means his-
torically and certainly ever since I have

been a member, and that goes back to
1942, has studiously acted to prevent this
fund from ever becoming actuarially un-
sound.

We have never allowed such a bill to
pass with our support even though every
time, I may say without exception, we
have had to patch it up in conference
to prevent Senate amendments from
making it actuarially unsound. We pre-
sented a bill to the President, which was
sound, and we could say to the American
people that it was actuarially sound, and
we have maintained the integrity of the
congressional position that you may rely
with certainty upon these monthly pay-
ments when you are in retirement.

This bill, as we have it before us, is out
of balance by 0.25 percent of payroll. Now
that does not sound like very much does
it? But what does 0.25 percent of pay-
roll represent in dollars? That represents
over $1 billion a year. We do not have
enough in the fund to run the risk of
spending more money within the life of
the fund—more money than we can take
in on an actuarial basis.

Now I could ask the gentleman to help
me with respect to extending a lot of
these other provisions, but I am not go-
ing to because I know now that my friend
does not want us to take all of this. He
has had a chance to know more about
what is in the bill—and I am not criticiz-
ing him. I know that he has this zeal to
help people. I have it myself. But if he
will be patient with me and not be too
anxious, and will let me go over some
of these things with him and advise with
him ahead of time, I may be able to help
him to avoid making a mistake in this
area because I have had some experience
that he has not had an opportunity to
have that I am sure my friend could use.

What I am talking about is this.
No one has spent more time, in my

opinion, working in this field In the ef-
fort to help people than the membership
of our committee, In total, over all of
these many years. I know I have spent
a lot of time thinking about this. I have
been proud of the fact that the benefits
under social security have risen; and that
the fund has grown more; the program
has meant more during the period of
time I have been on the committee, and
may I say even during the period of time
I have been chairman of the committee,
than in all of the history of the program
theretofore. I have taken great pride In
that. It is a pleasure for me to have been
the author of so many of the bills that
have helped the program to go in this di-
rection.

But I urge my friends who are peti-
tioning me through the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. VANIK) to be a little patient
with us—and I know that we will not do
all that they ask of us, and I say that in
all frankness—but I have a lot more
optimism about the whole operation than
my friend has. I am not a pessimist like
he is.

I have said, and the gentleman from
Wisconsin has said, and every member
of the Committee on Ways and MeanE
with whom I have discussed the matter
has agreed with me that there will be
reported from the Committee on Waya
and Means as soon as possible after we
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reconvene a bill which will provide so-
cial security benefit increases across-the-
board retroactive to January 1. The bene-
fits in this bill would go Into effect then.

It would be my intention that the bill
would provide for those things that the
House provided for in the social security
measure insofar as outside earnings are
concerned. We cannot go to the $2,400,
without making our bill as actuarily
unsound as the Senate bill is, except that
we should increase taxes—and I do not
know whether we want to do that or
not—but what I would like to do is to
report back a bill without a whole lot of
discussion and a whole lot of divisiveness
on the part of the committee, as quickly
as we can. In my opinion, hearings are
necessary, I am sure my friend would
agree. I think if we do that and make
such adjustments as we want to with
respect to the percentage across-the-
board increase in benefits and let the
House know that the bill that it voted
on last year Is similar to the bill that
we are asking it to vote on next year
with these exceptions that we will de-
scribe, the bill would go through by
unanimous consent,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.
FOLEY). The time of the gentleman from
Arkansas has expired.

(By unanimous consent, at the request
of Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin, Mr. MILLS
was allowed to proceed for 5. additional
minutes.)

Mr. MILLS. I thank the gentleman.
The bill could pass by unanimous con-

sent, In all probability. There is no rea-
son why we cannot do it by Lincoln's
Birthday, if we get the House organized.
I would like to repeat: if we get the
House organized in time. I, of course, do
not know whether we can do it. I do not
know what the caucus is going to impose
upon us in that respect. They may make
It Impossible for us, If we are not careful,
to organize the House In a short period
of time, It may take us the month of
February, But if It does not, we can, as
the Ways and Means Committee, meet
and report this bill out, in my opinion,
In a short time at the most and have It
passed.

So I say I am far more optimistic than
my friend from Ohio Is. I am surprised
that he is so pessimistic,. and I hope he
will not go home and go to bed tonight
without that degree of optimism about
this that I have.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I think
there are others who share the chair-
man's optimism, and certainly there are
people who are as concerned about the
welfare of these people as Is the gentle-
man from Ohio, the gentleman from Ar-
kansas, or myself. I refer to the National
Council of Senior Citizens, Inc.

If the chairman would permit, I would
like to call to the attention of the gentle-
man from Ohio a letter that they sent
to the chairman of the committee and
also to myself as the ranking member,
and this was done some time ago, ac-
knowledging the Impracticality of going
to a conference.

Certainly, if the proposition the gen-
tleman suggested yesterday had been
presented, they would have been equally
shocked—the Idea that we should just
accept the Senate amendments en bloc.
] could not help but be breathless at the
preposterousness of such a proposition
Ia abdicating the responsibilities of the
House and the responsibilities of the
Ways and Means Committee,

Now today the gentleman presents us
with a new proposition, and that is to
follow this very selective method.

But let me read what the National
Couficil of Senior Citizens wrote to the
chairman and myself with respect to
the matter at hand:

NArIONAL COJNCTL OF SENIOR
CITIZENS, INC.,

Washington, D.C., December 23, 1970.
Eon. Wztuii D. MILI.s,
Chairman Committee on Ways and Means,

U.S. House of Representatives, Washing-
ton, D.C.

DEAR WILBuR: This morning's press car-
ried a story to the effect that you and Con-
gessman Byrnes had issued a joint state-
Irent dealing with the practical impossi-
b:llty of any House-Senate Conference corn-
peting action during this session on Hit.
l'550, even in the unlikely event that the
Senate could act on this legislation between
now and the end of this Congress.

Let me say that we in the National Coun-
ciL of Senior Cltizen were relieved to learn
of this position taken by you and the rank-
ing minority member. We have been con-
cerned during the last several weeks lest the
Senate might be pushed by the time factor
into some hasty action On this complex and
far-reaching piece of legislation and that a
House-Senate Conference would be con-
fronted with the task of reconciling the two
msasurea made enormously more complex by
al:, of the changes made in the biU as re-
pcrted by the Senate Finance Committee. It
is our view that the position that you and
Ccngressman Byrnes have taken and your
making the position pubUc represents a re-
sp)nsible approach to the problem at this
stage and we are grateful for It.

We were glad to note also that the state-
mont as reported Indicated your readiness
to consider Improvements In the Social Se-
curity and Welfare programs early in the
fir;t session of the new Congress and that
you expected that increases in Social Se-..
c*xrity benefits would be made retroactive to
Ja.iuary 1. If you are successful In these ef-
fot ts, the elderly will not have suffered any
ovorall loss of benefits, though so many of
thom are Uving on the very edge of the mar-
gir. that even delays in receiving benefit in-
creases are very serious. Any such delay,
hoFever, would not be nearly as harmful to
tim elderly of this country as the effects of
haity and UI-considered legislation might be.

In connection with the new pepposals in
benefits, we hope that the Ways and Means
Committee will recognize that since the very
modest increase of five percent passed the
Hojse early this year, It has already been
used up by the effects of the Inflationary rise
in the cost of living which hits the elderly
on fixed Incomes the hardest. We would urge
therefore that as you approach this problem
In he new year you would consider substan-
tially greater Increases In the benefit sched-
ule; than those In the House-passed bill of
1973.

With the season's best wishes, I am
Sincerely yours,

NELSON 11. CRUUC5HANK,
President.

That is the position the Chairman Is
taking, and It Is the position I have
taken, that we are here dealing with a

trust we have that involves the future
floor of protection for all the older people
and the people who are working today,
and that 20-some million who are de-
pendent on this system. We cannot take
risky action, we cannot take precipitous
action, we cannot take ill-considered ac-
tion if we are going to do justice by the
rights of these people and their depend-
ents under this system.

I compliment the chairman with ,re-
spect to the position he has taken in our
dealing with this legislation and with re-
spect to the bill as it has come over from
the Senate.

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 say I never intended to imply that
what the other body prepared for us was
a perfect bill. We have had many imper-
fect bills sent to us from the other body.
There has been the trade bill, that in-
cluded oil quotas and everything eise
under the suit that could be hooked onto
it. I know neither the distinguished
Chairman nor the distinguished ranking
minority member of the Ways and Means
Committee can tell me and assure this
House that the social security bill will
not again be used as a delivery system
for the kind of conglomerate legislation
that could not pass this House on its own.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Arkansas has expired.

(On request of Mr. VANIK, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. MII.LS was al-
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. VANIK, Mr. Speaker, I would like
to say I have always supported the in-
tegrity of this fund. As a matter of fact,
I opposed the language of the House bill,
and I cannot tell the gentleman right
now whether It Is in the Senate bill, the
language reducing the tax rate or Sus-
pending the increase that was already
provided In the law to take effect Jan-
uary 1.

And by that very provision they have
diverted over $40 billion out of the trust
fund during the next 10 years. I opposed
that diversion in the House bill, as the
gentleman knows.

I just want to say In closing on this
point that It is not my patience that is
at issue, and It Is not the patience of
our distinguished Chairman of the Ways
and Means Commttee that is at issue, but
it is the patience of the 26 million people
plus the great body of other people that
are affected by the other provisions of
what the Senate has suggested In the
four proposals I have made.

I certainly hope, with every hope that
I can muster, that what we do next year
will approach the high degree of service
and accomplishments that is suggested
by the four proposals I have asked the
House Ways and Means Committee to
adopt.

Mr. MILLS. If I have a minute or two
left, I will say to the gentleman I do not
like his fourth proposal either, because
the House proposal of providing $220 to
the couple as a minimum payment is
better to me than the Senate's providing
$200 per couple, but the gentlemait will
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have a chance to 'dote further in the
committee on it if he wants. I will not
vote for it. I will vote for the more liberal
provision the House will provide. I hope
my friend from Ohio, on more reflection,
will also.

But what I want to get my friend to
understand—and I had thought the gen-
tleman had been in Congress long enough
never to accept a proposal from the
other body with respect to a bill this big,
to understand that never should any-
body take such a package, and never
recommend to one's colleagues again that
the amendments should be taken en bloc
until the gentleman himself has had a
chance to study them and read them.

Never in my years of dealing with the
Senate have I ever known that body to
produce anything and send it here, never
have I ever had to go to conference with
them on something that I have taken en
bloc. I have never done it. I will ask the
gentleman from Wisconsin If he has ever
known of a major product coming from
that body which we have had to meet on
that he would take en bloc?

This is what I want to caution my
friend about, because I do not want him
to make a mistake again If he stays
here—and I think he will, because he is
a valuable and able Member—but I cau-
tion my friend, the gentleman, just do
not make that mistake.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MILLS
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to my friend from
Ohio.

Mr. VAN]X. I just want to say I cer-
tainly hope that the distinguished chair-
man and the ranking minority member
of the Ways and Means Committee and
other Members of this House will help
us adopt rules that will make it possible
for the other Members of this body bet-
ter to see a bill that they vote on that
is reported out of a conference.

I have to go to the Speaker's desk to
read the amendments, because under the
archaic procedure under which we oper-
ate today a conference report coming
over from the other body is almost secret
to most of the Members of the House.
They have no way of knowing totally
what is going on in the legislative proc-
ess, not only at this stage of a legislative
session but also at any stage of a legisla-
tive session.

Mr. MILLS. Would my friend yield
back to me?

Mr. VANIK. Certainly.
Mr. MILLS. Now, do not castigate us

any more about conference reports and
things like that.

I have never brought up a conference
report during the time I have been chair-
man of the committee which has not been
printed and available to every Member
of the House who wanted to get it before
it was ever considered. All a Member has
to do is to ask for it and read it.

The gentleman asked me, though, yes-
terday, to take a bill that was not even
over here, which had not even been
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printed by the Government Printing Of-
fice, and to accept all the amendments
en bloc. It did not become available to
anyone until today. But the gentleman
sent his letter out yesterday.

If the gentleman wants to criticize us
about conference reports, do not do that
any niore, please.

Mr. VANIK. I want to point out that
no Member of this House had access to
that volume prepared by the other body
unless he went to that desk. I believe the
rules ought to be changed.

Mr. MILLS. It was not there. What I
am trying to tell the gentleman is that
the engrossed copy arrived today—I re-
peat, today—at the Speaker's desk, and
I could not get a copy of this until today,
which represents the bill as amended by
the Senate, and the ink is not even dry
on it now. No ohe could get a copy be-
cause it was not in print.

Mr. VANIK. I want to point out to my
distinguished chairman, I thought the
report would be delivered the day before.
They personally told me in the other
body it would be delivered.

Mr. MILLS. What I am trying to cau-
tion my friend—and to get my friend to
see the wisdom of my advice—is not to
Lend out a letter until he has had an op-
portunity to analyze and to know what
is in the proposition he is asking the
House to take. That is all I ask. He
should not have sent out the letter on
the basis of the bill having been sent to
the House. He should have sent out his
letter, in my opinion, on the basis of an
actual examination and an indepth
study of the amendments, because now
I do not know whether in the future
I want to go along with his recommen-
dations that I do something or not, be-
cause I just will not know how far into
the subject he has gone. That is what
worries me.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MILLS
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

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

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. VANIK. I just want to point out to
the distinguished chairman that no
Member of this House had access to this
bill at all until it was brought to the
Speaker's desk. In my letter I assumed
it was going to be brought over yester-
day. That is the reason why the lan-
guage was in the letter. But that is only
a small part of the controversy I raise
today.

Mr. MILLS. Pardon me, but there is no
controversy between the gentleman and
me. We are both trying to do the same
thing, to help the old people.

Mr. VANIK. I just want to say, in con-
cluding my remarks, I certainly hope and
trust that the goals we both aspire for
and aim for with respect to our social
security program will be adopted in time
next session to make it a realistic and
early payout to the 6 million people who
are involved some time before April 1.

Mr. MILLS. I just want the gentleman
to be optimistic, to be in the committee.
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like he is, and to see to it that it is done,
But be optimistic about it, I say to my
friend.

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

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. CORMAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I notice in the proposal of the gentle-
man from Ohio we are dealing with two
subject matters, although both deal with
the old people. One is the social security
benefit and the other is public assistance.

I understand from the chairman that
we may move rather rapidly into this
whole field. It is my own feeling that
when we talk about public assistance,
people who are poor and may be hungry,
we are talking about people who are too
old to work, too sick to work, and too
young to work. Am I to anticipate we will
take care of all those people at the same
time, since there are little resources in
the States to pay their portion of the
cost of this?

It seems we must not exclude any por-
tion of the poor when we finally decide
what the Federal Government wants to
do and what we will attempt to get the
States to do.

Mr. MILLS. I will state to the gentle-
man that if I had not already made that
observation, I should have done so. We
do not want Just a social security bill.
What we would want, if I could have my
way in the matter, would be a combina-
tion of such matters as we have been
talking about; namely, social security
amendments, medicare amendments,
medicaid amendments, welfare amend-
ments, which would include the AF'DC
program and any changes in that area,
and also your adult assistance, which
applies to the aged, to-the disabled, and
to the blind, so that we will have a com-
plete package in one bill,

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the comments of the chairman. But
I would rather, when we look at this
total picture of assistance, believe the
first thing involved Is what the bene-
ciaries are to get and how much out of
the total amount of resources will be
devoted to these programs; how much
the Federal Government is going to put
in the pot and how much the State and
local governments will put in.

Further, with regard to the Federal
Government contribution, it comes in
two forms. One form is general funds
and the other form is from social secu-
rity. We are always tempted to raise it
to a rather high level, the minimum of
social security, depending upon public as-
sistance, but in truth if you do that you
then cut back on the amount of money
you have to give as benefits to social
security recipients who have paid a sub-
stantial amount of money over a long
period of time. So, in truth you rob the
workers to obtain the expenditures for
the benefits you might otherwise not
have.

Mr. MILLS. I think the gentleman
from California Is eminently correct.

Mr. Speaker, let me say this in con-
elusion: I regret that I had to conclude,
along with the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. BYRNES), because of the time
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elements involved, that it would be an
idle gesture and that it would be impos-
sible for us to accomplish anything by
going to conference. Therefore, you have
to conclude that it would have been in-
advisable to take the bill from the Speak-
ers table and engage in an idle gesture
of asking unanimous consent for it to go
to conference and die in the conference.
I would rather that we not go through
any such idle gesture here but recognize.
all of us, just because we may at this
particular session of the 91st Congress
have lost a battle, it does not mean we
have lost the war. I have received letters
and telegrams from a number of organi-
zations representing our older citizens
commending us on our decision on this
matter. There will be another Congress
either on January 4 or January 21 or
sometime next year—the beginning of
the 92d Congress—and I can assure all
of my colleagues, as I have said to my
friend, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
VANIK), with reference to the timing of
this bill, It is my Intention to move the
bill as quickly as is possible and I have
no thought of letting anything that
might develop interfere with the carry-
ing out of that purpose insofar as I can
control it. Now, certainly, I know that
my friend has confidence in me, as I
have in him, and I know I can join him
and I know he joins me in wishing a very
happy New Year to all of those who are
here as well as our colleagues who are
not here, but certainly to those who have
remained here long enough to hear the
gentleman from Ohio and the gentleman
from Arkansas settle this matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman from Arkansas has
again expired.
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A BILL
To authorize a family assistance phni providiiig basic benefits to

low—mcoine families with children, to provide inceiilives for

eniployment and training to improve the capcitv for clii—

ployinent of members of such faiiiilies, to achieve grei ci
uniformity of treatment of recipients under the Federal—State

public assistance programs and to otherwise improve such

programs, and for other 1)1r1)oses.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of J?cpresenta-

2 tives of the United States of America in Con qress asscmble(1,

3 That this Act, with the, following table of contents. urn he

4 cited as the "li1aiiiilv A ssistance Act of 1969".
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1 FINI)! NGS AN1) DECLABAT1ON OF PU IPOSE

2 Sim'. . (a) rlllic Coiigress hereby fiuids aiid declares

3 that——

4 (1) the preseilt fedeiailv assiste(l welfare progi'aliI

1)IOVidC5 J)(]I(tll S \VIIICII \7ary \vI(lelv thrOllg1u)llt I lie

(i (OIlIItlV 11I(I \Vl1i(l1 u1C 11Ii(fl15CiO11li)lT io\V ifl fllfll[\'

States

S
( 2) tIle prograni for needy families with clul(TrelI

9 is ft('l i liii llistel'('d iii \\aVs \Vlli(l I fi1(' ()StlV, mclii—

i() (Wilt, aiid d 1tditI1 to 1)('iSOllal digllitV, niid IS (lIIi(—

11 tiid 1 IV I I1t1CI'al)l( iIl('('l itt \es h)i haii lil\' 1,i'eakti1i, l)V

12 uiadequate ( i(ouragenlents to uiid Op)(fttlll1ities lIft those

13 (III ti ie w(lfarc rolls to enter p 1i trali ulig and eiii do—

11 ii ien t so tlia t th e\ i it',' 1 )((O)11IC selt—siipportiiig, and 1 IV

10 the iiieqiiitahle exclusion fimn assistance of oikiiig

1.G hunilies iii povertv especially faiiuilies headed li a
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1 (3) the growth of the welfare rolls threatens the

2 fiscal stability of the States and the Federal-State part-

3 nership; and

4 (4) in the light of the harm to individual and family

5 development and well-being caused by lack of income

6 adequate to sustain a decent level of life, and the conse-

7 quent dnnnge to the human resources of the entire Na-

8 tion, the Federal Government has a positive interest

9 and responsibility in assuring the correction of these

10 problems.

U (b) It is therefore the purpose of this Act to fulfill the

12 responsibility of the Federal Government to expand the

13 training and employment incentives and opportunities, in-

14 eluding necessary child care services, for those public as-

15 sistance recipients who are members of needy families with

16 children and who can become self-supporting; to provide a-

17 more adequate level and quality of living through income

18 support and services for dependent persons and families who,

19 through no fault of their own, require public assistance; to

20 -provide this financial assistance in a manner designed to

21 strengthen family life and to establish more nearly uniform

22 national standards of eligibility and aid; and to move to

23 greater assumption by the Federal Government of the finan-

24 cial burden of these activities.
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1 TITLE I—FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

2 ESTABLISUMENT OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

3 SEC. 101. Title J1V of the Social Security Act (42

4 U.S.C. 601, et seq.) is amended by adding after part C

5 the following new parts:

6 "PART P—FAMiLY ASSISTANCE PLAN

7 "APPROPRIATIONS

8 "SEC. 441. For the purposes of providing a basic level

9 of financial assistance throughout the Nation to needy

10 families with children, in a manner which will strengthen

11 family life, encourage work training and self-support, and

12 enhance personal dignity, there is authorized to be appro-

13 priated for each fiscal year a sum sufficient to carry out this

14 part.

15 "ELIGIBILiTY FOR AND AMOUNT OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE

16 BENEFITS

17 "ELIGIBILITY

18 "SEC. 442. (a) Each family, as defined in section 445—

19 "(1) whose income, other than income which is

20 excluded pursuant to section 443, is less than $500 per

21 year for each of the first two members of the family

22 plus $300 per year for each additional member, and
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1 "(2) whose resources, other than resources ex-

2 eluded pursuant to section 444, are less than $1,500,

3 shall, in accordance with and subject to the other provisions

4 of this title, be pa:id a family assistance benefit.

5 "AMOUNT

6 "(b) The family assistance benefit for a family shall be

7 payable at the rate of $500 per year for each of the first two

8 members of the family plus $300 per year for each additional

9 member thereof, reduced by the amount of income, not ex-

10 cluded pursuant to section 443, of the members of the family.

11 "PUERTO RICO, THE VIRGIN ISLANDS, AND GUAM

12 "(c) For special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico,

13 the Virgin Islands, and Guam, see section 464.

14 "PERIOD FOR DETERMINATION OF BENEFITS

15 " (d) (1) A family's eligibility for and its amount of

16 family assistance benefits shall be determined for each quar-

17 ter of a calendar year. Such determination shall be made on

18 the basis of the Secretary's estimate of the family's income

19 for such quarter, after taking into account income for a pie-

20 ceding period and any modifications in income which are

21 likely to occur on the basis of changes in conditions or cir-

22 cumstances. Eligibility for and the amount of benefits of a
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1 family for any quarter shall 1)0 redetermined at such time or

2 times as may be provided by the Sccretary, such redeter-

3 mination to 1)0 effective prospectively.

4 "(2) The Secretary shall by regulation prescribe the

5 cases in which and extent to which the amount of a family

6 assistance benefit for any quarter shall 1)0 reduced by reason

7 of the time elapsing since the beginning of such quarter and

8 before the date of filing of the application for the benefit.

9 "(3) The Secretary may, in accordance with regula-

10 tions, prescribe the cases in which and the extent to which

11 income received in one period (or expenses iucurred in one

12 period in earning income) shall, for purposes of detenuining

13 eligibility for and amount of family assistance benefits, 1w

14 considered as received (or incurred) in another period or

15 periods.

16 "SPECIAL LIMITS ON GROSS INCO)4B

17 "(e) The Secretary may, in accordance with regular

18 tions, prescribe the circumstances under which the gross

19 income from a trade or business (including farming), will be

20 considered sufficiently large to make such family ineligible

21 for such benefits.

22 "INCOME

23 "EXCLUSIONS PROM INCOME

24 "SEc. 443. (a) In determining the income of a family

25 there sthnil be excluded—
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1 "(1) subject to limitations (as to amount or other-

2 wise) prescribed by the Secretary, the earned income of

3 each child in the family who is, as determined by the

4 Secretary under regulations, a student regularly attend-

5 ing a. school, college, or university, or a course of voca-

6 tional or technical training designed to prepare him for

7 gainful employment;

8 "(2) (A) the total unearned income of all mem-

9 bers of a family which is, as determined in accordance

10 with criteria prescribed by the Secretary, too inconse-

11 quential, or received too infrequently or irregularly, to

12 be included, and (B) subject to limitations prescribed

13 by the Secretary any earned income which, as deter-

14 mined in accordance with such criteria, is received too

15 infrequently or irregularly to be included;

16 "(3) an amount of earned income of a member of

17 the family equal to all, or such part (and according to

18 such schedule) as the Secretary may prescribe, of the

19 cost incurred by such member for child care which the

20 Secretary deems necessary to securing or continuing in

21 manpower training, vocational rehabilitation, employ-

22 ment, or self-employment;

23 "(4) the first $720 per year (or proportionately

24 smaller amounts for shorter periods) of the total of

S. 2986 2
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1 eariied 11ICO111C (not echuled liv the preceding clauses

2 of this section) ol' all iiicmhers of the •Iiinuly phis one—

3 half of the remainder thereof;

4 (5) food stamps 01' any other asSlstaflce Which 15

hased on riced amid itmntislied by any State or political

6 5lil)diViSiOIl of a Stite 01' lilly Fe(li'nil agency or by an

7 private cllantal)le agelicy 01' organization (as detCl'11Ii11e(l

8 liv the Secretary)

9 "(0) allowances mnider section 42 (a)

10 "(7) any portion of it scholarship or fellowship

11 received for use in paying the cost of tuition and fees

12 at any educational (including technical or vocational

13 education) institution;

14 "(8) home produce of a member of the family

15 utilized by the household for its own consumptiton; and

116 ''(9) oiie—lialf of all imeained income (not excluded

17 by the preceding clauses of this siihisect.ion) of all mem—

18 bers of the family

19 Tile preceding provisions of this sul)SCCtiOfl shall not apply

2() to veterans' pensions 01 to payments to farmers for price

21. support, diversion, or conservation. For special provisions

22 applicfll)le to iPuerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, or Guam,

see section 464.
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1 "iinuwniro OF' EARNED AND UNEARNED mcoit

2 "(b) For purposes of this part—

3 "(1) earned income shall include only—

4 "(A) remuneration for employment, other than

5 remuneration to whiàh section 209 (1)), (c), (d),

6 (f),or (k) applies;.

7 "(B) net earnings from self-employment, as

8 defined in section 211 other than the second and

9 third sentences following clause (0) of subsection

10 (a) (9) and other tiurn clauses (A), (C), and

11 (E) of paragraph (2) and paragraphs (4), (5),

12 and (6), of subsection (c);

13 "(2) unearned income shall include among other

14

15 "(A) any payments received as an annuity,

16 pension, retirement, or disability benefit, including

17 veteran's or workmen's compensation and old-age,

18 survivors, and disability insurance, railroad retire-

19 ment, and unemployment benefits;

20 "(B) prizes and awards;

21 "(C) the proceeds of any life insurance policy;

22 "(D) gifts (cash or otherwise), support and

23 alimony payments, and inheritances; and
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1 " (E) rents, dividends, interest, and royalties.

2 "RESOURCES

3 "EXCLUSIONS FROM RESOURCES

4 "SEc. 444. (a) In determining the resources of a family

5 there shall be excluded:

6 "(1) the home, household goods, and ef—

7 fects; and

8 "(2) other property which, as determined in ac-

9 cordanoe with and subject to limitations in regulations

10 of the Secretary, is so essential to the family's means of

11 self-support as to warrant its exclusion.

12 "DTSPOSITION OF RESOURCES

13 " (h) The Secretary shall prescrbe regulations appii—

14 cable to the period or periods of time within which, and the

manner in which, various kinds of property must be dis—

1.6 posed of in order not to be included in determining the farn-

17 iiy's eligibility for family assistance benefits. Any portion

18 of the famil's benefits paid for sneh. period or 1)eriOdS shall

19 he conditioned on such disposal.

20 "MEANING OF FAMILY AND Cnin

21 "COMPOSITION OF FAMILY

22 "SEC. 445. (a) Two or more individuals—

23 "(1) who are related by blood, marriage, or adop-

24 tion,
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1 "(2) who are living in a place of residence main-

2 tamed by one or more of them as his or her own home,

3 "(3) who are residents of the United States, and

4 "(4) at least one of whom is a child who is not

5 married to another of such individuals,

6 shall be regarded as a family for purposes of this part and

7 parts A, C, and E.

8 "DEFINITION OF CHILD

9 "(b) For purposes of this part and parts C and E, the

10 term 'child' means an individual who is (1) under the age

ii of eighteen or (2) under the age of twenty-one and (as

12 determined by the Secretary under regulations) a student

13 regularly attending a school, college, or university, or a

14 course of vocational or tecimical training designed to prepare

15 him for gainful employment.

16 "MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES

17 "(c) If an individual is in the Armed Forces of the

18 United States, then, for purposes of determining eligibility

19 for and the amount of family assistance benefits under this

20 part, (1) he shall not be regarded as a member of a family,

21 and (2) the spouse and children of such individual, and

22 such other individuals living in the same place of residence

23 as such spouse and children as may be specified in accordance
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1 with regnlatioiis of the SeCretar\T, iiall 11(4 be Consi(lere(i

2 members of a family.

3 "I)ETEIfl\IINAT1O.N OL FA\IILY IWLATU)NSUI PS

4 "(d) In deteriiinii.ii \vllether I1i i1idJV1dUll IS iehited

0 by blood, marnage, or adoptioii, appropriate State law, as

6 determined in accordance with regulatioi of the SecrctaLv.

7 shall be applied.

S "IN('OME Al) liES l'P(ES ()l YON(UNT1i fl[TIYU Al)!' LT

9 ' ( e) For jurpose of (leteinuiiiinLr c!ifl iiitv f u and ii ic

10 an ioiuit of faniilv aitaiiee beiiefits f r any faniilv there l tall

11 be excluded the i itrollic and reson ices ()t ally iltdiVidTiul,

12 other tliaii a. ('1111(1 or a parent of a child (or a o! a

1 child or pareiif ) , which, a S (leterl I e i ed in accoida necwith

11 criteria. preseril ed I the Secreta rv, is iiot a vailal de to ol h t

1) miiemhers of the. famni lv and f r 511(11 purposes, a i iv sun

IG individual shall not be (onsi(lered a nicnihcr of 511(11 faitiilv.

17 "lfl'('lPlENTS oF All) To TilE AUFO. UL1NI), ANT)

18 l)ISALLED 1iNEL1(dTL1

19 ''(1) it an iiidividual receiVing aid to fin ageti, blind,

20 and disal)Ied uiider a State plait approved undei title XVI. u

ii hiS IICCdS a i.C (a kcii into a(TOUI it iii oleterni liii ir file i iced of

22 another persoti icecivilig 511(11 aid, then. for the period foi

23 \\TlflclJ Unii a i(l is iei'ci Ve(I. SU1t i iidi violuial rhiahl 11 it 1 ,' Fe—

garded as a mcliii er of n faiiiilv for purj S(5 of det cliii i1 Ig'

2 the aillOtlilt 0! 11IC iaiiiilv t iStl11(C Jieiielr!s of the faniilv.



15

1 "PAYIUiNTS AND PItocEDulrns

2 "PAYMENTS OF BENEFiTS

3 "SEc. 446. (a) (1) Family assistance benefits glurli be

4 paid at such time or times and in such installments as the

5 Secretary determines will best effectuate the purposes of this

6 title.

7 "(2) Payment of the family assistance benefit of any

8 family may be made to any one or more members of the

9 fnmily.

10 "(3) The Secretary may by regulation establish ranges

11 of incomes within which a single amount of family assistance

12 benefit 1411*11 apply.

13 "OVERPAYKENTS AND UNDEJtPAfl[ENTS

14 "(b) Whenever the Secrotan' finds that more or less

15 than the correct amount of family assistance benefits has

16 been paid with respect to any family, proper adjustment or

17 recovery shall, subject t4) the succeeding provisions of this

18 subsection, be made by appropriate adjustments in future

19 payments of the family or by recovery from or payment to

20 any one or more of the individuals who are or were members

21 thereof. The Secretary shall make such provision as he finds

appropriate in the case of payment of more than the correct

23 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
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1 recovery on account of such overpayment iii such case would

2 defeat the purposes of this part, or be against equity or

3 good conscience, or (because of the small amount involved)

4 impede efficient or effective administration of this part.

5 "HEARINGS AND REVIEW

6 " () (1) T1111( Secretary shall provide reasonable notice

7 and opportunity for a hearing to any individual who i's or

8 claims to be a member of a family and is dissatisfied with any

9 determination under this part with respect to eligibility of

10 the family for family assistance benefits, the number of meni-

11 hers of the family, or the amount of the benefits.

12 "(2) Final determination of the Secretary after such

13 hearings shall he subject to judicial review as provided in

14 section 205 (g) to the same extent as the Secretary's final

15 determinations under section 205.

16 "PROCEDURES; PROHIBITION OF ASSIGNMENTS

17 "(d) The provisions of sections 206 and 207 and sub-

18 sections (a) , (d) , (e) , and (f) of section 205 shall apply

19 with respect to this part to the same extent as they apply iii

20 the case of title II.

21 "APPLICATIONS AND FURNISHING OF INFORMATION BY

22 FAMILIES

23 " (e) (1) The Secretary shall prescribe regulations ap-

24 ihicable to families or members thereof with respect to the
9r . .

filing of applIcations, the furnishing of other data. and mate—
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1 riaj, and the reporting of events and changes in circumstances,

2 as may be necessary to determine eligibility for and amount

3 of family assistance. benefits.

4 " (2) In order to encourage prompt reporting of events

5 and changes in circumstances relevant to eligibility for or

6 amount of family assistance benefits, and more accurate

7 estimates of expected income or expenses by members of

8 families for purposes of such eligibility and amount of bene-

9 fits, the Secretary may prescribe the cases in which and the

10 extent to which—

11 " (A) failure to so report or delay in so reporting, or

12 "(B) inaccuracy of information which is furnished

13 by the members and on which the estimates of income or

14 expenses for such purposes are based,

15 will result in treatment as overpayments of all or any portion

16 of payments of such benefits for the period involved.

17 "FTJRNISITING OF INFORMATION BY OTHER AGENCIES

18 "(f) The head of any Federal agency shall provide such

19 information as the Secretary needs for purposes of determin-

20 ing eligibility for or amount of family assistance benefits, or

21 verifying 'other information with respect thereto. The Secre-

22 tary may from time to time pay to the head of such agency,

23 in advance or by way of reimbursement, as may be agreed

24 upon, the cost of providing such information.

S. 2986 3
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1 "REGISTRATION AND HEFEIIflAL OF FAMILY MEMBEIIS FOR

2 MANiOWEll SER\T ICES, TRAINING, AND EMPLOY 1IENT

3 "Sc. 447. (a) Every individual who is a member of a

4 family which is found to be eligible for family assistance

5 benefits, other than a member to whom the Secretary finds

6 clause (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), or (6) of subsection (b)

7 applies, shall register for manpower services, training, and

8 employment with the local public employment office of the

State as provided by regulations of the Secretary of Labor.

10 If and for so long as any such individual is found by the

11 Secretary of health, Education, and Welfare to have failed

12 (after a reasonable period of time), without good cause as

13 determined by the Secretary of Labor, to so register, he

14 shall not be regarded as a member of a family but his in-

15 come which would otherwise be counted under this part as

16 income of a family shall be so counted; except that if such

17 individual is the only member of the family other than a

18 child, such individual shall be regarded as a member for

19 purposes of determination of the family's eligibility for

20 family assistance benefits, but not (except for counting his

21 income) for purposes of determination of the amount of such

22 benefits. No part of the family assistance benefits of any such

23 family may be paid to such individual during the period for

24 which the preceding sentence is applicable to him; a.nd the

25 Secretary may, if he deems it appropnate, provide for pay-
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1 ment of such benefits during such period to any person, other

2 than a. member of such faiitily, who is interested in or con—

3 cerned with the welfare of the family.

4 " (b) An individual shall not he required to register

5 pursuant to subsection (a) if the Secretary determines that

6 such individual is:

7 "(1) iii, incapacitated, or of an advanced age;

8 "(2) a mother or other relative of a child under

9 the age of six who is caring for such child;

10 "(3) the mother, or other female caretaker of a

11 child, if the father or another adult male relative is in

12 the home and not excluded by clauses (1), (2), (4),
13 or (5) of this subsection;

14 "(4) a child;

15 "(5) one whose presence in the home on a sub-
16 stantially continuous basis is required because of the ill-

17 ness or incapacity of another member of the household;

18 "(6) working full time, as determined in accord-

19 ance with criteria prescribed by the Secretary of Labor.

20 An individual who would, but for the preceding sentence,

21 be required to register pursuant to part A, may, if he wishes,

22 register as provided in such subsection.

23 "(c) The Secretary shall make provision for the fur-
24 nishing of child care services in such cases and for so long
25 as he deems appropriate in the case of individuals registered
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1 pursuant to subsection (a) who are, pursuant to such regis-

2 tration, participating in manpower services, training, or em-

3 ployment.

4 "(d) In the case of any member of a family receiving

5 family assistance benefits who is not required to register

6 pursuant to subsection (a) because of such member's dis-

7 ability or handicap, the Secretary shall make provision for

8 referral of such member to the appropriate State agency

9 administering or supervising the administration of the State

10 plan for vocational rehabilitation services approved under

11 the Vocational Rehabilitation Act.

12 "DENTAl OF BENEFITS IN CASE OF REFUSAL OF MANPOWER

13 SERVICES, TRAINiNG, OR EMPLOYMENT

14 "SEC. 448. For purposes of determining eligibility for

15 and amount 'of family assistance benefits undr this part, an

16 individual who has registered as required under section 447

17 (a) shall not be regarded as a member of a family, but his

18 income which would otherwise be counted as income of the

19 family under this part shall be so counted, if and for so long

20 as he has been found by the Secretary of Labor, after reason-

21 able notice and opportunity for hearing, to have refused with-

22 out good cause to participate in suitable manpower services,

23 training, or employment, or to have refused without good

24 cause to accept suitable employment in which he is able to

25 engage which is 'offered through the public employment offi-



21

1 ces of the State, or is otherwise offered by an employer if the

2 offer of such employer is determined by the Secretary of

labor, alter notification by such employer or otherwise, to

be a bona fide offer of employment; except that if such in-

dividual is the only member of the family other than a child,

6 such individual shall be regarded as a member of the

7 family for purposes of determination of the family's

•8 eligIbility for benefits, but not (except for counting his in-

g come) for the purposes of determination of the amount of

10 its benefits. No part of the family assistance benefits of any

ii such family nitty be paid to such individual during the period

i2 for which die preceding sentence is applicable to him; and

13 the Secretary may, if he deems it appropriate, provide for

14 payment of such benefits during such period to any penrnn,

15 other than a member of such family, who is interested iii or

16 conceited with the welfare of the family.

17 "TRANSFER OF FUNDS FOE ON-THIC4OB

18 TRAINING PROGRAMS

19 "SEc. 449. The Secretary shall, pursuant to and to the

20 extent provided by agreement with the Secretary of Labor,

21 pay to the Secretary of Labor amounts which he estimates

22 would be paid as family assistance benefits under this part to

23 individuals participating in public or private employer com-

24 pensated on-the-job training under a program of the Secre-

25 tary of labor if they were not participating in such training.
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1 Such amounts shall be available to pay the costs of such

2 programs.

3 "PART E—STATE SUPPLEMENTATION OF FAI11Y

4 ASSISTANCE BENEFITS

5 "PAYMENTS UNI)ER TITLES IV, V, XVI, AND XIX

6 CONDiTIONED ON SU PILEMENTATION

7 "Sc. 451. In order for a. State to be eligible for pay-

8 ments pursuant to title V, XVI, or XIX or, part A or B

9 of this title, with respect to expenditures for any quarter

10 beginning on or after the date this part becomes effective

11 with respect to such State, it must have in effect an agree-

12 ment with the Secretary under which it will make supple-

13 mentary payments, as provided in this part, to any family

14 other than a family in which both parents of the child or

15 children are preseiit., neither parent is incapacitated, and the

16 male parent is not unemployed.

17 "AMOUNT OF SUPPLEMENTARY PAYMENTS

18 "Sic. 452. (a) Eligibility for amid amount of supple-

19 mentary payments under the agreement with any State under

20 this part shall, subject to the succeeding provisions of this

21 section, be determined by application of the provisions of,

22 and rules and regulations under, sections 442 (a) (2) and

23 (d), 443, 444, 445, 446 (to the extent the Secretary deems

24 appropriate), 447, and 448, and by application of the stand-

25 ard for determining need under the plan of such State. as in
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1 effect for July 1969 anti complying with tile requirements for

2 approval under part A as in effect on such date (but sub-

3 ject to such maximums and percentage reductions as were

4 imposed under such plan on the amount of aid paid and,

5 then, with the resulting amount of the supplementary pay-

6 ment to any individual further reduced by the family assist-

7 ance benefit payable under part D with respect to him).

8 "(b) In applying the provisions of section 443 for pur-

poses of supplementary payments pursuant to an agreement

10 under this part—

11 "(1) in the case of earned income to which clause

12 (4) of subsection (a) of such section 443 applies, the

13 amount to be disregarded shall be $720 per year (or

1)l'o.l.ortiollately snialler aiiiounts for shorter 1)Ofio(Js)

15 plus—

16 "(A) one-third of tile portion of the reniainder
17 of earnings which does not exceed twice the amouiit
18 of the family assistance benefits that would be pay-
19 able to the family if it had no income (thereby
20 resulting in reduction of the suppleiiient.ary payiiieiit
21 by one-sixth of that portion of such remainder of the
22 earnings), plus
23 "(B) one-fifth (or more if the Secretary by
24 regulation so prescribes) of the balance of the earn-
9r .- ings (thereby resulting in further reduction of the
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1 supplementary payment by four-fifths, or propor-

2 tionately less if the Secretary has prescribed such a

3 regulation, of that balance of the earnings) ; and

4 "(2) in the case of income to which clause (9) of

5 subsection (a) of such section 443 applies, the amount

6 to be disregarded shall be—

7 "(A) one-third of such income which does not

8 exceed twice the amount of the family assistance

9 benefits that would l)e payable to the family if it had

10 no income (thereby resulting in reduction of the

11 supplementary payment by one-sixth of that por-

12 tion of such income), plus

13 "(B) one-fifth (or more if the Secretary by

14 regulation so prescribes) of the balance of such in-

15 come (thereby resulting in further reduction of the

16 supplementary payment by four-ifiths, or propor-

17 tionately less if the Secretary has prescribed such a

is regulation, of that balance of the income) ; amid

19 (3) the family assistance benefit of a family pay—

20 able under part D shall not be counted to any extent.

21 For special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico, the Virgin

22 Islands, and Guam, see section 464.

23 "(c) The agreement with a State under this part shall—

24 "(1) provide that it shall be in effect in all political

25 subdivisions of the State;
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1 (2) provide for the establishment or designation

2 of a single State agency to carry out or supervise the

3 carryingoutoftheagrcemontintheState;

4 "(3) provide for granting an opportunity for a fair

5 hearing before the State agency carrying out the agree-

6 ment to any individual whose claim for supplementary

7 payments is denied or is not acted upon with reasonable

8 promptness;

9 "(4) provide (A) such methods of administration

10 (including methods relating to the establishment, and

11 maintenance of personnel standards on a merit basis, cx-

12 capt that the Secretary shall exercise no anthoi4ty with

respect to the selection, tenure of office, and eonlpen'sar

14 tien of any individual employed in accordauce with

15 such methods) as are found by die Secretary to be

16' necessary for the proper and efficient operation of the

17 agreement in the State, and (B) for the training and

18 effective use of paid subprofessional staff, with particular

19 emphasis on the full- or part-time employment of

20 recipients of supplementary payments and other persons

21 of low income, as community services aides, in carrying

22 out the agreement and for the use of nonpaid or partially

23 paid volunteers in a social service volunteer program

24 in providing services to applicants for and recipients of

9.2986 4
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1 supplementary payments and in assisting any advisory

2 committees established by the State agency;

3 "(5) provide that the State agency carrying out

4 the agreement will make such reports, in such form and

5 containing such information, as the Secretary may from

6 time to time require, and comply with such provisions

7 as the Secretary may from time to time find necessary

8 to assure the correctness and verification of such reports;

9 "(6) provide safeguards which restrict the use or

10 disclosure of information concerning applicants for and

11 recipients of supplementary payments to purposes

12 directly connected with the administration of this title;

13 and

14 "(7) provide that all individuals wi slung to make

15 application for supplementary payments slia;Il have op-

16 portunity to do so, and that supplementary payments

17 shall be furnished with reasonable promptness to all

18 eligible individuals.

19 "PAYMENTS TO STATES

20 "SEc. 453. (a) (1) The Secretary shall pa.y to any

21 State which has in effect an agreement under this part for

22 any fiscal year in the period ending with the close of the

23 fifth fuhl fiscal year for which this part is effective with re-

24 spect to such State the excess of—

25 "(A) (i) the total of its payments for such year
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1 pursuant to its agreement under this part which are re-

2 quired tinder section 452, plus (ii) the difference be-

3 tween (I) the total of the expenditures for such fiscal

4 year under its plan approved under title XVI as a.id to

5 the aged, blind, and disabled which would have been in-

6 eluded as ai(l to the aged, blind, or disabled under the

'1 plan approved thereunder and in effect for July 1969,

8 pitiS so niucli of the rest of such expenditures as are re—

9 quired (as determined by the Secretary) by reason of

10 the amendments to such title made by the Family As-

sistance Act of 1969 and (II) the total of the amounts

12 determined under section 1604 for such State with re-

13 spect to such expenditures for such year, over

14 "(B) 90 per centum of the difference between (i)

the total of the expenditures which would have been
16 made as a.id or assistance (excluding emergency assist-

17 ance specified in section 406 (e) (1) (A.), foster care
18 under section 408, expenditures for institutional services

19 in intermediate care facilities referred to in section 1121,

20 expenditures for repairs to homes referred to in section
21 1119, and aid or assistance in the form of medical care
22 or any other type of remedial care) for such year under
23 the plans of such State approved under titles I, IV (part
24 A), X, XIV, and XVI and in effect in the month prior
2a to the enactment of this part if they had continued in
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1 effect during such year and if they had included (if they

2 did not already do so) payiiiciits to dependciit chilclrcii

3 of unemployed fathers authorized by sectioii 407 (as in

4 effect on July 1, 1969), and (ii) the total of the

5 amounts which would have been determined under see—

6 tioris 3, 403, 1003, 1403, and 1603, or under section

7 1118, of such State with respect to such expenditures for

8 such year.

9 The Secretary may prescribe methods for determining the

10 amounts referred to in clause (B) on the basis of estimates

11 and trends in expenditures and other experience of the State

12 for prior years.

13 "(2) The Secretary shall also pay to each such State

14 an amount equal to 50 per centurn of its administrative costs

15 found necessary by the Secretary for carrying out its agree-

16 ment.

17 "(b) Payments under subsection (a) shall be made at

18 such time or times, in advance or by way of reimbursement,

19 and in such installments as the Secretary may determine;

20 and shall be made on such conditions as may be necessary

21 to assure the carrying out of the purposes of this title.

22 "(c) In the ease of any State with respect to which the

23 amount determined under clause (A) of subsection (a) (1)

24 for any year is less than 50 per centuin of the chillerence

25 referred to in clause (B) of such subsection for such year,
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1 such State shall pay to the Secretary, at such time or tiutes

2 and in such installments as he may prcècribe, the sum by

3 which such amount determined under clause (A) of subsec-

4 tion (a) (1) is less than such 50 per centum. If such State

5 does not pay any part of such amount at the time or times

6 prescribed, the Secretary shall withhold such part from sums

7 to which the State is entitled under part A or B of this title

8 or under title V, VXI, or XIX; but the amounts so withheld

9 shall be deemed to have been paid to the State under such

10 part or title. The withholding of amounts pursuant to the

11 preceding sentence shall be effected at such time or times and

12 iii such installments as the Secretary may deem appropriate.

13 "PAIIiURE BY STATE TO COMPLY WITH AGREEMENT

14 "SEc. 454. If the Secretary, after reasonable notice and

15 opportunity for hearing to a State with which he has an

16 agreement under this part, finds that such State is failing to

17 comply therewith, he shall withhold all, or such portion as lie

18 deems appropriate, of the payments to which such State is

19 otherwise entitled under part A or B of this title or under

title V, XVI, or XIX; but the amounts so withheld shall be

21 deemed to have been paid to the State under such paft or

title. Such withholding shall be effected at such time or times

23 and iii such installments as the Secretary may deem

appropriate.
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1 "PaT F—AImUNISTnTI0N

2 "AGREEMENTS wini STAT

3 "Snc. 461. (a) The Secretary may enter into an agree-

4 ment with any State under which the Secretary will make,

5 on behalf of the State, the supplementary payments provided

6 for pursuant to part E or will perform such other functions of

7 the State in connection with such payments as may be agreed

8 upon. In any such case, the agreement shall also provide

9 for payment by the State to the Secretary of an amount

10 — to the supplementary payments the State would other-

11 wise make under part E, less any payments which would be

12 made to the State under section 453 (a), together with one-

13 half of the additional cost of the Secretary involved in carry-

14 outsuehagreement,otherthanthecostofmtigthepay

ments.

16 "(b) The Secretary may also enter into an agreement

17 with any State under which such State will make, on behalf

18 of the Secretary, the family assistance benefit payments

19 provided forunderpartD with respectto all orspecifled

20 families in the State who are eligible for such benefits or will

21 perform such other functions in connection with the adminis-

tration of part D as may 1)0 agreed upon. The cost of carry-

ing out any such agreement shall be paid to the State in

advance or by way of reimbursement and in such instill-

mentsasmaybeagreedupon.
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1 "PENALTIES FOR FRAUD

2 "SEC. 462. The provisions of section 208, other than

3 paragraph (a), shall apply with respect to benefits under

4 part P and allowances under part C, of this title, to the same

5 extent as they apply to payments under title II.

6 "REPORT, EVALUATION, RESEARCH AND DEMONSTRATIONS,

7 AN]) TRAINING AND TEChNICAL ASSISTANCE

8 "SEC. 463. (a) The Secretary shall make an annual re-

9 po1t to t.he President arid the Congress on the operation and

10 administration of parts 1) and E, including an evaluation

ii thereof in carrying out the purposes. of such parts and recom-

12 mendations with respect thereto. The Secretary is authorized

1 to. conduct evaluations directIy or by grants or contracts of

14 the programs authorized by such parts.

15 "(b) The Secretary is authorized to conduct, directly or

16 by grants or contracts, research into or demonstrations of

17 ways of better providing financial assistance to needy per-

18 sons 01. of better carryIng out the purposes of part I), and

19 in so doing to waive any re(luirements or limitations in such

20 part with respect to eligibility for or amount of family

21 assistance benefits for such family, members of families, or

22 groups thereof as lie deems appropriate.

23 "(c) The Secretary is authorized to provide such

24 technical assistance to States, and to provide, directly or
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1 through grants or contracts, for such training of personnel

2 of States, as he deems appropriate to assist them in more

3 efficiently and effectively carrying out their agreements

4 underthispartandpartE.

5 "(d) In addition to funds otherwise available therefor,

6 such portion of any appropriation to carry out part D or E

7 as the Secretary may determine, but not in excess of one-

8 half of 1 per centum thereof, shall be available to hhn to

9 carry out this section.

10 "SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR PUERTO RICO, TIlE VIRGIN

11 ISLANDS, AND GUSh

12 "See. 464. (a) In applying the provisions of sections

13 442 (a) and (b),443(a) (4),452(b) (1), 1603 (a) (1)

14 and (b)(1),and 1604 (1) and (2) withrespecbtoPuerto

15 Rico, the Virgin Islands, or Gutun, the amounts to be used

16 shall (instead of the $500, $300, and $1,500 in such section

17 442 (a) and (b) and section 1603 (a) (1), the $720 in

18 section 443 (a) (4) and section 452(b) (1), the $90 in see-

19 tionlOOS(b)(1),the$Gbinsectionl604(2),atndthe$50

20 bisection 1604(1)) bearthe sanieratio tosuch $500, $300,

21 $1,500, $720, $90, $65, and $50 as the per capita incomes

22 of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and (iuam, respectively,

23 bear to the per capita income of that one of the fifty States

24 which has the lowest per capita income; except that in no
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i case may the amounts so used exceed such $500, $300,

2 $1,500, $720, $90, $65, and $50.

3 "(b)(1) Theaaounts.tobeusedundersuchseflji(ms

4 in Puerto itico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam shall be pro-

5 mitIgated by the Secretary between July 1 and September 30

6 of each oven-numbered year, on the basis of the avenge per

7 capita income of each State and of the United States for the

8 most recent calendar year for which satisfaetory; data are

9 available from the Department of Commerce. Such proinulga-

10 tion shall be conclusive for fiscal year beginning July 1 next

11 succeeding such promulgation: Provided, That the Seen-

12 tary slmll promulgate such amounts as soon as possible after

13 the enactment of this part, which promulgation fthaJl be con-

14 elusive for 6 calendar quarters in the period beginning with

15 the January 1 following the 1Wal year in which this part is

16 enacted, and ending with the close of the second June 30

i7 thereafter.

18 "(2) The term 'United States', for purposes of pam-

19 gnsph (1) only, ineaits the fifty States and the District of (Jo-

20 lunihia.

21 "(e) If the amounts which would othenvise be promul-

22 gaited for any year for aiiy of the three States referred to in

23 sul)sectioli (a) would h lower than the amounts l)mmul

S. 2986—5



1 gated for such State for the immediately preceding period,

2 the amounts for such fiscal yeal shall be increased to the cx-

3 tent of the difference; and the amounts so increased shall

4 be the amounts promulgated for such year."

5 MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, EMPLOYMENT, AND CHILD

6 CARE PROORAMS

7 Sec. 102. Part C of title IV of the Social Security Act

8 (42 TJ.S.C. 630 et seq.) is amended to read as follows:

9 C—MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, EMPLOY-

10 MENT, AND DAY CARE PRoGRAMS FOR RECIPIENTS OF

11 FAMILY ASSISTANCE OR SUPPLEMENTARY BENEFITS

12 "PURPOSE

13 "SEC. 430. The purpose of this part is to authorize pro-

14 vision, for individuals who are menibers of a family receiving

15 benefits under part P or supplementary payments pursuant

16 to part E, of manpower services, training, employment, and

17 child care and related services necessary to train such mdi-

18 viduals, prepare them for employment, and otherwise assist

19 them in securing and retaining regular employment and hay-

20 ing the opportunity for advancement in employment, to the

21 end that needy families with children will be restored to

22 self—supporting, independent, and useful roles in their com—

23 munities.



1 "OPERATION OF MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, AND

2 EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS

3 "Sic. 431. (a) The Secretary of Labor (her!nafter n
4 this part referred to as the 'Secretary') shall, for each person

5 registered pursuant to part D, in accordance with priorities

6 prescribed by him, develop or assure the development of an

7 employability plan describiiig the manpower services, train-

8 ing, and employment which the Secretary determines each

9 person needs in order to enable him to become self-support-

10 ing and secure and retain ejnployment and opportunities for

11 advancement.

12 "(b) The Secretary shall, in accordance with the provi-

13 sions of this part, establish and assure the provision of man-

14 power services, training, and employment programs in each

15 State for persons registered pursuant to part D or receiving

16 supplementary payments purua.nt to part E. The Secretary

17 shall, through such programs, provide or assure the provision

18 of manpower services, training, and employment and oppor-

19 tunities necessary to prepare such persoiis for and place them

20 in regular employment, including such services and opportu-

21 nities which the Secretary is authorized to provide under any

22 other Act, and including counseling, testing, institutional and

23 on-the-job training, work experience, upgrading, program
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1 orientation, relocation assistance (including grants, loans,

2 and tile furnishing of such services as will aid an iiivoluntarily

3 unemployed individual to relocate in an area where lie niay

4 obtain suitable eiuiployiiient) , incentives to public or piivate

5 employers to hire and train these iieisoiis (including reim—

6 bnrseineiit for a limited period \vllen an employee may nOt

7 be fully 1)rodnetive) , special work projects, job developmeiit,

8 coaching, job phtceiiieiit. and follow °l services required to

9 assist in securing and retaining employment and pportil—

10 nities for advancement.

1.1 "ALLOWANCES FOR IND1 \T[DIJALS UNDERGOING TRAINING

12 "SEc. 432. (a) (1) TIme Secretary shall pay to each in-

13 dividual who is a member of a family and is participating in

14 manpower training under this part an incentive allowance of

15 $30 per month. If such member or members of a family

16 would (but for the receipt of payments piirsuamit to this title)

17 be eligible in such month, under any other statute providiiig

18 for manpower training, for allowances which ill total would

19 be in excess of the sum of the family assistance benefit and

20 supplementary payments 1)Ilrslmant to part E payable with

21 respect to such mouth to the faniily, the total of the incentive

22 allowances per month under this section for such members

23 shall be equal t.o stidi excess, or to $30 for cadi such muetuber,

24 whichever is greater.

25 " (2) TIme Secretary shall, in accordance with regula—
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1 tions, also pay, to any member of a family participating in

2 manpower training under this part, allowances for transporta-

3 tion and other costs to him directly related to his participa-

4 tion iii training.

5 "(3) The Secretary shall by regulation provide for such

6 smaller allowaiices under this subsection as he deems appro-

7 priate for individuals in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and

8 Guam.

9 " (b) Such allowances shall be in lieu of allowances

10 provided for participants ill manpower tranung programs

11 under any other Act.

12 " (c) Subsection (a.) shall not apply to any niember

13 of a family who is participating in a program of the Secretary

14 providing public or private employer compensated on—the—

15 job training.

16 "DENIAL OF ALLOWANCES FOR REFUSAL TO UNDERGO

17 TRAINING

IS "SEC. 433. (a) If amid for so long as the Secretary

19 determines that an individual who is a iiwniher of a family

20 and has heeii required to register under pai't 1) for manpower

21 training or employnient has, without good cause, cea:sed

22 to participate in manpower training under this part, no allow—

23 ance under this part shall be payable to such individual.

24 "(Ii) The Secretary shall provide reasonable notice and
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1 opportunity for hearing to any iiidividual with respect to

2 whom such a determination has been made.

3 "(c) Final determinations of the Secretary after such

4 hearings shall be subject to judicial review as provided by

5 section 205 (g) for final determinations under title II, and

6 the provisions of sections 205 (a), (d), (e), and (f), 206,

7 and 207 shall apply with respect to this part to the same

8 extent as they apply to title II.

9 "UTILIZATION OF OTHER PROGRAMS

10 "SEc. 434. In providing the manpower training and

11 employment services and opportunities required l)y this pait

12 the Secretary, to the maximum extent feasible, shall assure

13 that such services and opportunities are provided in such

14 manner, through such means, and using all authority avail—

15 able to him under any other Act (and subject to all duties

16 and responsibilities thereunder) as will further the establish—

17 nient of an integrated and comprehensive nianpower train—

18 ing program involving all sectors of the economy and all

19 levels of governnient. and as will iiike iiia.xiiiitun use of exist—

2() ing inalipower flhl(i inanpover related ograins and agencies.

21 To such cud the Secretary may use the fimds appropriated

22 to him under this part to provide the programs required by

23 this part through such other Act, to the same extent and

24 under the same conditions as if appropriated under such other

25 Act and in making use of the programs of other Federal,
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1 State, or local agelicies, public or private, the Secretary may

2 reimburse such agencies for services rendered to persons

3 under this part to the extent such services and opportunities

4 are not otherwise available on a nonreimbursable basis.

5 "IULES AND iEGULAT1ONS

6 "SEc. 435. The Secretary may issue such rules and regu-

7 lations as he finds necessary to carry out the purposes of this

8 part: Provided, That in developing policies and programs for

9 manpower services, training, and employment, the Secretary

10 shall first obtain the concurrence of the Secretary of Health,

11 Education, and Welfare with regard to such policies and

12 programs which are under the usual and traditional authority

13 of time Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare (in-

14 eluding basic education, institutional training, health, child

is care and other supportive services, new careers and job re-

16 structuring in the health, education, and welfare professions,

17 and work—study programs) , and shall consult with the Secre—

18 tary of health, Education, and Welfare with regard to all

19 such other policies and programs.

20 "APPROPRIATIONS

21 "SEc. 436. There is authorized to be appropriated to

22 the Secretary for each fiscal year a sum sucient for carrying

23 out the purposes of this part (other than. section 437), in-

24 eluding payment of not to exceed (except in such cases as

25 the Secretary may determine) 90 per centum of the cost of
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1 msnpower services, tittiluig, and employnient and oppor-

2 tunities provided for individuals registered pursuant to see-

3 tion 447. The Secretary of Labor shall establish criteria to

4 achieve an equitable apportionment among the States of

5 Federal expenditures for carrying out the programs author-

6 ized by section 431. In developing these criteria the Secre-

7 tary shall consider the number of registrations under section

8 447 and other relevant factors.

9 "CHILD CARE AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

10 "SE0. 437. (a) There are authorized to be appropriated

11 for each fiscal year such sums as may be necessary to enable

12 the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to make

13 grants to any public or nonprofit private agency or organi-

14 zation, and contracts with any public or private agency or

15 organization, for not to exceed (except iii such cases as the

16 Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare may deter-

17 mine) 90 per centum of the cost of projects for the vro-

18 sion of child care and related services, including necessar,v

19 alteration, remodeling, and renovation of facilities, '1Lich

20 may be necessary or appropriate in order to better elLable an

21 individual who has been registered pursuant to part]) or is

22 receiving supplementary payments pursuant to part E to

23 undertake or continue manpower training or employment

24 under this part or to enable a member of a family, which is or

25 has been (within such period of time as the Secretary may



41

1 prescribe) eligible for benefits under such part ID or pay-

2 ments pursuant to such part E, to undertake or continue

3 manpower training or employment under this part; or, with

4 respect to the period pi'ior to the date when part ID becomes

5 effective for a State, to better enai)]e an iiidividiial receiving

6 aid to families with (lependent children, or Whose iieeds are

7 taken into account in determining the need of any one claim—

8 ing or receiving such aid, to participate in manpower train-

9 ing or employment.

10 "(b) Such sums shall also be available to enable the

11 Secretary of health, Education, and Welfare to make grants

1.2 to any public or nonprofit private agency or organization,

13 and contracts with any public or private agency or orgalli-

14 zation for evaluation, training of personnel, tecirnical assist-

15 ance or research or demonstration projects to determine more

16 effective methods or providing any such care and other

17 services.

18 " (e) To the extent permitted by time 'Secretary of

19 health, Education, and Welfare, the non—Federal slmre of

20 the cost of any such 1)IOJCCt may he provided in the form

21 of services or facilities.

22 "(d) The Secretary of health, Education, and Welfare

23 may provide, in any case in which a family is able to pay

24 for part or all of tile cost of (lay care or other services pro-

s. 2986 6
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1 vided under a project assisted under this section, for payment

2 by the family of such fees for the care or services as may be

3 reasonable in the light of such ability.

4 "ADVANCE FUNDING

5 "SEC. 438. (a) For the purpose of affording adequate

6 notice of funding available under this part, appropriations

7 for grants, contracts, or other payments with respect to mdi-

8 viduals registered pursuant to section 447 are authorized to

9 be included in the appropriation Act for the fiscal year pre-

10 ceding the fiscal year for which they are available for ol)hga-

11 tion.

12 " (li) In order to effect a transition to the advance fund—

13 lug method of timing appropriation action, the amendment

14 made by subsection (a) shall apply ImotwitllstalRiing that its

15 initial application will result in enactment in the same year

16 (whether in time same appropriation Act or otherwise) of

17 two separate appropriations, one for tile then current fiscal

18 year and one for the succeeding fiscal year.

19 "EVALUATION AND RESEARCH; REPORT TO CONGRESS

20 "SEC. 439. (a) The Secretary shall (jointly with time

21 Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare) provide for

22 the continuing evaluation of the manpower training and em-

23 ployment programs provided under this part, including their

24 effectiveness in achieving stated goals and their impact on

25 other related programs. The Secretary may conduct research
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1 regarding, and demonstrations of, ways to improve the effec-

2 tiveness of the manpower training and employment programs

3 so provided and may also conduct demonstrations of im-

4 proved training techniques for upgrading the skills of the

5 working poor. rule Secretary may, for these purposes, con-

6 tract for independent evaluations of and research regarding

7 such programs or individual projects under such programs,

8 and establish a data collection, processing, and retrieval

9 system.

10 "(b) The Secretary shall report to the Congress on or

11 before the cud of each fiscal year (with the first such report

12 being made on or before the July 1 following the first full

13 year after the date on which part D becomes effective with

14 respect to any States) on the manpower training and em-

15 ploynient programs provided under this part."

16 ELIMINATiON OF PRESENT PROVISIONS ON CASH ASSIST-

17 ANCE FOR FA'iILIES WITh DEPENDENT CHILDREN

18 SEC. 103. (a) Section 401 of time Social Security Act

19 (42 U.S.C. 601) is amended by striking out "financial as-
20 sistance and" in the first sentence.

21 (b) Section 402 (a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 602) is
22 amended by—

23 (1) striking out "aid and" in so much thereof as
24 precedes clause (1);
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1 (2) inserting, at the hegiiiniiig of clause (1), "cx—

2 cept to the extent permitted by the Secretary,";

3 (3) striking out clause (4)

4 (4) in clause (5) (B) , striking out "rCCil)iCIltS and

5 other persons'' and inserting in lieu thereof ''p(so'

6 and striking out "J)roviding services to applicants and

7 J'C(il)lClLtS'' and insertilig in lieu thereof ''providing serv—

8 iceS tinder the plan"

9 (5) striking out clauses (7) and (A)

10 (6) iii clause (9) , striking out ''aid to families with

1.1 dependent cinidren" and inserting in lieu thereof "the

12 plait'';

13 (7) striking out clauses (10), ([1), and (12);

14 (8) in clause (14), striking out "for each child and

15 relative who receives aid to families with dependent cliii—

16 dreii, and each appropriate individual (living in tIme

17 same honie as a relative and child receiving such aid

18 whose iieeds are taken into accoutit ill making the deter—

19 uiiiiiat.iou under clause (7))'' and inserting iii lieu

20 thereof "for cuchi immember of a family reccivuig assist—

21 ance to uiecdv families with eliildreii, cadi ;I.p[)rol)riate

22 individual (living iii the same home as such family)

23 whose needs would be taken into account in determining

24 the need of any such member under the State plan (ap—

25 proved under this part) as in effect. prior to time cimact—
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1 melt of part 1), and each individual who would have

2 been eligible to receive aid to families with dependent

3 children under such plaii" and striking out "such child,

4 relative, and individual" and inserting in lieu thereof

5 "such iiiember or individual"

6 (9) striking out clause (15) and inserting in lieu

7 thereof:

8 "(15) (A) provide for the development of a pro—

9 grain, for appropriate members of such families and such

10 other individuals, for preventing or reducing the mci—

1 1 dence of births out of wedlock and otherwise strengthen—

12 ing family life, and for implementing such program by

13 assuring that in all appropriate cases family planning

14 services are offered to them, but acceptance of family

15 planning services provided under the plan shall be volun-

16 tary on the part of such members and individuals and

17 shall not be a prerequisite to eligibility for or the receipt

18 of any other service under the plan; and (B) to the

19 extent that services provided uiider this clause or clause

20 (14) are furiiishied by the staff of the State agelley or

21 the local agency administering time State plan in each of

22 the political subdivisions of the State, for the establish—

23 ment of a single organizational unit in such State or local

24 agency, as the case may be, responsible for the furnish-

25 ing of such services ;"
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1 (10) striking out "aid" in clause (16) and "aid

2 to families with dependent children" in clause (17) (A)

3 (i) and inserting in lieu thereof "assistance to needy

4 families with children" and striking out "aid" in clause

5 (17) (A) (ii) and inserting in lieu thereof "assistance";

6 (11) strikingoutclause (19);

7 (12) striking out "aid to families with dependent

8 children in the fonn of foster care" in clause (20) and

9 inserting in lieu thereof "payments for foster care";

10 striking out "dependent child or children with respect

Ii to whom aid is being provided under the State plan" in

12 clause (21) (A) and inserting in lieu thereof "child or

13 children with respect to whom assistance to needy fam-

14 ilies with children or foster care is being provided";

15 (13) striking out "aid is being provided under the

16 plan of such other State" in clause (A) and clause (B)

17 of clause (22) and inserting in lieu thereof "assistance

18 to needy families with children or foster care payments

19 are being provided in such other State";

(14) striking out clause (23) and striking out ";

21 and" at the end of clause (22) and inserting in lieu

thereof a period.

(o) Section4O2(b) ofsuchActisamendedtoreadas

follows:

"(b) The Secretary shall approve any plan which ful-
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1 fills the conditions specified in subsection (a), except that

2 he shall not approve any plan which imposes, as a condition

3 of eligibility for services under it, a residence requirement

4 which denies services or foster care payments with respect

5 to any individual residing in the State."

6 (d) Such section 402 is further amended by striking out

7 subsection (c) thereof.

8 (e) Subsection (a) of section 403 of such Act (42

9 U.S.C. 603) is amended by—

10 (1) striking out "aid and services" and inserting in

11 lieu thereof "services" in so much thereof as precedes

12 paragraph (1);

(2) amending paragraph (1) to read:

14 "(1) an amount equal to the sum of the following

15 proportions of the total amounts expended during such

1.6 quarter as payments for foster care in accordance with

17 section 408—

1.8 "(A) five—sixths of such expenditures, not

19 counting so much of any expeiiclitures as exceeds

20 the product of $18 multiplied by the number of
2.1 children receiving such foster care in such month;

29
PIUS

23 "(B) the Federa.1 percentage of the amount by

24 which such expenditures exceeds the maximum
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1 which iiiay lie counted uiider siibparagiaph (A)

2 not counting so much of any expenditures with

3 respect to such mouth as exceeds the product of

$100 multiplied by the number of children receiv—

lug stidi foster care fur such mouth."

(3) striking OUt i aragra ph (2);

(-I-) iii )aragra)h1 (3), striking out "in the case of

8 any State," in so iiincii thereof as preceeds Slll)paragra)l1

(A) , striking out ii clause (i) Of such subparagraph

10 . .or relative who is receiving aid under the plan, or to

11 . . .
any other individual (living in the same home as such

12 relative ail(I hiId) whose needs are taken into account

i]I makiuig the detei'iniriat.ioii under clause (7) of such

14 . . . .

section" autol inserting in lieu thereof ''receiving foster

care or any member of a f;uinihy receiving assistance to
16

needy families with clnldren or to any other individual
17

(living iii the sanie home as such family) whose needs
18

\\roli](l l)e t1kt'll illt() account iii (leteilIIiiiiI)g Ihie need ol
19

any such. ii iei ii] ,er under the State plan approved under
20

this part as in effect prior to the enactment of part ID,
21

striking out in clause (ii) of such subparagraph "child
22

or relative who is applying for aid to families with do—

23
})eildelit children or" arid inserting in lieu thereof "mern—

24
her of a family'' and striking out in such clause (ii)

25
"likely to l)eCOIne au applicant for or reelpient of such
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1 aid" and inserting in lien thereof "likely to become eligi-

2 ble to receive such assistance";

3 (5) striking out the sentences of such subsection

4 (a) which follow paragraph (5);

5 (f) Subsection (b) of such section 403 is amended by

6 striking out "records showing the number of dependent

7 children in the State tuid (C)" in paragraph (1) thereof

8 and by striking out, in paragraph (2) thereof, "(A)" and
9 everything beginning with ", and (B)" and all that follows

10 down to but not including the period.

11 (g) Section 404 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 604) is

12 amended by striking out "(a) In the case of any State plan

13 for aid and services" and inserting in lieu thereof "In the
14 case of any State plan for services" and by striking out sub-

15 segion (b) thereof.

16 (h) Section 405 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 605) is re-
17 pealed.

18 (i) Section 406 of such Act (42 U.S.C. ($00) is amended

19 by'—

20 (1) striking out subsections (a) mid (b) and in—
21 serting in lieu thereof:

22 "(a) The term 'child' means a child as defined in see-

tion445(b).

24 "(b) The term 'needy families with children' means
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1 families who are receiving family assistance benefits uiider

2 part D and who (1) are receiving supplementary payments

3 under part E, or (2) would be eligible to receive aid 'to fam-

4 illes with dependent children, under a State plan (approved

5 under this part) as in effect prior to the enactment of part D,

6 if •the State plan had continued in effect and if it included

7 assistance to dependeiit children of unemployed fathers pur-

8 suant to section 407 as it was in effect prior to such enact-

9 iiient; and 'assistance to needy families with children' meaiis

10 family assistance benefits under such part 1), paid to such

11 families."

12 (2) striking out subsection (c)

13 (3) in subsection (e) (1), striking out "living with

14 any of the relatives specified in subsection (a) (1) in a

15 place of residence maintained by one o more of such

16 relatives as his or their owii home" and inserting in lieu

17 thereof "a meiiiber of a family (as defined in section

18 445 () ) " and strikitig out "because such child or rela—

19 tive refused" and inserting iii lieu thereof "because such

20 child or another member of such family refused".

21
(j) Section 407 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 607) is re-

22 pealed.

23 (k) Sectioii 408 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 608) is

24 amended by—

25 (1) amending so much (including the heading)
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1 thereof as precedes subparagraph (1) of paragraph

2 (b) to read as follows:

3 "roams can
4 "Ssc. 408. For purposes of this pade.-.

5 "(a) foster care shall include only such care which

U isprovidedinbehaffofad (1) who would, except

7 for his removal from the home of a fanily as a result
8 of a judicial determination to the effect that continuation

9 therein would be contrary to his welfare, be a member

10 of such family receiving assistance to needy fimilies with

11 children, (2) whose placement and care are the respon-

12 sibility of (A) the State or local agency administering

13 the State plan approved under section 402, or (B)
14 any other public agency with whom the State agency

15 administering or supervising the administration of such

16 Statep has made an agreement which is still in effect

and which includes provision for assuring development of

18 a plan, satisfactory to such State agency, for such child

as provided in lNtnsgnIpli (f) (1) and such other pro—

20 visions as may be necessary to assure accomplishment

21 of the objectives of the State plan approved under see-

tion 402, (3) who has been placed in a foster family

home or child-care institution as a result of such deter-

mination, and (4) who (A) received assistance to needy

25 families with children in or for the month in which court
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1 proceedings leading to such cleteriniiiation were initiated,

2 01. (B) would have received such assistance to needy

3 fanulies with children iii or for such nionth if application

4 had beeii made therefor, or (C) in the case of a child

5 who had been nieniber of a family (as defined in see—

6 tirni 445 (a) ) within six months prior to the month

7 in which such iroceediiigs were iiiitiated, would have

8 received such assistance in or for such rxionth if in such

9 niontlihe had bceii a member of (and removed from the

10 honie of) such a family and application had been made

11 therefor;

12 "(b) but only if si.ich care is provided—"

13 (2) pamgrmiplm (b) (2), striking out "'aid to

14 families with dependent children' " and inserting in lieu

15 thereof "foster care" and striking out "such foster care"

16 and inserting iii lieu thereof "foster care''.

17 (3) striking out subsection (c)

18 (4) strikitig out ''aid'' and iiiserti hg ill lieu ti icreof

19 ''services'' in sul)sectR)n ( e)

20 (5) j sitlisectiomi (1) (1), st rikiitg OLIt ''rehitive

21 specified in section 406 (a) " and inserting in lieu thereof

22 "family (as defined in section 445 (a) ) "; and

23 (6) in subsection (f) (2) , striking out "522" and

24 inserting in lieu thereof "422" and, striking out "part 3

25 of title V" and inserting in lieu thereof "part. B of this

26 title".
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I CHANGE 1N }!EAI)ING

2 SEC. 104. (a) Tue heading of title IV of the Social

3 Security Act (42 IT .S.C. 601, et seq.) is amended to rea(l

4 as follows:

5 "TITLE IV—FAM I LV ASSISTANCE BENEFITS,

6 STATE SUPPLEMENTAL PAYMENTS, WOBK

7 INCENTIVE P1100 BAMS, A NI) GB A NTS To

8 STATES FOB FAMILY ANI) CHILD WELFABE

9 SERVICES".

10 (b) The heading of part A of such title JV is amended

11 to read as follows:

12 "PAIru A—SEnvIeES TO NnEl)Y F1uiirrus WITh

13 ChILDREN".

14 TITLE IT—AID TO riiii AGEI), BLIND, \NI)
15 DISA BLEI)

16 GRANTS To STATES FOR All) To TIlE AGEI), BL1ND, AND

17 1)TSABLED

18 Si'. 201. rjlitle NYI of the Social Security Act (42

19 1j.S.C. 1381 et. seq.) is ;uiuieuded to read as follows

20 XVI—GBANTS TO STATES FOB ALl) TO

21 TIlE AGED, BUNT), ANI) DISABLE])

22 "AIPlOPRIAT1ON

23 ''Si'o'. I (301 . )F the juirpose of ('Hal ding each State to

24 furnish financial assistaiice to iwedv iitdivilual5 who are
25 sixtv.-five years of age or over, blind, or disabled and for the

26 puirose of encouraging each State to fiiiiiisli relIal)ihitatioll
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1 and other services to help such individuals attain or retain

2 capability for self-support or self-care, there are authorized

3 to be appropriated for each fiscal year sums sufficient to

4 carry out these purposes, The sums made available under this

5 section shall be used for making payments to States having

6 State plans approved under section 1602.

7 "STATE PLANS FOR FINANCTAL ASSISTANCE AND SERVICE

8 TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

9 "Sec. 1602. (a) A State plan for aid to the aged, blind,

10 and disabled must—

11 "(1) provide for the establishment or designation

12 of a single State agency to administer or supervise the

13 administration of the State plan;

14 "(2) provide such methods of administration as are

15 found by the Secretary to be necessary for the proper and

16 efficient operation of the plan, including methods relat-

17 ing to the establishment and maintenance of personnel

18 standards on a. merit basis (but the Secretary shall exer-

19 cise no authority with respect to the selection, tenure of

20 office, and compensation of individuals employed in

21 accordance with such methods);

22 "(3) provide for the training and eliective use of

23 social service personnel in the administration of the plan,

24 for the furnishing of technical assistance to units of State

25 government and of political subdivisions which are fur-
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1 fishing financial assistance or services to the aged, blind,

2 and disabled, and for the development through research

3 or demonstration projects of new or improved methods

4 of furnishing assistance or services to the aged, blind,

5 and disabled;

6 "(4) provide for the training and effective use of

7 paid subprofessional staff (with particular emphasis on

8 the full-time or part-time employment of recipients and

9 other persons of low income as community service aides)

10 in the administration of the plan and for the use of non-

11 paid or partially paid volunteers in a social service volun-

12 teer program in providing services to applicants and

13 recipients and in assisting any advisory committees

14 established by the State agency;

15 "(5) provide that all individuals wishing to make

16 application for aid under the plan shall have opportunity

17 to do so and that such aid shall be furnished tth reason-

18 able promptness with respect to all eligible individuals;

19 "(8) provide for the use of a simplified statement,

20 conforrnhig to standards prescribed by the Secretary, to

21 establish eligibility, and for adequate and effective meth-

22 ods of verification of eligibility of applicants and recip-

23 ients through the use, in accordance with regulations

prescribed by the Secretary, of sampling and other scicn-

tific techniques;



56

1 "(7) provide that, except to the extent permitted

2 by the Secretary with respect to senices, the State plan

3 shall be in effect in ali political subdivisions of the State,

4 and, if administered by them, be mandatory upon them;

5 "(8) provide for financial participation by the

6 State;

7 "(9) provide that, in determining whether an in-

8 dividual is blind, there shall be an examination by a

9 physician skilled in the diseases of the eye or by an

10 optometrist, whichever the individual may select;

11 "(10) provide for granting an opportunity for a

12 fair hearing before the State agency to any individual

13 whose claim for aid under the plan i's denied or is not

14 acted upon with reasonable promptness;

15 "(11) provide for periodic evaluation of the opera-

16 tions of the State plan, not less often $lurn annually, in

17 accordance with standards prescribed by the Secretary,

18 and the furnishing of annual reports of such evaluations

19 to the 5ecretary together with any necessary modifica-

20 tions of the State plan resulting from such evaluations;

21 "(12) provide that the State agency wili make such

22 reports, in such form and containing such infonnation,

23 as the Secretary may from time to time require, and

24 comply with such provisions as the Secretary may front
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time to time find necessary to assure the eorrectness and

2 verification of such reports;

3 "(13) provide safeguards which restrict the use or

4 disclosure of information concerning applicants and re-

5 cipients to puiposes directly connected with the adminis-

6 tration of the plan (consistent with section 618 of the

7 Revenue Act of 1951);

8 "(14) provide, if the plan includes aid to or on

9 behalf of individuals in private or public institutions, for

10 the cstablislunent or designation of a State authority or

Li. authorities which shall be responsible for establishing and

12 maintaining standards for such institutions;

13 "(15) provide a description of the services which

14 the State makes available to applicants for or recipients

15 of aid under the plan to help them attain self-support or

16 sell-care, including a description of the steps taken to

17 assure, in the provision of such services, maximum

18 utilization of all available services that are similar or

19 related;

20 "(16) provide for periodic evaluation of the opera-

21 tion of the plait by persons interested in or expert iii

22 matters related to iumsktance and services to the aged,

23 blind, and disabled, including persons who are recipients

24 of aid to the —, blind, and disabled; and
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1 "(17) assure that, in administering the State plan

2 and providing services thereunder, the State will observe

3 priorities established by the Secretary and comply with

4 such performance standards as the Secretary may, from

5 time to time, establish.

6 Notwithstanding paragraph (1), if on January 1, 1962,

7 and on the date on which a State submits (or submitted) its

8 plan for approval tinder this title, the State agency which

9 administered or supervised the administration of the plan of

10 such State approved under title X was different from the

11 State agency which administered or supervised the admnin-

12 istration of the p1ar of such State approved under title I and

13 the State agency which administered or supervised the ad-

14 ministration of the plan of such State approved under title

15 XIV, then the State agency which administered or supervised

16 the administration of such phin approved under title X may be

17 designated to administer or supervise the administration of

18 the portion of the State plan for aid to the aged, blind, and

19 disabled which relates to blind individuals and a separate

20 State agency may be established or designated to administer

21 or supervise the administration of the rest of such plan and

22 in such case the part of the plan which each such agency

23 administers, or the administration of which each such agency

24 supervises, shall be regarded as a separate plan for purposes

25 of this title.
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1 "(b) The Secretary shall approve any plan which ful-

2 fills the conditions specified in subsection (a) and in section

3 1603, except that he shall not approve any plan which im-

4 poses, as a condition of eligibility for aid under the plan—

5 "(1) an age requirement of more than sixty_five

6 years;

7 "(2) any residency requirement which excludes

8 any individual who resides in the State;

9 "(3) any citizen requirement which excludes a.ny

10 citizen of the United States;

11 "(4) any disability or age requirement which ex-

12 eludes any persons under a severe disability, as deter-

13 mined in accordance with criteria prescribed by the
14 Secretary, who are eighteen years of age or older; or

15 "(5) any blindness or age requirement which cx-
16 eludes any persons who are blind as determined in ac-

17 cordance with criteria prescribed by the Secretary.

18 In the case of any State to which the provisions of section
19 344 of the Social Security Act Amendments of 1950 were
20 apphca.ble on January 1, 1962, and to which the sentence
21 of section 1002 (li) following paragraph (2) thereof is

22 applicable on the date on which its State plan was or is
23 submitted for approval under this title, the Secretary shall
24 approve the plan of such State for aid to the aged, blind, and
2 disabled for purposes of this title, even though it does not
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1 meet the requirenieiits of section 1603 (a) if it niects all

2 other reqnireiiicnts of this title for au approved plan for aid

3 to the aged, blind, and disabled ; but payiiiciitS to the State

4 under this title shall be made, in the case of any such plan,

5 only with respect to expenditures thereunder whieli would

6 be iiicluded as eXpcll(hitureS for the pnrpoe of this title

7 tinder a plan approved nuder this section without regard

8 to the provisionS of this sentence.

9 "DETER N INATTON OF E ED

10 "SFc. 1603. (a) A State plan must provide that, in

11 tktcrniuuiig the need for aid under the plaii, the State agency

12 shall take into consideration any other inconie or resources

13 of the individual claiming such aid as well as any expenses

14 reasonably attributable to the earnuig of aiiy such income

1 except that, in making such determination with respect to

16 any individual—

17 '' (1) the State agency shall not consider as re—

18 sources (A) the home, household goods, anti peiso1iul

19 effects of t.he individual, (B) other pcrsoiial 01. real prop—

20 erty, tile total value of which does not exceed $1,500,

21 or (C) other prol)crty winch as dcteriiuined in accord—

9 . . ..
alice with arid subject to limitations in regulations of the

23 Secretary, 15 54) essential to the fiunily's means of Self—

24 5111)pOl't as to warrant its excluisioui, l)ut shall apply the

25 provisions of section 442 (e) and regulations thereunder;
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1 "(2) the State ageiicy shall not. consider the

2 Iinaiicial responsibility of aiiy iiidividual for aiiy appli—

3 cant 01' recil)ielIt iiiikss the al)1)lLeallt 01' leeipiclit is the

4 individual's S])011se, or the individual's child who iS under

5 the age of t\veflty—oile OF is blind or severely disabled

6 '' (3) if such iiidividiial is blind, the State agciicv

7 (A ) shall disregard the first $85 er month of earned
8 income plus one-half of earned income in excess of $85

per month, and (B) shall, for a period not in excess of

10 twelve months, and may, for :i 1)Ci'iO(l hot ill excess of

11 thirty—six months, disregard such additiomial amotuits of

12 other income and resources, in the case of any such iuidi—

13 vidual who has a plan for achieving self—support ap—

14 proved by the State agency, as may l)e necessary for the

15 fulfillment of such plan;

16 " (4) if the individual is not blind but is severely

17 disabled, the State agency may disregard (A) not more

18 than the first $20 of the first $80 per month of earned

19 income plus one—half of the remainder thereof and (B)

20 such additional amounts of other income and resources,

21 for a period not in excess of thirty—six mouths, iii the

22 ease of any such individual who has a plan for achieving

23 self—support approved by the State agency, as uiiav be

24 necessary for thi e fulfil uncut of the piaii, but only with
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1 respect to the part. or parts of such period during substan-

2 tially all of which he is undergoing vocational reha.bilita-

3 tion;

4 "(5) if such individua.1 has atta.iiied age sixty-five

5 and is neither blind nor severely disabled, the State

6 agency may disregard iiot more than the first $20 of

7 the first $80 P'" month of earned IIICO1flC Plus one—half

8 of the remainder thereof.

9 "(b) A State plan must also provide that—

10 "(1) each eligible individual, other tha.n one who

11 is a patient in a. medical institution or is receiving insti-

12 tutional service in an intermediate care facility to which

13 section 1121 applies, shall receive financial assistance

14 in such amount as, when added to his income which is

15 not disregarded pursuant to subsection (a) , will provide

16 a minimum of $90 per month.

17 "(2) the standard of need applied for determining

18 eligibility for and amount of aid for the aged, blind, and

19 disabled shall not be lower than (A) the standard ap-

20 plied for this purpose tinder the State plan (approved

21 under this title) as in effect on the date of enactment of

22 part D of title IV of this Act, or (B) if there was no

23 such plan in effect for nch Sta.te on such date, the stand-

ard of need which was applicable under—

(i) the State plan which was in effect. on such
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I date and was approved under title I, in the case of

2 any individual who is sixty-five years of age or older,

3 "(II) the Statepl ton ldateand
4 approved under title X, in the case of an individual

5 who is blind, or

6 "(iii) the State i4an in effect on such date and

7 approved under title XIV, in the ease of an individ-

8 us! who is severely disabled,.

9 except that if two or more of clauses (i), (ii), and (iii)
10 are applicable to an individual, the standard of need
11 applied with respect to such individual may not be lower
12 than the higher (or highest) of the standards under the
13 applicable plans, and except that if none of such clauses
14 is applicable to individuals, the standard of need applied
15 with respect to such individual may not be lower than
16 higher of the standards under the State plans approved
17 under title I, X, or XIV, which was in effect on such
18 date and

19 "(3) no aid will be furnished to any individual
20 under the State plan for any period with respect to
21 which lie is considered a member of a family receiving
22 family assistance benefits under part 1) of title IV or
23 training allowances under part (3 thereof for purposes of

determining the amount of such benefits or allowances

(but this paragraph shall not prevent payments with
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1 respect to other meinhei's of his family pursuant to title

2 IV of this Act)

3 "(4) 110 lien will l)e imposed against the property

4 of aiiy individual or his estate on account of aid paid to

5 him under the plan (except pursuant to the judgment. of a

6 (OllYt ()fl account of l)euefits incorrectly paid to such in—

7 dividual) , and that there will be no adjustment or any

8 recovery of aid correctly paid to him under the plan.

9 " (c) For special proTisio1s ap1ilical)le to Puerto iflco,

10 the Virgin Islands, and Guam, see section 464.

11 "PAYMENTS TO STATES FQ AID TO TIlE A(EI), BLiND,

12 AND DISABTE1)

13 "SEe. 1 (304. From the sums appropriated thereby, the

14 Secretary shall pay to each State which has a plan approved

under this title, for each calendar quarter, an nmoimt equal

16 to the sum of the following 1)rop0Tt1011S of the total amounts

17 expended dtiniig each iuontli of such quarter as aid to the

18 aged, blind, and disabled under the State plan—

19 "(1) 100 per centiiin of such expenditures. not

20 counting so niuch of any expenditures as exceeds the

2.1 product. of $50 multiplied iiy the total iiumher of recipi—

22 cuts of such aid for such month ; plus

23 ''(2) 50 I)CF centurn of the amount by which stidi

24 expenditures exceed the maximum which may he counted

25 under paragraph ( 1), riot counting so much of :mv
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1 expenditures with respect to such mouth as exceeds the

2 product of $65 multiplied by the total number of recipi-

3 'ents of such aid for such month; plus

4 "(3) 25 per centum of the amount by which such

5 expenditures exceed the maximum which may be counted

6 under paragraph (2), not counting so much of any

7 expenditures with respect to such month as exceeds the

8 product of the amount which, as determined by the See—

9 retary, is the maximum permissible level of assistance per

10 person in which the Federal Government will partici-

11 pate financially, multiplied by the total number of recipi-

12 ents of such aid for such month.

13 In the case of any individual in Puerto Rico, the Virgin

14 Islands, or Guam, the maximum permissible level of assist-

15 ance under paragraph (3) may be lower than in the case

16 of individuals in the other States. See also, section 464 for

17 other special provisions apJ)liCable to Puerto Rico, the Virgimi

18 Islands, and Guam.

19 "ALTERNATE PROVISION FOR I)IREOT FEDERAL PAY 1\1 INTS

20 TO INDIVIDUALS

21 "SEc. 1605. The Secretary may enter into an agreement

22 with a State under which he will, on behalf of the State,

23 pay aid to the aged, blind, and disabled directly to individuals

24 in the State under the State's plan approved under this title
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1 and perform such other functions of the State in connection

2 with such payments as may be agreed upon. In such case

3 payments shall not be made as provided in section 1604

4 and the agreement shall also provide for payment to the

5 Secretary by the State of its share of such aid, together with

6 one-half of the additional cost to the Secretary involved in

7 carrying out the agreement, other than the cost of making

8 the payments.

9 "OVERPAYMENTS ANI) UNDERPAYMENTS

10 "SEc. 1606. Whenever the Secretary finds that more or

11 less than the correct amount of payment has been made to

12 any person as a direct Federal payment pursuant to section

13 1605, proper adjustment or recovery shall, subject to the

14 succeeding proviSiollS of this section, he made by appropriate

15 adjustments in future l)ay111e1ts of the overpaid individual

:16 or by recovery from him or his estate or paynlent to him.

17 The Secretary shall riiake such provision as he finds appro—

18 priate in the case of payment of more than the correct

19 amount of benefits with a view to avoiding penalizing mdi—

20 viduals who were without fault in coiinectiofl with the over—

21 payment, if adjustment or recovery on account of 'such

22 overpayment in such case would defeat the purposes of this

23 title, or be against equity or good conscience, or (because of

24 the small amount involved) impede efficient or effective

2) administration.
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1 "OPERATION OF STATE PLANS

2 "SEc. 1607. If the Secretary, after reasonable notice and

3 opportunity for hearing to the State agency administering

4 or supervising the administration of the State plan approved

5 under this title, finds—

6 "(1) that tile plan no longer complies with the

7 provisions of sections 1602 and 1603; or

8 "(2) that in the administration of the plan there is

9 a failure to comply substantially with any such provision;

10 the Secretary shall notify such State agency that all, or such

11 portion as he deems appropriate, of any further payments

12 will not lie made to the State or individiias within the S'thte

13 under this title (or, in his discretion, that payments will be

14 liiiiited to categories under or parts of the State pian not af—

15 fected by such failure), until the Secretary is satisfied that

16 there will iio longer be aiiy such failure to comply. Until he

17 is so satisfied he shall make no such further payments to the

18 State or individuals in the State under this title (or shall

19 limit paynients to categories under or parts of the State plan

20 not affected by such failure).

21 "PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR SERVICES AND

22 ADMINISTRATION

23 "SEc. 1608. (a) If the State plan of a State approved

24 under section 1602 provides that the State agency will make

25 available to applicants for or recipients of aid to the aged,
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1 J)lilId, and disabled under the State plan at least those services

2 to hell) them attain or retain capability for self-support or

3 self-care which are prescribed by the Secretary, such State

4 shall qualify for payments for services under subsection (b)

5 of this section.

6 "(b) In the case of any State whose State plan ap-

7 proved under section 1602 meets the requirements of sub-

8 section (a), the Secretary shall pay to the State from the

9 sums appropriated therefor an amount equal to the sum of

10 the following proportiois of the total amounts expended dur-

11 ing each quarter, as found necessary by the Secretary for the

12 proper and efficient administration of the State plan—

13 "(1) 75 per centuin of so much of such expendi-

14 tures as are for—

15 "(A) services which are prescribed pursuant to

16 subsection (a) and are provided (in accordance

17 with subsection (e) ) to applicants for or recipients

18 of aid under the plan to help them attain 01. retain

19 capability for self—support or self-care, or

20 "(B) other services, specified by the Secretary

21 as likely to prevent or reduce dependency, so pro-

22 vided to the applicants or recipients of aid, or

23 "(C) any of the services prescribed pursuant to

24 subsection (a), and any of the services specified in

25 subparagraph (B) of this paragraph, which the
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1 Secretary may specify as appropriate for individauls

2 who, within such period or periods as the Secretary

3 may prescribe, have been or are likely to become

4 applicants for or recipients of aid under the plan,

5 if such services are requested by the individuals and

6 are provided to them in accordance with subsection

7 (c),or

8 "(D) the training of personnel employed or

9 preparing for employment by the State agency or by

10 the local agency administering the plan in the

11 political subdivision; plus

12 "(2) one-half of so mitch of such expenditures (not

13 included under paragraph (1)) as are for services pro-

14 vided (in accordance with subsection (c)) to applicants

15 for or recipients of aid under the plan, and to individuals

16 requesting such services who (within such period or

17 periods as the Secretary may prescribe) have been or

18 are likely to become applicants for or recipients of such

19 aid; plus

20 "(3) one-half of the remainder of such expenditures.

21 "(c) The services referred to in paragraphs (1) and

22 (2) of subsection (b) shall, except to the extent specified by

23 the Secretary, include only—

24 "(1) services provided by the staff of the State
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1 agency, or the local agency administering the State plan

2 in the political subdivision (but rio funds authorized

3 under this title shall be available for services defined as

4 vocational rehabilitation services under the Vocational

5 Rehabilitation Act (A) which are available to individ-

6 uals in need of them under programs for their rehabilita-

7 tion carried on under a State plan approved under that

8 Act, or (B) which the State agency or agencies admin-

9 istering or supervismg the administration of the State

10 plan approved under that Act are able and willing to

11 provide if reimbursed for the cost thereof pursuant to

12 agreement under paragraph (2), if provided by such

13 staff), and

14 "(2) subject to limitations prescnl)ed by the See-

15 retary, services which in the judgment of the State

16 agency cannot be as economically or as effectively pio-

17 vided by the staff of that State or local agency and are

18 not otherwise reasonably available to individuals in need

19 of them, and which are provided, pursuant to agreement

20 with the State agency, by the State health authority or

21 the State agency or agencies administering or supervis-

22 ing the administration of the State plan for vocational

23 rehabilitation services approved under the Vocational

24 Rehabilitation Act or by any other State agency which

25 the Secretary may determine to be appropriate (whether
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1 provided by its stauil or by contract with pub]ic (local)

2 or iioiiprofit lnivate agencies)

3 Services described in clause (B) of paragraph (1) may be

4 provided only pursuant to agreement with the State agency

5 or agencies administering or supervising the administration of

6 the State plan for vocational rehabilitation services approved

7 under the Vocational Rehabilitation Act.

8 "(d) The portion of the amount expended for admin-

9 istration of the State plan to which paragraph (1) of sub-

10 section (b) applies and the portion thereof to which para-

11 graphs (2) and (3) of subsection (b) apply shall be

12 determined in accordance with such methods and procedures

13 as may be permitted by the Secretary.

14 "(e) In the case of any State whose plan approved

15 under section 1602 does not meet the requirements of sub-

16 section (a) of this section, there shall be paid to the State, in

17 lieu of the amount provided for under subsection (b), an

18 amount equal to one-half the total of the sums expended dur-

19 ing each quarter as found necessary by the Secretary for the

20 proper and efficient administration of the State plan, includ-

21 ing services referred to in subsections (b) and (c) and

22 provided in accordance with the provisions of those sub-

23 sections.

24 "(f) In the case of a.ny State whose State plan in-

25 cluded a provision meeting the requirements of subsection
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1 (a),butwithrespecttowhichtheSecretaryfinds,after

2 reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing to the State

3 agency administering or supervising the administration of

4 the plan, that—

5 "(1) the provision no longer complies with the

6 requirements of subsection (a), or

7 (2) in the administration of the plan there is a

8 failure to comply substantially with such proton,

9 the Secretary shall notify the State agency that all, or such

10 portion as he deems appropriate, of any further payments

11 will not be made to the State under subsection (b) until

12 heissatisfledthattherewlllnolongerbeanysuchfailm?e

13 to comply. Until the Secretary is so satisfied, no such fur-

14' thor payments with respect to the administration of and

15 services under the State plan 5hsll be made, subject to the

16 other protons of this title, under subsection (e) instead

17 of subsection (b).

18 "COMPUTATION OF PAYMENTS TO STATFS

19 "Sic. 1609. (a) (1) Prior to the beginning of each

20 quarter, the Secretary 5hsll estimate the amount to which a

21 State will be entitled under subsections 1604 and 1608 for

22 thatquarter,suchestiznatestobebasedon (A) areport

23 filed by the State containingits estimate of thetotalsum

24 to be expended in that quarter in accordance with the pro-

25 visions of sections 1604 and 1608, and stating the amount
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1 appropriated or made available by the State and its political

2 subdivisions for such expenditures in that quarter, and, if

3 such amount is less thaii the State's proportionate share of the

4 total sum of such estimated expenditures, the source or

5 sources from which the difference is expected to be derived,

6 and (B) such other investigation as the Secretary may find

7 necessary.

8 "(2) The Secretary shall theii pay in such installments

9 as he may determine, the amount so estimated, reduced or

10 increased to the extent of any overpayment or underpa.y-

11 ment which the Secretary determiiies was made under this

12 section to the State for any prior quarter and with respect

13 to which adjustment has not already been made under this

14 subsection.

15 "(b) The pro rata share to which the United States is

16 equitably entitled, as determined by the Secretary, of the

17 net amount recovered during any quarter by a State 01.

18 political subdivision thereof with respect to aid furnished

19 under the State plan, but excluding any amount of such aid

20 recovered from the estate of a decea.sed recipient which is not

21 in excess of the amount expended by the State or any political

22 subdivision thereof for the funeral expenses of the deceased,

23 shall be considered an overpayment to be adjusted under

24 subsection (a) (2).

25 "(c) Upon the making of any estimate by the Secre-
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1 tary under this subsection, any approI)riatiOfls available for

2 payments under this section shall he deemed obligated.

3 "DEFINITION

4 "SEc. 1610. For purposes of this title, the term 'aid to

5 the aged, blind, and disabled' means money payments to

6 needy individuals who are 65 years of age or older, are blind,

7 or are severely disabled, but such terni does not include—

8 "(1) any such paynieimts to any individual who is

9 an inmate of a public institution (except as a patieiit ill

10 a medical institution) ; or

ii "(2) any such payments to any individual who has

12 not attained sixty—five years of age and who is a patient

13 in all institutloil for tuberculosis or niental diseases.

14 Such terni also iiicludcs payimients which are iiot hicluded

1 within time ineanmg 0 such term iiiider the 1)rcecdillg sen—

16 tence, luit which would he so included excel)t that they are

17 llla(lc on lwlia.If of such a needy individual to another mdi—

18 vidual who (as detcruiiucd ifl accordamice with standards

19 prscrt1)ed liv the Secretary) is interested in or concerned

20 with the wellare of such iìecdv individual, but only with

21 respect. to a State whose State plan approved under section

22 1602 includes provision for—

23 "(A) determinatioui by the State agency that the

24 needy individual has, by reason of his physical or mental

25 condition, such inability to manage funds that making
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1 payments to hi111 would be contrary to his welfare aiid,

2 therefore, it is necessary to Plovide such aid through pay-

3 nients described in this sentence;

4 " (B) making such payments oniy in cases iii vhicli

5 the payment will, under the rules otherwise applical.)le

6 tinder the State plan for de'ternuining need and the

7 amount of aid to the aged, blind, anti disal.ded to be paid

8 (and hi conjunction with other inconie and resources)

9 meet all the riced of the iiithvjduals with respect to wliuni

10 such payments are made;

11 "(C) undertaking and continuing special efforts to

12 pmotect the welfare of such individuals and to inhl)rove,

13 to the extent possible, his capacity of self—care and to

14 mitanage funds;

1.) " (B) periodic reView by the State agency of the

16 tietenniitation iiiitler ('huilse (A ) to as(ertuiul vltet1ier

17 coiiditioiis justifying suidi tleteruuiiiiatioii still exist, with

18 pi'o'isio11 for teriuiiiiatioit of the payiuieutt's if they do iiot

19 anti for seeking judicial appoint iuwuut of a gini rdia ii. or

20 other legal represeiitativc, flS (kscril)ed ill st'ctioii 1111

21 if and when it appears that suidi action will best serve

the iiitercsts of the needy individual ; and

23 '' ( E) opportunity for a fair hearing before the State

24 agency on the determination referred to iii clause (A )

for any individual with respect to whom it is made.
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1 Whether an individual is blind or severely disabled, shall be

2 determined for purposes of this title in accordance with

3 criteria prescribed by the Secretary."

4 REPEAL OF TiTLES I, X, AND Xlv OF THE SOCIAL

5 SECURITY ACT

6 SEC. 202. Titles I, X, and XIV of the Social Security

7 Act (42 TJ.S.C. 301, et seq., 1201, et seq., 1351, et seq.)

8 are hereby repealed.

9 TRANSITION PROVISION RELATING TO OVERPAYMENTS

10 AND UNDERPAYMENTS

11 SEC. 203. In the case of any State which has a State

12 plan approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI of the Social

13 Security Act as in effect prior to the eiiactineiit of this see—

14 tion, any overpayment or underpayment which the Secretary

15 determines was made to such State under section 3, 1003,

16 1403, or 1603 of such Act with respect to a period before

17 the approval of a plan uiider title xvi as amended by this

18 Act, and with respect to which adjustment has not already

19 beemi made under subsection (b) of such section 3, 1003,

20 1403, or 1603, shah, for purposes of section 1609 (a) of such

21 Act as herein amended be considered an overpayment or

22 underpayment (as the case may be) made under title XVI

23 of such Act as herein amended.
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1 TRANSITION PROVISION RELATING TO DEFINITIONS OF

2 BLINDNESS AND 1)ISABILITY

3 Siic. 204. Iii the case of any State which has in operation

4 a plan of aid to the blind under title X, aid to the permanently

5 and totally disabled under title XIV, or aid to the aged, blind,

6 or disabled under title XVI, of the Social Security Act a.s

7 in effeot prior to the enactment of this Act, the State plan of

8 such State submitted under title XVI of such Act as amended

9 by this Act shall not be denied approval thereunder, with

10 respect to the period ending with the fIrst July 1 which

11 follows the close of the first regular session of the legsla.t.ure

12 of such State which begins after the enactment of this Act,

13 by reason of its failure to include therein a. test of disability

14 or blindness different from that included in the State's plan

15 (approved under such title X, XIV or XVI of such Act)
16 as in effect on the date of the enactment of this Act.

17 ITITLE ITT—MISCELLANEOUS CONFORMING

18 AMENDMENTS

19 SEc. 301. Section 228 (d) (1) of the Social Security Act

20 is amended by striking out "I, X, XIV, or" and by striking
21 out "part A" and inserting in lieu thereof "receives pay—

22 ments with respect to such month pursuant to part. 1) or E".
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1 SEC. 302. Title XI of the Social Security Act is aniended

2 as follows:

3 (1) in seetioii 1101 (a) (1) by striking out "I.",

4 "X,", and "XIV,";

5 (2) in section 1106 (e) (1) (A ) by striking out '1,

6 X, XIV,";

7 (3) in section 1108 by striking out "I, X, XIV,

8 and XVI" and inserting in lieu thereof "XVI" iii sub—

9 section (a) and by striking out "section 402 (a) (119)"

10 and inserting in lieu thereof "part A of title IV" in

11 subsection (b)

12 (4) by amending section 1109 to read as follows:

13 "SEc. 1109. Any amomit which is disregarded (or set

14 aside for future needs) in detenruiuhig the eligibility for and

amount of aid or assistance for any individual under a State

16 plan approved tinder title XVI or XIX, or eligibility for

17 and amount of payments pursuant to part 1) or E of title

18 IV, shall not be taken into consideration in determining the

19 ehgibility for and amount of such aid, assistance, or payments

20 for any other individual under such other State plan or such

21 partfl orE.";
22 (5) in section liii by striking out "I, X, XIV,

23 and" and by striking out "pait A" and inserting in lien

24 thereof "parts I) and E";

25 (6) iii section 11115 by striking out "I, X, XIV,"
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1 and by striking out "part A" and inserting in lieu thereof

2 "parts A and E" in so much thereof as precedes clause

3 (a), by striking out "of section 2, 402, 1002, 1402,"

4 and inserting in lien thereof "of or pursuant to section

5 402, 452," in clause (a) thereof, arid by striking out "3,

403, 1003, 1403, 1603," and inserting in lieu thereof

7 "403, 453, 1604, 1608," in clause (b) thereof;

8 (7) in section 1116 by striking out "I, X, XIV,"

9 in subsections (a) (1), (h), and (d) , and by striking

10 out "4, 404, 1004, 1404, 1604," in subsection (a) (3)

11 and inserting in lieu thereof "404, 1607, 1608,";

12 (8) by repealing section 1118;

13 (9) in section 1119 by striking out "I, X, XIV,"
14 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.) or
18 1604"; and

(10) in section 1121 (a.) by striking out "a plan
20 for old-age assistance, approved under title I, a plan for
21 aid to the blind, approved under title X, a plan for aid
22 to the permanently and totally disabled, approved under
23 title XIV, or a plan for aid to the aged, blind, or dis-
24

abled" and inserting in lieu thereof "a plan for aid to the
')r

aged, blind, and disabled", arid by inserting "(other than
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1 a public norimedical facility)" after "intermediate care

2 facilities" the first time it appears therein.

3 SEC. 303. Title XV III of the Social Security Act is

4 amended as follows:

5 (1) in section 1843 (b) by striking out "title I or"

6 in paragraph (1) , by striking out "all of the plans." in

7 paragraph (2) and substituting in lieu thereof "the

8 plan", and by striking out "titles I, X, XIV, and XVI,

9 and part A" in paragraph (2) and inserting in lieu

10 thereof "title XVI and under part E";

11 (2) in section 1843 (f) by striking out "title I, X,

12 XIV, or XVI or part A" 1)0th times it appears and

13 inserting in lieu thereof "title XVI and under part E",

14 and by striking out "title I, XVI, or XIX" and inserting

15 in lieu thereof "title XVI or XIX"; and

16 (3) in section 1863 by striking out "I, XVI", and

17 inserting in lieu thereof "XVI".

18 SEc. 304. Title XIX of the Social Security Act is

19 amended as follows:

20 (1) in clause (1) of the first sentence of section

21 1901 by striking out "families with dependent children"

22 and "permanently and totally" and inserting in lieu

23 thereof, respectively, "needy families with children" and

"severely";

25 (2) in section 1902 (a) (5) by striking out "I or";
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1 (3) in section 1902 (a) (10) by amending so much

2 thereof as precedes clause (A) to read:

3 "(10) PrOvide for making medical assistance

4 available to all individuals receiving assistance to

5 needy families with children as defined in section

6 406 (b), receiving payments under an agreement

7 pursuant to part E of title IV, or receiving aid to the

S aged, blind, and disabled tinder a State plan

9 approved under title XVI; and—"

10 and by amending clauses (A) and (B) by inserting "or

1.1 payments under such part E" after "such plan" each time

1.2 it appears therein;

13 (4) by amending section 1902 (a) (13) (B) to

14 read:

15 " (B) in the case of individi.ials receiving assist—

16 ance to needy families with children as defined in

17 section 406 (ii) , receiving payrneiits under an agree-

ment pursuant to part E of title IV, or receiving aid

19 to the aged, blind, and disabled iuider a State plan
20 approved under title XVI, for the inclusion of at

21 least the care and services listed in clauses (1)

22 through (5) of section 1905 (a), and";

23 (5) in section 1902 (a) (14) (A.) by striking out
24 aid or assistance under State plaTis approved under titles

23 j, X, XIV, XVI, and part A of title IV," aiid inserting
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1
in lieu thereof "assistance to needy families with chile

2 dren as defined in section 406 (b), receiving payments

under an agreement pursuant to part E of title IV, or

4 receivingaidtotheaged,blind,anddiwsbledundera

State plan aproved under title XVI,";

6 (6) in section 1902 (a) (17) by striking out in

7 somuchthereofasprecedesclause(A) "aidorassist-

8 ande under the State's plan approved under title I, X,

9 XIV,orXVI,orpartAoftitlelV,"andinsettingin

10 lieu thereof "assistance to needy families with children

mentpursuanttopartEoftitlelV,oraidultdera

State phi approved under title XVI," by striking out

14 in clause (B) thereof 'aid or assistance in the form of

15 money payments under a State plan approved under title

16 I,X,XIV,0rXVI,orpartAOftitlelV"andillsert'

17 big in lieu thereof "assistance to needy families with

18 children as defined in section 406 (b), payments under

19 an agreement pursuant to part E of title IV, or aid to

20 the aged, blind, and disabled under a State plan approved

21 under title XVI", and by striking out in such dlause

22 (B) "and or assistance under such plait" and inserting

23 in lieu thereof "assistance, and, or payments";

24 (7) in section 1902(a) (20) (0) by striking out

25 "section 3(a) (4) (A) (i) and (ii) or section 1603
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1 (a) (4) (A) (i) and (ii)" and inserting in lieu thereof

2 "section 1608 (b) (1) (A) and (B)";

3 (8) in the last sentence of section 1902 (a) by

4 striking out "title X (or title XVI, insofar as it relates

5 to the blind) was different from the State agency which

6 administered or supervised the administration of the

7 State plan approved under title I (or title XVI, insofar

8 as it relates to the aged), the State agency which ad-

9 ministered or supervised the administration of such plan

10 approved under title X (or title XVI, insofar as it re-

11 lates to the blind)" and inserting in lieu thereof "title

12 XVI, insofar as it relates to the blind, was different from

13 the agency which administered or supervised the ad-

14 ministration of such plan insofar as it relates to the aged,

15 the agency which administered or supervised the admin-

16 istration of the plan insofar as it relates to the blind";

17 (9) in section 1902 (b) (2) by striking out "see-

18 tion 406 (a) (2)" and inserting in lieu thereof "sec-

19 tion 406(1)) ";

20 (10) in section 1902 (c) by striking out "I, X,
21 XIV, or XVI, or part A" and inserting in lieu thereof

22 "XVI or under an agreement under part E";
23 (11) in section 1903 (a) (1) by striking out "I,
24 x, XIV, or XVI, or part A" and inserting in lieu there-

25 of "XVI or under an agreement under part E";
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1. (12) by repealing subsection (c) of section 1903;

2 (1%) iii section 190 () (1) (B) (1) by striking

3 Out ''lugliest niiioiiiit wiliidi would ordinarily he paid to

4 a family of the same size without any income or resources

5 iii the form of riioney payments, under the plan of the

6 State approved under 1)alt A of title IV of this Act" and

7 inserting in lieu thercol, ''l)igl1eSt tOtfl1 amount which

S would ordinarily be paid under parts 1) arid E of title IV

9 to a family of the same size without income or resources,

10 eligible iii that State for money payments under part E

11 of title 1V of this Act";

12 (14) in section 1903 (f) (3) by striking out "the

13 'highest amount winch would ordinarily be paid' to such

14 family tinder the State's plan approved under part A of

title TV of this Act'' afl(l inserting iii lieu thereof ''the

.1 'higliet total amount which would ordinarily be paid'

to such family";

(15) in section 1903 (f) (4) (A) by striking out

"I, X, XIV, or XVI, of part A" arid inserting n lieu

20 thereof "XVI or un(ier an agreement under part E"

21 and

22 (16) by amending sect ion 1905 (a)—

23 (A) by striking out "aid or assistance under

24 the State's plan approved under title I, X, XIV,

25 or XVI, or part A of title VI who are—" insomuch
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1 thereof as precedes clause (i) and inserting in lieu

2 thereof "payments under part E of title IV or aid

3 under a State plan approved tuider title XVI, who

4 are—",

5 (B) by amending clause (ii) to read: " (ii)

6 receiving assistance to iiecdy families with children

7 as defined in section 406 (b) , or payments pursu—

$ ant to an agreement under part E of title IV,",

9 (0) by amending clause (v) to read: " (v)

10 severely disabled as defined by the Secretary iii ac-

Ill eordance with section 1602 (b) (4) ," and

12 (D) by striking out "or assistance" and "I,
13 X, XIV, or" in clause (vi) and in the second sen—

14 tence of such section 1905 (a)

15 TITLE IV—GENEBAL
16

EFFECTIVE DATE

17 Si. 401. rIlhic alIlendulcIlts and repeals made 1)v the
18 preceding provisiolis shall become effective, and section 9 of

the Act of April 19, 1950 (25 11.5.0. 639) is repealed ef-
20 fective, on the first January 1 following the fiscal ear in
21 which this Act is enacted; except that—
22 (1) in the case of any State a statute of which
23 prevents it from making the supplenientary payiiients
24 provided for in part E of title TV of the Social Security
2a Act, as amended by this Act, the ainendnients made by
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1 this Act and such repeal iili11 not apply with respect to

2 individualsinsuchStateuntil (iflaterthanthedatere-

3 ferred to above) the first July 1 which follows the close

4 of the first regular session of the legislature of such State

5 which begins after the enactment of this Act or until (if

6 earlier tlurn July 1) the first calendar quarter following

7 thedateonwhichtheStatecertiflesitisnolongerso

8 prevented from making such payments; and

9 (2) in the case of any State a statute of which pre-

10 vents it from complying with the requirements of section

11 lOO2oftheSocialSecuiityA$,asamendedbythis

12 A$,theamendmentsmadebytitiellofthisActshall

13 not apply until (if later than the January 1 referred to

14 above) the first July 1 which follows the close of the

15 first regular session of the legislature of such State which

16 begins after the enactment of this Act or on the earlier

17 date on which such State submits a plan meeting such

18 requirements of section 1602;

19 and except that section 437 of the Social Security Act, as

20 amended by this Act, shall be effective upon enactment of

21 thisAct.

22 namo op SECRETARY AND FISCAL YEAR

23 SEc. 402. As used in this Act and in the amendments

24 made by this Act, the term "Secretary" means, unless the
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1 context otherwise requires and except in part (3 of title IV of

2 the Social Security As, the Secretary of Health, Education,

3 and Welhre;andtheterm"fiscalyeaf'meansapeiiotjb&

4 ginningwithanyJnlylandendingwiththecloseof the

5 following June 30.
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A BILL
To authorize a family assistance plan provid-

ing basic; benefits to low-income families
with children, to provide incentives for em-
ployineit and training to improve the
capacity for employment of members of
such families, to achieve greater uniformity
of treatment of recipients under the Fed-
eral-State public assistance programs and
to otherwise improve such programs, and
for other purposes.

By Mr. SCOTT, Mr. BR00KE, Mr. DoxINIcK, Mr.
GIIFFIN, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. JAVITS, Mr.
P1OtJTY, Mr. SCHWEIJiER, and Mr. STEVENS

OCTOBER 2, 1969

Read twice and referred to the Committee on Finance
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S. 2986—INTRODUCTION OF THE
FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1969

Mr. 8COTI'. Mr. President, I intro-
duce on behalf of myself, and other Sen-
ators, "The Family Assistance Act of
1969," comprehensive legislation ad-
dressed to one of our most serious do-
mestic problems. This bill constitutes one
of the most important domestic Initia-
tives which the Nixon administration will
undertake. It embodies the administra-
tion's proposals for a complete overhaul
of our present, highly usisatisfactory
welfare system. President Nixon did not
overstate the case when he termed the
welfare system a colossal failure and a
huge monster. No one is happy with wel-
fare as it now exists—neither the tax-
paying American, administrators at the
Federal, State, and local levels of gov-
errunent, nor the recipients themselves.

Most of the problems In the existing
system center around the program known
as AFDC—aid to families with dependent
children. In a period of Increasing pros-
perity, and decreasing unemployment,
this program has grown steadily. Since
1960, its cost has tripled, and the number
of recipients has more than doubled. This
program Is now responsible for payments
to 6,500,000 persons. Yet this program
Is basically unfair. It is unfair to men
who work hard for low wages. It Is un-
fair to families that stay together, In-
stead of breaking up. It Is unfair to peo-
ple who live in different States, some of
whom receive a payment of $39 a month,
and others of whom receive as much as
$163 a month.

After a great deal of study, the admin-
istration has concluded that the best way
to remedy these problems is to establish
a uniform Federal payment—a family
assistance payment—to families with
children and with comparable amounts
of Income. This Is not a guaranteed in-
come program. Persons who do not ac-
cept work or training opportunities will
Dot be eligible for payments. it is a pro-
gram that guarantees that help will be
available for any family, with children,
where the breadwinner uses his best ef-
forts. It Is designed as a program to en-
courage people to help themselves. The
Incentives to have earnings, and to In-
crease earnings, are large.

Under this plan, the basic benefit for
a family with no Income would be $500
for each of the first two persons In the
family, and $300 for each additional one.
Thus, in the case of a family of four
without income, payments of $1,600 an-
nually would be available. The first
$720—based on $60 a month—of annual
earnings, would not result in any reduc-
tion In the basic family assistance bene-
fit. This would ordinarily cover the ex-
penses of employment so that an indi-
vidual would Dot be disadvantaged by
going to work. Above this level, a dollar
of earnings would result in only a 50-
cent reduction In benefits. For each dol-
lar of unearned Income, there would be
only a 50-cent reduction, thus providing
a monetary Incentive for child support,
and for more stable work effort by Indi-
viduals so that higher unemployment
compensation benefits would be avail-
able.
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The food stamp program which was

proposed by the President, and for which
legislation has now been passed by this
body, will enhance the benefits available.
The comprehensive manpower and train-
ing bill will make more available training
opportunities In relation to local labor
markets, and the opportunity for place-
ment of welfare recipients in the type of
training program most likely to fit them
for available jobs. This bill will comple-
ment both programs. With regard to the
latter, this bifi provides funds to help de-
fray training costs, and it vastly ex-
pands—compared with present pro-
grains—the authority for day care. Any
unemployed person who Is able to work
or take training will be required to regis-
ter with the State employment services.
An exception Is made In the case of
mothers of children under 6 whose ac-
ceptance of training or employment is
voluntary.

Under the existing system there is, as
I pointed out, a very wide variation In
payments. It would be unfair to signifi-
cantly reduce the amount of assistance
being received by individual families to-
day. This bill, accordingly, contains pro-
visions for State supplementation so that
persons will not lose under the new ar-
rangement. Obviously, the intact work-
Ing families who are eligible for nothing
today will gain, and greater equity will
result

In the program for the aged, blind, and
disabled, Federal matching Is materially
Improved. The Federal Government
would provide 100 percent of the first $50
of payment per IndIvidual, 50 percent for
the next $15, and 25 percent of the
amount above $65. Of vital Importance
is the principle of a minimum income
floor that would be established for the
first time. As a condition for receiving
Federal grants, the States would have to
assure that each aged, blind or disabled
individual would have at least $90 from
his assistance payment and other Income
each month.

The bifi has been designed to assure
some fiscal relief under the welfare pro-
grams as compared with existing law. It
includes provisions that the Federal Gov-
ernment will reimburse the States for
any required non-Federal expenditures
that exceed 90 percent of what their ex-
penditures would be under existing law.
At the same time, other provisions assure
that States will expend at least one-half
as much as they are spending at present
These provisions, coupled with the reve-
nue-sharing proposals of this adminis-
tration, will aid hard-pressed State
treasuries.

Out of new expenditures of approxi-
mately $5 billlon—$4 billion under the
bill that I have Introduced and $1 billion
of direct revenue sharing—the savings to
State treasuries is estimated at $1.7 bil-
lion, one-third of the total. The remain-
ing expenditures will go primarily to the
recipients of family assistance payments,
for training costs and day care and for
administration and other Items.

The bill makes mlntmfi.1 changes in the
exst1ng provisions for social services to
families. This, I unders.nd, will be the
subject of later proposals. Similarly, the
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bill makes only minirnai changes In the
medicaid program which Is now under
intensive review by the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare.

Mr. President, the welfare proposals
contained In this bill are designed to cor-
rect four basic evils In the present sys-
tem—evils which provide strong incen-
tives for abuse. It corrects the evil
inequities between male and female-
headed families which today provide an
Incentive for them to leave home. It cor-
rects the inequities today between the
idle and the working poor which pres-
ently provide an incentive for idleness.
It requires recipients to ccept available
work or training and provides expanded
training in day care services to make this
possible.

Mr. President, this bill is long; it is
complex. Not all may agree with the
details of every provisiion. Certain re-
finements may be suggested in commit-
tee, and on the floor. Yet, overall, I be-
lieve these proposals constitute a major
Improvement In the way in which we
deal with one of our most troublesome
problems. They warrant fully the most
careful consideration by all of us, lead-
ing to enactment.

For the first time since the 1930's the
emphasis In Federal programs has
shifted from the merely custodial to the
remedial. President Nixon recognizes
that the Federal dole is demeaning to
human dignity, and only encourages a
cycle of dependence from one generation
to the next. This bill is vitally essential
to the successful Implementation of his
stated goal to "assist millions of Ameri-
cans out of poverty and Into produc-
tivity."

I am pleased to have joining me as co-
sponsors In this effort the following dis-
tinguished Senators: Mr. GRIFFIN of
Michigan, Mr. BROOKE of Massachusetts,
Mr. DOMINICK of Colorado, Mr. HANSEN
of Wyoming, Mr. PROUTY of Vermont, Mr.
SCHWEIKER of Pennsylvania, Mr. STEVENS
of Alaska, Mr. JAVIS of New York, and
Mr. PERCY of fllinois.

Mr. President, I ask that an explana-
tory statement by Health, Education, and
Welfare Secretary Robert H. Finch, and
a section-by-section analysIs of the
Family Assistance Act of 1969 be
printed at this point In the RECORD.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern-
pore. The bill will be received and appro-
priately referred; and, without objection,
the explanatory statement and section-
by-section analysis will be printed In the
RECORD.

The bill (S. 2986), to authorize a family
assistance plan providing basic benefits
to low-Income families with children to
provide incentives for employment and
training to improve the capacity for em-
ployment of members of such families, to
achieve greater uniformity of treatment
of recipients under the Federal-State
public assistance programs and to other-
wise improve such programs, and for
other purposes, introduced by Mr. Sco
(for himself and other Senators), was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance.

The material furnished by Mr. SCOTT
follows:
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STATEMENT OF SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCA-
TION, AND WELFARE, ROBERT H. FINcH, IN
EXPLANATION OF THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE
ACT OF 1969
The Family Assistance Plan is a revolu-

tionary effort to reform a welfare system in
crisis. With this program and the Adminis-
tration's proposed Food Stamp plan, the Fed-
eral 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 in-
come through expanded work incentives,
training, and employment opportunities. For
those who cannot work, there is a more ade-
quate level of Federal support.

1/ 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 Americans 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 re-
cipients' incomes above the poverty line al-
together. This income strategy includes an
Administration proposal for a 10 percent In-
crease 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
On August 8 the President addressed the

nation and called the present well are system
a failure. He said:

"Whether measured by the anguish of the
poor themselves, or by the drastically mount-
ing burden on the taxpayer, the present wel-
fare system has to be judged a colossal
failure.

"What began on a small scale in the de-
pression 30's has become a huge monster In
the prosperous 60'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, totai costs
for the four federally-aided welfare pro-
grams 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
8.2 millIon persons). Even more disturbing
Is the fact that the proportion of persons on
AF'DC Is growing. In the 15 years since 1955,
the proportion of children receiving assist-
ance has doubled—from 30 children per 1,000
to about 60 per 1,000 at present.

Prospects for the future show no likelihood
for relief from the present upward spiral.
By conservative estimates, AFDC costs will
double again by Fiscal Year 1975, and case-
loads 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 fall. It embodies a set of inequities
which help to cause its own destruction,
First, it is characterized by unjustifiable dis-
crepancies 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 such a family in New Jersey.

Second, it is inequitable in its treatment
of male-headed families as opposed to those
beaded by a female. In no State Is a male-
headed family, where the mother is also In
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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 cov-
ered. The result of this unfortunate dis..
crimination is the creation of a powerful
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 $2000 per year, and wel-
fare in the State would pay a fatherless fam-
ily $3000 per year, his wife and children are
financially 50 percent better off if he leaves
home. And this financial incentive has taken
its toll. In 1940, only 30 percent of the fami-
lies 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. Be-
cause 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 pres-
ent 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.

II. THE FAMILY AS5I5TANCE PLAN

This Administration began its formal in-
quiries into welfare reform even before the
inauguration. From the report of the Transi-
tion 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 different people in and
out of government and in different Federal
agencies.

This analysis led us to the conclusion that
revolutionary structural rejorm in the sys-
tem is required. The first priority of the
Family Assistance Plan has been to remove,
or at least minimize the inequities of pres-
ent 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 areas where they are lowest. Of the
$2.9 billion made available In new funds
under, the plan for benefits to families and
to aged, blind and disabled adults, an es-
timated $700 million will have the effect of
providing fiscal relief for the States and
about $300 million will be for benefit in-
creases for present recipients. 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 concluded that—while those other ap-
proaches might be politically more popular
in many respects—they only pour more Fed-
eral money into a system doomed to failure.
The system must be changed, not just its
payment levels or the division of labor be-
tween the Federal and State governments
within It.

The technical operation of the Family As-
sistance Plan is described in the attached
summary. This memorandum will review
Its major purposes.

First, it combines powerful work require-
ments and work incentives for employable
recipients. By Including the working poor—
families in poverty headed by men working
full time—the new plan much reduces and
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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 rea-
son, the program is not a guaranteed annual
income. It does not guarantee benefits to
persons regardless of their attitudes; its sup-
port 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 bene-
fits, applicants must first register with their
employment service office so that training and
job opportunities can be efficiently commu-
nicated to them. Mothers with children un-
der six, are however, exempted from this
requirement of work and work registration
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 fam-
ily income and resources are below the na-
tional eligibility levels. From this structural
change in coverage flows one of the key ad-
vantages 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 bene-
fits are increased by his presence. And for
employed men, the system greatly reduces
and in some cases reverses the financial in-
centi'e to desert. In the example cited above
of the father earning $2000 in a State where
his family would receive $3000 on welfare, the
Family Assistance Plan would supplement
his wages by $960, giving the family $2960 in
income and eliminating the financial incen-
tive for the father to leave home.

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 81600 per year. When
benefits under the President's Food Stanil.
proposal are also taken into account, the
assistance package for such a family is about
$2350 per year, or more than two-thirds of
the poverty line as it ha,s been most recently
redefined. This is not, of course, a sufficient
amount to sustain an adequate level of life
for those who have no other income; It is.
nevertheless, a substantial Improvement and
can be made more adequate as budget condi-
tions permit. As a result of the establish-
ment of the Federal benefit floor of $1600,
payment levels will be raised In 10 States
and for about 20 percent of present
recipients.

For the aged, blind, and disabled, a nation-
wide income floor would be Set at $90 per
month per person of benefits plus other in-
come. This comes on a yearly basis to $2160
for two eprsons. an amount which Is actually
above th poverty line for an aged couple.
This represents an Important change which
we have made in the program since the Pres-
ident announced It on August 8; when the
minimum for the adult categories was set
at $65.

Perhaps at least as important as the es-
tablishment of national minimum benefit
levels, however, is the provision of natIonal
eligibility standards and administrative pro-
cedures to govern the Family Assistance 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 supple-
mentary payment programs under these uni-
form rules If they so desire. (The pre-exist-
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ing State standards of need and payment
levels will still continue to control in the
supplementary payment programs with re-
gard to eligibility anad amount of benefits.)

States will be given the option. for both
the supplementary payment and the adult
category programs, to contract with the So-
cial Security Administration for Federal as-
sumption of some or all of the administra-
tive burdens under these programs. In this
way, we should be able to move toward a
single administrative mechanism for trans-
fer payments. taking advantage of all the
economies of scale which such an automated
and national administered system can have.
The eventual transfer of Food Stamp Pro-
gram to the Department of Health, Educa-
tion. and Welfare—as previously proposed by
the Administration—should further enhance
this administrative simplification.

Fourth. the plan includes over $600 mil-
lion for a major expansion of training and
day care and opportunities. Some 150,000
new training opportunities will be funded
under the legislation, which, when com-
bined with the proposed Manpower Training
Act is a simplified and centralized frame-
work, should greatly broaden the opportu-
nities for self support for recipients. Some
450.000 quality child care positions are also
funded in a new and flexible program which
further extends the Administration's com-
mitment to the first five years of life.

Fifth, the Family Assistance Plan provides
major fiscal relief for the States. An esti-
mated $700 million of the $2.9 billion In new
Federal money being made available for ex-
panded cash assistance will go to the States
in the form of saving on their existing wel-
fare costs. For five years from the date of
enactment, every State is assured fiscal re-
lief at least equal to 10 percent of what its
costs would have been under the old wel-
fare program. When these savings are com-
bused with the new money going to the
States through the training and child care
components and through the separate reve-
nue sharing program, major relief for State
governments is produced. In particular, by
including the working poor within the Fam-
ily 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 7 States now have
Statewide programs of relief for the working
poor and another 8 States have local or ex-
perimental programs directed to these peo-
ple—all entirely at State expense. By estab-
lishing a Federal program to cover the work-
ing poor, we are relieving the States of what
seems to be the neat likely increase in costs
and coverage.

III. IMPACT ON OTHER PROGRAMS
The Family Assistance Plan has a major

Impact on several other Federal programs
hearing 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 unearned in-
come received. This results In the elimination
of an important inequity which, for ex-
ample. would make a female-headed family
of four ineligible for Family Assistance bene-
fits if it received $1700 per year in alimony
or support payments, but would pay that
family a benefit if the husband were at home
and earning $1700 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 bene-
fits 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 APDC—UF cate-
gory. It Is not possible at this time to include
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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 a.thUtlve, so that a
family of four receives a package of Family
Assistance and Food Stamp subsidies total-
ling about $2350. Moreover, the eligibility
ceilings have been set at virtually the same
polnt—$4000 for a family of four—and both
programs would now extend coverage to the
working poor.

Finally, certain changes In the programs
of services for AFDC recipients under Title
IV of the Social Security Act are necessitated
as a result of the Family Assistance Plan. The
Dopartment of Health. Education, and Wel-
fare will be submitting more comprehensive
amendments on the service program shortly
These amendments will include an e,cpanded
program of assistance to the States for foster
care. In the meantime, however, we are
leaving the present AFDC services provisions
intact and retaining the 75-percent Federal
matching for the financing of these pco-
grams.

SUMMARY OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE Aci OF 1960
TITLE I—FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

Establishment 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 assist-
ance benefits by the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare and supplementary
payments by the States.

Eligibility and amount
The new part D 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 additional member.

The family assistance benefit would be re-
duced by non-excluded income, so that fam-
ilies with more non-excludable Income than
these benefits ($1600 for a family of four)
would not be eligible for any benefits.

A family with more than $1500 in re-
sources, other than the home, household
goods. personal effects, and other property
essential to the family's capacity for self-
support, would also not be eligible.

Countable income would Include both
earned income (remuneration for employ-
merit and net earnings from self-employ-
ment) and unearned income.

In determining income the following
would be excluded (subject. in some cases,
to limitations by the Secretary)

(1) All income of a student;
(2) InconsequentIal or Infrequent or Ir-

regular income:
(3) Income needed to offset necessary

child care costs while In training or work-
ing:

(4) Earned income of the family at the
rate of $720 per year plus '.. the remainder:

(5) Food stamps and other public assist-
ance or private charity:

6 Special training incentives and allow-
ances:

(7) The tuition portion of scholarships
and fellowships:

8 Home produced and consumed . pro-
duce:

(9) ', of other unearned income.
Veterans pensions, farm price supports.

and soil bank payments would not be ex-
cludable 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 quarterly 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 cii'-
cumstances and conditions.
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DefinitIon 0/ fanuly and ch4id

To qualify for Family Assistance Plan ben-
efits a family must consist of two or more
related Individuals living In their own home
and residing In the United States and ocie
must be an unmarried child (I.e., under the
age of 18, or under the age of 21 and regis-
larly attending school).

Payment of benefits
Payment may be made to any one or more

members of the qualified family. The Secre-
tary 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 affecting
eligibility or the amount of benefits.

When reports by beneficiaries are delayed
too long or are too Inaccurate, part or all
of the resulting benefit payments could be
treated as recoverable overpayments.

Registration for work and referral for
training

Eligible adult family members would be re-
quired to register with public employment
offices for manpower services and training or
employment unless they belong to specified
excepted groups. However, a person in an
excepted group may register if he wishes.

The exceptions are: (1) UI. incapacitated,
or aged persons; (2) the caretaker relative
(usually the mother) of a child under 6; (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 manpower 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 Assistance benefit would be
paid to an Interested person outside the
family.

On-the-job training
The Secretary would transfer to the De-

partment of Labor funds which would other-
wise be paid to families participating in em-
ployer-compensated on-the-Job training if
they were not participating. These funds
would be available to pay the training costs
Involved.
STArE SUPPLEMENTATION OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE

BENEFITS
Required supplementation

The Individual States would have to agree
to supplement the family assistance benefits
under a new part E of title IV of the SocIal
Security Act wherever the family assistance
benefit level Is below the previously existing
AId to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) payment level. ThIs supplementa-
tion Is a condition which the State must
meet in order to continue to receive Federal
payments with respect 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
services to needy families with children (part
A of title XV). Such "supplementation"
would be required to families eligible for
family assistance benefits other than fam-
ilies where both parents are present, neither
Is incapacitated, or the father Is not unem-
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ployed. The States would thus be required
to ailpplement In the case of ndtviduals
eligible under the old AFDO and .APDC—UF
pi'ovlslons they would not have to supple-
ment in case of the working poor.

Amount 0/ supplementation
Except as Indicated below and, except for

use of the State standard of need and pay-
ment maximums, eligibility for and amount
of supplementary payments would be deter-
mined by use of the rules applicable for
Family Assistance benefits.

In applying the family assistance rules to
the disregarding of Income under the sup-
plementary payment program—

(1) In the case of earned Income of the
family, the State would first disregard In-
come at the rate of $720 per year, and would
then be permitted to reduce 'Its supplemen-
tary payment by 16 2/3 cents for every dollar
of earnings over the range of earnings be-
tween $720 per year and the cutoff point for
family assistance (I.e., $3,920 for a family of
four), and could further reduce its supple-
mentary payments by an amount equal to
not more than 80 cents for every dollar of
earnings beyond that family assistance cut-
off point.

(2) In the case of unearned income, these
same percentage reductions would apply, al-
though 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 in-
dude the requirements reatlng to:

(I) Statewldeness;
(2) AdmInistration by a single State agen-

cy;
(3) Fair hearing to dissatisfied claimants;
(4) Methods of administration needed for

proper and efficient operation, including per-
sonnel standards, training, and effective use
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 supplementary payments.
Payments to States

A State agreeing to make the supplemen-
tary payments would be guaranteed that Its
expenditures for the first 5 full fiscal years
after enactment would be no more than 90
per cent of the amount they would have
been if the Family Assistance Plan amend-
ments not been enacted. This would be ac-
complished by Federal payment to each State,
for each year, of the excess of—

(1) The total of Its supplementary pay-
ments for the year plus the State share of
lt expenditures called for under its existing
State plan approved under title XVI plus the
additional expenditures required by the new
title XVI, over

(2) 90% of the State share of what Its ex-
penditures would have been ill the form of
maintenance payments for such year I! the
State's approved plans under title 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
unemployed fathers).

On the other hand, any State spending less
than 50 per cent of the State share, referred
to In clause (2) above, for supplementary
payments and Its title XVI plan would be
required to pay the amount of the deficiency
to the Federal treasury.

A State would also receive '/2 of Its coat
of administration under its agreement.

ADMINISTRATION

Agreements with. States
Sufficient latitude Is provided to deal with

the Individual administrative characteristics
of the States. Provision Is made under which
the Secretary can agree to administer and
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disburse the supplementary payments on
behalf of the States. Similarly the States can
agree to administer portions of the family
assistance plan on behalf of the Secretary,
with respect to all or specified families In
the States.

Evaluation, research, training
The Secretary would make an annual re-

port to Congress on the new Family Assist-
ance 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 bet-
ter 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.
Special provisions for Puerto Rico, the Virgin

Islands, and Guam
There are special provisions for these areas

under which the amount of family assist-
ance benefits, the $720 of earned Income to
be disregarded, and several other amounts
under the Family Assistance Plan and the
new title XVI of the Social Security Act (aid
to the aged, blind, and disabled) would be
reduced to the extent that the per capita
Income of these areas is below that of that
one of the 50 States which had the lowest per
capita income.

TRAINING, EMPLOYMENT, AND DAT CARE
PROGRAMS

Section 102 of the Administration bill
would replace part C of title IV of the Social
Security Act In Its entirety.

Purpose
The purpose of the revised part C Is to

provide manpower services, training, and
employment, and child care and related serv-
ices for Individuals eligible for the new Fam-
Ily Assistance Plan benefits (new part D) or
State supplementary payments (new part E)
to help them secure or retain employment
or advancement in employment. The intent
Is to do this In a manner which will re-S
store families with dependent children to
self-supporting, independent, and useful
roles In the community.

Operation
The Secretary of Labor is required to de-

velop an employability plan for each Indi-
vidual required to register under the new
part D or receiving supplementary payments
pursuant to the new part E. The plan would
describe the manpower services, traInhg, nd
employment to be provided and needed to.
enable the Indlvldua.l to become self-sup-
porting or attain advancement In employ-
ment.

Allowances
The Secretary of Labor would pay an In-

centive training allowance of $30 per month
to each member of a family participating In
manpower training. Where training allow-
ances for a family under another program
would be larger than their benefits under the
Family Assistance Plan and supplementary
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 Indi-
viduals participating in employer compen-
sated on-the-job training.

Denial of allowances
Allowances would not be payable to an

individual who refuses to accept manpower
taming without good cause. The Individual
would receive reasonable notice and have an
opportunity for a hearing 11 dissatisfied with
the denial.
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tltilisation of other programs
In order to avoid the creation of duplica-

ti ee programs, maximum use of authorities
under other acts could be made by the Secre-
tary of Labor in providing the manpower
training and related services under the re-
vised part C, but subject to all duties and
responsibilities under such other programs.
Part C appropriations could be used to pay
the cost of services provided by other pro-
grams and to reimburse other public agen-
cies for services they provided to persons
under part C, The emphasis is on an inte-
grated and comprehensive manpower train-
ing program Involving all sectors of the econ-
omy and all levels of government to make
maximum use of existing manpower and
manpower related programs.

Appropriations and administration
Appropriations to the Secretary of Labor

would be authorized for carrying out the
revised part C, including payment of up to
90 percent of the cost of training and em-
ployment services provided individuals reg-
istered under the Family Assistance Plan.
The Secretary would seek to achieve equita-
ble geographical distribution of these funds.

In developing policies and programs for
manpower services, training and employment
for Individuals registered under the Family
Assistance 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 Health, 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 per cent
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 non-profit private agency or
organization, and the contracts could be with
any public or private agency or organization.
The cost of these services could include al-
teration. remodeling, and renovation of fa-
cilities, 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 become effective on enact-
ment of the bill.

Advance funding
'rn afford adequate notice of available

funds, appropriations for one year to pay the
cost of the program during the next year
would be authorized.

Evaluation and research
A continuing eva.iation of the program

under part C and research for improving it
are authorized.

Annual report and advisory council
The Secretary of Labor is required to re-

port annually to Congress on the manpower
training and related services.
ELSMINATION OF pgzsEN'r PROVISIONS ON CASH

ASSISTANCE oa FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT
CHILDREN

Section 103 of the bill revises part A of
title IV of the Social Security Act which
relates to cash assistance and services for
needy families with children. The new part
A is called Services to Needy Families with
Children, reflecting the elimination of the
provisions on cash assistance. The caah as-
sistance 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 continua-
tion of the present program of services for
these families. Foster care for children and
emergency assistance, as included under
exIsting law, are also continued.
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Requirements for State plans
Section 402 of the Social Security Act

which sets forth the requirements to be met
by State plans before they are approved and
qualify the State for federal financial par-
ticipation in expenditures, would be revised
as appropriate in the light of the elimina-
tiort of the cash assistance provisions.

Payments to States
The provisions on payments to States for

expenditures under approved State plans re-
main the same as xisting 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 dependent 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 defini-
tion in the new part D, establishing the
Family Assistance Plan; this in effect sub-
stitutes 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 families") —this being
defined as families receiving family assistance
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 cofitinued in effect.

Foster care and emergency assistance
The provisions on payments for foster care

of children and emergency 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 locate miss-
ing parents in certain cases.

TITLE Il—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 provi-
sions relating to medical assistance for the
aged which, under existing law, would termi-
nate at the end of calendar 1969. All medical
assistance for which the Federal government
shares costs will now be provided under ap-
proved title XLX State plans,

Requirements for State plans
Few changes are made In this section (sec.

1602), aside from deleting the provisions re-
lating 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);

(2i Financial participation by the State;
(3) Statewldeness;
(4) Opportunity for fair hearing:
(5) Methods of administration, including

personnel standards, training, and effective
use of subprofessional staff;

(8) Reporting to the Secretary as required;
(7) Confidentiality of information relating

to recipients;
(8) Opportunity for applioation and fur-

nishing of assistance with reasonable prompt-
ness;

(9) Establishment and maintenance by
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the State of standards for institutiOns fl
which there are individuals receiving aid;

(10) Description of services provided for
self-support or self-care; and

(11) Determination of blindness by an
ophtalmologist or an optometrist.

The present prohibition against payment
to persons in receipt of assistance under title
I, IV, X, or XIV would he applicable insteaçi
to cases of receipt of family security bene-
fits under the new part D of title IV.

The provision on inclusion of reasonable
standards for determining eligibility and
amount of aid would be replaced by one
requiring a minimum benefit of $90 per
month, less any other income, and by an-
other requiring that the standard of need not
be lower than the standard applied 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 de-
termination of need and disregarding of cer-
tain income in connection therewith has
been continued (although without the au-
thorization to disregard $7.50 per month of
any income, in addition to other Income
which may or must be disregarded), it has
been expanded in a manner parallel to fam-
ily assistance benefits to include disregard-
ing as resources the home, household goods,
personal effects, other property which might
help to increase the family's ability for self-
support, and, finally, any other personal or
real property the total value of which does
not exceed $1500. There would also be a new
requirement for not considering the finan-
cial responsibility of any other individual
for the applicant or recipient unless the ap-
plicant is the individual's spouse or child un-
der the age of 21 or blind or severely dis-
abled, 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 subdi-
visions furnishing assistance or services, and
provision for the development, through re-
search or demonstrations, of new or improved
methods of furnishing assistance or services.
Also added is a requirement for use of a
simplified statement for establising eligibil-
ity and for adequate and effective methods
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 to-
geher with any necessary modifications of
the State plan; for establishment of advisory
committees, including recipients as members;
and for observing priorities and performance
standards set by the Secretary in the admin-
istration of the State plan and in provid-
ing services thereunder.

The present prohibitions against any age
requirement of more than 65 years and
against any citizenship requirement exclud-
ing U.S. citizens would be continued.

In place of the present provisions on resi-
dency, there is a new one which prohibits
any residency requirement excluding any res-
ident of the State. Also there would be new
prohibitions against any disability or age re-
quirement which excludes a severely disabled
individual aged 18 or older, and any blind-
ness or age requirement which excludes any
person who is blind (determined under cri-
teria by the Secretary)

Paylnents
In place of the present provision on the

Federal share of expenditures under the ap-
proved 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:
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With respect to cash assistance, the Fed-

eral Government wlU pay (1) 100 per cent of
the first $50 per recipient, plus (2) 50 per
cent of the next $15 per recipient, plus (3)
25 per cent of the balance of the payment
per recipient which does not exceed the maxi-
mum permissible level of assistance per per-
son set by the Secretary (which may be lower
in the case of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,
and Guam than for other jurisdictions).

With respect to services for which expen-
ditures are mnde under the approved State
plan, the Federal Government would pay the
same percentages -as are provided under ex-
isting law, that Is, 75 per cent in the case
of certain specified services and training of
personnel and 50 per cent in the case of the
remainder of the cost of administration of
the State plan.

Payment by Federal Government to
individuals

The revised title XVI includes authority
for the Secretary to enter Into agreements
with any State under which the Secretary will
make the payments of aid to the aged, blind,
and disabled directly to individuals in the
State who are eligible therefor. In that case,
the State would reimburse the Federal Gov-
ernment for the State's share of those pay-
ments and for ½ the additional cost to the
Secretary of carrying out the agreement,
other than the cost of making the payments
themselves.

Dc/i nit ion
The new title XVI defines aid to the aged,

blind, and disabled as money payments to
needy Individuals who are 65 or older or are
blind or are severely disabled.

Transitional and related provisions
Titles I, X, and XIV of the Social Security

Act would be repealed.
Provision is made for making adjustments

under the new title XVI on account of over-
payments and underpayments under the ex-
isting 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
clove of the first regular session of its State
legislature beginning after enactment of the
bill.

Conforming amendments
The bill also contains a number of con-

forming amendments in other provisions of
the Social Security Act in order to take ac-
count of the substantive changes made by
the bill. Thus, the changes in the medicaid
program (title XIX of the Social Security
Act) would require the States to cover in-
dividuals eligible for supplementary State
payments pursuant to the new part S of
title IV or who would be eligible for cash
assistance under an existing State plan for
aid to families with dependent children if It
continued in effect and included dependent
children of unemployed fathers.

Effective date
The amendments made by the bill would

become effective on the first January 1 fol-
lowing the fiscal year in which the bill is
enacted. However, if a State Is prevented by
statute from making supplementary pay-
ments provided for under the new part S of
title IV of the Social Security Act, the amend-
ments would not apply to Individuals in that
State until the first July 1 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 calen-
dar quarter following the certification.

Also, In the case of a State which is pre-
vented by statute from meeting the require-
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ments In the revised section 1602 of the So-
cial Security Act, the amendments -made In
that title would not apply until the first July
1 followIng, the close of the State's first reg-
ular session of Its legislature beginning after
the enactment of the bill—unless the State
submitted before this date a State plan meet-
ing these requirements. In the latter case the
amendments would become effective on the
date of submission of the plan.

Another exception to this effective date
provision is made in the case of the new au-
thorization, 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 ef-
fective on enactment of the bill.

Mr. JAVITS. I have joined as a co-
sponsor, Mr. President, because I wish
to encourage the administration in this
initiative.

I advise the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. ScoIt) that I reserve the
rsght to put in another bill or move
amendments, but the fundamental prin-
ciple is so important and I think the
initiative of the administration so sound
and desirable that I felt it my duty to
join as cosponsor.

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the Senator from
New York.
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IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Oiroi 3,1969
Mr. Brin of Wisconsin (for himself, Mr. Gu) B. Foim, Mr. AIDs, Mr.

ANDERSON of Illinois, Mr. CinR, Mr. Poi', Mr. RHODES, Mr. T.rr, Mr.
BOB WILSON, Mr. SMrrH of California, Mr. Urr, Mr. SCHNEEBELI, Mr.
BROYHILL of Virginia, Mr. BUSH, Mr. MORTON, and Mr. CHAMBERLAIN)
introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Committee on
Ways and Means

A BILL
To authorize a family assistance plan providing basic benefits to

low—income families with children, to l)rovide incentives for
eniployment and training to nnl)rove the capacity

1)loylllent 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 purposes.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That this Act, with the following table of contents, may be

4 cited as the "Family Assistance Act of 1969".

I—0
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"Sec. 1601. Appropriations.
"Sec. 1602. State plans for financial assistance and services to the aged,

blind, and disabled.
"Sec. 1603. Determination of need.
"Sec. 1604. Payments to States for aid to the aged, blind, and disabled.
"Sec. 1605. Alternate provision for direct Federal payments to in-

dividuals.
"Sec. 1606. Overpayments and underpayments.
"Sec. 1607. Operation of State plans.
"Sec. 1608. Payments to States for services and administration.
"Sec. 1609. Computation of payments to States.
"Sec. 1610. Definition".
Sec. 202. Repeal of titles I, X, and XIV of the Social Security Act.
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TUIIF' OF (jN'rEN'rs—(1oiitinued

Sec. 203. 'I'ransition provision relating to overpayments and underpay-
ments.

Sec. 204. Transition provision relating to definitions of blindness and
disability.

TI'rLE HI—MISCELLANEOUS CONFORMING AMENI)MENTS

Sec. 301. Amendment of section 228 (d).
Sec. 302. Amendments to title XI.
Sec. 303. Amendments to title XV1II.
Sec. 304. Amendments to title XIX.

TITLE IV—GENERAL

Sec. 401. Effective date.
Sec. 402. Meaning of Secretary and fiscal year.

1 FINDINOS AND DECLARATION OF PURPOSE

2 Sic. 2. (a) The Congress hereby finds and declares

3 that—

4 (1) the present federally assisted welfare program

5 provides benefits which vary widely throughout the

6 country and which are unconscionably low in many

7 States;

8 (2) the program for needy families with cluidren

9 iS often adiriinistered in ways which are costly, ineffi—

10 cient, and degrading to 1)eFsoIla1 dignity, and is cliarac—

11 terized by intolerable incentives for family breakup, by

12 inadequate encouragements to arid opportunities for those

13 on the welfare rolls to enter job training amid employ—

14 mnent so that they may become self—supporting, and by

15 tIme inequitable exclusion from assistance of working

I G families iii po%e1ty, especially families headed by a male;
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1 ('3 ) the growth of the welfare rolls tlircateiis the

2 fiscal stahility of the States and the Federal—State I)aIt—

3 nership; and

4 (4) in the light of the harm to individual and family

5 development and well-l)eing caused by lack of inCome

6 adequate to sustain a decent level of life, and the conse—

7 quent damage to the human resources of the entire Na—

8 tion, the Federal Government has a positive interest

9 and responsibility in assuring the correction of these

10 problems.

ii (b) It is therefore time purpose of this Act to fulfill the

12 responsibility of the Federal Governument to eXpflll(l time

13 training amid emnployiument incentives a mid opportunities, in—

14 eluding necessary ehuld care services, fur those public as—

15 sistance recipients who are meml)ers of needy families with

16 children and who can l)eeonme self—sup)ortiIIg ; to provide a

17 more adequate level and quality of living through income

18 support and services for del)eiideflt persons and families who,

19 through Ho fault of their own, require public assistance ; to

20 provide this financial assistance in a nianner designed to

21 strengthen family life and to estal)lish more nearly uniform

22 national standards of eligibility and aid; and to move to

23 greater assumption by the Federal Oovernment of the finami—

24 cial burden of these activities.
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1 TITLE I—FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

2 ESTABLISHMENT OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

3 SEC. 101. Title IV of the Social Security Act (42

4 U.S.C. 601, et seq.) is amended by adding after part C

5 the following new parts:

6 "PART P—FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

7 "APPROPRIATIONS

8 "SEC. 441. For the purposes of providing a basic level

9 of financial assistance throughout the Nation to needy

10 families with children, in a niariner which will strengthen

11 family life, encourage work training and self-support, and

12 enhance persona.l dignity, there is authorized to be appro-

13 priated for each fiscal year a sum sufficient to carry out this

14 part.

15 "ELIGIBILITY FOR AND AMOUNT OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE

16 BENEFITS

17 "ELIGIBILITY

18 "SEc. 442. (a) Each family, as defined in section 445—

19 "(1) whose income, other than income which is

20 excluded pursuant to section 443, is less than $500 per

21 year for each of the first two members of the family

22 plus $300 per year for each additional member, and
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1 "(2) whose resources, other than resources ex-

2 eluded pursuant to section 444, are less than $1,500,

3 shall, in accordance with and subject to the other provisions

4 of this title, be paid a family assistance benefit.

5 "AMOUNT

6 "(b) The family assistance benefit for a family shall be

7 payable at the rate of $500 per year for each of the first two

8 members of the family plus $300 per year for each additional

9 member thereof, reduced by the amount of income, not ex-

10 eluded pursuant to section 443, of the members of the family.

11 "PUERTO RICO, THE VIRGIN ISLANDS, AND CUAM

12 "(c) For special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico,

13 the Virgin Islands, and Guam, see section 464.

14 "PERIOD FOR 1)ETERMINATION OF BENEFITS

15 " (d) (1) A family's eligibility for and its amount of

16 family assistance benefits shall be deterniined for each quar-

17 ter of a calendar yea!'. Such determination shall be made on

18 the basis of the Secretary's estimate of the family's income

19 for such quarter, after taking into account income for a pre-

20 ceding period and any modifications in income which are

21 likely to occur on the basis of changes in conditions 01' cir-

22 cumstanees. Eligibility for and the amount of benefits of a
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1 family for any quarter shall be redetermined at such time or

2 times as may be provided by the Secretary, such redeter-

3 mination to be effective prospectively.

4 (2) The Secretary shall by regulation prescribe the

5 cases in which and extent to which the amount of a family

6 assistance benefit for any quarter shall he reduced by reason

7 of the time elapsing since the beginning of such quarter and

8 before the date of filing of the application for the benefit.

9 "(3) The Secretary may, in accordance with regula-

10 tiojis, prescribe the cases in which and the extent to which

ii income received in one period (or expenses incurred in one

12 period in earning income) shall, for purposes of determining

13 eligibility for and amount of family assistance benefits, he

14 considered as received (or incurred) in another Period or

15 periods.

16 "SPECIAL LIMITS ON GROSS INCOME

17 "(e) The Secretary may, in accordance with regula-

18 tions, prescribe the circumstances under which the gross

19 income from a trade or business (including farming), will be

20 considered sufficiently large to make such family ineligible

21 for such benefits.

22 "INCOME

23 "EXCLUSIONS FROM INCOME

24 "SEC. 443. (a) In determining the income of a family

25 there shall be excluded—
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1 "(1) subject to limitations (as to amount or other-

2 wise) prescribed by the Secretary, the earned income of

3 each child in the family who is', as determined by the

4 Secretary under regulations, a student regularly attend-

5 ing a school, college, &r university, or a course of voca-

6 tional or technical training designed to prepare him for

7 gainful employment;

8 "(2) (A) the total unearned income of all mem-

9 bers of a family which is, as determined in accordance

10 with criteria prescribed by the Secretary, too inconse-

ii. quential, or received too infrequently or irregularly, to

12 be included, and (B) subject to limitations prescribed

13 by the Secretary any earned income which, as deter-

14 mined in accordance with such criteria, is received too

15 infrequently or irregularly to be included;

16 "(3) an amount of earned income of a member of

17 the family equal to all, or such part (and according to

18 such schedule) as the Secretary may prescribe, of the

19 cost incurred by such member for child care which the

20 Secretary deems necessary to securing or continuing in

21 manpower training, vocational rehabilitation, employ-

22 ment, or self-employment;

23 "(4) the first $720 per year (or proportionately

24 smaller amounts for shorter periods) of the total of

J. 37-O01- 2
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1 earned income (not excluded by the preceding clauses

2 of this section) of all members of the family plus one-

3 half of the remainder thereof;

4 "(5) food stamps or any other assistance which is

5 based on need and' furnished by any State or political

6 subdivision of a State or any Federal agency or by any

7 private charitable agency or organization (as determined

8 by the Secretary)

9 "(6) allowances under section 432 (a)

10 "(7) any portion of a scholarship or fellowship

11 received for use in paying the cost of tuition and fees

12 at any educational (including technical or vocational

13 education) institution;

14 "(8) home produce of a member of the family

15 utilized by the household for its own consumptiton; and

1.6 "(9) one-half of all unearned income (not excluded

17 by the preceding clauses of this subsection) of all mem-

18 bers of the family

19 The preceding provisions of this subsection shall not apply

20 to veterans' pensions or to payments to farmers for price

21 support, diversion, or conservation. For special provisions

22 applicable to Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, or Guam,

23 see section 464.
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1 "MEANING OF EARNED AND UNEARNED INCOME

2 "(b) For purposes of this part—

3 "(1) earned income shall include only—

4 "(A) remuneration for employment, other than

5 remuneration to which section 209 (1)) , (c) , (d)

6 (f),or (k) applies;

7 " (B) net earnings from self—employment, as

8 defined in section 211 other tha.n the second and

9 third sentences following clause (C) of subsection

10 (a) (9) and other than clauses (A), (C), and

11 (E) of paragraph (2) and paragraphs (4), (5),
12 and (6), of subsection (e)

13 "(2) unearned income shall include among other

14 th-
15 "(A) any payments received as an annuity,

16 pension, retirement, or disability benefit, including

17 veteran's or workmen's compensation and old-age,

18 survivors, and disability insurance, railroad retire-

19 ment, and unemployment benefits;

20 "(B) prizes and awards;

21 "(C) the proceeds of any life insurance policy;

22 "(D) gifts (cash or otherwise), support and

23 alimony payments, and inheritances; and
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1 "(E) rents, dividends, interest, and royalties.

2 "REsouEcEs

3 "EXCLUSIONS FROM RESOURCES

4 "SEC. 444.. (a.) In (letennrnlng the resources of a family

5 there shall be excluded:

6 "(1) the home, household goods, and personal ef-

7 fects; and

8 "(2) other property which, as determined in ac-

9 cordance with and subject to limitations in regulations

10 of the Secretary, is so essential to the family's means of

11 self-support as to warrant its exclusion.

12 "DISPOSITION OF RESOURCES

13 "(b) The Secretary thall prescribe regulations appli-

14 cable to the period or periods of time within which, and the

15 manner in which, various kinds of property mast be dis-

16 posed of in order no.t to be included in .deternining the fam-

17 ily's eligibility for family assistance benefits. Any portion

18 of the family's benefits paid for such period or periods shall.

19 he conditioned on such disposal.

20 "MEANING OF FAMILY AND CHILD

21 "MpOSITION OF FAMILY

22 "SEC. 445. (a) Two or more individuals—

23 "(1) who are related by blood, marriage, or adop-

24 tion,
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1 "(2) who are living in a place of residence main-

2 tamed by one or more o them as his or her osn home,

3 "(3) who are residents of the United States, and

4 "(4) at least one of whom is a child who is not

5 married to another of such individuals,

6 shall be regarded as a family for purposes of this part and

7 parts A, C, and E.

8 "DEFINITION OF CHILD

9 "(b) For purposes of this part and parts C and E, the

10 term 'child' means an individual who is (1) under the age

ii of eighteen or (2) under the age of twenty-one and (as

12 determined by the Secretary under regulations) a student

13 regularly attending a school, college, or university, or a

14 course of vocational or technical training designed to prepare

15 him for gainful employment.

16 "MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES

17 "(c) If an individual is in the Armed Forces of the

18 United States, then, for purposes of determining eligibility

19 for and the amount of family assistance benefits under this

20 part, (1) he shall not be regarded as a member of a family,

21 and (2) the spouse and children of such individual, and

22 such other individuals living in the same place of residence

23 as such spouse and children as may be specified in accordance
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1 with regulations of the Secretary, shall not be considered

2 members of a family.

3 "DETERMINATION OF FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS

4 "(d) In determining whether an individual is related

5 by blood, marriage, or adoption, appropriate State law, as

6 determined in accordance with regulations of the Secretary.

7 shall be applied.

8 "INCOME AND RESOURCES OF NONCONTRIBUTINO A1)ULT

9 " (e) For plrpoSes of determining ehgil)ility for and the

10 amount of family assistance benefits for any family there shall

11 be excluded the income and resources of any individual,

12 other than a child or a parent of a child (or a spouse of a

13 child or parent), which, as determined in accordance with

14 criteria prescribed by the Secretary, is not available to other

15 members of the family; and for such purposes, any such

16 individual shall not be considered a member of such family.

17 "RECIPIENTS OF AID TO THE AGE!), BLIND, AND

18 DISABLED INELIGIBLE

19 "(f) If an individual is receiving aid to the aged, blind,

20 and disabled under a. State plan approved under title XVI, or

21 if his needs are taken into account in determining the need of

22 another person receiving such aid, then, for the period for

23 which such aid is received, such individual shall not be re-

24 garded as a. member of a family for PtT0SCS of determining

5 the a1non1 of the family assistance benefits of the family.



15

1 "PAYMENTS AND PRocEDuRES

2 "PAYMENTS OF BENEFITS

3 "SEc. 446. (a) (1) Family assistance benefits shall be

4 paid at such time or tiiiies and. in such installments as the

5 Secretary determines will best effectuate the purposes of this

6 title.

7 "(2) Payment of the family assistance benefit of any

8 family may be made to any one or more members of the

9 family.

10 "(3) The Secretary may by regulation establish ranges

11 of incomes within which a single amount of family assistance

12 benefit shall apply.

13 "OVERPAYMENTS AND TINDERPAYMENTS

14 "(b) Whenever the Secretary finds that more or less

15 than the correct amount of family assistance benefits has

16 been paid with respect to any family, proper adjustment or

17 recovery shall, subject to the succeeding provisions of this

18 subsection, be made by appropriate adjustments in future

19 payments of the family or by recovery from or payment to

20 any one or more of the individuals who are or were members

21 thereof. The Secretary shall make such provision as he finds

22 appropriate in the case of payment of more than the correct
23 amount of benefits with respect to a family with a view to
24 avoiding penalizing members of the family who were without
25 fault in connection with the overpayment, if adjustment or
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1 recovery on account of such overpayment in such case would

2 defeat the purposes of this part, or be against equity or

3 good conscience, or (because of the small amount involved)

4 impede eflicient or effective administration of this part.

5 "HEARINGS AND REVIEW

6 "(c) (1) The Secretary shall provide reasonable notice

7 and opportunity for a hearing to any individual who Ls or

8 claims to be a member of a family and is dissatisfied with any

9 determination under this part with respect to eligibility of

10 the family for family assistailce benefits, the number of mem-

11 hers of the family, or the amount of the benefits.

12 "(2) Final determination of the Secretary after such

13 hearings shall be subject to judicial review as provided in

section 205 (g)' to the same extent

determinations under section 205.

"PROCEDURES; PROHIBITION

"(d) The provisions of sections

sections (a), (d), (e), and (f) of

with respect to this part to the same

the case of title II.

"APPLICATIONS AND FURNISHING

FAMILIES

23 "(e) (1) The Secretary shall prescribe regulations ap-

24 plicable to families or members thereof with respect to the

25 filing of applications, the furnishing of other data and mate-

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

as the Secretary's final

OF ASSIGNMENTS

206 and 207 and sub-

section 205 shall apply

extent as they apply in

OF INFORMATION BY
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1 rial, and the reporting of events and changes in circumstances,

2 as may be necessary to deteriniiie eligibility for and amount

3 of family assistance benefits.

4 "(2) In order to encourage prompt reporting of events

5 and changes in circumstances relevant to eligibility for or

6 amount of family assistance benefits, and more accurate

7 estimates of expected income or expenses by members of

8 families for purposes of such eligibility and amount of bene-

9 fits, the Secretary may prescribe the cases in which and the

10 extent to which—

11 "(A) failure to so report or delay in so reporting, or

12 "(B) inaccuracy of information which is furnished

13 by the members and on which the estimates of income or

14 expenses for such purposes are based,

15 will result in treatment as overpayments of all or any portion

16 of payments of such benefits for the period involved.

17 "FURNISmNG OF INFORMATION BY OTHER AGENCIES

18 "(f) The head of any Federal agency shall provide such

19 information as the Secretary needs for purposes of determin-

20 ing eligibility for or amount of family assistance benefits, or

21 verifying other information with respect thereto. The Secre-

22 tary may from time to time pay to the head of such agency,

23 in advance or by way of reimbursement, as may be agreed

24 upon, the cost of providing such information.

J. 37—OO1- 3
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1 "REGISTRATION AND REFERRAL OF FAMILY MEMBERS FOR

2 MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, AND EMPLOYMENT

3 "Sc. 447. (a) Every individual who is a member of a

4 family which is found to be eligible for family assistance

5 benefits, other than a member to whom the Secretary finds

6 clause (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), or (6) of subsection (b)

7 applies, shall register for manpower services, training, and

8 employment with the local public employment office of the

9 State as provided 'by regulations of the Secretary of Labor.

10 If and for so long as any such individual is found by the

11 Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to have failed

12 (after a reasonable period of time), without good cause as

13 determined by the Secretary of Labor, to so register, he

14 shall not be regarded as a member of a family but his in-

15 come which woui'd otherwise be counted under this part as

16 income of a. family shall be so counted; except that if such

17 individual is the only member of the family other than a

18 child, such individual shall be regarded as a member for

19 purposes of determination of the family's eligibility for

20 family assistance benefits, but not (except for counting his

21 income) for purposes of determination of the amount of such

22 benefits. No part of time family assistance benefits of any such

23 family may be paid to such individual during the period for

24 which the preceding sentence is applicable to him; a.nd the

25 Secretary may, if he deems it appropriate, provide for pay-
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1 ment of such benefits during such period to any person, other

2 than a member of such family, who is interested in or con-

3 cerned with the welfare of the family.

4 "(b) An individual shall not be required to register

5 pursuant to subsection (a) if the Secretary determines that

6 such individual is:

7 "(1) iii, incapacitated, or of an advanced age;

8 "(2) a mother or other relative of a child under

9 the age of six who is caring for such child;

10 "(3) the mother, or other female caretaker of a

11 child, if the father or another adult male relative is in

12 the home and not excluded by clauses (1), (2), (4),
13 or (5) of this subsection;•

14 "(4) a child;

15 "(5) one whose presence in the home on a sub-
16 stantially continuous basis is required because of the ill-

17 ness or incapacity of another member of the household;

18 "(6) working full time, as determined in accord-

19 ance with criteria prescribed by the Secretary of Labor.

20 An individual who would, but for the preceding sentence,

21 be required to register pursuant to part A, may, if he wishes,

22 register as provided in such subsection.

23 "(c) The Secretary shall make provision for the fur-

24 nishing of child care services in such cases and for so long

25 as he deems appropriate in the case of individuals registered
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1 pursuant to subsection (a) who are, pursuant to such regis-

2 tration, participating in nianpower services, training, or em-

3 ployment.

4 "(d) In the case of any member of a family receiving

5 family assistance benefits who is not required to register

6 pursuant to subsection (a) because of such member's dis-

7 ability or handicap, the Secretary shall make provision for

8 referral of such member to the appropriate State agency

9 administering or supervising the administration of the State

10 plan for vocational rehabilitation services approved under

11 the Vocational Rehabilitation Act.

12 "DENIAL OF BENEFITS IN CASE OF REFUSAL OF MANPOWER

13 SERVICES, TRAINING, OR EMPLOYMENT

14 "SEC. 448. For purposes of determining eligibility for

15 and amount of family assistance benefits under this part, an

16 individual who has registered as required under section 447

17 (a) shall not be regarded as a member of a family, but his

18 income which would otherwise be counted as income of the

19 family under this part shall be so counted, if and for so long

20 as he has been found by the Secretary of Labor, after reason-

21 able notice and opportunity for hearing, to have refused with-

22 out good cause to participate in suitable manpower services,

23 training, or employment, or to. have refused without good

24 cause to accept suitable employment in which he is able to

25 engage which is 'offered through the public employment offi-
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1 ces of the State, or is otherwise offered 'by an employer if the

2 offer of such employer is detennined by the Secretary of

lAbor, aster notification by such employer or otherwise, to

4 be a bona fide offer of employment; except that if such in-

dividual 'is the only member of the family other than a child,

6 such individual shall be regarded as a member of the

7 family for purposes of determination of the family's

8 eligibiliity for benefits, but not (except for counting his in-

9 come) for the purposes of determination of the amount of

10 its benefits. No part of the family assistance benefits of any

ii such family may be paid to such individual during the period

12 for which the preceding sentence is applicable to him; and

13 the Secretary may, if he deems it appropriate, provide for

14 payment of such benefits during such period to any person,

15 other than a member of such family, who is interested in or

16 concerned with the welfare of the family.

17 "TRANSFER OF FUNDS FOR ON-THE-JOB

18 TRAINING PROGRAMS

19 "SEc. 449. The Secretary shall, pursuant to and to the

20 extent provided by agreement with the Secretary of Labor,

21 pay to the Secretary of Labor amounts which he estimates

22 would be paid as family assistance benefits under this part to

23 individuals participating in puhilo or private employer corn-

24 pensated on-the-job training under a program of the Secre-

25 tary of Labor if they were not participating in such training.
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1 Such amounts shall be available to pay the costs of such

2 programs.

3 "P.1uT E—STATE SUPPLEMENTATION OF FAMILY

4 ASSISTANCE BENEFITS

5 "PAYMENTS UNDER TITLES IV, V, XVI, AND XIX

6 CONDITIONED ON SUPPLEMENTATION

7 "Sc. 451. In order for a State to be eligible for pay-

8 nent.s pursuant to title V, XVI, or XIX or, part A or B

9 of this title, with respect to expenditures for any quarter

10 beginning on or after the date this part becomes effective

11 with respect to such State, it must have in effect an agree-

12 ment with the Secretary under which it will make supple-

13 mentary payments, as provided in this part, to any family

14 other than a family in which both parents of the child or

15 children are present, neither parent is incapacitated, and the

16 niale parent is not tiiiemployed.

17 "AMOUNT OF SUPPLEMENTARY PAYMENTS

18 "SEc. 452. (a.) Eligibility for and amount of supple-

19 menta.ry payments under the agreement with any State under

20 this part shall, subject to tl.ie succeeding provisions of this

21 sect,ion, be determined by application of the provisions of,

22 and rules and regulations under, sections 442 (a) (2) and

23 (d), 443, 444, 445, 446 (to the extent the Secretary deems

24 appropriate), 447, and 448, and by application of the stand-

25 ard for determining need under the plan of such State as in
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1 effect for July 1969 and complying with the requirements for

2 approval under part A as in effect on such date (but sub-

3 jeet to such maximums and percentage reductions as were

4 imposed under such plan on the amount of aid paid and,

5 then, with the resulting amount of the supplementary pay-

6 ment to any individual further reduced by the family assist-

7 ance benefit payable under part D with respect to him).

8 "(b) In applying the provisions of section 443 for pur-

9 poses of supplementary payments pursuant to an agreement

10 under this part—

11 "(1) in the case of earned income to which clause

12 (4) of subsection (a) of such section 443 applies, the

13 amount to be disregarded shall be $720 per year (or

14 proportionately smaller amounts for shorter periods),

15 plus—

16 "(A) one-third of the portion of the remainder

17 of earnings which does not exceed twice tile amount

18 of the family assistance benefits that would be pay-

19 able to the family if it had no income (thereby
20 resulting in reduction of tile supplementary payment

21 by one-sixth of that portion of such remainder of the

22 earnings), plus

23 "(B) one-fifth (or more if the Secretary by
24 regulation so prescribes) of the balance of the earn-

25 ings (thereby resulting in further reduction of the
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1 supplementary payment by four-fifths, or propor-

2 tionately less if the Secretary has prescribed such a

3 regulation, of that balance of the earnings) ; and

4 "(2) in the case of income to which clause (9) of

5 subsection (a) of such section 443 applies, the amount

6 to be disregarded shall be—

7 "(A) one-third of such income which does not

8 exceed twice the amount of the family assistance

9 benefits that would be payable to the family if it had

10 no income (thereby resulting in reduction of the

11 supplementary payment by one-sixth of that por-

12 tion of such income), plus

13 "(B) one-fifth (or more if the Secretary by

14 regulation so prescribes) of the balance of such in-

15 come (thereby resulting in further reduction of the

16 supplementary payment by four-fifths, or propor-

17 tionately less if the Secretary has prescribed such a

18 regulation, of that balance of the income) ; and

19 (3) the family assistance benefit of a family pay-

20 able under part P shall not be counted to any extent.

21 For special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico, the Virgin

22 Islands, and Guam, see section 464.

23 "(c) The agreement with a State under this part shall—

24 "(1) provide tha.t it shall be in effect in all political

25 subdivisions of the State;
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1 (2) provide for the establishment or designation

2 of a single State agency to carry out or supervise the

3 carrying out of the agreement in the State;

4 "(3) provide for granting an opportunity for a fair

5 hearing before the State agency carrying out the agree-

6 ment to any individual whose claim for supplementary

7 payments is denied or is not acted UOfl with reasonal)le

8 promptness;

9 "(4) provide (A) such methods of administration

10 (including methods relating to the establishment and

ii maintenance of personnel standards on a merit 1)asis, cx-

12 cept that the Secretary shall exercise no authority with

13 respect to the selection, tenure of office, and compensa-

14 tion of any individual employed in accordance with

15 such methods) as are found by the Secretary to be

16 necessary for the proper and efficient operation of the

17 agreement in the State, and (B) for the training and

18 effective use of paid subprofessional staff, with particular

19 emphasis on the full- or part-time employment of

20 recipients of supplementary payments and other persons

21 of low income, as community services aides, in earring

22 out the agreement and for the use of nonpaid or partially

23 paid volunteers in a. social service volunteer program

24 in providing services to applicants for and. recipients M
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1 supplementary payments and in assisting any advisory

2 coiximittees established by the State agency;

3 "(5) provide that the State agency carrying out

4 the agreement will make such reports, in such form and

5 containing such information, as the Secretary may from

6 time to time require, and comply with such provisions

7 as the Secretary may from time to time find necessary

8 to assure the correctness and verification of such reports;

9 "(6) provide safeguards which restrict the use 01.

10 disclosure of information concerning applicants for and

11 recipients of supplementary payments to purposes

12 directly connected with the administration of this title;

13 and

14 "(7) provide that all individuals wishing to make

15 application for supplementary payments slia:ll have op-

16 portunity to do so, and that supplementary payments

17 shall be furnished with reasonable promptness to all

18 eligible individuals.

19 "PAYMENTS TO STATES

20 "SEc. 453. (a) (1) The Secretary shall pay to any

21 State which has in effect an agreement under this part for

22 any fiscal year in the period ending with the close of the

23 fifth full fiscal year for which this part is effective with re-

24 spect to such State the excess of—

25 "(A) (I) the total of its payments for such year
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1 pursuant to its agreement under this pait which are re—

2 quired under section 452, plus (ii) the difference be—

3 tween (I) the total of the expenditures for such fiscal

4 year under its plan approved tinder title XVI as aid to

5 the aged, blind, and disabled which would have been in-

6 eluded as aid to the aged, blind, or disabled under the

7 plan approved thereunder and in effect for July 1969,

8 so much of the rest of such expenditures as are re—

9 quired (as determined by the 'Secretary) by reason of

10 the amendments to such title made by the Family As-

ii sistance Act of 1969 and (II) the total of tile amounts

12 determined under section 1604 for such State with re-

13 spect to such expenditures for such year, over

14 "(B) 90 per centum of the difference between (i)

15 the total of tile expenditures which would have been
16 made as aid or assistance (excluding emergency assist-

17 ance specified in section 406 (e) (1) (A), foster care
18 under section 408, expenditures for institutional services

19 in intermediate care facilities referred to in section 1121,

20 expenditures for repairs to homes referred to in section
21 1119, and aid or assistance in the form of medical care
22 or any other type of remedial care) for such year under
23 the plans of such State approved under titles I, IV (part
24 A), X, XIV, and XVI and in effect in the month prior
2 to the enactment of this part if they had continued in
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1 effect during such year and if they had included (if they

2 did not already do so) payments to dependent children

3 of unemployed fathers authorized by section 407 (as in

4 effect on July 1, 1969), and (ii) the total of the

5 ainonnts which would have been determined under see-

6 tions 3, 403, 1003, 1403, and 1603, or under section

7 1118, of such State wit.h respect to such expenditures for

8 such year.

9 The Secretary may prescribe methods for determining the

10 amounts referred to in clause (B) on the basis of estimates

11 and trends in expenditures and other experience of the State

12 for prior years.

13 "(2) The Secretary shall also pay to each such State

14 an amount equal to 50 per centum of its administrative costs

15 found necessary by the Secretary for carrying out its agree-

16 ment.

17 "(b) Payments under subsection (a) shall be made at

18 such time or times, in advance or by way of reimbursement,

19 and in such installments as the Secretary may determine;

20 and shall be made on such conditions as may be necessary

21 to assure the carrying out of the purposes of this title.

22 "(c) In the case of any State with respect to which the

23 amount determined under clause (A) of subsection (a) (1)

24 for any year is less than 50 per centum of the difference

25 referred to in clause (B) of such subsection for such year,
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1 such State shall pay to the Secretary, at such time or timc

2 and in such iiistallments as he niay prescribe, the sum by

3 which such amount determined under clause (A) of sulisec-

4 tion (a) (1) is less than such 50 per centum. If such State

5 does not pay any part of such amount at the time or times

6 prescribed, the Secretary shall withhold such part froni sunis

7 to which the State is entitled under part A or B of this title

8 or under title V, VXI, or XIX; but the amounts so withheld

9 shall be deemed to have been paid to the State under such

10 part or title. The withholding of amounts pursuant to the

11 preceding sentence shall be effected at such time or times and

12 in such installments as the Secretary may deem appropriate.

13 "FAILURE BY STATE TO COMPLY WITh AOREEMENT

14 "SEC. 454. If the Secretary, after reasonable notice and

15 opportunity for hearing to a State with which he has an

16 agreementunder this part, finds that such State is failing to

17 comply therewith, be shall withhold all, or such portion as he

18 deems appropriate, of the payments to which such State is

19 otherwise entitled under part A or B of this title or under

20 title V, XVI, or XIX; but the amounts so withheld shalt be

21 deemed to have been paid to the State tinder such part or

22 title. Such withholding shall be effected at such time or times

23 and in such installments as the Secretary may deem

24 appropriate.
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1 "PArr if—ADMiNISTRaTIoN

2 "AORI{EMENTS WIT)! STATES

3 "Szc. 461. (a) The Secretary may enter into an agree-

4 ment with any State under which the Secretary wifi make,

5 on behalf of the State, the supplementary payments provided

6 for pursuant to part E or will perform such other functions of

7 the State in connection with such payments as may be agreed

8 upon. In any such case, the agreement shall also provide

9 for payment by the State to the Secretary of an amount

10 equal to the supplementary payments the State would other-

11 wise make under part E, less any payments which would be

madetotheStateundersection4b3(a),togetherwithone-

13 half of the additional cost of the Secretary involved in carry-

14 out such agreement, other then the cost of making the pay-

ments.

16 "(b) The Secretary may also enter into an agreement

17 with any State under which such State will make, on behalf

18 of the Secretary, the family assistance benefit payments

19 provided for under part D with respect to all or specified

families in the State who are eligible for such benefits or will

21 perform such other functions in connection with the adminis-

tration of part D as may be agreed upon. The cost of carry-

big out any such agreement shall be paid to the State in

advance or by way of reimbursement and in such install-

ments as may be agreed upon.
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i "PENALTIES FOR FRAUD

2 "SEc. 462. The provisions of section 208, other than

3 paragraph (a), shall apply with respect to benefits under

4 part P and allowances under part C, of this title, to the same

5 extent as they apply to payments under title II.

6 "REPORT, EVALUATION, RESEARCH AND DEMONSTRATIONS,

7 AND TRAINING AND TEChNICAL ASSISTANCE

8 "SEc. 463. (a) The Secretary shall make an annual re-

9 port to t.he President and the Congress on the operation and

10 administration of parts P and E, hicluding an evaluation

ii thereof in carrying out the purposes of such parts and recom-

12 mendations with respect thereto. The Secretary is authorized

13 to conduct evaluations directly or by grants or contracts of

14 the programs authorized by such parts.

15 "(b) The Secretary is authorized to conduct, directly or

16 by grants or contracts, research into or demonstrations of

17 ways of better providing financial assistance to needy per-

18 sons or of better carryi1g out the purposes of part D, and

19 in so doing to waive any requirenients or limitations in such

20 part with respect to eligibility for or amount of family

21 assistance benefits for such family, members of families, or

22 groups thereof as he deems appropriate.

23 "(c) The Secretary is authorized to provide such

24 technical assistance to States, and to provide, directly or
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1 through grants or coiitracts, for such training of personnel

2 of States, as lie deeiiis appropriate to assist them in more

3 efficiently and effectively carrying out their agreements

4 under this part and part E.

5 " (d) In addition to funds otherwise available therefor,

6 such portion of any appropriation to carry out part D or E

7 as the Secretary may determine, but not in excess of one-

8 half of 1 per centum thereof, shall be available to him to

9 carry out this section.

10 "SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR PUERTO RICO, THE VIRGIN

11 ISLANDS, AND GUAM

12 "Sec. 464. (a) In applying the provisions of sections

13 442 (a) and (b),443(a.) (4),452(b) (1), 1603 (a) (1)

14 and (b) (1), and 1604 (1) and (2) with respect to Puerto

15 Rico, 'the Virgin Islajids, or Guam, the amounts to be used

16 shall (instead of 'i'he $500, $300, and $1,500 in such section

17 442 (a) and (b) and section 1603 (a) (1), the $720 in

18 section 443 (a) (4) and section 452 (b) (1), the $90 in see-

19 tion 1603 (b) (1), the $5 in section 1604(2), aid the $50

20 in section 1604 (1)) bear the same ratio to such $500, $300,

21 $1,500, $720, $90, $65, and $50 as the per capita incomes

22 of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam, respectively,

23 bear to the per capita income of that one of the fifty States

24 which has the lowest per capita income; except that in no
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1 case may the amounts so used exceed such $500, $300,

2 $1,500, $720, $90, $65, and $50.

3 "(b) (1) The alTiounts to be used under such •seetkns

4 in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam shall be pro-

5 mulgated by the Secretary between July 1 and September 30

6 of each even-numbered year, on the basis of the average per

7 capita income of each State and of the United States for the

8 most recent calendar year for which satisfactory data., are

9 available from the Department of Commerce. Such proitiulga-

10 tion shall be conclusive for fiscal year beginniiig July 1 next

11 succeeding such promulgation: Pvovided, That the Secre—

12 tary shall )rO1nh1lgate such ainoluits as soon as 1)O:SSihle after

13 the enactment of this part, which promulgation shall l)e con—

14 elusive for 0 calendar quarters in the period beginning with

15 the January 1 following the fiscal year in which this part is

16 enacted, and ending with the close of the second June 30

17 thereafter.

18 "(2) The term 'United States', for purposes of para-

19 graph (1) only, means the fifty States and the District of Co-

20 lumbia.

21 " (c) If the amounts which would otherwise be proinul—

22 gated for any year for any of the three States referred to in

23 subsection (a.) would he lower than the amounts p omiil—
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1 gated for such State for the immediately preceding period,

2 the amounts for such fiscal year shall be increased to the cx-

3 tent of the difference; and the amounts so increased shall

4 be the amounts promulgated for such year."

5 MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, EMPLOYMENT, AND CHILD

6 CARE PROGRAMS

7 SEC. 102. Part C of title IV of the Social Security Act

8 (42 U.S.C. 630 et seq.) is amended to read as follows:

9 "PART C—MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, EMPLOY-

10 MENT, AND DAY CARE PROGRAMS FOR RECIPIENTS OF

11 FAMILY ASSISTANCE OR SUPPLEMENTARY BENEFITS

12 "PURPOSE

13 "SEC. 430. The purpose of this part is to authorize pro-

14 vision, for individual who are members of a family receiving

15 benefits under part P or supplementary payments pursuant

16 to part E, of manpower services, training, employment, and

17 child care and related services necessary to train such mdi-

18 viduals, prepare them for employment, and otherwise assist

19 them in securing and retaining regular employment and hay-

20 ing the opportunity for advancement in employment, to the

21 end that needy families with children will be restored to

22 self-supporting, independent, and useful roles in their corn-

23 munities.



1 "OPERATION OF MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, AND

2 EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS

3 "Sic. 431. (a) The Secretary of Labor (hereinafter In

4 this part referred to as the 'Secretary') shall, for each person

5 registered pursuant to part D, in accordance with priorities

6 prescribed by him, develop or assure the development of an

7 employability plan describing the manpower services, train-

8 ing, and employment which the Secretary determines each

9 person needs in order to enable him to become self-support-

10 ing and secure and retain employment and opportunities for

11 advancement.

12 "(b) The Secretary shall, in accordance with the provi-

13 sions of this part, establish and assure the provision of man-

14 power services, training, and employment programs in each

115 State for persons registered pursuant to part P or receiving

16 supplementary payments pursuant to part E. The Secretary

17 shall, through such programs, provide or assure the provision

18 of manpower services, training, and employment and oppor-

19 tunities necessary to prepare such CFSOfl5 for and place them

20 in regular employment, including such services and opportu

21 nities which the Secretary is authorized to provide under any

22 other Act, and including counseling, testing, institutional and

23 on-the-job training, work experience, upgrading, program
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1 orientation, relocation assistance (including grants, loans,

2 and the furnishing of such services as will aid an involuntarily

3 unemployed individual to relocate in an area where he may

4 obtain uita.ble employment), incentives to public or private

5 employers to hire and train these persons (including reim—

6 bursement for a limited period when an employee may not

7 be fully productive), special work projects, job development,

8 coaching, job placement and follow up services required to

9 assist in securing and retaining employment and opportu-

10 nities for advancement.

11 "ALLOWANCES FOR INDIVIDUALS IJNI)ERGO1NG TRATNING

12 "SEC. 432. (a) (1) The Secretary shall pay to each in-

13 dividual who is a member of a family and is participating in

14 manpower training uider this part an incentive allowance of

15 $30 per month. If such member or members of a family

16 would (but for the receipt of payments pursuant to this title)

17 be eligible in such month, under any other statute providing

18 for manpower training, for allowances which in total would

19 be in excess of the sum of the family assistance benefit and

20 supplementary payments pursuant to part E payable with

21 respect to such month to the family, the total of the incentive

22 allowances per month under this section for such members

23 shall be equal to such excess, or to $30 for each such member,

24 whichever is greater.

25 "(2) The Secretary shall, in accordance with regula-
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1 tions, also pay, to any member of a family participating in

2 manpower training under this part, allowances for transporta-

3 tion and other costs to him directly related to his participa-

4 tion iii training.

5 "(3) The Secretary sl.aH by regulation provide for such

6 smaller allowances under this subsection as he deems appro-

7 priate for individuals in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and

8 Guam.

9 "(b) Such allowances shall be in lieu of allowances

10 provided for participants in ma.mpower training programs

11 under any other Act.

12 "(c) Subsection (a) shall not apply to any member

13 of a family who is participating in a program of the Secretary

14 providing public or private employer compensated on-the-

15 job training.

16 "DENIAL OF ALLOWANCES FOR REFUSAL TO UNDERGO

17 TRAINING

18 "SEC. 433. (a) If and for so long as the Secretary

19 determines that aim individual 'lio is a member of a. family

20 and has beemi required to register under part P for manpowe:

21 training or employment has, without good cause, ceased

22 to participate in manpower training under this part, no allow-

23 ance under this part shall be payable to such individual.

24 " (ii) The Secretary shall provide reaSOflal)lC notice and
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1 opportunity for hearing to any individual with respect to

2 whom such a deterniiiiation has been made.

3 "(c) Final determinations of the Secretary after such

4 hearings shall be subject to judicial review as provided by

5 section 205 (g) for final determinations tinder title II, and

6 the provisions of sections 205 (a.) , (d) , (e) , and (f) , 200,

7 and 207 shall apply with respect to this part to the same

8 extent as they apply to title II.

9 "UTJLIZATTON OF OTHER PROGRAMS

10 "SEc. 434. In providing the manpower training and

11 employment services and opportunities required by this part

12 the Secretary, to the maximum extent feasible, shall assure

13 that such services and opportunities are provided in such

14 manner, through such means, and using all authority avail-

15 able to him under any other Act (and subject to all duties

16 amid responsil)ilities thereunder) as will further the establish—

17 nient of an integrated arid comprehensive mamipower train—

18 ing program involving all cetors of the economy and all

19 levels of govenuueiit aiid as will make iiiaxiniuiii use of exist—

20 ing manpower 811(1 manpower related programs and agencies.

21 To such end the Secretary may use the funds appropriated

22 to him under this part to provide the programs required by

23 this part through such other Act, to the same extent and

24 under the same conditions as if appropriated under such other

25 At and in making use of the programs of other Federal,
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1 State, or local agencies, public or private, the Secretary may

2 reimburse such agencies for services rendered to persons

3 under this part to the extent such services and opportunities

4 are not otherwise available on a nonreimbursable basis.

5 "RULES AND REGULATIONS

6 "SEc. 435. The Secretary may issue such rules and regu-

7 lations as he finds necessary to carry out the purposes of this

8 part: Provided, That in developing policies and programs for

9 manpower services, training, and employment, the Secretary

10 shall first obtain the concurrence of tine Secretary of Health,

11 Education, and Welfare with regard to such policies and

12 programs which are under the usual and traditional authority

13 of the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare (in-

14 eluding basic education, institutional training, health, child

15 care and other supportive services, new careers and job re-

16 structuring in the health, education, and welfare professions,

17 and work—study programs) , and shall consult with the Secre—

18 ta.ry of health, Education, and Welfare with regard to all

19 such other policies a.nd programs.

20 "APPROPRIATIONS

21 "SEc. 436. There is authorized to be appropriated to

22 the Secretary for each fiscal year a sum sufficient for carrying

23 out the purposes of this part (other than section 437), in-

24 eluding paynietit of not to exceed (except in such cases as

25 the Secretary may determine) 90 per centum of the cost of



40

j manpower services, training, and eniployiiient and oppor—

2 tunities provided for individuals registered pursuant to see—

3 tion 447. rIllie Secretary of Labor shall establish criteria to

4 achieve an equitable apportionment among the States of

5 Federal expenditures for carrying out the programs author-

6 ized by section 431. In developing these criteria the Secre-

7 tary shall consider the number of registrations under section

8 447 and other relevant factors.

9 "CHILI) CARE AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

10 "SEc. 437. (a.) There are authorized to be appropnated

11 for each fiscal year such sums as may be necessary to enable

12 the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to make

13 grants to ally public or nonprofit private agency or organi-

14 zation, and contracts with any public or private agency or

15 organization, for not to exceed (except in such cases as the

16 Secretary of Health, Education, and 'Welfare may deter-

17 mine) 90 per centum of the cost of projects for the provi-

18 sion of child care and related services, including necessary

19 alteration, remodeling, and renovation of facilities, which

20 may be necessary or appropriate in order t.o better enable an

21 individual who has been registered pursuant to part P or is

22 receiving supplementary payments pursuant to part E to

23 undertake or continue manpower training or employment

24 under this part or to enable a member of a family, which is or

25 has been (within such period of time as the Secretary may
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1 prescribe) eligible for benefits under such part ID or pay-

2 ments pursuant to such part E, to undertake or continue

3 manpower training or employment under this part; or, with

4 respect to the period prior to the (late when part ID becomes

5 effective for a State, to better enable an individual receiving

6 aid to families with dependent children, or whose needs are

7 taken into account in determining the need of any one claim-

8 ing or receiving such aid, to participate in manpower train-

9 ing or employment.

10 "(b) Such sums shall also be available to enable the

11 Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to make grants

12 to any public or nonprofit private agency or organization,

13 and contracts with any public or private agency or organi-

14 zation for evaluation, training of personnel, technical assist-

15 ance or research or demonstration projects to determine more

16 effective methods or providing any such care and other

17 services.

18 "(c) To the extent permitted J)y the SecretMy of

19 Health, Education, and Welfare, the non-Federal share of

20 the cost of any such project may be provided in the form

21 of services or facilities.

22 "(d) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare

23 may provide, in any case in which a family is able to pay

24 for part or all of the cost of day care or other services pro-
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1 vided under a project assisted under this section, for payment

2 by the family of such fees for the care or services as may be

3 reasonable in the light of such ability.

4 "ADVANCE FUNDING

5 "SEc. 438. (a) For the purpose of affording adequate

6 notice of funding available under this part, appropriations

7 for grants, contracts, or other payments with respect to mdi-

8 viduals registered pursuant to section 447 are authorized to

9 be included in the appropriation Act for the fiscal year pro-

10 ceding the fiscal year for which they are available for obliga-

11 tion.

12 "(b) In order to effect a transition to the advance fund-

13 ing method of timing appropriation action, the amendment

14 made by subsection (a) shall apply notwithstanding that its

15 initial application will result in enactment in the same yea.r

16 (whet.her in the same appropriation Act or otherwise) of

17 two separate appropriations, one for the then current fiscal

18 year and one for the succeeding fiscal year.

19 "EVALUATION AND RESEARCh; REPORT TO CONGRESS

20 "SEc. 439. (a) The Secretary shall (jointly with the

21 'Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare) provide for

22 the continuing evaluation of the manpower training and em-

23 ployment programs provided tinder this part, including their

effectiveness in achieving stated goals and their impact on

other related programs. The Secretary may conduct research
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1 regarding, and demonstrations of, ways to improve the effec-

2 tiveness of the manpower training and employment programs

3 so provided and niay also conduct demonstrations of mm-

4 proved training tecllm(lues for upgrading the skills of the

5 working poor. The Secretary Illay, for these purposes, con-

6 tract for independent evaluations of and research regarding

7 such programs or individual projects under such programs,

8 and establish a data collection, processing, and retrieval

9 system.

10 "(b) The Secretary shall report to the Congress on or

11 before the end of each fiscal year (with the first such report

12 being made on or before the July 1 following the first full

13 year after the date on which part D becomes effective with

14 respect to any States) on the manpower training and em-

15 ployment programmis provided under this part."

16 ELIMINATION OF PRESENT PROVISIONS ON CASH ASSIST-

17 ANCE FOR FAMILiES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN

18 SEC. 103. (a) Section 401 of the Social Security Act

19 (42 U.S.C. 601) is amended by striking out "financial as-

sistance amid" in the fiit sentence.

21 (b) Section 402 (a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 602) is

22 amended by—

23 (1) striking out "aid and" in so much thereof as
24 precedes clause (1 );
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1
(2) inserting, at. the beginning of clause (1), "cx-

2 cept to the extent permitted by the Secretary,";

3 (3) striking out clause (4);

4 (4) in clause (5) (B), striking out "recipients and

5 other persons" and inserting in lieu thereof "persons"

6 and striking out "providing services to applicants and

7 recipients" and inserting in lieu thereof "providing serv-

8 ices under the plan";

9 (5) striking out clauses (7) and (8);

10 (6) in clause (9), striking out "aid to families with

11 dependent children" and inserting iii lieu thereof "the

12 plan";

13 (7) striking out clauses (10), (11), and (12);

14 (8) in clause (14), striking out "for each child and

15 relative who receives aid to families with dependent chil-

16 dren, and each appropriate individual (living in the

17 same home as a relative and child receiving such aid

18 whose needs are taken into account in making the deter-

19 inination under clause (7)) " and inserting 'in lieu

20 thereof "for each member of a family receiving assist—

21 ance to needy families with children, each appropriate

22 individual (living in the h..e as such family)

23 whose needs would be taken into account in determining

24 the need of any such member under the State plan (ap-

25 proved under this part) as in effect prior to the enact-
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1 meiit of part D, and each individual who would have.

2 been eligible to receive aid to families with dependent

3 children under such plan" and striking out "such child,

4 relative, and individual" and inserting in lieu thereof

5 "such member or individual";

6 (9) striking out clause (15) and inserting in lieu

7 thereof:

8 "(15) (A) provide for the development of a pro-

9 gram, for appropriate members of such families and such

10 other individuals, for preventing or reducing the mci-

11 dence of births out of wedlock and otherwise strengthen-

12 ing family life, and for implementing such program by

13 assuring that in all appropriate cases family planning

14 services are offered to them, but acceptance of family

15 planning services provided under the plan shall be volun-

16 tary on the part of such members and individuals and

17 shall not be a prerequisite to eligibility for or the receipt

18 of any other service under the plan; and (B) to the

19 extent that services provided under this clause or clause

20 (14) are furnished by the staff of the State agency or

21 the local agency administering the State plan in each of

22 the political subdivisions of the State, for the establish-

23 ment of a single organizational unit in such State or local

24 agency, as the case may be, responsible for the furnish-

25 ing of such services;"
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1 (10) striking out "aid" in clause (16) and "aid

2 to families with dependent children" in clause (17) (A)

3 (1) and inserting in lieu thereof "assistance to needy

4 families with children" and striking out "aid" in clause

5 (17) (A) (ii) and inserting in lieu thereof "assistance";

6 (11) striking out clause (19);

7 (12) striking out "aid to families with dependent

8 children in the form of foster care" in clause (20) and

9 inserting in lieu thereof "payments for foster care";

10 striking out "dependent child or children with respect

11 to whom aid is being provided under the State plan" in

12 clause (21) (A) and inserting in lieu thereof "child or

13 children with respect to whom assistance to needy fam-

14 ilies with children or foster care is being provided";

15 (13) striking out "aid is being provided under the

16 plan of such other State" in clause (A) and clause (B)

17 of clause (22) and inserting in lieu thereof "assistance

18 to needy families with children or foster care payments

19 are being provided in such other State";

20 (14) striking out clause (23) amid striking out ";

21 and" at the end of clause (22) and inserting in lieu

22 thereof a period.

23 (c) Section 402 (b) of such Act is amended to read as

24 follows:

25 "(b) The Secretary shall approve any plan which ful-
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1 fills the conditions specified in subsection (a), except that

2 he shall not approve any plan which imposes, as a condition

3 of eligibility for services under it, a residence requirement

4 which denies services or foster care payments with respect

5 to any individual residing in the State."

6 (d) Such section 402 is further amended l)y striking out

7 subsection (c) thereof.

8 (e) Subsection (a) of section 403 of such Act (42

9 U.S.C. 603) is amended by—

10 (1) striking out "aid and services" and inserting in

11 lieu thereof "services" in so much thereof as precedes

12 paragraph (1);

13 (2) amending paragraph (1) to read:

14 "(1) an amount equal to the sum of the following

15 proportions of the total amounts expended during such

16 quarter as payments for foster care in accordance with

17 section 408—

18 "(A) five-sixths of such expenditures, not

19 counting so much of any expenditures as exceeds

20 the product of $18 multiplied by the number of
21 children receiving such foster care in such month;

22 plus

23 "(B) the Federal percentage of the amount by
24 which such expenditures exceeds the maximum
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1 which may be counted under subparagraph (A),

2 not counting so much of a.ny expenditures with

respect to such month as exceeds the product of

$100 multiplied by the number of children receiv-

ing such foster care for such month."

6 (3) striking out paragraph (2)

(4) in paragraph (3), striking out "in the case of

8 any State," in so much thereof a.s preceeds subparagraph

(A), striking out in clause (i) of such subparagraph

10 "or relative who is receiving aid under the plan, or to

any other individual (living in the same home as such

relative and cinid) whose needs are taken into account

in making the determination under clause (7) of such

14 . .
section" and inserting in lieu thereof "receiving foster

15
care or any member of a family receiving assistance to

16
needy families with children or to any other individual

17
(living in the same home as such family) whose needs

18
would be taken into account in determining the need of

19
any such member under the State plan approved under

20
this part as in effect prior to the enactment of part D,

21
striking out in clause (ii) of such subparagraph "child

22
or relative who is applying for aid to families with de-

23
pendent children or" and inserting in lieu thereof "mem-

24
l)er of a family" and striking out in such clause (ii)

25
"likely to become an applicant for or recipient of such
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1 aid" and inserting ill lieu thereof "likely to become eligi—

2 ble to receive such assistarice"

3 (5) striking out the sentences of such subsectioii

4 (a) which follow paragraph (5);

5 (f) Subsection (b) Of such section 403 is ameiided by

6 striking out "records showing the number of dependent

7 c•hildrei in the State aiid (C)" in paragraph (1) thereof

8 and by striking out, in paragraph (2) thereof, " (A)" and

9 everything beginning with ", aiid (B)" and all that follows

10 down to but not including the period.

11 (g) Section 404 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 604) is

12 amended by striking out "(a.) In the case of any State plan

13 for aid and services" and inserting in lieu thereof "In the

14 case of any State plan for services" and by striking out sub-

15 section (b) thereof.

16 (h) Sectioii 405 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 605) is re-

17 pealed.

18 (i) Section 406 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 606) is amended

19 by—

20 (1) strikhg out subsections (a) and (b) and in-
21 serting in lieu thereof:

22 "(a) The term 'child' means a child as defined in see-

23 tion445(b).

24 "(b) The term 'needy families with children' means
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1 families who are receiving family assistance benefits under

2 part D and who (1) are receiving supplementary payments

3 under part E, or (2) would be eligible to receive aid to lam-

4 ilies with dependent children, under a State plan (approved

5 under this part) as in effect prior tQ the enactment of part D,

6 f the State plan had continued in effect and if it included

7 assistance to dependent children of unemployed fathers pur-

8 suant to section 407 as it was in effect prior to such enact-
9 in.en't; and 'assistance to needy families with children' means

10 family assistance benefits under such part D, pa.id to such
1]. families."

12 (2) striking out subsection (c)

13 (3) in subsection (e) (1), striking out "living with
14

any of the relatives specified in subsection (a) (1) in a
15

place of residence maintained by one or more of such
16 relatives as his or their own home" and inserting in lieu
17 thereof "a member of a family (as defined in section
18 445 (a.) )" a.iid striking out "because such child or rela-
19

tive refused" and inserting in lieu thereof "because such
20

child or another member of such family refused".
21

(j) Section 407 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 607) is re-
22

pealed.

23
(k) Section 408 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 608) is

24
amended by—

(1) amending so much (including the heading)
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1 thereof as precedes subparagraph (1) of paragraph

2 (b) to read as follows:

3 "FOSTER CARE

4 "SEC. 408. For purposes of this part—

5 "(a) foster care shall include only such care which

6 is provided in behalf of a child (1) who would, except

7 for his removal from the home of a family as a result
8 of a judicial determination to the effect that continuation

9 therein would be contrary to his welfare, be a member

10 of such family receiving assistance to needy families with

11 children, (2) whose placement and care are the respon-

12 sibility of (A) the State or local agency administering

13 the State plan approved under section 402, or (B)

1.4 any other public agency with whom the State agency

15 administering or supervising the administration of such

16 State plan has made an agreement which is still in effect

17 and which includes provision for assuring development of

18 a plan, satisfactory to such State. agency, for such child

as provided in paragraph (f) (1) and such otlior pro—

20 visions as may be necessary to assure accomplishment

21 of the objectives of the State plan approved under see—

22 tion 402, (3) who has been placed in a foster family

23 home or child-care institution as a result of such deter-

24 mination, and (4) who (A) received assistance to needy

25 families with children in or for the month in which court
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1 proceedings leading to such deteriiiiiiation were initiated,

2 or (B) would have received such assistance to needy

3 families with children in or for such month if application

4 had been made therefor, or (C) iii the case of a child

5 who had been a member of a family (as defined in. see-

6 tion 445 (a.) ) within six months prior to the month

7 in which such proceedings were initiated, would have

8 received such assistance in or for such month if in such

9 mouth lie had been a member of (and removed from the

10 home of) such a fauiily and application had been made

11 therefor;

12 "(b) but only if such care is provided—";

13 (2) in paragraph (b) (2), stiking out "'aid to

14 families with dependent children'" and inserting in lieu

15 thereof "foster care" and striking out "such foster care"

16 and inserting in. lieu thereof "foster care".

17 (3) striking Out subsection (C)

18 (4) striking out "aid" and inserting in lieu thereof

19 "services" in subsection (e)

20 (5) in subsection (1) (1) , striking out "relative

21 specified in section 406 (a)" and inserting in lieu thereof

22 "family (as defined in section 445 (a) ) "; and

23 (6) in subsection (f) (2), striking out "522" and

24 inserting in lieu thereof "422" and striking out "part 3

25 of title V" and inserting in lieu thereof "part B of this

26 title".
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1 CHANGE IN hEADING

2 SEC. 104. (a) The heading of title IV of the Social

3 Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601, et seq.) is amended to read

4 as follows:

5 "TITLE TV—FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS,

6 STATE SUPPLEMENTAL PAYMENTS, WORK

7 INCENTIVE PROGRAMS, AND GRANTS TO

8 STATES FOR FAMILY AND fflLD WELFARE

9 SERVICES".

10 (b) The heading of part A of such title IV is amended

11 to read as follows:

12 "PA.wp A—S1uvIcES TO NEEDY FAMILIES Wii

13 CHILDREN".

14 TITLE IT—AID TO TIlE AGE1), BlAND, AND

15 DISABLED

16 CHANTS TO STATES FOR AID TO TIlE AGED, IILIND, AND

17 DISABLED

18 S.nc. 201. Title XVI of the Social Security Act (42

19 U.S.C. 1381 et seq.) is amended to read as follows:

20 "TITLE XVI—GRANTS TO STATES FOR AID TO

21 THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

22 "APPROPRIATIONS

23 "SEC. 1601. For the purpose of enabling each State to

24 furnish financial assistance to needy individuals who are

25 sixty-five years of age or over, blind, or disabled and for the

26 purpose of encouraging each State to furnish rehabilitation
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1 and other services to help such individuals attain or retain

2 capability for self-support or sell-care, there are authorized

3 to be appropriated for each fiscal year sums sufficient to

4 carry out these purposes, The sums made available under this

5 section shall be used for making payments to States having

6 State plans approved under section 1602.

7 "SPATE PLANS FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE AND SERVICE

8 TO PILE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

9 "SEC. 1602. (a) A State plan for aid to the aged, blind,

10 and disabled mustr—

11 "(1) provide for the establishment or designation

12 of a single State agency to administer or supervise the

13 administration of the State plan;

14 "(2) provide such methods of administration as are

15 found by the Secretary to be necessary for the proper and

16 efficient operation of the plan, including methods relat-

17 ing to the establishment and maintenance of personnel

18 standards on a merit basis (but the Secretary shall exer-

19 cise no authority with respect to the selection, tenure of

20 office, and compensation of individuals employed in

21 accordance with such methods);

22 "(3) provide for the training and effective use of

23 social service personnel in the administration of the plan,

24 for the furnishing of technical assistance to units of State

25 government and of political subdivisions which are fur-



1 nishing financial assistance or services to the aged, blind,

2 and disabled, and for the development through research

3 or demonstration projects of new or improved methods

4 of furnishing assistance or services to the aged, blind,

5 and disabled;

6 "(4) provide for the training and effective use of

7 paid subprofessional staff (with particular emphasis on

8 the full-time or part-time employment of recipients and

9 other persons of low income as community service aides)

10 in the administration of the plan and for the use of non-

11 paid or partially paid volunteers in a social service volun-

12 teer program in providing services to applicants and

13 recipients and in assisting any advisory committees

14 established by the State agency;

15 "(5) provide that all individuals wishing to make

16 application for aid under the plan shall have opportunity

17 to do so and that such aid shall be furnished with reason-

18 able promptness with respect to all eligible individuals;

19 "(6) provide for the use of a simplified statement,

20 conforming to standards prescribed by the Secretary, to

21 establish eligibility, and for adequate and effective meth-

22 ods of verification of eligibility of applicants and recip-

23 ients through the use, in accordance with regulations

24 prescribed by the Secretary, of sampling and other scien-

25 tific techniques;
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1 "(7) provide that, except to the extent permitt'd

2 by the Secretary with respect to services, the State plan

3 shall be in effect in all political subdivisions of the State,

4 and, if administered by them, be mandatory upon them;

5 "(8) provide for flnaiicial participation by the

6 State;

7 "(9) provide that, in determining whether an in-

8 dividual is blind, there shall be an examination by a.

9 physician skilled in the diseases of the eye or by an

10 optometrist, whichever the individual may select;

11 " (10) provide for granting an opportunity for a

12 fair hearing before the State agency to any individual

13 whose claim for aid under the i)la1 IS denied or is not;

14 acted upon witlî reasonable promptness;

15 "(11) provide for periodic evaluation of the opera-

16 tions of the State plan, not less often than annually, in

17 accordance with standards prescribed by the Secretary,

18 and the furnishing of annual reports of such evaluations

19 to the Secretary together with any necessary modifica-

20 tions of the State plan resulting from such evaluations;

21 "(12) provide that the State a.gency will make such

22 reports, in such form and containing such information,

23 as the Secretary may from time to time require, and

24 comply with such provisions as the Secretary may from
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i time to time find necessary to assure the correctness and

2 verification of such reports;

3 "(13) provide safeguards which restrict the use or

4 disclosure of information concerning applicants and re-

5 cipients to purposes directly connected with the adminis-

6 tration of the plan (consistent with section 618 of the

7 Revenue Act of 1951)

8 "(14) provide, if the plaii includes aid to or on

9 behalf of individuals in private or public institutions, for

10 the establishment or designation of a State authority or

ii. authorities which shall be responsible for establishing and

12 maintaining standards for such institutions;

13 "(15) provide a description of the services which

14 the State makes available to applicants for or recipients

15 of aid under the plan to help them attain self-support or

16 self-care, iiicluding a descriptioii of the steps taken to

17 assure, in the provision of such services, maximum

18 utilization of all available services that are similar or

19 related;

20 "(16) provide for periodic evaluation of the opera-

21 tion of the plan by persons interested in or expert in

22 matters related to assistance and services to the aged,

23 blind, and disabled, including persons who are recipients

24 of aid to the aged, blind, and 'disabled; and
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1 "(17) assure that, in administering the State plan

2 and providing services thereunder, the State will observe

3 priorities established by the Secretary and comply with

4 such performance standards as the Secretary may, from

5 time to time, establish.

6 Notwithstanding paragraph (1), if on January 1, 1962,

7 and on the date on which a State submits (or submitted) its

8 plan for approval under this title, the State agency which

9 administered or supervised the administration of the plan of

10 such State approved under title X was different from the

11 State agency which administered or supervised the admin-

12 istration of the plan of such State approved under title I and

13 the State agency which administered or supervised the ad-

14 ministration of the plan of such State approved under title

15 XIV, then the State agency which administered or supervised

16 the administration of such plan approved under title X may be

17 designated to administer or supervise the administration of

18 the portion of the State plan for aid to the aged, blind, and

19 disabled which relates to blind individuals and a separate

20 State ageney may be established or designated to administer

21 or supervise the administration of the rest of such plan; and

22 in such case the part of the plan which each such agency

23 administers, or the administration of which each such agency

24 supervises, shall be regarded as a separate plan for purposes

25 of this title.
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1 "(b) The Secretary shall approve any plan which Lu!-

2 fills the conditions specified in subsection (a) and in section

3 1603, except that lie shall not approve any plan which irn-

4 poses, as a condition of eligibility for aid under the plan—

5 "(1) an a.ge requirement of more than sixty-five

6 ye;
7 "(2) any residency requirement which excludes

8 any individual who resides in the State;

9 "(3) any citizen requirement which excludes any

10 citizen of the United States;

11 "(4) any disability or age requirement which ex-

12 cludes any persons under a severe disability, as deter-

13 mined in accordance with criteria prescribed by the
14 Secretary, who are eighteen years of age or older; or

15 "(5) any blindness or age requirement which cx-
16 cludes any persons who are blind as determined in ac-

17 cordance with criteria prescribed by the Secretary.

18 Tn the case of any State to which the provisions of section

19 344 of the Social Security Act Amendineiits of 1950 were

20 applicable on January 1, 1962, and to which the sentence
21 of section 1002 (b) following paragraph (2) thereof is

22 applicable on the date on whkh its State plan was or is
23 submitted for approval under this title, the Secretary shall

approve the plan of such State for aid to the aged, blind, and

25 disabled for purposes of this title, even though it does not
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1 meet the requirenients of section 1603 (a) if it meets all

2 other requirements of this title for au approved plan for aid

3 to the aged, blind, and disabled; but payments to the State

4 under this title shall be made, in the case of any such plan,

5 only with respect to expenditures thereunder which would

6 be included as expenditures for the purposes of this title

7 under a plan approved under this section without regard

8 to the provisions of this sentence.

9 "DETERMINATION OF NEED

10 "SEc. 1603. (a) A State plan must provide that, in

11 determining the uiced for aid under the plan, the State agency

12 shall take into consideration any other income or resources

13 of the individual claiming such aid as well as any expenses

14 reasonably attributable to the earning of auiy such income;

15 except that, in making such determination with respect to

16 any individual—

17 "( 1) the State agency shall not consider as re-

18 sources (A) the home, household goods, and personal

19 effects of the individual, (B) other personal or real prop-

20 erty, the total value of which does not exceed $1,500,

21 (C) other propert.y which as determined in accord-

22 ance with and subject to limitations in regulations of the

23 Secretary, is so essential to the family's means of self-

24 support as to warrant its exclusion, but shall apply the

25 provisions of section 442 (e) and regulations thereunder;
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1 "(2) the State agency shall not consider the

2 fitiancial responsibility of any individual for any appli—

3 cant. or recipient unless the applicaiit or recipient is the

4 individual's spouse, or the individual's child who is under

5 the age of twenty—one or is blind or severely disabled;

6 "(3) if such individual is blind, the State agency

7 (A) shall disregard the first $85 per month of earned

8 income plus one-half of earned income in excess of $85

9 per month, and (B) shall, for a period not in excess of

10 twelve months, and may, for a period not in excess of

11 thirty-six months, disi'egard such additional amounts of

12 other income and resources, in the case of any such mdi-

13 vidual who has a plan for achieving self-support ap-

14 proved by the State agency, as may be necessary for the

15 fulfillment of such plan;

16 "(4) if the indi'idual is not blind bitt is severely

17 disabled, the State agency may disregard (A) not more

18 than the first $20 of the first $80 per month of earned

19 income plus one-half of the remainder thereof and (B)

20 such additional amounts of other income and resources,

21 for a period not in excess of thirty-six months, in the

22 ease of any such individual who ha.s a plan for achieving

23 self-support approved by the State agency, as may be

21 necessary for the fulfillment of the plait, but only with
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1 respect to the part or parts of such period during substan-

2 tially all of which lie is undergoing vocational rehahilita—

3 tion;

4 "(5) if such individual has attained age sixty-five

S and is neither blind nor severely disabled, the State

6 agency may disregard not more than the first $20 of

7 the first $80 per month of eanwd income plus one-bali

8 of the remainder thereof.

9 "(b) A State plan must also provide that—

10 "(1) each eligible individual, other than one who

is a. patient in a. medical institution or is receiving insti-

12 tutiona.l service in an intermediate care facility to which

13 section 1121 applies, shall receive financial assistance

14 in such amount as, when added to his income which is

15 not disregarded pursuant to subsection (a.), will provide

16 a minimum of $90 per month.

17 "(2) the standard of. need applied for determining

18 eligibility for and amount of aid for the aged, blind, and

19 disabled shall not be lower than (A) the standard ap-

20 plied for this purpose under the State plan (approved

21 under this title) as in effect on the date of enactment of

22 part D of title IV of this Act, or (B) if there was no

23 such plan in effect for nch State on such date, the stand-

24 ard of need which was applicable under—

23 " (i) time State plan which was in effect on such
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1 date and was approved under title I, in the case of

2 any individual who is sixty-five.years of age or older,

3 "(ii) the State plan in effect ou such date and

4 approved under title X, in the case of an individual

5 whoisblind,or

6 "(iii) the State plan in effect on such date find

7 approved under title XIV, in the case of an individ-

8 ual who is severely disabled,

9 except that if two or more of clauses (i), (ii), and (iii)

10 are applicable to an individual, the standard of need

11 applied with respect to such individual may not be lower

12 than the higher (or highest) of the standards under the

13 applicable plans, and except that if none of such clauses

14 is applicable to individuals, the standard of need applied

15 with respect to such individual may not be lower than

16 higher of the standards under the State plans approved

17 under title I, X, or XIV, which was in effect on such

18 and

19 "(3) no aid will be furnished to any individual

20 under the State plan for any period with respect to

21 which he is considered a member of a family receiving

family assistance benefits under part 1) of title IV or

23 training allowances under part C thereof for purposes of

determining the amount of such benefits or allowances

(but this paragraph shall not prevent payments with
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1 respect to other members of imis family pursuant to title

2 IV of this Act).

3 "(4) no lien will be imposed against the property

4 of any individual or his estate on account of aid paid to

5 him under time plan (except pursuant to the judgment of a

6 court on account of benefits incorrectly paid to such in-

7 dividual), and that there will be no adjustment or any

8 recovery of aid correctly paid to him under the plan.

9 "(c) For special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico,

10 the Virgin Islands, and Guam, see section 464.

11 "PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR AID TO TT-IE AGED, BLiND,

12 AND DISABLED

13 "SEc. 1604. From the sums appropriated therefor, the

14 Secretary shall pay to each State which has a plan approved

15 under this title, for each calendar quarter, an amount equa.l

16 to the sum of the following proportions of the total amounts

17 expended during each month of such quarter as aid to time

18 aged, blind, and disabled under the State plan—

19 "(1) 100 per centum of such expenditures, not

20 counting so much of any expenditures as exceeds the

21 product of $50 multiplied by the total number of recipi-

22 ents of such aid for such month; plus

23 "(2) 50 per centum of the amount by which such

24 expenditures exceed t.he maximum which may be counted

25 under paragraph (1), not counting so much of any
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1 expenditures with respect to such month as exceeds the

2 product of $65 multiplied by the total number of recipi-

3 ents of such aid for such month; plus

4 "(3) 25 per centum of the amount by which such

5 expenditures exceed the maximum which may be counted

6 under paragraph (2), not counting so much of any
7 expenditures with respect to such month as exceeds the

8 product of the amount which, as determined by the Sec-
9 retary, is the maximum permissible level of assistance per

10 person in which the Federal Government will partici-

11 pate financially, multiplied by the total number of recipi-

12 ents of such aid for such month.

13 In the case of any individual in Puerto Rico, the Virgin
14 Islands, or Guam, the maximum permissible level of assist-

15 ance under paragraph (3) may be lower than in the case
16 of individuals in the other States. See also, section 4&4 for

17 other special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico, the Virgin
18 Islands, and Guam.

19 "ALTERNATE PROVISION FOR DIRECT FEDERAL PAYMENTS

20 TO INDIVIDUALS

21 "SEc. 1605. The Secretary may enter into an agreement
22 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 State's plan approved under this title
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1 and perform such other functions of the State in connection

2 with such payments as may be agreed upon. In such case

3 payments shall not be made as provided in section 1604

4 and the agreement shall also provide for payment to the

5 Secretary by the State of its share of such aid, together with

6 one-half of the additional cost to the Secretary involved in

7 carrying out the agreement, other than the cost of making

8 the payments.

9 "OVERPAYMENTS AND UNDERPAYMENTS

10 "SEc. 1606. Whenever the Secretary finds that more or

11 less than the correct amount of payment has been made to

12 any person as a direct Federal payment pursuant to section

13 1605, proper adjustment or recovery shall, subject to the

14 succeeding provisions of this section, be made by appropriate

15 adjustments in future payments of the overpaid individual

16 or by recovery from him or his estate or payment to him.

17 The Secretary shall make such provision as he finds appro-

18 priate in the case of payment of more than the correct

19 amount of benefits with a view to avoiding penalizing mdi-

20 viduals who were without fault in connection with the over-

21 payment, if adjustment or recovery on account of such

22 overpayment in such case would defeat the purposes of this

23 title, or be against equity or good conscience, or (because of

24 the small amount involved) impede efficient or effective

25 administration.
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1 "OPERATION OF STATE PLANS

2 "SEC. 1607. If the Secretary, after reasonable notice and

3 opportunity for hearing to the State agency administering

4 or supervising the administration of the State plan approved

5 under this title, finds—

6 "(1) that the plan no longer complies with the

7 provisions of sections 1602 and 1603; or

8 "(2) that in the administration of the plan there is

9 a failure 'to comply substantially with any such provision;

10 the Secretary shall notify such State agency that all, or such

11 portion as he deems appropriate, of any further payments

12 will not be made to the State or individuals within the State

13 under this title (or, in his discretion, that payments will 'be

14 limited to categories under or parts of the State plan not af-

15 feoted by such failure), until the Secretary i's satisfied that

16 there will no longer be any such failure to comply. Until he

17 is so satisfied he shall make iio such further paynients to the

18 State or individuals in the State under this title (or shall

19 limit payments to categories under or parts of the State plan

20 not affected by such failure).

21 "PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR SERVICES AND

22 ADMINISTRATION

23 "SEc. 1608. (a) If the State plan of a State approved

24 under section 1602 provides that the State agency will make

25 available to applicants for or recipients of aid to the aged,
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1 blind, and disabled under the State plan at least those services

2 to help them attain or retain capability for self-support or

3 self-care which are prescribed by the Secretary, such State

4 shall qualify for payments for services under subsection (b)

5 of this section.

6 "(b) In the case of any State whose State plan ap-

7 proved under section 1602 meets the requirements of sub-

8 section (a), the Secretary shall pay to the State from the

9 sums appropriated therefor an amount equal to the sum of

10 the following proportions of the total amounts expended dur-

11 ing each quarter, as found necessary by the Secretary for the

12 proper and efficient administration of the State plan—

13 "(1) 75 per centum of so much of such expendi-

14 tures as are for—

15 "(A) services which are prescribed pursuant to

16 subsection (a) and are provided (in accordance

17 with subsection (c) ) to applicants for or recipients

18 of aid under the plan to help them attain or retain

19 capability for self-support or self-care, or

20 "(B) other services, specified by the Secretary

21 as likely to prevent or reduce dependency, so pro-

22 vided to the applicants or recipients of aid, or

23 "(C) any of the services prescribed pursuant to

24 subsection (a), and any of the services specified in

25 subparagraph (B) of this paragraph, which the
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1 Secretary may specify as appropriate for individauls

2 who, within such period or periods as the Secretary

3 may prescribe, have been or are likely to become

4 applicants for or recipients of aid under the plan,

5 if such services are requested by the individuals and

6 are provided to them in accordance with subsection

7 (c),or

8 "(D) the training of personnel employed or

9 preparing for employment by the State agency or by

10 the local agency administering the plan in the

11 political subdivision; plus

12 "(2) one-half of so much of such expenditures (not

13 included under paragraph (1)) as are for services pro-

14 vided (in accordance with subsection (C)) to applicants

15 for or recipients of aid under the plan, and to individuals

16 requesting such services who (within such period or

17 periods as the Secretary may prescribe) have been or

18 are likely to become applicants for or recipients of such

19 aid; plus

20 "(3) one-half of the remainder of such expenditures.

21 '(c) The services referred to in paragraphs (1) and

22 (2) of subsection (b) shall, except to the extent specified by

23 the Secretary, include only—

24 "(1) services provided by the staff of the State
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1 agency, or the loca.l agency administering the State plan

2 in the political subdivision (but no funds authorized

3 under this title shall be available for services defined as

4 vocational rehabilitation services under the Vocational

5 Rehabilitation Act (A) which are available to individ-

6 uals in need of them under programs for their rehabilita-

7 tion carried on under a State plan approved under that

8 Act, or (B) which the State agency or agencies admin-

9 istering or supervising the administration of the State

10 plan approved under that Act are able and willing to

11 provide if reimbursed for the cost thereof pursuant to

12 agreement under paragraph (2), if provided by such

13 staff),and

14 "(2) subject to limitations presCfll)ed by the See-

15 retary, services which in the judgment of the State

16 agency cannot be as. economically or as effectively pro-

17 vided by the staff of that State or local agency and are

18 not otherwise reasonably available to individuals in need

19 of them, and which are provided, pursuant to agreement

20 with the State agency, by the State health authority or

21. the State agency or agencies administering or supervis-

22 ng the administration of the State plan for vocational

23 rehabilitation services approved under the Vocational

24 Rehabilitation Act or by any other State agency which

25 the Secretary may determine to be appropriate (whether
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1 provided by its staff or by contract with public (local)

2 or nonprofit private agencies).

3 Services described in clause (B) of paragraph (1) may be

4 provided only pursuant to agreement with the State agency

5 or agencies administering or supervising the administration of

6 the State plan for vocational rehabilitation services approved

7 under the Vocational Rehabilitation Act.

8 "(d) The portion of the amount expended for admin-

9 istration of the State plan to which paragraph (1) of sub-

10 section (b) applies and the portion thereof to which para-

11 graphs (2) and (3) of subsection (b) apply shall be

12 determined in accordance with such methods and procedures

13 as may be permitted by the Secretary.

14 "(e) In the case of any State whose plan approved

15 under section 1602 does not meet the requirements of sub-

16 section (a) of this section, there shall be paid to the State, in

17 lieu of the amount provided for under subsection (b), an

18 amount equal to one-half the total of the sums expended dur-

19 ing each quarter as found necessary by the Secretary for the

20 proper and efficient administration of the State plan, includ-

21 ing services referred to in subsections (b) and (c) and

22 provided in accordance with the provisions of those sub-

23 sections.

24 "(f) In the case of any State whose State plan in-

25 cluded a provision meeting the requirements of subsection
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1 (a), but with respect to which the Secretary finds, after

2 reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing to the State

3 agency administering or supervising the administration of

4 the plan, that—

5 "(1) the provision no longer complies with the

6 requirements of subsection (a), or

7 (2) in the administration of the plan there is a

8 failure to comp1y substantially with such provision,

9 the Secretary shall notify the State agency that all, or such

10 portion as he deems appropriate, of any further payments

11 will not be made to the State under subsection (b) until

12 he is satisfied that there will no longer be any such failure

13 to comply. Until the Secretary is so satisfied, no such fur-

14 ther payments with respect to the administration of and

15 services under the State plan shaJi be made, subject to the

16 other provisions of this title, under subsection (e) instead

17 of subsection (b).

18 "COMPUTATION OF PAYMENTS TO STATES

19 "SEc. 1609. (a) (1) Prior to the beginning of each

20 quarter, the Secretary shall estimate the amount to which a

21 State will be entitled under subsections 1604 and 1608 for

22 that quarter, such estimates to be based on (A) a report

23 filed by the State containing its estimate of the total sum

24 to be expended in that quarter in accordance with the pro-

25 visions of sections 1604 and 1608, and stating the amount
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1 appropriated or made available by the State and its political

2 subdivisions for such expenditures in that quarter, and, if

3 such amount is less than the State's proportionate share of the

4 total sum of such estimated expenditures, the source or

5 sources from whih the difference is expected to be derived,

6 and (B) such other investigation as the Secretary may find

7 necessary.

8 "(2) The Secretary shall then pay in such installments

9 as he may determine, the amount so estimated, reduced or

10 increased to the extent of any overpayment or underpay-

11 ment which the Secretary determines was made under this

12 section to the State for any prior quarter and with respect

13 to which adjustment has not already been made under this

14 subsection.

15 "(b) The pro rata share to which the United States is

16 equitably entitled, as determined by the Secretary, of the

17 net amount recovered during any quarter by a State or

18 political subdivision thereof with respect to aid furnished

19 under the State plan, but excluding any amount of such aid

20 recovered from the estate of a deceased recipient which is not

21 in excess of the amount expended by the State or any political

22 subdivision thereof for the funeral expenses of the deceased,

23 shall be considered an overpayment to be adjusted under

24 subsection (a) (2).

25 "(c) Upon the making of any estimate by the Secre-
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1 tary under this subsection, any appropriations available for

2 payments under this section shall be deemed obligated.

3 "DEFINiTION

4 "SEc. 1610. For purposes of this title, the term 'aid to

5 the aged, blind, and disabled' means money payments to

6 needy individuals who are 65 years of age or older, are blind,

7 or are severely disabled, but such term does not include—

8 "(1) any such payments to any individual who is

9 an inmate of a public institution (except as a patient in

10 a medical institution) ; or

11 "(2) any such payments to any individual who has

12 not attained sixty-five years of age and who is a patient

13 in an institution for tuberculosis or mental diseases.

14 Such term also includes payments which are not included

15 within the meaning of such term under the preceding sen-

16 tence, but which would be so included except that they are

17 made on behalf of such a. ne.ey individual to another mdi-

18 vidual who (as determined in accordance with standards

19 prescribed by the Secretary) is interested in or concerned

20 with the welfare of such iie.edy individual, but only with

21 respect to a State whose Sta.te plan approved under section

22 1602 includes provision for—

23 "(A) determination by the State agency that the

24 needy individual has, by reason of his physical or mental

25 condition, such inability to manage funds that making



75

1 payments to him would be contrary to his welfare and,

2 therefore, it is necessary to provide such aid through pay-

3 ments described in this sentence;

4 "(B) making such pa.yineiits only in cases in which

5 the payment vill, under the rules otherwise applicable

6 tinder the State plan for determining need a.iid the

7 amount of aid to the aged, blind, and disabled to be paid

8 (a.nd in conjunction with other income and resources),

9 meet all the need of the individuals with respect to whom

10 such payments are made;

11 "(C) undertaking and continuing special efforts to

12 protect the welfare of such individuals and to improve,

13 to the extent possible, his capacity of self-care and to

14 manage funds;

15 "(D) periodic review by the State agency of the

16 determination under clause (A) to ascertain whether

17 conditions justifying such determination still exist, with

18 provision for terniination of the payments if they do not

19 and for seeking judicial appointment of a guardian, or

20 other legal representative, as described in section 1111,

21 if and when it appears that such action will best serve

22 the interests of the needy individual; and

23 "(E) opportunity for a fair hearing before the State

24 agency on the determination referred to in clause (A)

25 for any individual with respect to whom it is made.
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1 Whether an individual is blind or severely disabled, shall be

2 determined for purposes of this title in accordance with

3 criteria prescribed by the Secretary."

4 REPEAL OF TITLES I, X, AND XIV OF THE SOCIAL

5 SECURITY ACT

6 SEC. 202. Titles I, X, and XIV of the Social Security

7 Act (42 u.S.C. 301, et seq., 1201, et seq., 1351, et seq.)

8 are hereby repealed.

9 TRANSITION PROVISION RELATING TO OVERPAYMENTS

10 AND UNDERPAYMENTS

11 SEC. 203. In the case of any State which has a State

12 plan approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI of the Social

13 Security Act as in effect prior to the enactment of this see-

14 tion, any overpayment or underpayment which the Secretary

15 determines was made to such State under sectioii 3, 1003,

16 1403, or 1603 of such Act with respect to a period l)efore

17 the approval of a plan under title XVI as amended by this

18 Act, and with respect to which adjustmeiit has not already

19 been made under subsection (b) of such section 3, 1003,

20 1403, or 1603, shall, for purposes of section 1609 (a) of such

21 Act as herein amended he considered an overpayment or

22 underpayment (as the case may be) made under title XVI

23 of such Act as herein amended.
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1 TRANSITION PROVISION RELATING TO DEFINITIONS OF

2 BLINDNESS AND DISABILITY

3 Sc. 204. In the case of aiiy State which has iii operation

4 a plan of aid 'to the blind under title X, aid to the permanently

5 and totally disabled under title XIV, or aid to the aged, blind,

6 or disabled under title XVI, of the Social Security Act as

7 in effect prior to the enactment of this Act, the State plan of

8 such State submitted under title XVI of such Act as amended

9 by this Act shall not be denied approval thereunder, with

10 respect to the period ending with 'the first July 1 which

11 follows the close 'of the first regular session of the legislature

12 of such State which begins after the enactment of this Act,

13 by reason of its failure to include therein a test of disability

14 or blindness different from 'that included in the State's plan

15 (approved under such title X, XIV or XVI of such Act)

16 as in effect on the date of the enactment of this Act.

17 TITLE 111—MISCELLANEOUS CONFORMING

18 AMENDMENTS

19 SEc. 301. Section 228 (d) (1) of the Social Security Act

20 is amended by striking out "I, X, XIV, or" and by striking

21 out "part A" and inserting in lieu thereof "receives pay-

22 ments with respect to such month pursuant to part P or E".
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1 SEC. 302. Title XI of the Social Security Act is amended

2 as follows:

3 (1) in section 1101 (a) (1) by striking out "I,",

4 "X,", and "XIV,";

5 (2) in section 1106 (c) (1) (A) by striking out "I,

6 X, XIV,";

7 (3) in section 1108 by striking out "I, X, XIV,

8 and XVI" and inserting in lien thereof "XVI" in Sill)-

9 section (a) and by striking out "section 402 (a) (19)"

10 and inserting in lieu thereof "part A of title IV" in

11 subsection (b)

12 (4) by amending section 1109 to read as follows:

13 "SEc. 1109. Any amount which is disregarded (or set

14 aside for future needs) in determining the eligibility for and

15 amount of aid or assistance for any individual under a State

16 plan approved under title XVI or XIX, or eligibility for

17 and amount of payments pursuant to part P or E of title

18 IV, shall not be taken into consideration in determining the

19 eligibility for and amount of such aid, assistance, or payments

20 for any other individual under such other State plan or such

21 partD orE.";
22 (5) in section 1111 by striking out "I, X, XIV,

23 and" and by striking out "part A" and inserting in lieu

24 thereof "parts P and E";

25 (6) in section 1115 by striking out "I, X, XIV,"
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1 and by striking out "part A" and inserting in lieu thereof

2 "parts A and E" in so much thereof as precedes clause

3 (a), by striking out "of section 2, 402, 1002, 1402,"

4 and inserting in lieu thereof "of or pursuant to section

5 402, 452," in clause (a) thereof, and by striking out "3,

6 403, 1003, 1403, 1603," and inserting in lieu thereof

7 "403, 453, 1604, 1608," in c1ause (b) thereof;

8 (7) in section 1116 by striking out "I, X, XIV,"

9 in subsections (a) (1), (b), and (d), and by striking

10 out "4, 404, 1004, 1404, 1604," in subsection (a) (3)

11 and inserting in lieu thereof "404, 1607, 1608,";

12 (8) by repealing section 1118;

13 (9) in section 1119 by striking out "I, X, XIV,"
14 and by striking out "part A" and inserting in lieu thereof

15 "services under a State plan approved under part A",
16 and by striking out "3 (a), 403 (a), 1003 (a), 1403 (a),
17 or 1603 (a)" and inserting in lieu thereof "403 (a) or
18 1&'4"; and
19 (10) in section 1121 (a) by striking out "a plan
20 for old-age assistance, approved under title I, a plan for
21 aid to the blind, approved under title X, a plan for aid
22 to the permanently and totally disabled, approved under
23 title XIV, or a plan for aid to the aged, blind, or dis-
24 abled" and inserting in lieu thereof "a plan for aid to the
25 aged, blind, and disabled", and by inserting "(other than
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1 a public nonmedical facility)" after "intermediate care

2 facilities" the first time it appears therein.

3 SEC. 303. Title XVIII of the Social Security Act is

4 amended as follows:

5 (1) in section 1843 (b) by striking out "title I or"

6 in paragraph (1), by striking out "all of the plans" in

7 paragraph (2) and substituting in lieu thereof "the

8 plan", and by striking out "titles I, X, XIV, and XVI,

9 and part A" in paragraph (2) and inserting in lieu

10 thereof "title XVI and under part E";

11 (2) in section 1843 (f) by striking out "title I, X,

12 XIV, or XVI or part A" both times it appears and

13 inserting in lieu thereof "title XVI and under part. E",

14 and by striking out "title I, XVI, or XIX" and inserting

15 in lieu thereof "title XVI or XIX"; arid

16 (3) in section 1863 by striking out "I, XVI", and

17 inserting in lieu thereof "XVI".

18 SEe. 304. Title XIX of the Social Security Act is

19 amended as follows:

20 (1) in clause (1) of the first sentence of section

21 1901 by striking out "families with dependent children"

22 and "permanently and totally" and inserting in lieu

23 thereof, respectively, "needy families with children" and

"severely";

25 (2) in section 1902 (a) (5) by striking out "I or";
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1 (3) in section 1902 (a) (10) by amending so much

2 thereof as precedes clause (A) to read:

3 "(10) provide for making medical assistance

4 available to all individuals receiving assistance to

5 needy families with children as defined in section

6 406 (b), receiving payments under an agreement

7 pursuant to part E of title IV, or receiving aid to the

aged, blind, and disabled under a. State plan

9 approved under title XVI; and—"

10 and by amending clauses (A) and (B) by inserting "or

11 payments under such part E" after "such plan" each time

12 it appears therein;

13 (4) by amending section 1902(a) (13) (B) to

14 read:

15 "(B) in the case of individuals receiving assist-

16 ance to needy families with children as defined in

17 section 406 (b), receiving payments under an agree-

18 ment. pursuant to part E of title IV, or receiving aid

19 to the aged, blind, and disabled under a State plan

20 approved under title XVI, for the inc]usion of at

21 least the care and services listed in clauses (1)

22 through (5) of section 1905 (a.), and";

23 (5) in section 1902 (a) (14) (A) by striking out
24 aid or assistance under State pla'ns approved under titles

25 , X, XIV, XVI, and part A of title IV," and .insertiiig
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1 in lieu thereof "assistance to needy families with chil-

2 dren as defined in section 406 (b), receiving payments

under an agreement pursuant to part E of title IV, or

4 receiving aid to the aged, blind, and disabled under a

State plan aproved under title XVI,";

6 (6) in section 1902 (a) (17) by striking out in

7 so much thereof as precedes clause (A) "aid or assist-

8 ance under the State's plan approved under title I, X,

9 XIV, or XVI, or part A of title IV," and inserting in

10 lieu thereof "assistance to needy families with children

ii as defined in section 406 (b), payments under an agree-

12 ment pursuant to part E of title IV, or aid under a

13 State plan approved under title XVI," by striking out

14 in clause (B) thereof "aid or assistance in the form of

15 money payments under a State plan approved under title

16 I, X, XIV, or XVI, or part A of title IV" and insert-

17 ing in lieu thereof "assistance to needy families with

18 children as defined in section 406 (b), payments under

19 an agreement pursuant to part E of title IV, or aid to

20 the aged, blind, and disabled under a State plan approved

21 under title XVI", and by striking out in such clause

22 (B) "and or assistance under such plan" and inserting

23 in lieu thereof "assistance, and, or payments";

'24 (7) in section 1902 (a) (20) (0) by striking out

25 "section 3 (a) (4) (A) (i) and (ii) or section 1603
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1 (a) (4) (A) (i) and (ii)" and inserting in lieu thereof

2 "section 1608 (b) (1) (A) and (B)";

3 (8) in the last sentence of section 1902 (a) by

4 striking out "title X (or title XVI, insofar as it relates

5 to the blind) was different from the State agency which

6 administered or supervised the administration of the

7 State plan approved under title I (or title XVI, insofar

8 as it relates to the aged), the State agency which ad-

9 ministered or supervised the administration of such plan

10 approved under title X (or title XVI, insofar as it re-

11 lates to the blind)" and inserting in lieu thereof "title

12 XVI, insofar as it relates to the blind, was different from

13 the agency which administered or supervised the ad-
14 ministration of such plan insofar as it relates to the aged,

15 the agency which administered or supervised the admin-

16 istration of the plan insofar as it relates to the blind";

17 (9) in section 1902 (b) (2) by striking out "see-
18 tion 406 (a) (2)" and inserting in lieu thereof "sec-
19 tion4o6(b)";
20 (10) in section 1902 (c) by striking out "I, X,
21 XIV, or XVI, or part A" and inserting in lieu thereof

22 "XVI or under an agreement under part E";
23 (11) in section 1903 (a) (1) by striking out "I,

X, XIV, or XVI, or part A" and inserting in lieu there-
25 of "XVI or under an agreement under part E";
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1 (12) by repealing subsection (c) of section 1903;

2 (13) in section 1903 (f) (1) (B) (i) by striking

3 out "highest amount which would ordinarily be paid to

4 a family of the same size without any income or resources

5 in the form of money payments, under the plan of the

6 State approved under part A of title IV of this Act" and

7 inserting in lieu thereof, "highest total amount which

8 would ordimiarily be paid under parts P and E of title IV

9 to a family of the same size without income or resources,

10 eligible in tha.t State for money payments under part E

11 of title IV of this Act";

12 (14) in section 1903 (f) (3) by striking out "the

13 'highest amount which would ordinarily be paid' to such

14 family under the State's plan approved under part A of

15 title IV of this Act" and inserting in lieu thereof "the

16 'highest total amount which would ordinarily be paid'

17 to such family";

118 (15) in section 1903 (f) (4) (A) by striking out

19 "i, X, XIV, or XVI, of part A" and inserting in lieu

20 thereof "XVI or under an agreement under part E";

21. and

22 (16) by amending section 1905(a)-—

23 (A) by striking out "aid or assistance under

24 the State's plan approved under title I, X, XIV,

25 or XVI, or pa.rt A of title VI who are—" insomuch
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1 thereof as precedes clause (1) and inserting in lieu

2 thereof "payments under part E of title IVor aid

3 under a State plan approved under title XVI, who

4 are—",

5 (B) by amending clause (ii) to read: "(ii)

6 receiving assistance to needy families with children

7 as defined in section 406 (b), or payments pursu-

8 ant to an agreement under part E of title IV,",

9 (0) by amending clause (v) to read: "(v)

10 severely disabled as defined by the Secretary in ac-

11 corda.nce with section 1602 (b) (4) ," and

12 (D) by striking out "or assistance" and "I,

13 X, XIV, or" in clause (vi) and in the second sen-

14 tence of such section 1905 (a).

15 TITLE TV—GENERAL

16 EFFECTIVE DATE

17 SEC. 401. The amendments and repeals made by the
18 preceding provisions shall become effective, and section 9 of

19 the Act of April 19, 1950 (25 TJ.S.0. 639) is repealed ef-
20 fective, on the first January 1 following the fiscal year in

which this Act is enacted; except that—

22 (1) in the case of any State a statute of which
23 prevents it from making the supplementary payments
24 provided for in part E of title TV of the Social Security
25 Act, as amended by this Act, the amendments iriade by
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1 this Act and such repeal shall not apply with respect to

2 individuals in such State until (if later than the date re-

3 ferred to above) the first. July 1 which follows the close

4 of the first regular session of the legislature of such State

5 which begins after the enactment of this Act or until (if

6 earlier than July 1) the first calendar quarter following

7 the date on which the State certifies it is no longer so

8 prevented from making such payments; and

9 (2) in the case of any State a statute of which pre-

10 vents it from complying with the requirements of section

11 1602 of the Social Security Act, as amended by this

12 Act, the amendments made by title II of this Act shall

13 not apply until (if later than the January 1 referred to

14 above) the first July 1 which follows the close of the

15 first regular session of the legislature of such State which

16 begins after the enactment of this Act or on the earlier

17 date on which such State submits a plan meeting such

18 requirements of section 1602;

19 and except that section 437 of the Social Security Act, as

20 amended by this Act, shall be effective upon enactment of

21 this Act.

22 MEANING OF SECRETARY AND FISCAL YEAR

23 SEC. 402. As used in this Act and in the amendments

24 made by this Act, the term "Secretary" means, unless the
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1 context otherwise requires and except in part 0 of title IV of

2 the Social Security Act, the Secretary of Health, Education,

3 and Welfare; and the term "fiscal year" means a period be-

4 ginning with any July 1 and ending with the close of the

5 following June 30.
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A BILL
!L'o authorize a family assistance plan providing basic

benefits to low-income families with children, to
provide incentives for employment and training
to improve the espacity for emplo'ment of mem-
bers of such families, to achieve greater uniform-
ity of treatment of recipients under the Federal-
State public assistance programs and to otherwise
improve such programs, and for other purposes.
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Referred to the Committee on Ways and Means



H 9030

FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1969
(Mr. BYRN of Wisconsin asked and

was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extraneous
matter.)Mr. BYR of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker. I have today Introduced H,R.
14173—the Family Assistance Act of
1969—which Incorporates the sdznlnls-
tratthm's recommendations for compre-
hensive reform of our welfare laws. I
will Include at the end of my remarks
an analysis of the bilL

Our present welfare system is a fail-
ure—marked by Inequities and abuses,
encouraging family breakups, and per-
petuating dependence on welfare pay-
ments. The President's proposal consti-
tutes the first major attempt to overhaul
our Federal-State welfare system during
the 30-year history of the program. The
need to find workable solutions to the
problems we face In this field must be
given a high priority.

The growing costs of this welfare sys-
tem to our society—both human and fi-
nanclal—require that new Initiatives be
developed to insure that all citizens have
both the opportunity and responsibility
to participate In our economy. The Pres-
ident's proposal provides new Initiatives
that are Intended to break the cyclical
heritage of poverty and dependency that
has become an all too prevalent char-
acteristic of our Federal-State-local wel-
fare system.

The new approach Incorporated In this
bill is deserving of the most careful con-
sideration by the Ways and Means Com-
mittee in ounnection with the hearings
on welfare that will begin In the latter
part of October.

The analysis of the bill follows:
SuMMARY op FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT 07 1969;

TrrLR I—PAMrLY ASSISTaNCE PLAN
SSTADLISHMZNT OP PLAN

SectIon 101 cut the bill adds new parts D.
E, and P to tle IV of the Social Security
Act, establishing a new Family Assistance
Plan providing for payment Of family as-
aistance benefit. by the Secretary of Health.
Education, and Welfare and supplementary
payments by the 8tatee.

EUØbfUty and amount
The new part D of tle IV of the Social

Security Act authorizes benefit. to families
with children payable at the rate of $500
per year for each of the first two members of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

a family pies $300 for each additional
member.

£' family assistance benefit 'would be re-
duced by noa-excluded inecsIle, so that fern-
flies with more non-excludable Income than
these benefits ($1600 for a family of four)
would not be eligible for any benefits.

A family with more than $1500 in re-
sources, other than the home, household
goods, perscxial efiect., and other property
nt1a.l to the family's capacity for self-
,upport would also not be eligible.

Countable income would include both
earned income (remuneration for employ-
ment and net earnings from self-employ-
ment) and unearned income.

In determining income the following
'would be excluded (subject, in some cases,
to limitations by the Secretary):

(1) All income of a student;
(2) Inconsequential or infrequent or ir-

ragular Income;
(3) Income needed to offset necessary

child care costs while in training or work-
ing;

(4) Earned income of the family at the
rate of $720 per year plus % the remainder;

(5) Food stamps and other public assist-
ance or private charity;

(6) Special training Incentives and allow-
ances;

(7) The tuition portion of scholarships
and fellowships;

(8) Rome produced and consumed pro-
duce;

(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 en amount of benefit.
would be determined quarterly on the basis
of estimates of income for the quarter, made
in the Ugh,t of the preceding period's Income
as modified In the light of changes in cir-
cuxnstances and conditions.

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 residing 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 Secre-
tary 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
event, or changes of circumstances affecting
eligibility or the amount of benefits.

When report. by beneficiaries are delayed
too long or are too Inaccurate, part or all of
the resulting benefit payments could be
treated as recoverable overpayment..
Registration for work and referral for training

Eligible adult family members would be re-
quired to register with public employment

-officers for manpower services and training
or employment unless they belong to speci-
fied 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 6; (3)
the mother or other female caretaker of the
child If an adult male (usually the father)
who have to register Is there; (4) the care-
taker for an Ill household member; and (5)
lull-time workers.

Where the Individual I. disabled, referral
for rehabilitation services would be made.
Provision Is also made for child care services
to the extent the Secretary finds necary
In case of participation in manpower seaT-
Ices, training, or employment.
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Denial of benefits

Family Assistance benefit. 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 de-
tersnirxing eligibility of the family. Also, in
appropriate cases, the remaining portion of
the Family Assistance benefit would be paid
to an interested person outside the family.

On-the-job training
The Secretary would transfer to the De-

partment of Labor funds which would other-
wise 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 States would have to agree

to supplement the family assistance benefits
under a new part E of title IV of the Social
Security Act wherever the family assistance
benefit level Is below the previously existing
Aid 'to Families With Dependent Children
(AFDC) payment level. This supplementa-
tion Is a condition which the State must
meet in order to continue to receive Federal
payments with respect 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
services to needy families with children (part
A of title IV). Such "supplementation"
would be required to families eligible for
family assistance benefits other than fam-
ilies where parents are present, neither Is
incapacitated, or the father is not unem-
ployed. The States would thus be required
to supplement in the case of Individuals eli-
gible under the old AFDC and AFDC—tTP
provisions; they would not have to supple-
ment In case of the working poor.

Amount of supplementation
Except as indicated below and, except for

use of the State standard of need and pay-
ment maximums, eligibility for and amount
of supplementary payments would be deter-
mined by use of the rules applicable for
Family Assistance Benefits.

In applying the family assistance rules to
the disregarding of Income under the sup-
plementary 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 16% cents for every dollar of
earnings over the range of earnings between
$720 per year and the cutoff point for family
assistance (Le., $3920 for a family of four),
and could further reduce its supplementary
payments by an amount equal to not more
than 80 cents for every dollar of earnings be-
yond that family assistance cutoff point.

(2) In the case of unearned Income, these
same percentage reductions would apply, al-
though the Initial $720 exclusion would not
apply.

Requirements for agreements
Some of the State plan requirements now

appUumble 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) Statewldeness;
(2) AdministratIon by a single State

agency;
(3) PaIr hearing to dissatisfied claimants;
(4) Methods of administration needed for

proper and ecient operation. including per-
onnel standards, training, and effective use

of subprofessional staff;
(5) Reporting to Secretary as required;



October 8, 1969
() Confidentiality of information relat-

ing to applicants and recipients;,
(7) OpportunIty to apply for and prompt

furnishing of supplementary payments.
Payments to States

A State agreeing to make the supplemen-
tary payments would be guaranteed that its
expenditures for the first five full fiscal years
after enacthaent would be no more than 90
per cent of the amount they would have
been If the Family Assistance Plan amend-
ments not been enacted. This would be ac-.
companled by Federal payment to each State,
for each year, of the excess of—

(1) The total of Its supplementary pay-
ments for the year plus the State share of
its expenditures called for under its existing
State plan approved under title XVI plus
the additional expenditures required by the
new title XVI, over

(2) NInety percent of the State share of
what its expenditures would have been in
the form of maintenance payments f such
year if the State's approved plans under
titles I, IV(A), X, XIV, and XVI had n-
tinued In effect (assuming in the case of
the part A of title IV plan, payments for de-
pendent children of unemployed fathers).

On the other hand, any State spending
less than 50 per cent of the State share, re-
ferred to in clause (2) above, for supple-
mentary payments and its title XVI plan
would be required to pay the amount of the
deficiency to the Federal treasury.

A State would also receive I/ of its coat
of administration under its agreement.

ADMINISTRATION

Agreements with States
Sufficient latitude is provided to deal with

the individual administrative characteristics
of the States. Provision is made under which
the Secretary can agree to administer and
disburse the supplementary payments on
behalf of the States. Similarly the States can
agree to administer portions of the family
assistance plan on behalf of the Secretary,
with respect to all or specified families In
the States.

Evaluation, research, training
The Secretary would make an annual re-

port to Congress on the new Family Assist-
ance 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 bet-
ter ways of carrying out the purposes of tile
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.

Special provisions for Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands, and Guam

There are special provisions for these areas
under which the amount of family assist-
ance benefits, the $720 of earned income to
be disregarded, and several other amounts
under the Family Assistance Plan and the
new title XVI of the Social Security Act (aid
to the aged, blind, and disabled) would be
reduced to the extent that the per capita
income of these areas is below that of that
one of the 50 States which had the lowest
per capita income.

TRAINING, EMPLOYMENT, AND DAY CARE
PROGRAMS

Section 102 of the Administration bill
Would replace part C of title IV of the Social
Security Act in its entirety.

Purpose
The purpose of the revised part C is to

provide manpower services, training, and
employment, and child care and related serv-
ices for individuals eligible for the new Fam-
ily Assistance Plan benefits (new part D) or
State supplementary payments (new part
E) to help them secure or retain employ-
ment or advancement in employment. The

Intent Is to do this In a manner which will
restore families with dependent chfldren to
self-supporting, Independent, and useful
roles in the community.

Operation
The Secretary of Labor Is required to de-

velop an employability plan for each Individ-
ual required to register under the new part
D or receiving supplementary payments pur-
suant to -the new part E. The plan would de-
scribe the manpower services, training, and
employment to be provided and needed to
enable the individual to become self-sup-
porting or attain advancement in employ-
ment.

Allowances
The Secretary of Labor would pay an in-

centive training allowance of $30 per month
to each member of a family participating In
manpower training. Where training allow-
ances for a family under another program
would be larger than their benefits under
the Family Assistance Plan and supplemen-
tary State payments, the incentive allowances
for the family would be equal to the differ-
ence, or $30 per member, wlichever is
larger,

Allowances for transportation and other
expenses would also be authorl,zed.

These incentive and other allowances
would be in lieu of allowances under other
manpower training programs.

Allowances would not be payable to indi-
viduals praticipating in employer compen-
sated on-the-job training.

Denial of allowances
Allowances would not be payable to an in-

dividual who 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.

Utili,sation of other programs
In order to avoid the creation of duplica-

tive programs, maximum use of authorities
under other acts would be made by the Sec-
retary of Labor in providing the manpower
training and related services under the re-
vised part C, but subject to all duties and
responsibilities under such other programs.
Part C appropriations could be used to pay
the cost of services provided by other pro-
grams and to reimburse other public agen-
cies for services they provided to persons un-
der part C. The emphasis is on an integrated
and comprehensive manpower training pro-
gram involving all sectors of the economy and
all levels of government to make maximum
use of existing manpower and manpower re-
lated programs.

Appropriations and administration
Appropriations to the Secretary of Labor

would be authorized for carrying out the re-
vised part C, including payment of up to 90
percent of the cost of training and employ-
ment services provided individuals registered
Under the Family Assistance Plan. The Secre-
tary would seek to achieve equitable geo-
graphical distribution of these funds.

In developing policies and programs for
manpower services, training and employment
for individuals registered under the Family
Assistance 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 Health, 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 per cent
of the cost of projects for child care and re-
lated services for persons registered under the
Family Assistance Plan and in manpower
training or employment The grants would go
to any public or non-profit private agency or
organization, and the contracts could be with
any public or private agency or organization.
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The cost of these services could Include
alteration, remodeling, and renovation of
duties, bi no provision Is made for whdly
new construction, The Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare could snow the non-
federal share of the cost to be provided 11*
the form of services or facilities.

These provisions (unlike other provisions
of the bill) would become effective on enact-
ment of the bill.

Advance funding
To afford adequate notice of available

funds, appropriations for one year to pay the
cost of the 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 advisory council
The Secretary of Labor Is required to re-

port annually to Congress on the manpower
training and related services,
ELIMINATION OF PRESENT PROVISIONS ON CASH

ASSIsTANCE FOR FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT
CHILDREN

Section 103 of the bill revises part A of
title IV of the Social Security Act which
relates to cash assistance and services for
needy families with children. The new part
A Is called Services to Needy Families with
Children, reflecting the elimination of the
provisions on cash assistance, The cash as-
sistance 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 continua-
tion of the present program of services for
these families, Foster care for children and
emergency assistance, as Included under
existing law, are also continued.

Requirements for State plans
Section 402 of the Social Security Act

which set,s forth the requirements to be met
by State plans before they are approved and
qualify the State for federal financial par-
ticipation in expenditures, would be revised
as appropriate In the light of the elimina-
tion of the cash assistance provisions,

Payments to States
The provisions on payments to States for

expenditures under approved 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 familiea with
children" have not been substantially
changed.

The definitions of "dependent child," "aid
to families with dependent- 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 families")—this being
defined as families receiving family assist-
ance benefits under the new part D, if they
are also receiving supplementary State pay-
ments 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 emergency assistance
The provisions on payments for foster care

of children and emergency assistance remain
virtually the same as under existing law,
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Assistance by Internal Revenue Service In

locating parents
The provision on this subject remains the

same and allows use of the master flies of
the Internal Revenue Servioe to locate miss-
ing parents In certain cases.
TITLE tI—Am 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 provi-
sions relating to medical assistance for the
aged which, under existing law, would term!-
nate at the end of calendar 1969. All medical
assistance for which the Federal government
shares costs will now be provided under ap-
proved title XIX State plant.

Requirements for State plans
Few changes are thade in this section (sec.

1602). asIde from deleting the provisions re-
lating 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 It
permitted for the blind as under existing
law);

(2) Financial participation by the State;
(3) Statewldeness;
(4) Opportunity for fair hearing;
(5) Methods of administration, including

persosnel standards, training, and effective
use of subprofesslonal staff;

(6) ReportIng to the Secretary as required;
(7) Confidentiality of information relating

to recipients;
(8) OpportunIty for application and fur-

nishing of assistance with reasonable prompt-
ness;

(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 by an
ophtalmologitt or an optometrist.

The present prohibition against payment
to persons in receipt of assistance under title
I, IV, X, or XIV would be applicable instead
to cases of receipt of family security bene-
fits under the new part I) of title IV.

The provision on inclusion of reasonable
standards for determining eligibility and
amount of aid would be replaced by one re-
quiring a minimum benefit of $90 per month,
less any other Income, and by another re-
quiring that the standard of need not be
lower than the standard applied 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 de-
termination of need and disregarding of cer-
tain ineome in connection therewith has
been continued (although without the au-
thorization to disregard $7.50 per month of
any income, in addition to other income
which may or must be disregarded), it has
been expanded in a manner parallel to family
assistance benefits to Include disregarding as
resources the home, household goods, per-
sonal effects, other property which might
help to increase the family's ability for self-
support, and, finally, any other personal or
real property the total value of which does
not exceed $1500. There would also be a new
requirement for not considering the financial
responsibility of any other individual for the
applicant or recipient 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 an-
count 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 subdivi-
sions furnishing assistance or services, and
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provision for the development tiunugh re-
search or demonstrations, of new or improved
methods of furnishing assistance or Services.
Also added is a requirement for use of a
simplified statement for establishing eligi-
bility and for adequate and effective methods
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 to-
gether with any necessary modifications of
the State plan; for establishment Of advisory
committees, including recipients as members;
and for observing priorities and performance
standards set by the Secretary in the admin-
istration of the State plan and in providing
services thereunder.

The present prohibitions against any age
requirement of more than 65 years and
against any citizenship requirement exclud-
ing U.S. citizens would be continued.

In place of the present provision on resi-
dency, there is a new one which prohibits
any residency requirement excluding any res-
ident of the State. Also there would be new
prohibitions against any d.Isabillty or age re-
quirement which excludes a severely dis-
abled individual aged 18 or older, and any
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 expenditures under the ap-
proved 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 ap-
proved under the net title XVI:

With respect to cash assistance, the Fed-
eral Government will pay (1) 100 per cent of
the first $50 per recipient, plus (2) 50 per
cent of the next $15 per recipient, plus (3) 25
per 'cent of the balance of the payment per
recipient which does not exceed the maxi-
mum permissible level of assistance per per-
son by the Secretary (which may be lower
in the case of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,
and Guam than for other jurisdictions).

With respect to services for which expendi-
tures are made under the approved Stats
plan, the Federal Government would pay
the same percentages as are provided under
existing law, that is, 75 per cent in the case
of certain specified services and training of
personnel and 50 per cent In the case of the
remainder of the cost of administration of
the State plan.

Payment by Federal Government
to individuals

The revised title XVI Includes authority
for the Secretary to enter into agreements
with any State under which the Secretary
will make the payments of aid to the aged,
blind, and disabled directly to individuals in
the State who are eligible therefor. In that
case, the State would reimburse the Federal
Government for the State's share of those
payments and for % 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 payments to
needy individuals who are 65 or older or
are blind or are severely disabled.

Transitional and related proviisons
Titles I, X, and XIV of the Social Security

Act would be repealed.
Provision is made for making adjustments

under the new title XVI on account of over-
payments and underpayments under the ex-
Isting public assistance titles.

Provision Is also made for according States
a grace period during which they can be eli-
gible to participate in the new title XVI with-
out changing their tests of disability or
blindnesS. The grace period would end for
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any State with the June 30 following the
close of the first regular session of its State
legislature beginning alter enactment of the
bill.

Conforming amendments
The bill also contains a number of con-

forming amendments In other provjslons of
the Social Security Act In order to take ac-
count of the substantive changes made by
the bill. Thus, the changes in the medicaid
program (title XIX of the Social Security
Act) would require the States to cover in-
dividuals 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 children If It
continued In effect and Included dependent
children of unemployed fathers.

Effective date
The amendments made by the bill would

become effective on the first January 1 fol-
lowing the fiscal year in which the bill Is
enacted. However, if a State Is prevented by
statute from making the supplementary pay-
ments provided for under the new part E of
title IV of the Social Security Act, the
amendments would not apply to individuals
in that State until the first July 1 whIch
follows the end of he State's first regular
session of its legislature beginning after the
enactment of the bill—unless the State cer-
tified 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 cer-
tification.

Also, In the case of a State which Is pre-
vented by statute from meeting the require-
ments in the revised section 1602 of the So-
cial 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 effective
on the date of submission of the plan.

Another exception to this effective date
provision Is made In the case of the new au-
thorization, in the revised part C of title IV
of the Social Security Act, for provision of
child care services for persona undergoing
training or employment—which would be
effective on enactment of the bill.
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Mr. MILLS, from the Committee on Ways and Means,
submitted the following

REPORT
together with

ADDITIONAL AND DISSENTING VIEWS

ITo accompany H.R. 16311]

The Committee 'on Ways and Means, to whom was referred the
bill (H. R. 16311) to amend the Social Security Act to provide a basic
level of financial assistance throughout 'the Nation to needy families
with children, to provide incentives for employment and training of
members of such families, to improve the adult assistance programs,
and to make other changes to improve the public assistance programs,
having considered the same, report favorably thereon without amend-
ment and recommend that the bill do pass.

I. PRINCIPAL PURPOSES AND SCOPE OF THE BILL
President Nixon, in transmitting his recommendations on welfare

reform to the Congress in October of 1969, declared—
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.

1 propose a new approach that will make it more attractive to
go to work than to go on welfare, and will establish a nationwide
minimum payment to dependent families with children.

The President listed the following effects of his proposal:
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.

(1)
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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, training and work opportunity with effective
incentives would be given millions of famihes 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
payments 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.

The provisions of H.R. 16311, as reported by your committee are
with certain exceptions described in this report, essentially patterned
after the proposals of the rresident.

The bill is mtended to convert the existing program from one which
results in people remaining in dependency to one which will encourage
people to become independent and self-supporting through incentives
to take training and enter employment.

Your committee's bill would make major improvements and re-
forms in the provisions of the Social Security Act relating to the
programs which aid needy families with children, including coverage
of the working poor; the programs which aid the aged, blind, and
disabled; and the programs which provide manpower services, train-
ing, employment, and child care to welfare recipients.

PA MILY ASSISTANCE

First, the bifi would make basic reforms in the program which
furnishes assistance to needy families with children, rem9ve inequities
in treatment of the working poor and the nonworking poor, emphasize
work incentives and work requirements, and improve and simplify
administration of such p!lblic assistance, by providing—

(1) A new basic Federal family assistance plan, with federally
assisted State supplementation, for poor families with children
in place of the present program of aid to families with dependent
children, but including for the first time coverage of poor families
regardless of the work status of the father (the States woult not
be required to supplement payments to the working poor);

(2) Requirements that, as a prerectuisite to receipt of benefits,
every adult in the assisted families (including the adult already
working) register at the employment office for work or training
(except mothers with preschool children and persons who are ill
or of advanced age), or sign up for vocational rehabilitation if
handicapped.

(3) Uniform, nation-wide, eligibility requirements and pay-
ment procedures, both for the basic Federal family assistance plan
and the State supplementary payments;

(4) Incentives for the States to make agreements with the
Federal Government to administer supplementary payments
programs; and

(5) New provisions holding deserting parents responsible for
Federal payments made to their families under the family
assistance or State supplementary plans.
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WORK AND TRAINING

Second, the bill improves the program of employment and training
services and of other services (including child care) needed by re-
cipients who are registered at employment offices by' providing—

(1) A new program of manpower, training, and employment
services to be administered by the Secretary of Labor through
the State employment offices;

(2) A Federal program of full-cost grants and contracts for
child care services to enable mothers who are required to register
for training and employment (as well as those who register on a
voluntary basis) to participate in work or training;

(3) A new system of providing services to support training or
employment through agreements between the Federal Govern-
ment and the States; and

(4) A more equitable, uniform, and effective system of incentive
allowances and reimbursement of work expenses.

ADULT ASSISTANCE

Third, the bill would substantially improve the effectiveness of
the adult assistance programs under the Social Security Act by
providing—

(1) For combining the present categories for assistance to the
aged, blind and disabled into one combined adult assistance
program and for uniform requirements for such eligibility factors
as the level and type of resources allowed and degree of disability
or blindness;

(2) That the States assure that each aged, blind, or disabled
,adult will receive assistance sufficient to bring his total income
up to $110 a month;

(3) Incentives for the States to enter into agreements for Fed-
eral administration of the combined program; and

(4) A simplified Federal matching formula which will result in
generally more favorable Federal participation in the cost of the
payments.

II. SUMMARY OF PRINCIPAL PROVISIONS

FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

ELIGIBILITY FOR AND AMOUNT OF PAYMENTS

Each family with children whose nonexcludable income (for defini-
tion of excluded income see below) is less than the family benefit
level—computed as $500 each for the first two members of the family
and $300 for each additional member—would be eligible for a payment
under the family assistance plan after meeting the registration for
work or training and other requirements. The amount of the benefit
would be the difference'between these amounts and the non-excluded
income. For example, a family of four with no income would be eligible
for.a family assistance payment of $1,600. Every needy family, both
those now eligible under aid for families with dependent children
(including those in families with unemployed fathers who are not

H. Rept. 91—904 O—2



4

covered because they are in a State which has not exercised the option
to cover this group) and those not eligible because the father is working
(the working poor) would be eligible.

In determining income for the purpose of establishing eligibility for
and the amount of the family assistance payment, the following types
and amounts of income *ould be excluded:

(1) All earnings of a child if regularly attending school;
(2) Infrequently or irregularly received amounts of earned or

unearned income, but not more than $30 a quarter foreach type;
(3) Earnings needed to pay for necessary child care;
(4) All earned income of adult members of the family at the

rate of $720 per year plus one-half of the remainder;
(5) Food stamps and other public or private charity (not

mcluding veterans' pensions);
(6) The training allowance for those in training;
(7) The tuition part of scholarships and fellowships; and
(8) Homegrown and used produce.

A family with more than $1,500 in resources, other than the home,
household goods, personal effects and property essential to the family's
means of self-support would not be eligible for family assistance
payments.

Eligibility would be computed on a quarterly basis; payments would
generally be made on a monthly basis.

Parents who desert or abandon their families would be liable to the
Federal Government for any Federal payments to their families under
the family assistance plan and the Federal portion of the State supple-
mentary payments (described later) or for the amount of a court
support order if less. Such sums are to be collected directly or by
withholding them from payments due the parents under any Federal
program.

DEFINITIONS OF FAMILY AND CHILD

An eligible family must consist of two or more persons (related by
blood, marriage, or adoption), living together in the United States, at
least one of whom is a child who is not married to another family
member and who is in the care of or dependent upon another member
of the family. Appropriate State law would be applied in determining
relationships. A parent or spouse of a parent who is temporarily absent
from the place of residence, seeking or engaging in employment
(including military service), would be considered as living in the place
of residence. A "child" is an individual who is under age 18, or a full-
time student under age 21.

REGISTRATION WITH PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT SERVICE

Each member of a family would be required to register for employ-
inent or training with a public employment office unless he or she is—

(1) unable to engage in work or training because of illness,
disability, or age;

(2) a mother caring for a child under 6;
(3) the mother in cases in which the father registers;
(4) caring for an ill member of the household; or
(5) a child under 16 or under 21 if in school.

Any person who falls into one of these exempt categories could
voluntarily register at the employment office.
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Those who are unable to participate in work or training because of
disabthtj would be referred for vocational rehabilitation services.

The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare is required to
provide (for as long as he deems appropriate) child care services where
an mdividual is. registered and participating in training and employ-
ment.

If an individual required to register refuses to do so without good
cause, or refuses vocational rehabilitation services without good
cause, he would not be taken into account (but his income would be
counted) in determining the family benefit. In such a case, the family
benefit may be paid to a person outside the family under a pro-
tective payment arrangement.

STATE SUPPLEMENTATION OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE PAYMENT

REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE BUPPLEMENTATION

Each State whose AFDC payment level in January 1970 is higher
than the family assistance level must agree to supplement the family
assistance payment (under the conditions specified in the bill) up to
that level (except where otherwise provided by the bill) or up to the
poverty level if that is lower, in order to be eligible for Federal funds
under Medicaid and other welfare programs. Federal matching would
be available, except for the working poor, at a rate of 30 percent. The
matching maximum would be the poverty level now in effect, but
brought up to date aimually by the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare to reflect increased living costs.

The States would.not have to supplement payments to the working
poor. However, in addition to being required to supplement cases
which would be eligible under their present programs as in effect
in January 1970 the States would have to supplement those cases
which would be eligible if the program had the same resources limita-
tions as the family assistance plan ($1,500 except for home, house-
hold goods, and personal effects), the same definition of family and
child, and the same excludable income provisions (other than those
which disregard proportions of earned income). The States also
would be required to supplement the incomes of families where the
father is unemployed (which is now on an optional basis), or where the
child is between age 18 and 21 and regularly attending school (now
also on an optional basis).

AMOUNT OF SUPPLEMENTARY PAYMENTS

The States would be required to follow the rules that apply under
the family assistance plan m computing payments except that special
rules would apply in disregarding earned income for purposes of the
supplementary payments.

The States would have to exclude the first $720 a year ($60 a month)
of earned income, plus (1) one-third of the earnings between $720
and twice the amount of the family assistance payment which would be
payable if the family had no income, pius (2) one-fifth of any earmngs
above that amount. The effect of the combined earnings exemptions
under the State supplementation and under the family assistance
plan is roughly the equivalent of present law which provides for
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excluding work expenses and disregarding the first $30 of monthly
earnings plus one-third of earnings over that amount. For example, if
the adults in a family of four had $1,200 in annual earned income the
basic $1,600 family assistance payment would be reduced by one-half
of the $480 remaining after $720 is deducted from $1,200. Thus, the
family assistance payment would be reduced to $1,360 ($1,600—
$240). If the family lived in a State where the State payment (to a
family of four with no income) in January 1970 was $2,400, the re-
quired States supplement payment would be figured as follows:

The family assistance payment—$1,360—plus the earned income not
disregarded—two-thirds of the $480, or $320—is subtracted from the
$2,400 figure. This results in a supplementary payment of $720. The
total income of such a family would consist of $1,320 in' family as-
sistance payment, $720 in the State supplementary payment and
$1,200 m earnings, for a total annual income of $3,280.

ADMINISTRATION

ADMINISTRATIVE ARRANGEMENTS

The bill,provides for three alternative administrative arrangements.
First, the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare could make an
arrangement with a State for the Federal Government to administer
both the family assistance plan and the State supplementary program.
Under this arrangement the Federal Government would pay all ad-
ministrative costs. Second, the Secretary could make an agreement
with a State under which the State would administer the family assis-
tance payments and State supplementary payments. Third, if the
Secretary makes no agreement with a State the State will administer
the supplementary payments and the Federal Government will ad-
minister the family assistance payments. Under the second and third
arrangements, the Federal Government would _pay all the cost of
administering the family assistance plan and the Federal Government
and the States would share equally in the administrative costs of mak-
ing the State supplementary payments.

APPEALS PROCEDURE

Persons who disagree with determinations relating to eligibility for
or amounts of family assistance plan payments may obtain a hearin.
For persons on the rolls payments would continue until there is a deci-
sion based on the hearing, which must be rendered within 90 days of a
request for hearing. If the decision based on the hearing is adverse, the
money paid out in the interim by the Federal Government would
have to be returned. Final determinations are to be subject to judicial
review in Federal district courts but the Secretary'sdecisions as to any
fact would be conclusive and not subject to review by the court.

SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR PUERTO RICO, GUAM, AND THE
VIRGIN ISLANDS

The family assistance plan applies to Puerto Rico, Guam, and the
Virgin Islands, but all of the dollar figures in both the family assistance
plan and the revised program of aid to the aged, blind, and disabled
(except for the $720 of earnings disregarded under the family assistance
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plan) program are to be modified (but only. downward) by the same
proportion that the per capita income of each bears to the per capita
income of the lowest per capita-income State.

WORK AND TIuiNING PROGRAMS

XIBTING PROGRAM REPEALED

The existing work incentive program (whiehwent into effect in all
the States on July 1, 1969) would be repealed and a new program
would be established to take its place.

OPERATION OF PROGRAM

The Secretary of Labor would, under his own priorities for the
selection of participants, assure the development of an employability
plan for each individual registered with the employment office under
the program. The training and employment potentials of the working
poor who are registered will be closely examined toward the end of
lessening, or completely eliminating, their dependency on cash bene-
fits under the program. Mothers with children who vol-
unteer would be given the same consideration for participation as
those who are referred on a mandatory basis.

The individuals would then receive the services and training called
for under the plan (including grants to relocate a family to find em-
ployment). The training and services would be similar to those cur-
rently provided under the WIN program, including special work
projects for the performance of work m the public interest through
contracts with governmental agencies and nonprofit organizations.
The Secretary of Labor would be required to use other manpower
programs to the maximum extent feasible. The State welfare depart-
ments would be required to provide health and other supportive
services to facilitate the participation of individuals in the training
program.

Appropriations are authorized to meet up to 90 percent of the cost
of the training program. The non-Federal contribution could be made
in cash or in kind. If the required non-Federal matching of 10 percent
was not met in any State, a portion of its Federal share of medicaid
and other welfare program expenditures would be withheld until the
deficit was made up. Authorization is also made for advance funding.
The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare may transfer to the
Secretary of Labor the amount of money that family assistance
recipients would have received if they were not beingpaid wages under
a Labor Department on-the-job training program. These funds are to
be available to support such programs.

TRAINING ALLOWANCES

Each person participating in the training program would receive
an allowance of $30 a month. Larger incentive payments mai be
available for participants in institutional programs where MDTA
allowances are payable. The Secretary of Labor would also provide
allowances to cover the transportation and other costs directly asso-
ciated with the training.
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REFITSAL TO ACCEPT TRAINING OR EMPLOYMENT

An individual who, without good cause, refuses to accept suitable
training or employment would receive the same treatment as a person
who refuses to register.

CHILD CARE

The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare both directly
(by contract or grant to public or private agencies) and through a
system of prime grantees is required to provide necessary child care
services for individuals participating in training or employment under
the manpower program. The Secretary is authorized to make grants for
up to 100 percent of the costs of child care projects to public or non-
profit private agencies which, in a particular geographic area, will
assure that day care is provided to manpower training participants.
Such prime grantees would be designated by the appropriate elected
or appointed official or officials in such area and would have to dem-
onstrate a capacity to work effectively with the manpower agency.
Where appropriate, group or institutional care for children attending
school would be provided through arrangements with a local educa-
tional agency. Child care would be provided in the light of the differ-
ent circumstances and needs of the children involved, and where a
family is able to pay for care the Secretary could charge a fee reason-
ably related to that ability. Appropriations (no dollar amount speci-
fied) and advance funding are authorized,

EVALUATION AND ANNUAL REPORT

The Secretaries of Labor and Health, Education, and Welfare would
be required to provide continual evaluation of the manpower and
employment program. The Secretary of Labor may contract for
independent evaluation and he may establish a data collection,
processing, and retrieval system. The Secretary of Labor would file
an annual report with the Congress on the operation of the training
program, and the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare would
report similarly on the child care and supportive services provided
under the bifi. The first of such reports would be due on or before
September 1, 1972. An authorization of $15 million a year is provided
for research and evaluation activities relating to work and training.

SOCIAL SERVICES FOR FAMILIES Wi DEPENDENT CHILDREN

The present program of aid to families with dependent children
would be changed by removing all cash assistance provisions. The
provisions of present law under which the costs of social services, cer-
tain foster care, and emergency assistance are subject to 50—75 percent
Federal matching would be retained.

AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

FEDERAL STANDARDS AND REQUIREMENTS

The present provisions for programs for aid to the needy aged,
blind, and disabled are repealed and a new combined Federal-State
program is established to cover essentially the same people.
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Under the new program, the States could not have (1) any duration
of residence requirement, (2) any citizenship requirement which
includes any U.S. citizen, or (3) a requirement which would exclude
aliens lawfully admitted for permanent residence who hav resided in
the United States continuously for 5 years immediately prior to
application, or (4) relative responsibility provisions other than for
spouses or parents of recipients.

The States would be required to (1) provide a payment sufficient
to bring an individual's total income up to at least $110 a month,
or, if higher, the standard in effect on the date of enactment, (2)
follow the Secretary's definitions of blindness and disability, (3) make
applicable to the disabled the mandatory disregard of the first $85 a
month of earned income plus one-half of the remainder, now applicable
to the blind, (4) make applicable to the aged oi an optional basis the
same earnings exemption ($60 a month plus. one-half of additional
earnings) applicable to the family assistance plan, and (5) use the
Federal definition of allowable resources applicable to the family
assistance plan ($1,500 plus home, personal effects, and income-
producing property essential to the person's support). The provision
m the Social Security Amendments of 1969 requiring the States to
pass along to adult assistance recipients $4 of the social security
benefit increase, which as enacted applies only to the months of
April, May, and June 1970, would be continued indefinitely.

FEDERAL MATCHING PROVISIONS

The Federal Government would pay .90 percent of the first $65 of
average payments made to eligible adult assistance recipients, and 25
percent of the remainder up to a limit to be set by the Secretary. The
Federal Government would also pay 50 percent of the administrative
costs of the adult programs.

ADMINISTRATION

The States could continue to administer the adult programs, or the
Secretary could enter into an agreement with a State under which the
Federal Government would perform all or some of the functions in-
volved in making payments .under the program. In the latter case, the
Federal Government would pay all administrative costs.

EFFECTIVE DATE

The provisions of the bill (except for authorization for money to
support child care projects which would -be effective upon enactment)
would be effective on July 1, 1971, with special provisions for States
with.stattes that would prevent them from complying with the billat that time.

III. GENERAL DISCUSSION OF THE BILL
A. ESTABLISHMENT OF A PLAN FOR ASSISTANCE TO

FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN

Your committee is very concerned about the rapid growth in the
number, as well as the increase in the proportion, of children receiving
aid under AFDC programs. Since 1960, the number of recipients has
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increased from 2.4 million to about 6.7 million. Moreover, the propor-
tion of children receiving assistance has been rapidly increasing—
from 30 children per 1,000 in 1955 to about 60 children per 1,000 in
1970. In addition the costs of these programs have more than tripled
during the last 10 years (to about $4 billion at present) and, according
to estimates by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
could more than double again during the next 5 years unless action is
taken now to deal with the underlying causes of this crushing in-
crease in both costs and numbers of recipients.

The major part of the increase has resulted from the added number
of families who receive aid because the father is absent from the
home. These cases, including those in which the father has abandoned
his family and cases in which the mother is not married to the father,
now make up over three-fourths of the families on the AFDO rolls.

Your committee made a number of modifications in the famil
assistance provisions of the bifi proposed by the administration whic
are designed to halt the trends that have existed in the growth of the
number of families on the AFDC rolls.

During its deliberations, the principal efforts of your committee
were in the direction of strengthening the provisions of the legislation
to assure the establishment of an effective work and training program,
building upon the groundwork that has been laid in putting the
existing work incentive program into operation. It is the clear intention
of your committee, based upon assurances given by the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare and the Secretary of Labor, that the
work and training program will provide a method of guaranteeing
that all adult members of families receiving assistance under the family
assistance plan will receive all available training and employment
services and other supportive services, including child care, necessary
to assist them in obtaining employment and ultimately attaining
self-support.

Your committee wishes to emphasize its clear understanding that
all adult family assistance recipients, except for those specifically
exempted by the bill, must register for training or employment. Con-
trary to the administration's proposal, under the committee bill this
requirement applies to the workingpoor as well as to those who are
unemployed or working part time. The committee believes this is an
essential difference and a material improvement in the bill. Under this
modification the employment status of many of the working poor
parents will be improved and upgraded.

Your committee also added to the bill provisions holding parents
who abandon their families responsible for Federal assistance received
y their families. This new approach plus greater emphasis by the
Federal Government and the States in implementing the determina-
tion of patertht, the location of absent parents and the enforcement
of support provisions of the 1967 Social Security Amendments should
have some effect in reducing the growth of the assistance rolls.

Several times in the past your committee has attempted, within the
framework of the existing AFDC progtams, to provide measures
through which families could be assisted in maintaining stability and
achieving economic independence. In the course of the last decade,
major legislation providing for a wide range of services to AFDC
families and for strong emphasis on work and training for assistance
recipients has been enacted. The legislation enacted in 1962 and 1967
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attempted to reverse the increasing dependence of families on assist-
ance. It has become obvious, however, that basic structural and
administrative changes in the AFDC programs are necessary if the
present trends of family instability and dependence on welfare are to
be halted and reversed.

The mjor thrust of the bill is toward:
1. Equitable treatment of working poor families;
2. The reduction of variations in payment levels among the

States through the introduction of a Federal floor for family
assistance payments;

3. Assisting families in achieving economic independence
through a national uniform requirement to ;egister for employ-
ment and training and the establishment of a strengthened
manpower training program.

The overall plan represents a new direction for family assistance and
was designed to carry out the intent of your committee to reduce
dependence on assistance and restore more families to employment
and self-reliance, and thereby eventually reverse the present trend of
spiraling cost and increasing dependence upon welfare.

1. THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

a. Eligibility for and amount of family a9sitance paymeiits
(1) Eligibiity.—Each family with children under 18 (or under 21

if attending school) whose income (other than that excluded) is less
than $500 per year for each of the first two family members and
$300 per year for each additional family member, and whose resqurces
(other than those excluded—the home, the household goods, personal
effects, etc.) are less than $1,500 would be eligible to receive a family
assistance benefit.

Your committee believes that one inequity in the present AFDC
program that should be remedied at this time is the exclusion of
needy families where the father is in the home and fully emJ1oyed.
Your committee believes it is bad social policy to have families in
like situations treated differently because of the employment status
of the family head. The exclusion of 'families in which the father is
working has acted as an incentive to fathers to become unemployed
or leave home in order to qualify their families for assistance. The
bill would, therefore, include working poor families under the pro-
gram and provide a uniform earnings exemption which is equally
applicable to families with male and female heads as well as those
who are fully and partially employed. For purposes of Federal benefits
under the family assistance plan, the first $60 a month in earnizgs
would be disregHrded plus one-half of the remainder, so that it would be
possible, for example, to have a family of four receiving some benefits
under the program up until its income exceeds $3,920.

Your committee's bill would eliminate two other situations of lack
of equal treatment. At present, AFDC benefits are available to families
with unemployed fathers in some States, but not in others. Second,
unemployment has been defined by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare as working for less than 30 hours a week,
which may be an incentive for many families to restrict their work
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activities. These two distinctions would be eliminated as to Federal
benefits under the new program.

The committee agrees with the administration that it is essential
that we do not perpetuate the situation where working people see little
or no economic advantage in continuing in employment and drop out
of the work force to become totally dependent on the welfare system.

(2) Amoun.—The family assistance benefit would consist of $500 per
year for each of the first two family members, plus $300 per year for each
additional family member, and would be reduced by nonexcluded
income. In any family there are certain common expenses in housing,
utthties, fuel, etc., which must be met. Since the smallest family that
will be covered is one consisting of two persons, your committee
believes that it is logical that the amount provided for each of the
first two members of the family be 1ärer than the amounts provided
for each additional member of the family.

These payment rates establish a Federal income maintenance floor
which in most States will be increased by required State supplementa-
tion for all families except the working poor. In the eight States
whose AFDC payments are now lower than the basic Federal floor,
the bill provides an increase in the level of aid to needy families with
children. The amount of payments maj be lower in the case of indi-
viduals in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam than in the
States, but would be substantially higher than at present.

(3) Period for determination of benefit&—Your committee's bill
provides that a family's eligibility for benefits, and the amount of
its benefits would be determined for each calendar quarter on the
basis of estimates of income for that quarter, made m the light of
income received in previous quarters. The estimates could be modified
in the light of changes in circumstances and conditions, and in accord-
ance with regulations regarding applications filed late in a quarter,
or in cases in which income and expenses in one period are to some
extent attributed to another period. Provision is also made for render-
ing a family ineligible for benefits if its gross income from a trade or
business is unduly large.

The bill would provide for use of a calendar-quarter accounting
period rather than a shorter period, such as a month, or a longer period,
such as a year. One important advantage of the quarterly accounting
period is that it would facilitate verification of earnings through use of
social security records, since social security earnings are reported on a
quarterly basis. Records of monthly earnings are not available from
either the Social Security Administration, or the Internal Revenue
Service.

Your committee's bill would allow the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare to prescribe by regulation the circumstances under
which and extent to which a family's payments will be reduced be-
cause the application for payments was filed some time after the
beginning of a quarter. Many potential applicants would not know
that they would lose payments by not filing when they were first
eligible, and in addition, there would be many reasons why an appli-
cation could not be flied as soon, as the need arose—e.g. the only
adult member of the family could be ill, or unaware of possible help,
with the result that he would fail to file as early in the calendar
quarter as he should.
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Your committee has concluded that, in some cases, in order to
prevent inequity it would not be appropriate to count as income for a
quarter all income received in that quarter, a part of which should
properly be distributed to prior or subsequent quarters. For example
a self-employed farmer often receives the bulk of his income in the fall
when his crops are sold, and little or no income during the rest of the
year. If such a person's income were counted in the quarter in which
it is received, he could get no payments for that quarter. Conversely,
the amount of income received in a single quarter might be sufficient to
disqualify a family for any payments during the year. Your committee's
bill provides, therefore, that, in determining eligibility and payment
amounts, the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare may allocate
income received in a given quarter to prior or subsequent quarters In
the case of self-employment income, your committee expects that the
Secretary would ordinarily allocate the annual income evenly to each
of the four quarters of the year, unless the nture and circumstances of
the self-employment income were such as to make this allocation in-
appropriate. Payment amounts would be determined as though in-
come were earned in the quarter to which the income is assigned.

(4) Special limits on gross income.—Your committee believes that
the net earnings from farming and certain other businesses require
special treatment. People in such businesses may have substantial
gross incomes during a year but net earnings small enough to qualify
themselves and their families for payments under the family assistance
plan. The net earnings of a family whose income is derived from a busi-ness can fluctuate considerably from year to year. The net earnings
may be high in one year and very low the next year. One reason forthis is that a businessman has considerable control over the amountof hs net earnings; he may choose the time to incur a number of busi-
ness expenses in order to increase or decrease his net earnings in any
given year.

Also the amount of net earnings depends to a large extent on business
expenses, which are deductible for income tax purposes. Depreciation
allowances and other income tax deductions, for example, reduce the
net earnings of a businessman without actually reducing his spendable
income.

In the opinion of your committee it would be inappropriate to permit
people who have a large gross income to get family assistance pay-
ments when they have a substantial cash flow from which they live in
moderate or better-than-moderate circumstances. For this reason,
your committee's bill permits the Secretary of Health, Education, andWelfare to consider ineligible a family that has substantial gross
income from a trade or business.
b. Income

(1) Meaning of income.—
Earned income is defined as remuneration from employment and

net earnings from self-employment. Earned income from employmentexcludes certain items that are also excluded from covered wages
under old-age, survivors, and disability insurance.

Net earnings from self-employment are defined in the bill by refer-
ence to the present definition applicable to old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance, with the exception of certain provisions of the
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance definition which your
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committee believes inappropriate for the family assistance plan, such
as the special provision under which a farmer's net income may be
presumed to be a given percent of his gross income.

Under your committee's bill, certain items are specifically included
in unearned income in order to avoid the necessity of deciding close
questions as to whether they are to be treated as earned or unearned.
Thus, annuities (which frequently result from past earnings) are
counted as unearned income, as are prizes and the proceeds of life
insurance.

(2) Exclusions from income.—
(a) Student income.—Your committee's bill would provide, subject

to limitations prescribed by the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare, for exclusion of the earned income of a child who is regularly
attending school. Existing law, in addition to excluding the earned
income of a child who is a full-time student, also excludes the earned
income of a part-time student with a less than full-time job.

Your committee continues to believe that special treatment of earn-
mgs of students is warranted so that these earnings may help to finance
school attendance and offer tangible rewards' that encourage work
habits. The purpose of authorizing the Secretary to prescribe limita-
tions on. the earned income of a student that may be excluded is to
make allowance for the fact that a few students may have exceptionally
large earned incomes, at least some of which should go to reduce the
family benefit.

(b) Irregular income of $30 or less a quarter.—In determining income
under the family assistance plan, the Secretary is authorized to exclude
unearned income of $30 or less a quarter and in addition earned income
of $30 or less a quarter, provided that such earned and unearned in-
come is received infrequently or irregularly. Your committee believes
that the provision for exempting such income would facilitate ad-
ministration since it would be possible to ignore very small amounts
of income irregularly or infrequently received. A small cash gift, for
example, could be excluded. Similarly, earnings within the $30 quar-
terly limits from occasional work, such as babysitting, performed on
an irregular or infrequent basis, could be excluded.

(c) Child care expenses.—Your committee's bill would provide for
the excluaion of an amount of earned income of a family equal to all
or part (according to a schedule prescribed by the Secretary) of the
cost of child care which was necessary for securing or continuing
manpower training, vocational rehabilitation, or employment. Your
committee believes that, since child care is frequently costly, failure
to exclude the cost of this care from income in determining the amount
of the family assistance payment might well create a disincentive,
if not a total barrier, to employment on the part of some mothers.
Under other provisions in the bill the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare is required to assure that child care is available for
mothers who are in training.

(d) Fir8t $720 of earnings a year plus one-half of the remainder.—
Under present AFDC programs, a State is required to disregard
student income, necessary expenses of employment, and the first $30
a month of the total of the family's earned income plus one-third of
the remainder of such income. (In addition, a State may, but is not
required to, disregard not more than $5 per month of additional
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income.) Your committee's bill provides for removing the present
provisions and provides instead for exempting the first $720 per year
(or proportionately smaller amounts for shorter periods) of earned
income of the family in determining the amount of the family assist-
ance payment. This exclusion is intended to take account of work-
related expenses and to avoid any disincentive to employment that
such expenses—for example, the cost of transportation, lunches, and
employment taxes—might otherwise create. The bill would also
exclude one-half of the family's earned income above the exempt
amount. (As indicated above the earned income of a student would
generally be excluded entirely). Your committee believes that this
treatment of earned income would set a uniform standard and provide
a strong incentive both to take employment or to increase employment
activity.

(e) Other aid based on need.—Your committee's bill would provide
that food stamps and other assistance (not including veterans' pen-
sions) provided on a basis of need by a public or private agency would
have no effect on the amount of the family assistance payment. Your
committee believes that any other policy would tend to have a circular
effect and would render the food stamps or other assistance largely
meaningless. (See p. 30 for further discussion of the correlation of
family assistance payments and food stamps.) Veterans' pensions
based on a test of income, though, would be included in determining
a family's income under the family assistance plan. Your committee
believes that it is preferable to keep the long-established veterans'
pension program intact by requiring that family assistance benefits
be reduced dollar for dollar by the amount of any veterans' pension
received by a family member.

(f) Training allowances.—The bill would exclude from income the
allowances provided by the Secretary of Labor to individuals under-
going traimng. If the family assistance benefits were reduced on
account of receipt of these allowances, their purpose, which is to
provide an incentive for training, would be largely nullified. Training
incentive allowances for individuals undergoing vocational rehabili-
tation are intended to be excluded.

(g) Scholarships and fellowships.—The bill would exclude from
consideration as income any portion of a scholarship or fellowship
received for use in paying the costs of tuition and fees at any educa-
tional institution. Any portion of such payments which are used for
general living expenses, however, would be included as unearned
income. Your committee believes that if the portions of any scholar-
ship or fellowship which are earmarked for costs to the educational
institution were treated as family income, the objective of the scholar-
ship or grant might well be defeated.

(h) Hcme prod'uce.—The bill would provide for the exclusion of
home produce of a family used by the household for its own consump-
tion. This provision is necessary to avoid the administrative difficulties
in evaluating the value of such home produce, and is consistent with
the results of studies which indicate that there is generally very little

net financial gain from home produce consumed at home.
c. Resources

(1) Exclusions from resources.—Under present law there is a wide
variation in the manner in which resources, such as a person's home,
are treated by the State public assistance programs. Many States
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exclude the home as a resource while others consider the home only
if its value exceeds a specified amount. Household goods, and personal
effects are generally excluded under present programs. Your com-
mittee believes tht a family's home, household goods, and personal
property, as well as other property which is essential to a family's
means of self-support, should not be considered resources and the bill
so provides. Since one of the purposes of the bill is to help families take
their place as productive members of society, it seems appropriate to
remove disincentives to homeownership and to the accumulation of
other reasonable personal effects. The exclusion of resources essential
to a family's means of self-support, such as an automobile needed for
purposes of employment, the tools of a tradesman, or the machinery
of a farmer, is, of course, also important from the standpoint of the
objective of strengthening the family's capacity for self-support.

(2) Disposition of resources.—Under the bill, other types of prop-
erty would be subject to a $1,500 limitation. Families with resources
which are readily negotiable, such as stocks or bonds, can generally
dispose of such resources and should be expected to dispose of re-
sources above the $1,500 limitation before they are considered eligible
for family assistance payments. Proceeds from the disposal of such
resources would, of course, be expected to be used by the family
for their support and would be counted as cash income, which would
be considered in determining the family eligibility for assistance and
the payment amount. The disposal of certain other types of assets,
such as buildings or land, would often require some time. Your
committee's bill, therefore, would authorize the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare to prescribe time limits governing the dis-
position of various kinds of property and to make conditional family
assistance payments during the time allotted for the disposal of the
property in question. Income received from the disposition of resources
would be expected to be used to support the family and would be
considered to have been received during the period when the family
was receiving conditional family assistance payments, and the family
would be obliged to repay overpayments made to it subject to the
conditions set forth in the provisions of the bill governing overpay-
ments.
d. Meaning of family and child

(1) Composition of family.—Numerous witnesses who appeared
before your committee expressed their deep concern over the effects
of the present AFDC program and stated that it is characterized by
incentives to family breakup and by the inequitable exclusion from
assistance of poor families in which the father is employed.

The definition of family in the bill would eliminate the eligibility re-
quirements in existing law under which families with children are eligi-
ble for assistance only if the child rs living with designated relatives and
is dependent by reason of the death, continued absence, or incapacity
of a parent or, on an optional basis with the States, the unemploy-
ment of a father. Under the bill, a father could remain with his
family, and even if he were employed, he and his family could be
eligible for benefits under the family assistance plan if the other
eligibility conditions are met.

As indicated by the term "family assistance," the new program
would be based upon the existence of a family unit. The presence of a
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child in the household would be the key to eligibility. When a family
meets the income and resources tests, payments under the plan would
be made for all members who were related by blood, marriage, or adop-
tion, as long as they were living in the same residence and as long as at
least one family member was under age 18, or under 21 if regularly
attending school.

The bill would require that at least one child not be married to
another family, member and also that this same child be in the care
of or dependent upon another family member in order to qualify the
family for benefits. This would avoid making l)aYmeflts to a family
consisting only of a husband and wife where the wife is under age 18
or a student. It would also avoid paynent of benefits in situations
where, for example, two brothers were living together and attending
college on scholarships with neither being dependent upon nor sup-
ported by the other.

Although generally family members must be living in the same place
of residence in order to qualify as a family for benefit purposes, the
bill provides that a parent of a child living in the family residence, or
the spouse of such a parent, who is temporarily away from home for
the purpose of engaging in or seeking employment (including military
service) or self-employment, would nevertheless be considered to be
living in the home where such child resides. Your committee believes
that it is clearly reasonable to consider such an individual as a family
member and to consider any income he may have as income to the
family.

If such a provision were not included, temporary absence from the
home could disqualify the parent as a family member, with the result
that the absent individual's income would not automatically be con-
sidered income to the family. Moreover, if the absent parent were the
only parent in the family, a child who is temporarily left with a non-
relative by this parent while he is 'away working or seeking work would
be ineligible for benefits until the parent returned.

(2) Definition of chjld.—The bill defines a child as an individual
who is under age 18 or under age 21 and a full-time student. There is
no substantive difference between this definition and the definition in
existing law.

(3) Determination of family relationsliips.—Your committee's bill
follows the most usual approach of programs that make payments
based on relationship—namely, basing determinations of relationship
on State law. Under public assistance, each State, of course, applies its
own laws bearing on the determination of relationships. Determina-
tions of relationships under the social security program and the vet-
erans' programs also are based on applicable State laws (those gov-
erning marriage and adoption as well as State intestacy laws). Under
your committee's bill, the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
would have the authority to determine which State's law would be
governing in particular cases and the Secretary could decide whether
the law of the State in which the child was born or the law of the State
in which the parents were married was to be used in determining
whether a child was the child of another family member. The Secretary
would also have the 'authority to determine, for example, which of
two laws of the same State would be most appropriate in determining
the relationships in a particular family.
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(4) Income and resonrees of noncontributing adult.—Your commit-
tee's bill would exclude from consideration, in determining eligibility
for, and the amount of, benefits under the family assistance plan
the mcome and resources of any individual which are not available
to the rest of the family. An individual whose income and resources
are not so available would not be considered a family member and the
benefit amount payable to the family would be computed without
countmg him. However, this rule would not apply to parents (or their
spouses) since their income and resources should ordinarily be available
to the family and since the exclusion of their income or resources
might easily lead to abuses of the system.

(5) Recipients of aid to the aged, blind, and disabled.—Your com-
mittee's bill continues the usual rule against payment of benefits under
more than one of the Federal-State public assistance plans by excluding
from benefits under the family assistance plan any individual who
elects to receive aid under the title XVI plan (assistance for needy
adults). (A similar prohibition in title XVI against duplication is
continued from existing law.)
e. Payments and procedures

Under your committee's bill, payment would be made to one or
more members of a qualified family, or to another interested person,
at such times and in such installments as the Secretary determines.
Appropriate adjustments in future payments, or recovery from or
payment to the family, would be made to rectify overpayments and
underpayments.

The Secretary would reseribe 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
affecting eligibility or the amount of benefits. When reports by bene-
ficiaries are delayed too long or are too inaccurate, part or all of the
resulting benefit payments could be treated as recoverable overpay-
monts.

(1) Payment of benefits.—It is. the intent of your committee that
payments would ordinarily be made (after determination of eligibility
and registration for manpower training, services, and employment) on
a monthly basis to the head of the family. To take account of diverse
f:mily situations and to facilitate administration, however, a provi-
sin in the bill would allow the Secretary to make payments to other
members of the family or to other interested persons, and also to make
payments at such times and in such installments (e.g., semimonthly,
quarterly, semiannually, or annually) as might be indicated by the
circumstances. For examIe, a quarterly payment could be made to
facilitate administration in situations where the family would, be-
cause of earnings, be eligible for only a small monthly payment.

To further facilitate administration, your committee's bill would
permit establishment of ranges of income—that is, permit use of
income brackets—within which a single benefit amount would apply.

(2) Overpayments and underpayments.—Your committee's bill would
permit adjustments on account of overpayments or underpayments
to be made by adjusting future benefits of the family or by recovery
from any family member. The bill, however, would preclude re-
covery of overpayments where the family is without fault and re-
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covery would either defeat the purpose of the family assistance plan or
be against equity and good conscience or (because of the small amount
involved) impede efficient or effective administration.

Your committee believes that, generally, determinations of "with-
out, fault" would be made on an individual basis, and in determining
whether an individual is without fault, the Secretary could be expected
to consider an individual's age, education, and physical and mental
condition. An individual would not be found to be without fault
if an incorrect payment which was made to him or on his behalf
resulted from his statement which he knew or should have known to
be incorrect or from his failure to furnish information which he knew
or should have known to be material, or from his acceptance of pay-
ment which he either knew or could have been expected to know was
incorrect.

(3) Hearings and review.—Your committee's bill requires that there
be notice and opportunity for hearings to any individual who disagrees
with any determination with respect to eligibility for payments, the
number of members of the family, or the amount of the payments.
The individual would have to request the hearing within 30 days.
Decisions would be rendered within 90 days following a properly
submitted request, and although families already receiving assistance
payments would continue to do so while their hearing is pending, such
payments would be considered overpayments if the Secretary's initial
determination were sustained. Final determination of the Secretary
would be subject to judicial review in Federal district court; however,
determinations as to the facts which the Secretary makes after a hear-
ing provided by him would not be subject to review by the court.

(4) Applications and furnishing of information by families.—To
enable the Secretary to obtain the information needed to determine
eligibility or payment amount, your committee's bill would authorize
the Secretary to require that individuals file applications, furnish
evidence, and report events and changes that might affect eligibility
or payment amounts. Since it would be necessary, to a substantial
extent, to rely on information supplied by recipients, it seems im-
portant to your committee to encourage accurate and prompt re-
porting. Therefore, your committee's bill would authorize the Secretary
to prescribe those situations where failure to report or the ffling of
delayed or inaccurate reports would result in the treatment of pay-
ments to the family as overpayments and subject to full recovery, it
is the committee's intention that the Secretary provide for tight ad-
ministration of the processing of claims under the program and that
to the extent feasible methods adopted be as detailed and effective
as those that have been utilized to substantiate applications under the
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance program.

(5) Furniehing of information, by other agencies.—In determining
eligibility and the amount of payments under your committee's
bill, the Secretary would verify the information on income and other
information given by the claimant. Several Federal agencies have
information that may be useful for this purpose. Information on
certain benefits and payments could be obtained from the Social
Security Administration and from other Federal agencies such as the
Railroad Retirement Board and the Veterans' Administration. The
Social Security Administration has direct access to information about
earnings from employment and self-employment covered by social

H. Rpt. 91—904 O—4
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security. If a recipient has income other than from earnings covered
by social security, information from another source would be required
in oider to verify information given by the claimant. The Treasury
Department would be able to furnish data from income tax returns.
Your committee's bill would require the head of any Federal agency
to provide information needed, by the Secretary to verify information
affectmg eligibility or payment amount.
f. Registration and referral of family members for manpower services,

training, and employment
Your committee believes that registration for work and training is

a very essential part of the family assistance plan. While the present
AFDC program contains a registration requirement, it has been
implemented as was intended. This requirement is strengthened in the
committee bill.

Present law has a general requirement that State welfare agencies
refer those persons for registration whom they deem "appropriate,"
with several categories of persons specifically excluded. State agencies
have taken varying attitudes toward who is appropriate for referral,
with some taking an extremely restrictive approach and thus crippling
the training effort.

Under the bill reported by yoUr committee, the word "appropriate"
is removed from the law, and only clearly specified groups are exempt
from registration. This will strengthen the work requirement and at
the same time provide for nationally uniform admimstration insuring
that all persons appropriate for training and employment programs
will be seen by the employment service offices.

Your committee believes that in the administration of the registra-
tion provisions, there should be enough flexibility to assure the efficient
operation of the training and employment provisions of the bill. This
means that short forms could be used for the initial registration. Em-
ployment service representatives should be stationed in the offices
administering family assistance benefits to insure prompt registra-
tion at the time of application for payments.

It is the intention of the committee that employability plans be
developed for registered recipients as piomptly as possible. However,
in order to assure orderly and effective admmistration of the man-
power programs, the bill authorizes the Secretary of Labor to establish
priorities for developing employability plans.

The committee recognizes that in the development of employabiit
plans, there are factors over which the Secretary has no control, suc
as the condition of the labor market. In setting priorities for developing
employability plans, the Secretary will need to take these factors into
account, in addition to such considerations as family status and per-
sonal characteristics of the individual. Mothers who volunteer will be
given the same consideration for participation as those who are
referred on a mandatory basis.

Your committee specifically deleted a provision of the administra-
tion bill exempting the working poor from registering with the em-
ploynient service. Requiring the working poor to register will provide
assurance that every able-bodied individual in family assistance fami-
lies will be registered for employment, except mothers with preschool
children or persons who must care for a disabled individual in the
home. In addition, registration will aid the employment service in
assisting the working poor in upgrading their skills and income.
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An individual required to register and who does not do so would
not be counted as a member of the family for purposes of determining
the amount of benefits, but any income that he has would be counted
as a part of the family's income. An individual refusing to register
would not be paid any part of the family assistance payment; the
Secretary could, if he deemed it appropriate, pay the family's benefits
to a person who is not a member of the family, but who is interested in,
or concerned with, its welfare. These provisions closely follow those
in present law.

Exclusions from the requirement to register would be made in the
case of individuals who are so ill, incapacitated or of advanced age
that they are unable to engage in gainful employment. The Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare could by regulation prescribe
when the age of a particular person, taking into account the person's
health, education, and former training and any other pertiinent
conditions, was so advanced as to make registration unnecessary. In
the case of any individual who is not required to register because of
incapacity, provision is made for referral to the vocational rehabilita-
tion agency so that rehabilitation for employment can be initiated.
All existing rehabilitation services available should be applied in
order to enhance the individual's capacity for self-support. The
primary objective of rehabilitation services should be economic
self-sufficiency through gainful employment. The vocational rehabili-
tation agency will make initial determinations of incapacity which
precludes the individual from gainful employment, in a manner
similar to that followed under present law by the Social Security
Administration where the vocational rehabilitation agency makes
initial disability determinations under the social security law. Subse-
quent review of the individual's incapacity and continuing need for
vocational rehabilitation services would be made as necessary by the
State agency, or, in the case of an individual who is not totally and
permanently disabled, at least once each quarter.

Your committee believes that the effectiveness of the training and
employment programs in the bill will be materially enhanced by the
provisions requiring that persons not referred to the Department of
Labor because of incapacity be referred to the vocational rehabilitation
program. This program has demonstrated that large numbers of
persons with vocational handicaps can, with medical áare, counseling,
and training around their handicaps, be made wholly or largely eco-
nomically independent. The requirements for referral are the same
as for persons being sent directly to manpower agencies. Undoubtedly
some of the individuals initially sent to manpower agencies will be
found to need vocational rehabilitation services before other training
and placement can be effective. Such referrals can and should be made
under the authority in the bill. Penalties equal to those for failure to
participate in other manpower programs are appropriate and the bill
so provides.

Your committee's bill would also exclude from mandatory registra-
tion children who are under age 16 or under age 21 and regular stu-
dents. The administration's bill would only have required the registra-
tion of individuals over age 18. However, your committee believes that
the training aspects of the family assistance program could be of great
use in preparing youths age 16 and 17 not attending school for employ-
ment.
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A mother of a child under the age of 6 who is actually caring for the
child is not required to register. As a practical matter, the committee
expects a large percentage of these mothers to voluntarily register for
emp1oyment and take advantage of child-care provisions and training
mcentives and opportunities. That has been the experience under the
present WIN program.

An additional exclusion is provided for the mother or other female
caretaker of a child if there is an adult male related to the child in the
home who is required to register and does so register. These mothers
will also be entitled to voluntarily register for training and employ-
ment. If the father in this situation refuses to register, the mother
would have to register.

A person whose presence in the home is required on a substantially
contmuous basis in order to care for an ill or incapacitated member
of the household would not be required to register. This type of
illness or incapacity would likely be more severe than the types
discussed above, since a regular caretaker would have to be found
necessary.

The Secretary is required to furnish child care services for so long as
he determines appropriate when the individuals, after having been
required to register, are participating in manpower services, training,
or employment. No mother would be required to undertake training or
employment without the assurance of adequate and necessary child
care.
g. Denial of benefis in case of refusal of manpower 8en'iCes, training,

or employment
Since the intent of your committee's bill is to insure that individuals

have every opportunity to increase their capacity for selfsupport,
provision has been made in the bill to insure that individuals who
register actually participate in suitable manpower services, training,
or employment. Your committee is proposing that a member of a
family who, after registration and without good cause, refuses to par-
ticipate or continue to participate in suitable manpower services,
training, or employment would, after notice and opportunity for hear-
ing, not be considered a family member for purposes of determining
the family's benefit amount, except that his income would be counted.
Good cause is determined by examining how a reasonable individual
would act in the same circumstances. Thus, for example, employment
or training opportunities could be refused if the individual were ill, or
had an allergic reaction to materials with which he would be working
in the course of employment or training. A woman might refuse such
opportunities if the position offered were in a danerous locality and
at late hours. Similarly, a mother could refuse training or employment
if adequate child care were not available.

In establishing standards of "suitability", your committee has
relied heavily on the definition long in use under the State unemploy-
ment insurance laws, with modifications appropriate to the client
group to be served.

The bill provides that in no event may employment be considered
suitable if the position offered is vacant due directly to a strike, lock-
out or other labor dispute (including an organizational dispute);
if tue wages, hours, or other terms or conditions of employment are
contrary to or less than those prescribed by Federal, State, or local
law or are substantially less favorable to the individual than those
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prevailing for similar work in the locality; or if, as a condition of being
employed, the individual would be required to join a company union
or to resign from or refrain from joining any bona fide labor organiza-
tion. It is your committee's intent that registrants should not be
referred to positions where any of these conditions exist. These
protections for the individual are based On similar provisions in the
Federal Unemployment Tax Act. The suitable work provision operates
both to protect the individual from unreasonable work requirements,
and to assure that employment is required.

In those cases where exclusion from the family of such an individual
would make a child ineligible for payments as in a two-member family,
your committee's bill requires that such an individual should be con-
sidered a member of the family for eligibility but not for payment
purposes. Furthermore, the bill requires that benefits for the other
family members not be paid to the individual who refuses manpower
services, training, or employment, but rather to another family mem-
ber or to a person outside the family who is interested in, or concerned
with, the welfare of the family.

The provisions governing hearings by the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare are made applicable to hearings by the Secre-
tary of Labor in cases of refusal of manpower services, training, or em-
ployment. While it is a Federal responsibility to provide these hearings,
your committee contemplates that the Secretary of Labor will utilize
the expertise of the State employment security agencies in meeting
this responsibility. Your committee expects the Secretary of Labor to
contract with these agencies to furnish the required hearings, but your
committee wishes to make clear that the Secretary of Labor will bear
the responsibility to insure that hearings are held within the required
90 days.
h. Transfer of funds for on-the-job training programs

Under your committee's bill, the estimated amount of family assist-
ance benefits that would otherwise be paid to individuals participating
in public or private employer-compensated on-the-job training pro-
grams of the Secretary of Labor if they were not participating would
be made available to the Secretary of Labor to help pay the costs
of such programs. The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
and the Secretary of Labor shall provide by agreement the method
of estimating the family assistance benefits and making the transfer
of funds.

2. STATE SUPPLEMENTATION OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS

Your committee recognizes that the new family assistance benefits,
would generally not provide a level of support for families equal to
that now provided in many States for AFDO recipients. The bill re-
quires, therefore, that the benefits would be augmented by supplemen-
tary payments under State plans. The bill provides that each State
that was making AFDC payments higher than the new family assist-
ance benefit, would be required to maintain the levels of payments in
effect as of January 1, 1970, or, if lower, a level corresponding to the
poverty level as defined in the bill. The bill provides also for partial
Federal financing of State supplementary payments in order to support
the efforts of the States in making such payments. There would not be
any Federal financing of any State supplementary payments to the
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working poor, nor is there any requirement that the States supple-
ment payments to the working poor.

Your committee's bill would establish a formula for reimbursement
of administrative expenses which would provide mcentives for the
States to contract with the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare for Federal administration of both the family assistance plan and
the State supplementary programs. Your committee feels strongly
that needy people should not be shuttled from window to window or
aency to agency and that a single point of contact for recipients is
highly desirable if the committee's proposals are to be effective.
a. Payments to States for other welfare programs conditioned on &upple-

mentation
Your committee's bill would require that in order for a State to be

eligible to continue to receive Federal payments under part A of
title IV (services to needy families with children) and part B (child-
welfare servires)title V (maternal, child health, and crippled children's
services), title XVI (aid to the aged, blind, and disabled), and title
XIX (medical assistance), the State would have to agree to supplement
the family assistance benefits so that presentpa1yment levels (or, if
lower, the poverty level) would be maintained. This supplement would
be required for all families eligible for family assistance benefits
except those where both parents are present, neither is incapacitated;
and the father is not unemployed. Generally, this would mean that
the States would supplement family assistance benefits for all recip-
ients who could have been eligible under present law and—whether
or not the State previously covered them—families with an un-
employed parent. Since families headed by a father working full tune
are not assisted under present law, the States would not be required
to supplement the family assistance benefits of these families.
b. Eligibility for and amount of the supplementary payments

Your committee's bifi would provide that eligibility for, and the
amount of, the supplementary payments would be determined gen-
erally under the rules and regulations that apply to the family assist-
ance plan. Your committee believes that not only is this an important
step toward the establishment of needed nationwide uniform standards
for assistance, but a necessary one to facilitate Federal administration
of the program.

As stated previously the bill would require that the amount of State
supplementation be sufficient to assure payment levels at least as high
as those in effect in the State in January 1970, or the poverty level, if
lower. Thus in determining the State supplementary payment amounts,
the State standards of need and payment limitations in effect for Janu-
ary 1970 would be applied (or if lower, the poverty level) unless the
State wishes to apply a higher standard of need. If a State plan in effect
on January 1, 1970 provided for meeting less than 100 percent of its
needs standards or for considering less than 100 percent of its require-
ment in determining need, the Secretary would, by regulations pre-
scribe standards for insuring that the January 1970 payment levels
would be maintained.

The amount of the supplementary benefit of a family would be
reduced as under the family assistance plan, except that with respect
to earned income the State would be required to disregard (1) $720
of earned income per year plus (2) one-third of the earnings between
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$720 and twice the amount of the unreduced family assistant benefit
(2X$1,600 or $3,200 for a family of four), plus (3) one-fifth (or more,
if the Secretary so prescribes by regulation) of any remaining income.

For example, assume that a family of four has earned income of
$3,500 in a State which has a need standard of $3,000.

A step-by-step corn putation of the State supplementary payment

State standard in January 1970 $3, 000Treatment of family income:
Family earnings 3, 500
State to disregard—

Amount set by law —720

Remainder 2, 780
Less of remainder (up to $3,200) —927

Earnings chargeable 1, 853

Family assistance benefit 1, 600
Less 3/ Qf $2,780 ($3,500 of earnings less $720) —1,390

Family assistance benefit 210

Total income chargeable —2,063

State supplementary payment 937

Total income of family:
Earnings 3 500Family assistance payment 210State supplementary payment 937

Total 4 647
Your committee's bill would requii e that agreements with the State

for making supplementary payments would generally follow the lines
of those in existence under the present AFDO programs. Generally,
the plan must—

(1) Be in effect statewide;
(2) Designate a single State agency to carry out or supervise

the agreement in the State;
(3) Provide opportunity for a fair hearing;
(4) Provide proper and efficient methods of administration, as

well as for effective use of a paid subprofessional staff;
(5) Agree to make reports as required by the Secretary;
(6) Provide safeguards that restrict the disclosure of informa-

tion; and
(7) Provide that all individuals who wish to apply for pay-

ments shall have an opportunity to do so.
c. Paymeng.s to &ates

In order to assist the States in making supplementary payments the
bill provides that the Federal Government generally would pay a
State 30 percent of the amount expended by the State in making such
payments each fiscal year, not including any supplementary payments
made to the working poor. However, there would be no Federal pay-
ment for that part of the supplementary payment which exceeds the
difference between the applicable poverty level and the sum of the
family assistance payment and any income of the family no.t disre-
garded in computing the supplementary payments. An example of how
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the Federal payment to a State would be figured for a family of four
is as follows:
State standard $3, 000

Family income:
Family earnings 1, 000
State to disregard—

Amount set by law —720

Remainder 280
Less of remainder (up to $3,200) —93

Earnings chargeable 187

Family assistance benefit 1, 600
Less: of $280 ($1,000 of earnings, —$720) —140

Family assistance chargeable —1, 460

Total income chargeable —1, 647

State supplement 1, 353
Poverty level 3, 720
Less total income chargeable 1, 647

Difference 2, 073

Since the State supplementary payment ($1,353) does not exceed the
difference ($2,073) between the poverty level ($3,720) and the family
assistance benefit plus the earnings not disregardod ($1,647), the
Secretary would pay to the State $405.90 (30 percent of the State
supplementary payment of $1,353). This complete computation would
not actually be necessary in the case of any State which has a standard
below the poverty level. Your committee has been informed that only
one State has a standard above the poverty level at the present time.

The bill makes provision for annual redetermination of the poverty
level by the Secretary. The Secretary would, between July 1 and
September 30 of each year, promulgate the poverty level for variOus
sizes and types of famijy groups to be effective for the purpose of
setting the ceiling on Federal participation during the fiscal year
beginning on the July 1 following the year of promulgation.

For purposes of the promulgation, this base for determining the
level will be the 1969 poverty level for a family group as set fourth
below:
Family ize poverty level:

1 $1,920
2 2,460
3 2,940
4 3,720
5 4,440
6 4,980
7 or more 6, 120

Between July 1 and September 30 of each year beginning with
1970, the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare shall review
and increase, if necessary, the poverty level amounts for each size of
family group by the percentage increase in the Consumer Price Index
(published each month by the Bureau of Labor Statistics) for the sec-
ond calendar quarter of each such year over the Consumer Price Index
for 1969; such increases shall be effective 'with respect to Federal
matching for the year beginning July 1 of the next succeeding year.
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d. Failure by State to comply with agreement
Your committee's bill permits the Secretary of Health, Education,

and Welfare, after reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing,
to withhold all or such portion as he deems appropriate of the pay-
ments otherwise due a State under titles IV (parts A, B, and E),
V, XVI, and XIX if the Secretary finds that the State has failed to
comply with its agreement.

Your committee is concerned by information that has been broughtto its attention indicating that some States have not met effective
dates promptly for some requirements of the Social Security Amend-
ments of 1967 and that a few States have not met all of them even at
this late date. It expects the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare to take whatever steps may be necessary to assure full and
prompt compliance with the requirements of Federal law.

3. ADMINISTRATION

It is the intent o your committee that a new agency would be estab-
lished in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to admin-
ister the family assistance plan. The new agency would be responsible
for establishing and managing local family assistance plan offices and
would carry out other necessary functions with the exception of those
which it may find appropriate to contract with other ageacies to carry
out. The committee would expect that other agencies within the De-
partment, as well as other governmental agencies outside the Depart-
ment, would lend their support to the extent that doing so wouid be
consistent with the performance of the duties required to carry out
their own programs, to assist the new agency in carrying out the pro-
visions of the plan. For example, while the administration of the
family assistance plan would be completely separate and distinct from
the social insurance programs, the committee would expect that the
computer equipment and other capabilities of the Social Secur'ty Ad-
ministration would be utilized in the administration of the fam ly
assistance plan to the extent it is economical and efficient to do so,
taking into account the mission of the new agency. No part of the cost
)f rendering such service, however, would be chargeable to the Trust
Funds administered by the Social Security Administration.

Because the full development of administrative policies, procedures,
and methods to carry out the program will require considerable time,
and since the time permitted between enactment and effective date is
limited, the committee believes it would be desirable for the Depart-
ment to request an advance appropriation to cover tue costs of full-
scale administrative planning for implementing the program.
a. Agreements with States

Your committee's bill, as previously indicated, calls for State
supplementation of Federal family assistance payments. However,
your committee felt some concern lest such a dual program arrange-
ment lead to unnecessarily complicated and expensive dual adminis-
trative systems——a Federal system for part D benefits, and tatesystems for part E benefits. Therefore in addition to re9uiring
that State supplementary plans follow Federal uniform definitions of
eligibility and treatment of income, your committee has included
provisions to encourage unified administration of the family assistance
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plan and the State supplementary plans and it is the hope of the
committee that the States will take advantage of these provisions.
Under these provisions, the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare can enter into an agreement with any State under which the
Secretary can administer and make State supplementary benefit pay-
ments on behalf of the State. Conversely, the provisions permit
agreements between the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
anda State under which the State would administer and disburse the
family assistance benefits provided for under part D as well as the
State supplementary benefits.

If the Secretary entered into an agreement with a State to have
the Federal Government administer the State's supplementary pro-
gram, the Federal Government would then pay all administrative
costs for the family assistance program and all administrative costs for
the State's supplementary program, so that the State would realize
substantial savings in administrative costs through such an arrange-
ment. If a State chose to administer its own supplementary program,
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare would pay one-half of
the State's administrative costs for its supplementary program. If
the State agreed to administer the family assistance benefits provided
for under part D, the Federal Government would reimburse the State
for all of its administrative costs for part D and one-half the admims-
trative costs of the State's supplementary program.
6. Penalties for fraud

Your committee strongly believes that every person attempting by
unlawful means to obtain payments not due him under the plan,, or
otherwise violating any of the penal provisions of the Social Security
Act, would represent a threat to an effective program. The threat goes
beyond the potential drain on the funds appropriated for the program;
a more important consideration is the impact such violations might
have on public confidence in the integrity of the program. Under the
Federal-State assistance programs, a State is required to make pro-
visions for dealing with fraud committed by recipients. Federal regu-
lations require that a State define fraud in accordance with State
law, include criteria for identifying and investigating suspected fraud,
and provide for the referral of appropriate cases to law enforcement
officials. However, the procedures used in the States vary widely
as to fraud in welfare cases. The criminal statutes of some States
contain separate provisions for cases of welfare fraud; in other States,
welfare fraud is prosecuted under the laws governing theft or one of
any number of other crimes.

Your committee believes that for the family assistance plan the
penalties for fraud should be the same as those provided under the
social security program since the considerations that lead to provision
of such penalties under social security would be equally relevant to the
family assistance plan. These fraud provisions would apply only with
respect to the basic family assistance program and not to the State
supplementary programs.
c. Report, evaluation, research and demonstrations, and training and

technical assistance
Your committee is very concerned about the need to improve the

effectiveness of our national income maintenance programs. Accord-
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ingly, the bill would require a constant process of self-examination by
the administrators of the family assistance program and regular reports
to the Congress and the President. Evaluation by outside consultants
is also authorized.

Authorization would be given to the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare to conduct research and demonstration projects. Since
such experimentation may well involve approaches or other ideas
which have no specific sanction in existing statutes or regulations,
authority would also be provided for the Secretary to operate experi-
ments (limited in scope) without regard to the eligibility and payment-
amounts provisions of the plan. As in the case of evaluations, the
Secretary would be authorized to use contractors to conduct such
research and demonstration projects.

The bill would also authorize the Secretary to provide technical
assistance to States and to provide for such training of State personnel
as the Secretary deems appropriate to assist the States in improving
administration of assistance to people in need. Your committee
believes that the additional funds available to carry out these pro-
visions for evaluation activities, research and demonstrations, and tech-
nical assistance and training should be limited to no more than $20
mifiion per fiscal year and the bill so provides.
d. Obligation of deeerting parent

One of the major causes of instability among AFDC families is
parental desertion. To discourage abandonment of families, your
committee's bill provides that an individual who has deserted or
abandoned his spouse, child, or children shall owe a monetary obliga-
tion to the United States by the deserting parent equal to the total
amount of family assistance benefits, plus the Federal share of any
State supplementary payments, paid to the spouse or child during the
period of desertion or abandonment. The liability of a deserting parent
would be reduced by the amount of any payment he made to his
family during the period of desertion.

In those cases where a court has issued an order for the support
and maintenance of the deserted spouse or children, the obligations
of the deserting parent would be limited to the amount specified by
the court order.

To the extent these amounts are not collected directly from the
individual involved, the amount due the United States under these
provisions could be collected from any amounts otherwise due the
deserting parent by any officer or agency of the United States or under
any Federal program.

The terms desertion or abandonment are much broader than their
meaning under State law. Physica.l absence from the home and a
specific intention to desert need not be demonstrated, since a liability
is created to the extent that an individual's failure to use his income
and resources to support his spouse, child, or children, require that
family assistance payments (and supplementary payments where
applicable) be made to support them.

The individual applicant for family assistance benefits must, of
course, cooperate to the fullest extent possible in establishing eligi-
bility. In this connection, an individual applicant will be expected to
cooperate in every possible way in assisting the authorities to identify
and locate a desertmg parent.
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Your committee feels very strongly about these provisions and
expresses unequivocally its intent that all Federal and State enforce-
ment machinery should cooperate to the fullest extent possible in
implementing these provisions.

e. Treatment of family assistance benefits as income for food stamp
purposes

The bill provides that family assistance benefits shall be taken into
account in determining entitlement to, and the cost of, food stamps.

Your committee feels that there is some merit in providing assistance
to the needy both in the form of cash and in the form of food stamps.
Doing so helps to assure that the family will spend a certain portion
of its entire benefit for food. Your committee also feels that there is
merit in providing assistance entirely in cash. The latter approach
provides the recipient with more flexibility and is obviously more
attractive from the standpoint of administration since a cash program
is simpler to administer.

Your committee spent considerable time and effort attempting to
work out a modification of the family assistance plan that would
substitute additional cash payments for food stanps, but was unable
to devise a satisfactory amendment. One possible change in the bill, to
which the committee gave a great deal of attention, was that of com-
binmg the family assistance plan and the food stamp plan into a single,
mtegrated cash-benefit program. Your committee finds that a program
which provides all of its benefits in cash is substantially more expensive
than one in which a portion of benefits are provided in cash and a por-
tion in in-kind benefits, such as food stamps because the weighted
structure of the food stamp benefit is such that the rate of partici-
pation declines as family income increases. Relatively few families
are willing to tie up substantial portions of their cash in food stamps
merely to obtain a small amount of additional food purchasing power.
These same families would, of course, elect to take the value of their
food stamp benefit if it were provided in cash. Your committee also
notes that the food stamp plan provides a benefit to families who
would not be covered by the family assistance plan. It also recognizes
that present recipients now receiving payments larger than those
provided under the family assistance plan would lose the privilege
of purchasing food stamps without receiving a compensating amount
of cash.

Your committee notes that the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare and the Secretary of Agriculture have both stated that cash
assistance should eventually be substituted for food stamps in a way
that would leave the individual at least as well off in total benefits.
Your committee urges that the executive branch continue to explore
the possibility and potential implication of combining food assistance
programs and cash assistance programs into a single integrated sys-
tem which meets all the maintenance requirements of needy families.
Your committee feels very strongly that a solution to this problem
must be achieved and it is recommended that the Committee on
Ways and Means and the Committee on Agriculture jointly work
out legislation at the earliest opportunity that would provide for mte-
gration of the two programs under a unified administration.
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4. MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, EMPLOYMENT, AND CHILD CARE
PROGRAMS

Since the AFDC program i5 being repealed, the work incentive
program for AFDC recipients is replaced by a broadened, strengthened
program of manpower training and child care for recipients of the
new family assistance program.
a. Operation of training and employment program

Your committee over the years has believed that a mechanism has to
be developed which would make it possible for welfare recipients to
develop into citizens who play a significant role as workers in the
economy of the Nation. It is toward this end that your committee's
bifi includes provisions to train, prepare for employment, and
otherwise assist recipients of family assistance and State supple-
mentary payments in securing and retaining regular employment and
having the opportunity for advancement in employment. It was also
to this end that your committee first reported out legislation in 1962
which initiated the community work and training programs. These
programs—and the title V programs of the Economic Opportunity
Act which followed—were welfare agency administered work and train-
ing programs which often emphasized work at the expense of meaning-
ful training that would lead to the family leaving the public assistance
rolls. When Congress authorized the work incentive (WIN) program
in 1967, it was with the belief that the growing experience of the De-
partment of Labor and the State employment offices in providing
manpower training for the disadvantaged made it logical that they
administer the program.

This decision has been justified in many respects. One illustration
of this is the innovative development of the manpower "team" staffing
arrangement which makes available an assortment of specialists to the
enrollees (including "coaches" often of the same ethnic background)
as opposed to the more traditional approaches used in earlier man-
power programs.

Your committee has just completed a survey of WIN projects in
some 29 jurisdictions, and has heard the testimony of numerous WIN
administrators and experts in the field, including the organization—
the Auerbach Corporation—which has the prime contract for eval-
uation of the program. The performance of the WIN program to
date has been mixed. In many jurisdictions it has performed well—
the welfare agencies and the employment services cooperating in
such a manner that the program is running relatively smoothly and
with considerable promise of fulfilling the objectives outlined by
Congress. In other jurisdictions—including, unfortunately, some of
our largest metropolitan areas——the program has gotten off to a slow
start. Often these programs have been characterized by minimal
welfare and employment service cooperation and, in a few instances,
the hostility of one agency toward the other has been openly expressed.

Moreover, the problem of competing bureaucracies has not been
restricted to the State level. Secretary of Labor Shultz stated in his
testimony before the committee:

Unfortunately, our two Departments [Labor and Health,
Education, and Welfare] have not always worked together
as smoothly as they should. The study made by the Legis-
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lative Reference Service of the enactment of WIN establishes
tins fact. There have been gaps in communication, and a
history of competition for running the work training program.

The committee strongly supports Secretary Shultz's position that
Health, Education, and Welfare and Labor should work with the
maximum of coordination in the administration of family assistance.
This is essential to the effective operation of the proposed program.

This situation just outlined, coupled with a slowly developing
program of child care for WIN mothers, which will be discussed sub-
seq uently m this section, makes necessary, however, a number of
legislative changes in the training program.

(1) Uniform referral sy8tem.—The system of welfare agency deter-
mination of "appropriateness" of recipients for participation in the
program and the resulting wide disparity in referral policy between
the States are eliminated by the bill. Specific definition of thepersons
who are expected to register with the employment service office will
ehmmate the situation where, according to Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare statistics, over 96 percent of the welfare
recipients assessed for WIN participation in West Virginia were re-
ferred, while less than 7 percent of those assessed were referred m
New York. Under the system proposed by the committee bill, welfare
administrators and workers will not be able to substitute their own
ideas of who should be trained for work for the national policy laid
down by Congress. As a result, administrators of the manpower
programs should, in all areas, have an adequate supply of candidates
for their manpower training slots.

(2) Supportive services and training expefl8e8.—Lack of necessry
health and other supportive services has been particularly damaging
to the effective operation of the WIN program in a number of States.
The lack of medical examinations, the lack of ability to remedy ninor
health problems, and the lack of counseling services which might
solve serious family problems all lead to unnecessary and wasteful
terminations of participation in training or employment. Some States
have established units in their welfare agencies which have worked
effectively in getting welfare recipients into the program and in work-
ing with the manpower team in keeping them in training and on the
job when they do enter employment. Under an amendment added by
the committee, the bill would require, under threat of loss of Federal
matching, that welfare agencies provide those supportive services
which the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare determines to
to be necessary to support the work and training aspects of the
program. The bill enphasizes the importance of such services by
providing 90-percent Federal matching as opposed to the 75-percent
matching for other social services which are not connected with the
training program. Under the bill a State must have an agreement
with the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare under which
it must provide health, vocational rehabilitation,, counseling, social
and other supporting services for persons who undertake or continue
manpower training or employment.

Your committee wishes to emphasize its intention that employment
service-type activities in the welfare agencies should not be financed
through the existing regular social service provision, or through the
suporting services provision which was added by your committee's
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Another related problem of existing law has been reimbursement
for training expenses which must come from the welfare side of the
program. This has often resulted in delayed payments, multiple checks,
and general inconvenience to the trainee which have had an adverse
effect on his attitude toward the program. Under your committee's
bill, the employment service could reimburse the trainee for necessary
expenses directly related to his participation in training, such as
transportation, lunches, special clothes, and supplies needed for the
training.

(3) Comprehensive manpower services.—The 1967 WIN legislation
authorized a comprehensive array of manpower and employment
services. Your committee's bill is equally comprehensive as to the
services made available and gives sufficient authority to the Depart-
ment of Labor and the State employment service offices so that they
may develop individual employment plans to meet the needs of
individuals who have serious vocational, social, and educational
handicaps. The committee bill will also assure access to services and
opportunities available under existing manpower programs such as
MDTA, CEP, JOBS, and other training programs of nationwide
applicability. Such services and opportunities would include counsel-
ing, testing, work experience, institutional and on-the-job training,
upgrading, program orientation, job development, coaching, job
placement, and followup services required to assist in securing and
retaining employment and opportunities for advancement. It is not
intended by your committee that these programs should provide
assistance which would be supportive of firms or industries which
have high rates of turnover of labor because of low wages, seasonahty
or other factors.

(a) On-the-job training.—Your committee has been disappointed
in the implementation of a number of the components of the existing
program. On-the-job training opportunities under the WIN program—
which currently are running at about 500 slots—have not been
commensurate with the importance that the Congress has placed on
this type of training. Spokesmen of the Department of Labor before
the committee indicated that they have the administrative authority
to deal with some of those elements which have impeded the develop-
ment of OJT, such as voluminous small-print contracts which frighten
small employers away from the program. The committee expects the
Labor Department and the State employment services to devote
special attention to the goal of making OJT a meaningful part of the
prçgram.

To make certain that such training is adequately financed, your
committee's bill includes a special provision to provide funds for
OJT. As stated previously, the estimated amount of family assistance
benefits that would otherwise be paid to individuals participating in
public or private employer-compensated OJT programs of the Secre-
tary of Labor if they were not participating, would be made available
to the Secretary of Labor to pay the costs of such programs.

It is not the intention of the committee, however, that the above
provision will replace the regular authorized appropriations for OJT
under this program, but will add to the overall effort.

(b) Special work projects.—The committee is also distressed that
the special work project provision in WIN has only been implemented
in a meaningful way in one State, despite the fact that the law re-
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quired their implementation in all States. The bill renews and empha-
sizes the special work projects and eliminates the complex financing
arrangements which the Department of Labor declares has inhibited
their growth. Your committee fully expects wide implementation of
special work projects. Your committee also believes that these pro-
jects may be of critical importance to the training and placement
of welfare recipients if employiient rates fall below existing levels.

The bill provides authority for special work projects which meet
real public needs and which are conducted through grants and con-
tracts with public or nonprofit private agencies or organizations. The
employment records of participants in these projects shall be reviewed
at least every 6 months for the purpose of determining whether it
would be feasible to place such individuals in regular employment or
in other kinds of training. The projects themselves should be selected
for as much training value as possible so that they will improve the
employability of the participants. It is not the intention of the com-
mittee that such projects be used for permanently subsidized employ-
ment, and measures should be taken to move participants into regular
jobs.

The bifi retains certain safeguards in present law with respect to
special work projects. No wage rates provided under any special work
project would be lower than the applicable minimum wage for the
particular work concerned. In addition, appropriate workmen's
compensation protections, and standards for the health, safety, and
other conditions applicable to the performance of work and training
would be established and maintained. Conditions of work, training, edu-
cation, and employment should be reasonable in light of such factors
as the type of work, geographical region, and proficiency of the
participant.

(c) Beloc&ion a8sistance.—Authority for relocation assistance is
provided under the bill in situations where an individual volunteers to
move from an area where the prospects for employment are poor to one
that has a shortage of workers. Such assistance would be provided only
when there is assurance, by the employment service office in the area
to which the individual would be moved, that an actual full-time,
full-year job is available. Further, such jobs must lead to wages
sucient to remove the family bein assisted in the relocation from
the family assistance rolls. The committee believes that such assistance
should not be provided in the case of seasonal employment.
b. Allowances for individiwl.s un&rgoing training

In some instances training incentive allowances have been unfair
to WIN participants in that a person enrolled in a manpower deve1p-
ment and trainmg (MDTA) class might be sitting beside an MDI A
enrollee who was receiving a substantially higher allowance. Your
committee's bill would continue the WIN allowance of $30 per month
for each individtial who is a member of a family and is participating
in manpower training, but if his allowance under the MDTA program
would be more than $30 higher than family assistance payments (plus
the State supplement), the mcentive allowance to the family assistance
trainee would be the difference between the two allowances.

Under the Manpower Development and Training Act, the basic
allowance is computed on the basis of the average weekly gross un-
employment compensation payment (including allowances for do-
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pendents) for a week of total unemployment in the State making such
payments during the most recent four-calendar-quarter period for
which such data are available. This amount may be increased by up to
$10, and in addition $5 a week for each dependent over two up to a
maximum of four additional dependents. There are special provisions
to deal with the situation in which an individual's unemployment com-
pensation benefits would exceed his training allowance.

Thus, in most cases the financial incentive to take traming 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 Train-
ing 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 be-
tween $188 and $255.

The bill would provide for smaller training allowances for recipients
in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam.
c. Utilization of other programs

Your committee's bill would provide that the Secretary of Labor,
in providing manpower training and employment services, would be
authorized to use other existing programs and all sectors of the
economy to the maximum extent feasible so that the establishment
of an integrated and comprehensive program would result. The Secre-
tary of Labor would be authorized to reimburse other public or private
agencies, where necessary, for services rendered to persons under
this part.
d. Appropriation and non-Federal 8hare

Your committee's bill would authorize appropriation of funds
sufficient to carry out the manpower provisions of the bill, including
payment of up to 90 percent of the cost of training and employment
and related supportive services for people registered under the family
assistance plan. If the non-Federal matching requirement of 10 percent
(which could be made in cash or in kind) was not met in any State,
a portion of its Federal share of medicaid and other welfare expendi-
tures would be withheld until the deficit was made up. The Secretary
of Labor would apportion appropriated funds equitably among the
States. In developing criteria for apportionment, the Secretary of
labor shall consider the number of registrations and other relevant
factors.

In addition to the training slots currently contemplated under the
existing WIN progrm, the Administration has stated that training
would be expanded to a total of 225,000 slots, including 75,000 for
upgrading the skills of the working poor, in the first full year of the
operation of the family assistance plan.

e. OliiM care Your committee has been disturbed because neces-
sary child care has not been available in many cases when it has been
needed to enable a parent to participate in training and employment
under the existing work incentive program. Lack of child care has, in
fact, been one of the major drawbacks in the functioning of the pro-
gram, as was shown by the committee's survey of WIN projects and
by the evaluation study of the Auerbach Corp.

Your committee believes that a major effort is needed to remove
lack of child care as a deterrent to traming and employment. It also
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recognizes that the availability of necessary child care is crucial to the
success of the family assistance plan. The child care• provisions,
therefore, are aimed at making available the appropriate kind of child
care needed by families who are covered by the Family Assistance Act.

Your committee's bill requires the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare, both directly (by contract or grant to public or private
agencies) and through a system of prime grantees, to provide child
care for individuals participating in training or employment under
the manpower program. The Secretary is authorized to make grants
for up to 100 percent of the costs of child care projects (including trans-
portation, and the alteration, remodeling and renovation of facilities)
to public or nonprofit private agencies which, in a particular geographic area
will assure that child care is provided to persons entitled to receive it
under the Family Assistance Act. The organization or agency to serve
as the prime grantee for a geographical area is to be designated by
the appropriate elected or appointed official or officials in that area.
The prime grantee will be required to demonstrate a capacity to work
effectively with the manpower agency. Where appropriate, group or
institutional care for children attending school would be provided
through local school systems arrangements with local educational
agencies. Child care programs provided under the act would be of
various kinds, providing for the kind of care needed in the light of
different circumstances and needs of the children to be served. The
Secretary is also authorized to charge a fee for part or all of the cost
of child care if a family has the ability to make a payment.

Your committee believes that the child care provisions of the
Family Assistance Act will help to overcome some of the obstacles
which have inhibited the development and provision of child care
services in the past. By providing for Federal initiative and responsi-
bility and full Federal funding, your committee is making it possible
for the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to move
expeditiously and quickly, without being required to wait for State
or local organizations and agencies to provide matching programs and
funding.

The committee also expects that the Department will use its grant
and contract authority to make certain that the organizations and
agencies involved will provide for a greater diversity in the kinds of
child care than that which is currently available. For example, school
age children could, in many cases, be most appropriately cared for in
the school when care is needed in out-of-school hours. Parents should
have the option, too, of using babysitters of their choice, if they do
not care to use, or do not have available, group child care facilities
which are appropriate for their children. The committee does not
expect that day care centers will be used in cases where other kinds of
care are more appropriate.

By requiring that the prime grantees demonstrate a capacity to
work effectively with the manpower agency, the committee believes
that a greater degree of coordination of manpower and child care serv-
ices can be achieved than has been the case in previous programs.

The committee bill wifi make it possible to use a wider variety of
child care resources than has been possible in the past. The Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare will be able to make grants and
contracts according to his determination of how family assistance recip-
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ients can be served most effectively. He will be able to utilize public
agencies, as well as private, nonprofit and profitmaking agencies and
organizations. Thus, both the public and private sectors will be used in
the provision of child care. The same authority will be available to
prime grantees in entering into agreements within their areas of
responsibility.

Your committee believes that well-designed child care programs,
in addition to benefiting parents by freeing them for work, can also be
of great benefit to the child and can help to break the cycle of poverty.
Child care for the preschool child should not be merely custodial
care, but should provide for child development, through the provision
of health, educational, and other necessary services.

However, your committee is also concerned that unreasonable
Federal, State, and local standards and licensing requirements have
interfered with the provision of essential child care services, and may
prove a barrier to the development and provision of the services
essential to the success of the family assistance plan. Therefore,
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare is requested to
furnish the committee by February 1, 1971, a report and recom-
mendations based on a thorough review, in cooperation with State
and local officials, of existing Federal standards as well as State and
local licensing requirements, in order to determine those requirements
which are essential both to protecting the child and assuring an
appropriate program for him.

Your committee's bill also authorizes funds for grants to, and con-
tracts with, any public or private agency or organization for part or
all of the costs for evaluation, research, training of personnel, technical
assistance or research or demonstration projects to determine more
effective methods of providing child care sei vices.

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has told the
committee that it intends to request budget authority of $386 million
for child care purposes for the first full year of operation of the child
care program. It estimates that it will provide services for 300,000
school age children at an estimated cost of $400 per child and for
150,000 preschool children at an estimated cost of $1,600 per child. A
total of $26 million would be designated for alteration, remodelin
and renovation of facilities and for staff training and research an
demonstration projects.

In order to assure that child care resources will be developed as
rapidly as possible, your committee has provided that the child care
provisions will be effective as soon as the bill is enacted into law.
f. Advance funding

(1) In order to give adequate notice of available funding, under
your committee's bill, appropriations for one year to pay the cost of
the program during the next year would be authorized.

(2) In ordei to make the transition to advance funding, initial
funding under your committee's bill would provide for the year of
enactment of this bill and for the next following year.
g. Evaluation and research: Reports to Congress

(1) Your committee's bill would provide for continuing evaluation
and research by the Secretaries of Labor and Health, Education, and
Welfare of the manpower training and employment programs provided
under this act, including their effectiveness in achieving stated goals
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and their impact on other related programs. The Secretary of Labor
may conduct research and demonstration projects to improve the
effectiveness of the manpower training and employment programs.
He may also conduct demonstrations of improved training techniques
for upgrading the skills of the working poor. The Secretary of Labor
may, for these purposes, contract for independent evaluations of and
research regarding such programs or individual projects under such
programs, and establish a data collection, processing, and retrieval
system.

Sums not to exceed $15 million would be authorized for such
research and evaluation in any, fiscal year.

(2) The bill would require an annual report to the Congress from
the Secretary of Labor on the programs for manpower raimng and
employment services. The committee believes that an information
and accounting system should be maintained so that the amount of
money expended and services rendered under this program may be
clearly distinguishable from those under other manpower programs.
The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare also is required to file
an annual report on the programs for child care and supportive
services.

5. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS RELATING TO ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY
FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN

Your committee's bill would eliminate the provisions of the present
AFDC proam that relate to cash payments for families with de-
pendent children, but would not substantially alter those provisions
of title IV which provide services for families, foster care for children
and emergency assistance. The requirement of the present AFDC
program that the State plan of aid and services to families with
children must be in effect in all political subdivisions of the State
would be modified, as it would apply only to services. The bill would
authorize the Secretary to permit certain exceptions to the "State-
wideness" requirement.

B. CHANGES IN THE PROGRAM FOR THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

1. AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

Your committee has a continuing deep concern for those of our
citizens who are in financial need because of old age or because of
blindness or other crippling disabilities. Your committee believes that
it is important at this time to revise the programs aiding these people
in order to improve the substance and operation of these programs.

2. GRANTS TO STATES FOB AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

Your committee's bill amends the existing title XVI of the Social
32curity Act and sets forth the revised title XVI in its entirety. The
existiflg title I (Old-age Assistance), title X (Aid to the Blind), and
title XIV (Aid to the Permanently Disabled) would be repealed.
Under the bill the new title represents the only federally aided public
assistance,program for needy aged, blind, or disabled individuals. In
addition, Federal definitions would be substituted for those of the
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individual States. The more uniform requirements are necessary to
facilitate Federal administration of the program. The changes in the
individual sections of title XVI are set forth below.
a. Appropriation.s

The section of your committee's bill which authorizes appropria-
tions for aid to the aged, blind, and disabled under State plans, is
amended to remove any reference to medical assistance, including
medical assistance for the aged. This is because existing provisions of
law preclude, as of January 1, 1970, Federal financial participation
in medical assistance provided under any of the public assistance
titles except title XIX (Medicaid).
b. State plans for financial assistance and services to the aged, blind, and

disabled
Your committee's bill retains most of the existing State plan re-

quirements relating to the programs of aid to the aged, blind and
disabled, and adds several new requirements. Among new require-
ments is a periodic evaluation of the State plan at least annually, and
an obligation on the part of the States to observe priorities and per-
formance standards set by the Secretary in the administration of the
State plan and in providing services thereunder.

The present prohibition against any age requirement of more than
65 years and against any citizenship requirement excluding U.S.
citizens have been retained. Also, the bill requires that payments
cannot be denied by a State, because of lack of citizenship, to an alien
who has been residing in the United States for 5 years.

Your committee's bill prohibits any residency requirements that
would exclude any resident of the State.
c. Determination of need

Your committee's great concern with the inadequacy and uneven-
ness of assistance payments now being made to people in need because
of old age, blindness, or disability, is reflected in the bill's provisions
governing determination of need. The bill requires the States' to pay
cash assistance in an amount which, when added to nonexcluded in-
come from other sources, guarantees income of at least $110 per month
per recipient. The bill would also require that the standard of need not
be lower than the standard applied on the date of enactment 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. (It is
recognized that some individuals in nursing homes and institutions
have a large l)art of their needs met under other programs and that any
dollar minimum should not apply to them.)

The bill would require the States to use the same definition of allow-
able resources as provided for in the family assistance plan (see page
3).

Your committee's bill would also provide that the States could not
impose any responsibility for a relative to support the individual;
except that a State could require that a spouse support the recipient
or that parents support a child who is under 21 or blind or severely
disabled.

Under existing law, a State may (at its option) disregard the first
$20 of earnings of an aged person and one-half of the next $60 per
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month. Your committee's bill changes the optional disregard povi-
sion to make it the same as that in the family assistance program—
the first $ôü per month pius on-ha1f o the renainder.

Your committee also believes that the earnings exemption for the
severely disabled should be liberalized and made mandatory on the
States and the bill so provides. The bill makes it consistent with that
which has been in effect for some years for the blind, i.e., a mandatory
exemption of $85 per month plus one-half of the remainder, together
with any additional amounts that are disregarded under an approved
plan of vocational rehabilitation. Your committee believes this change
will provide more meaningful encouragement for severely disabled
persons to accept rehabilitation services and employment within their
capacities and will assure equitable treatment as between blind
individuals and individuals with other forms of severe disability.

The bill would retain the present mandatory disregard of the ex-
emption of the first $85 of earnings per month in the case of the blind.
Also, as under present law, $7.50 in any income for the aged, blind, or
disabled, could be disregarded at the option of the States.
d. Payments to States for aid to the aged, blind, and disabled

Your committee's bill would establish the following new Federal
matching formula with respect to expenditures for aid to the aged,
blind, and disabled under State plans approved under the new title
XVI. With respect to such assistance, the Federal Government wouid
make the following Federal contribution: (1) 90 percent of the first
$65 of average payment, plus (2) 25 percent of the balance up to a
maximum set by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare.
e. Alternative provision for direct Federal payments to individuals

The bill contains new authority which would permit the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare to enter into agreements with any
State under whiôh the Secretary would make the payments directly to
the eligible individuals. Under such an agreement the Federal Govern-
ment would pay all of the administrative costs. Your committee
believes that this authority will make possible economies in operation
that are generally associated with unified administration.
f. Overpayment.s and underpayments

Your committee's bill would require that the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare make appropriate provision to avoid penaliz-
ing recipients for past overpayments if they were without fault and if
adjustment or recovery would defeat the purposes of the program
or be agamst equity or good conscience or (because of the small
amount involved) impede efficient or effective administration.
g. Operation of State plans

The bill sets out conditions under which the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare would withhold Federal funds in whole or
m part when the Secretary, after reasonable notice and opportunity
for hearing to the State agency, finds that the State plan for aid to the
aged, blmd and disabled no longer complies with the plan require-
ments.
h. Payments to States for services and administration

The bill provides, that, with respect to services for which expendi-
tures are made under the approved State plan, the Federal Gov-
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crnment would pay the same percentages of costs as under existing
law—that is, 75 percent in the case of the training of personnel and
certain specified services and 50 percent in the case of the other costs
of administering the State plan. The bill also retains the provision
under which 75-percent matching is available only when the State
plan provides for the minimum services for self-support or self-care
prescribed by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare.
i. Uompntatiort of payments to States

Your committee's bill authorizes the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare to estimate before eachquarter the amount a State
is entitled to for aid, services, and administration for that quarter,
and authorizes the Secretary to pay the estimated amount in install-
ments adjusted by any overpayment or underpayment for any prior
quarter. This continues the arrangement under present law.
j. Definition

Under existing law eligibility on account of disability is limited to
those who are permanently and totally disabled, while your com-
mittee's bill would provide aid to those who are "severely" disabled.
The bill would also specify that whether an individual is blind or
severely disabled would be determined in accordance with criteria
prescribed by the Secretary, whereas under present law there are no
federally prescribed criteria for determining whether an individual
is blind or totally disabled.

The committee expects that severely disabled will be interpreted to
mean persons whose physical or mental conditions substantially
preclude them from engaging in gainful employment or self-employ-
ment. It is also expected that tile disability is one that has or can be
expected to last for a period of 12 months or result in death. Thus, the
definition of severely disabled would follow closely the definition now
used for disability insurance benefits under title II.

Your committee understands that all but a very few States use
essentially the same definition of blindness insofar as central visual
acuity is concerned (i.e., less than 20/200 in the better eye with
maximum correction). It accordingly believes that a uniform national
definition is warranted at this time.
k. Repeal of titles 1, X, and XJV of the Social Secnrity Act

Your committee's bill would repeal titles I, X, and XIV, which are
replaced by the provisions of the present bifi.

C. MISCELLANEOUS CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

Your committee's bill would make a number of necessary conform-
ing changes in titles IV, XI, XVIII, XIX of the Social Security Act.

It would also amend the Social Security Amendments of 1969. Sec-
tion 1007 of these amendments is a provision for passing along some of
tile social security benefit increase provided under those amendments
to public assistance recipients. The provision requires each State to
assure that every recipient in the adult categories of public assistance
who receives a social security benefit will receive a $4 monthly increase
in total income (either by disregarding that part of the social security
benefit or by raising the State's standard of assistance for all recipi-
ents). This provision was made applicable only through June 1970.
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Under your committee's bill the requirement would be made perma-
nent.

D. GENERAL

1. EFFECTIVE DATE

The changes made in the bifi, other than the child care pro'isions
would be effective with July 1, 1971, except for those States which
have statutes which prevent them from making the supplementary
payments required by the new part E of title IV and whose legisla-
tures have not met and adjourned by July 1, 1971. The committee has
been informed that only a few States would be in this situation. The
bill would be effective on July 1, 1972, or earlier if the State certifies
that the statutory impediment no longer exists. The child care provi-
sions would be effective upon enactment of the bill.

2. SAVING PROVISION

Your committee's bill assures that for 2 fiscal years after the year in
which the supplementary payment provisions become effective a
State's expenditures for supplementary payments and payments under
title XVI (from its own funds) would not by reason of the requirements
of this act have to exceed its expenditures (non-Federal) under existing
law for the same year. The bill provides that for these 2 fiscal years
the Federal Government would meet the excess of non-Federal ex-
penses made necessary by the bill over what the non-Federal expense
would have been under present law. States and localities would thus
be guaranteed no required increase in expenditures for assistance pay-
ments as compared with what would have been expended under exist-
ing law for the same period. Since most States would not be required to
incur additional costs as a result of enactment of this bill, this provision
would act as a saving provision for a few States that would incur rela-
tively modest welfare costs under the bill.

3. SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR PUERTO RICO, THE VIRGIN ISLANDS, AND
GUAM

Your committee's bill includes special provisions for Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, and Guam under which the amount of family
assistance benefits, and all of the amounts used under the family
assistance plan (other than the $720 amount of annual earnings to be
disregarded) and the new title XVI of the Social Security Act (aid to
the aged, blind, and disabled), would be adjusted (but only downward)
as the per capita income of each is related to the per capita income of
the lowest per capita income State.

IV. FINANCING THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT

The cost in calendar year 1968 terms to the Federal Government
of your committee's bill is $4.4 billion above expenditures under
present law, the same as the cost of the welfare recommendations
submitted to the Congress by President Nixon in October 1969.
This estimate is based upon information furmshed to your committee
by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. The 1968
figures are the latest available and the reason they are used is ex-
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plained in the discussion below under the heading Federal Control of
Costs. However, the components of cost differ, as shown in the table
below:

President's
proposal

Committee
bill

(billions) (billions)

Payments to fansillose
Payments to States under pt (3
Adult assistance
Traininganddaycare4
AdminIstration and other

Total

$30
.1
.4
.6
.3

$2 6
.4

.6
. 3

44 44

iThe Department of Health, Education, and Welfare was not able to furnish all of the cost information presentedon the
basis of the figures applying to the fiscal year 1972, the first full year under the proposed programs. The costs are expressed,
therefore, in terms of what the programs would have Cost had they been in operation in 1968 (but including the effects of
the 15 percent general increase in social security benefits effective this year).

This item is the estimated cost of the family assistance plan payments to low-income families with children minus the
cost of the Federal share of AFDC payments under existing law.

For the President's proposal, this item is the cast of the '50—90" rule (explained below). For the committee bill, it is
the cost of the 30-percent Federal matching of State supplemental payments plus the cost of the saving provision described
on page —.

4 These figures are not in the bill; they are the figures the administration has indicated it will include in the 1972 budget
for such purposes.

Several of the changes made by your committee affect the way in
which the Federal Government will incur costs and the financial im-
pact on individual States. Chief among the changes were (1) deletion
of a provision which permitted one-half of unearned income to be
disregarded in computmg the family assistance benefits; (2) deletion
of a provision which assured the States a savings of 10 percent of their
costs in the federally-assisted public assistance programs and which
also required certain States to spend at least 50 percent of these costs
(the "50—90" rule); (3) the inclusion of a new provision under which the
Federal Government will pay 30 percent of a State's supplementary
payment costs (up to the poverty level); and (4) increasing the
minimum income payment (to an individual with no other income)
in the adult categories from $90 per recipient to $110 per month.

The deletion of the unearned income exemption resulted in lowered
costs sufficient to finance your committee's changes. In addition, the
recently enacted changes in social security benefits lowered costs of
public assistance for both the Federal Government and the States.
A summary of the cost impact of these changes is shown below.

BilUon
Reduction in cost due to deletion of unearned income exemption —$0. 4
Reduction in cost due to deletion of "50—90" rule —. 1
Reduction in cost from social security benefit increases —. 1
Cost of 30-percent Federal matching of State supplementary payments +. 4
Coot of increasing the minimum income standards in the adult categories - +. 2

Total 0.0
The total fiscal savings afforded to the States by your committee's

bill are about the same as those which the States would have achieved
under' the administration's proposal. The way in which the States
share in this fiscal relief, however, is substantially changed. In general,
States which have been making greater fiscal effort in their welfare
programs achieve more savings than they would have under the
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President's proposed legislation. This results from the combined
impact of the change to the 30 percent matching in State supplemen-
tary payment costs, which helps States with higher benefit levels, and
the increased minimum income standards, which require States which
have relatively low benefit levels in their adult category programs to
increase their fiscal effort. A comparison of fiscal relief under the
administration's initial proposals and under your committee's bill
is shown below.

TABLE 1—COMPARISON OF STATE FISCAL RELIEF, ADMINISTRATION PROPOSAL VERSUS COMMITTEE BILL,

FISCAL YEAR 1968

un millions of dollarsi

Adminis- Committee
tration bill bill

Adminis- Committee
tration bill bill

Alabama
Alaska

$12.0
4

$4.0
.8

2.6Arizona 3 4
Arkansas
California

6. 5
107.0

(I
173.

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho

9.7
2.6
.9

2.8
8.6

12.5
2.0

8.0
1.
2.
4.5
(I

3.
.3

39.7Illinois 22.4
4.9Indiana 2.8

Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana

2.9
2.6

10.6
17.2

1. 3
12.6
12.9
14.4
2.9
4.7

12.1
.7

(I
5.

(')
4.4
2.6

10.8
41.2
27. 1
4.6
(I
(1

1.

Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota

$0.7
.6
.4

7.8
3.2

43.9
10.4

.3

$2.5
.8
.

17.
2.

62.4
(I)
(1)

Ohio 31.0 31.9
Oklahoma
Oregon

16.3
4.6

9.0
5.2

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee_

27.6
2.5
2. 5.
8.6

38.9
3.6
(1

.

2.3
Texas
Utah

25.1
2.3

4.8
1.3

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

4
7.2
4.5
6.2
.2

5.6
13.7
2.0
8.

- 'These States would not obtain any fiscal reliel but would be protected from incurring additional costs by the saving pro.

vision in HR. 16311 for 2 fiscal years after enactment.



45

TotaL... 5,366.2 3,155.9 2,210.3 2,559.7 1,627.2 931.5 2. 907.5 1,528.7 1,278.8

TABLE iI.—1968 FEDERAL AND NON-FEDERAL costs or PUBLIC ASSISTANCE BY STATE AND
PROGRAM (EXISTING LAW)

tin mlilionsl

Combined programs Adult programs Family programs

Non- Non- Non-Total Federal Federal Total Federal Federal Total Federal Federal

2":::::::: "U
Arizona 28.0
Arkansas 57.8
California 1,018.6
Colorado 67.8
Connecticut 66.8
Delaware 9.8

21.4
45.1

533.5
40.3
30.4
6.4

6.6
12.7

548.1
27.4
36.4
3.4

'
13.2
48.8

620.4
42.7
16.4
3.0

9
9.9

37.9
310.2
27.5
6.2
1.8

V

3.3
10.9

310.2
15.2
8.2
1.2

$169

14.8
9.0

461.2
25.1
50.4
6.8

314:1

11.5
7.2

223.2
12.8
22.2
4.6

$2.8

3.3
1.8

237.9
12.3
28.2
22

Columbia 20.2
Florida 92.4
Georgia 115.1
Hawaii 15.8
Idaho 12.0
Illinois 228.3
Indiana 33.7
Iowa 65.8
Kansas 42.6

11.6
72.5
89.8
7.8
8.1

124.0
21.3
39.2
24.4

8.6
19.9
25.3
8.0
3.9

106.3
12.4
26.6
18.2

7.4
57.2
79.7
4.6
5.2

70.2
13.1
35.7

44
44.2
62.1
2.3
3.5

45.1
9.9

21.3

3.0
13.0
17.6
2.3
1.7

25.1
3.2

14.4

12.8
35.2
35.4
11.2
6.8

158.1
20.6
30.1

7.2
28.3
27.7
5.5
4.6

78.9
11.4
17.9

5.6
6. 9
7. 7
5.7
2.2

79.2
9.2

12.2
Kentucky 93.4 71.9 21.5

20.0 11.6 8.4 22.6 12.8 9.8
Louisiana 157.0
Main. 18.8

119.6
13.6

37.4
5.2

55.4
116.1

42.8
87.5

12.6
28.6

38.0
40.9

29.1
32.1

8.9
8.8

Maryland 74.8 44.4 30.4
10.6 8.0 2.6 8.2 5.6 2.6

Massachusstts.. 182.6
Michigan 163.8

77.6
87.1

105.0
76.7

22.3
75.3

14.1
37.6

8.2
37,7

52.5
107.3

30.3
40.0

22.2
67.3

Minnesota 68.0 39.7 28.3
35.8 22.7 105.3 51.3 54.0

Mississippi 58.7 48.0 10.7
16.1 11.5 40.4 23.6 16.8

Missouri 134.2 94.3 39.9
38.2 8.9 10.6 8.8 1.8

Montana 8.9 6.0 2.9
67.2 30.6 36.4 27.1 9.3

N.braska 19.8 13.1 6.7
4.5 3.2 1.3 4.4 2.8 1.6

Nevada 5.6 3.8 1.8
6.4 2.49 11.0 6.7 43

Newflampahlru_._ 10.3
New Jersey 136.2
New Mexico 27.6

6.2
56.5
2L 1

4.1
79.7
6.5

2.6
7.1

29.0

1.7
4.3

15.9

.9
2.8

13.1

3.0
3.2

107.2

2.1
1.9

40.6

.9
1.3

66.6
New York 894.0 441.9 452.1

9.5 2.9 15.2 11.6 3.6

North Carnilna.. 93.1 699 23.2
1 88.1 717.8 353.8 364.0

North Dakota 11.6 8.2 3.4
59.1 44.1 15.0 34.0 25.8 8.2

Ohio 168.6 108.6 60.0 69.3
4.3 1.7 5.6 3,9 1.7

Oklahoma 125.0 90.8 34.2 87.7
48.2 21.1 99.3 60.4 38.9

Oregon 31.0
Pennsylvania 229.3
Rhode Island 22.1

18.1
129.3
12.2

12.9
100.0

9.9

10.9
83.9

6.9
46.2

23.0
4.0

37.7

37.3
20.1

145.4

26.1
11.2
83.1

11.2
8.9

62.3
South CaroIina. 24.3 19.5 4.8 17.4

4.0 1.6 16.5 8.2 8.3

South Dakota 11.9
Tennessee 78.9

8.6
61.3

3.3
17.6

4.6
47.1

3.4
3.6
1.2

6.9
7.3

5.7
5.2

1.2
2.1

Texas 211.3 162.8 48.5 177.4
10.5 31.8 24.7 7.1

Utah 18.3 12.7 5.6
135.2 42.2 33.9 27.6 6.3

Verniont 11.0
Virginia 38.4
Washlnaton 70.5
West Virginia 42.4
Wisconsin 64.9
WyomIng 4.7

7.5
28.3
38.8
31.9
33.2
3.0

3.5
10.1
31.7
9.5

31.7
1.7

5.6
15.7
30.0
13.6
27.2
2.7

4.7
3.9

11.6
19.8
10.3
15.4
1.8

1.4
2.7
4.1

10.2
1.3
11.8

.9

12.2
5.4

22.7
40.5
27.8
37.7
2.0

8.0
3.6

16.7
19.0
21.6
17.8

1.2

4.2
1.8
6.0

21.5
6.2

19.9
.8

'Family program costs are actual for calender year 1968 whereas adult program casts are based on 1 month, and
annualized to reflect full-year costs. Flgorss for adult programs are slightly higher than actual calendar yeat 1966
experience. Data are for federally assisted programs only; Le., general assistance programs are not includet
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TABLE 111.—NET CHANGE IN 1968 FEDERAL AND NON-FEDERAL COSTS OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RESULTING

FROM COMMITTEE BILL' BY STATE AND PROGRAM

tin millionsi

Combmed programs Ad ult programs Fam ily programs

Total Federal
Non-

Federal Total
•

Federal
Non-

Federal Total Federal
Non-

Federal

Alabama $40.4 $44.4 —$4.0 $19.5 $20.7 —$1.2 $20.9 $23.7 —$2.8
Alaska .8 1.6 —.8 .4 —.4 .8 1.2 .4
Arizona 7.9 10.5 —2.6 4.4 3.8 .6 3.5 6.7 —3.2

Arkansas 35.5 35.5 28.1 18.5 9.6 74 9.2 —1.8

California 25.1 198.1 —173.0 .—5.3 64.6 —69.9 30.4 133.5 —103.1

Colorado 3.9 16.0 —12.1 1.1 6.0 —4.9 2.8 10.0 —7.2

Connecticut 5.1 13.1 —8.0 .3 2.7 —2.4 4.8 10.4 —5.6

Delaware 1.2 2.5 —1.3 .4 .7 —.3 .8 1.8 —1.0

District of
Columbia 4.0 6.4 —2.4 2.5 1.8 .7 1.5 4.6 —3.1

Florida 49.0 53.5 —4.5 20.4 19.8 .6 28.6 33.7 —5.1

Georgia 60.5 60.5 45,9 31.8 14.1 14.6 19.8 —5.2

Hawaii .1 3.7 —3.6 .1 .7 —.6 3.0 —3.0

Idaho 2.3 2.6 —.3 .3 .9 —.6 2.0 1.7 .3
Illinois' 20.3 60.0 —39.7 4.8 11.5 —6.7 15.5 48.5 —33.0

Indiana 14.4 19.3 —4.9 4.9 5.4 —.5 9.5 13.9 —4.4

Iowa 11.3 11.3 2.7 1.7 1.0 8.6 7.8 .8
Itansas 2.4 8.1 —5.7 1.2 3.5 —2.3 1.2 4.6 —3.4

Kentucky 34.7 34.7 25.4 18.0 7.4 9.3 15.0 —5.7

Louisiana 36.3 40.6 —4.4 22.9 18.5 4.4 13.3 22.1 —8.8

Maine 1.8 4.4 —2.6 —.4 .9 —1.3 2.2 3.5 —1.3

Maryland 9.5 20.3 —10.8 8.3 5.6 2.7 1.2 14.7 —13.5

Massachusetts'... 1.1 42.3 —41.2 —.7 13.4 —14.1 1.8 28.9 —27.1

Michigan 13.8 40.9 —27.1 1.5 8.9 —7.4 12.3 32.0 —19.7

Minnesota 11.6 16.2 —4.6 1.4 6.9 —5.5 10.2 9.3 .9
Mississippi 85.0 85.0 54.7 34.8 19.9 30.3 32.1 —1.8

Missouri 37.1 37.1 24.2 17.2 7.0 12.9 18.2 —5.3

Montana 1.7 2.8 —1.1 .2 .7 —.5 1.5 2.1 —.6

Nebraska 1.6 4.1 —2.5 .2 1.4 —1.2 1.4 2.7 —1.3

Nevada 1.0 1.8 —.8 —.2 .2 —.4 1.2 1.6 —.4

New Hampshire.. - 1.3 1.4 —.1 —.1 —.1 1:4 1.5 . 1
New Jersey' 29.5 46.5 —17.0 .2 4.2 —4.0 29.3 42.3 13.0

New Mexico 5.5 8.3 —2.8 1.8 2.5 —.7 3.7 5.8 —2.1

New York' 70.5 132.9 —62.4 2.5 27.3 —24.8 68.0 105.6 —37.6

North Carolina_.. 33.1 33.1 18.8 9.8 9.0 14.3 20.7 —6.4

North Dakota 2.1 2.1 .3 .2 .1 1.8 1.3 .5
Ohio 14.5 46.4 —31.9 3.1 13.4 —10.3 11.4 33.0 —21.6

Oklahoma 5.4 14.4 —9.0 5.1 5.8 —.7 .3 8.6 —8.3

Oregon 2.8 8.0 —5.2 1.9 2.4 —.5 .9 5.6 —4.7

Pennsylvania'..... 18.8 57.7 —38.9 9.9 17.4 —7.5 8.9 40.3 —31.4

Rhode island'..... 3.3 6.9 —3.6 .1 1.2 —1.1 3.2 5.7 —2.5

South Carolina.... 20.7 20.7 12.8 9.5 3.3 7.9 9.1 —1.2

South Dakota 2.3 2.4 —.1 .3 .8 —.5 2.0 1.6 .4
Tennessee 31.4 33.7 —2.3 21.6 16.9 4.7 9.8 16.8 —7.0

Texas 72.6 77.4 —4.8 43.9 42.8 1.1 28.7 34.6 —5.9

Utah 4. 1 5.4 —1.3 3.3 2.4 .9 .8 3.0 —2.2

Vermont 1.2 1.3 —.1 .4 —.4 1.2 .9 .3
Virginia 7.5 13.1 —5.6 1.2 2.2 —1.0 6.3 10.9 —4.6

Washington .8 14.5 —13.7 4.3 —4.8 .8 9.7 —8.9

West Virginia 13.7 15.7 —2.0 6.1 3.7 2.4 7.6 12.0 —4.4

Wisconsin 8.8 17.3 —8.5 .9 3.9 —3.0 7.9 13.4 —5.5

Wyoming 1.1 1.4 —'.3 .2 .3 —.1 .9 1.1 —.2

Total 870.3 1,436.1 - 567.6 402.7 492.8 —90.1 467.6 899.8 —432.2

'These States have extensive General Assistance programs for the working poor. They will derive additional fiscal
relief from the Family Assistance Pian beyond what Is shown here.

I The Impact of the saving provisuoi Is shown in the combined program columns. States that would otherwise incur
costs from the Committee bill are shown as obtaining no fiscal relief. Federal costs are Increased by the amount estimated

as reimbursable to the State.
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TABLE IV.—1968 FEDERAL AND NON-FEDERAL COSTS OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE BY STATE AND PROGRAM

(COMMITTEE BILL)1

lIn mllllonsj

Combined programs' Adult programs Family programs Payments

Non- Non. Non- "workin
Total Federal Federal Total Federal Federal Total Federal Federal poor'

Alabama $153.7 $132.2 $21.5 $115.9 $94.4 $21.5 $37.8 $37.8 $75.6Alaska 6.0 4.4 1.6 2.5 1.7 .8 3.5 2.7 $0.8 2.1Arizona 35.9 319 4.0 17.6 13.7 3.9 18.3 18.2 .1 1.7Arkansas 93.3 72.8 20.5 76.9 56.4 20.5 16.4 16.4 16.8California 1,105.7 731.6 375.1 615.1 374.8 240.3 491.6 356.8 134.8 117.6Colorado 71.7 56.3 15.4 43.8 33.5 10.3 27.9 22.8 5.1 16.8Connecticut 71.9 43.5 28.4 16.7 10.9 5.8 55.2 32.6 22.6 12.6Delaware 11.0 8.9 2.1 3.4 2.5 .9 6.6 7.4 1.2 4.2District of
Columbia 24.2 18.0 6.2 9.9 6.2 3.7 14.3 11.8 2.5 8.4Florida 141.4 126.0 15.4 77.6 64.0 13.6 63.8 62.0 1.8 73.5Georgia 175.6 141.4 34.2 125.6 93.9 31.7 50.0 47.5 2.5 81.9Hawaii 15.9 11.5 4.4 4.7 3.0 Li 11.2 8,5 2.7

Idaho 14.3 10.7 3.6 5.5 4.4 Li 8.8 6.3 6.3Illinois 248.6 184.0 64.6 75.0 56.6 18.4 173.6 127.4 46.2 6.3Indiana 48.1 40.6 7.5 18.0 15.3 2.7 30.1 25.3 4.8 77.7Iowa 77.1 48.7 28.4 38.4 23.0 15.4 38.7 25.7 13.0 42.0Kansas 45.0 32.5 12.5 21.2 15.1 6.1 23.8 17.4 6.4 31.5Kentucky 128.1 104.9 23.2 80.8 60.8 20.0 47.3 44.1 3.2 23.1Louisiana 193.2 160,2 33.0 139.0 105.0 33.0 54.2 54.2 60.9Maine 20.6 18.0 2.6 10.2 8.9 1.3 10.4 9.1 1.3 69.3Maryland 843 64.7 19.6 30.6 19.7 10.9 537 45.0 8.7 12.6Massachusetts. 183.7 119.9 63.8 74.6 51.0 23.6 109.1 68.9 40.2 29.4Michigan 177.6 128.0 49.6 60.0 44.7 15.3 117.6 83.3 34.3 33.6Minnesota 79.6 55.9 23.7 29.0 23.0 6.0 50.6 32.9 17.7 67.2Mississippi 143.7 114.9 28.8 102.8 74.0 28.8 40.9 40.9 35.7Missouri 171.3 129.7 41.6 122.0 84.4 37.6 49.3 45.3 4.0 63.0Montana 10.6 8.8 1.8 4.7 3.9 .8 5.9 4.9 1.0 56.7Nebraska 21.4 17.2 4.2 9.0 7.8 1.2 12.4 9.4 3.0 8.4
Nevada 6.6 5.6 1.0 2.4 1.9 .5 4.2 3.7 5 16.8New Hampshire... 11.6 7.6 4.0 7.0 4.2 2.8 4.6 3.4 1.2 2,1New Jersey 165.7 103.0 62.7 29.2 20.1 9.1 136.5 82.9 53.6 35.7New Mexico 33.1 29.4 3.7 14.2 12.0 2.2 18.9 17.4 1.5 14.7New York 964.5 574.8 389.7 178.7 115.4 63.3 785.8 459.4 326.4 126.0North Caroiina 126.2 109.4 25.8 77.9 53.9 24.0 48.3 46.5 1.8 98.7North Dakota 13.7 9.7 4.0 6.3 4.5 1.8 7.4 5.2 2.2 8.4Ohio 183.1 155.0 28.1 72.4 61.6 10.8 110.7 93.4 17.3 81.9Oklahoma 130,4 105.2 25.2 92.8 70.5 22.3 37.6 34.7 2.9 35.7Oregon 33.8 26.1 7.7 12.8 9.3 3.5 21.0 16.8 4.2 14.7
Pennsylvania 248.1 187.0 61.1 93.8 63.6 30.2 154.3 123.4 30.9 102.9Rhode Island 25.4 19.1 6.3 5.7 5.2 .5 19.7 13.9 5.8 10.5South CaroIina. 45.0 38.1 6.9 30.2 23.3 6.9 14.8 14.8 56.7South Dakota 14.2 11.0 3.2 4.9 4.2 .7 9.3 6.8 2.5 10.5Tennessee 110.3 95.0 15.3 68.7 53.5 15.2 41.6 41.5 .1 75.6Texas 283.9 240.2 43.7 221.3 178.0 43.3 62.6 62.2 4 161.7Utah 22.4 18.1 4.3 9.4 7.1 2.3 13.0 11.0 2.0 8.4Vermont 12.2 8.8 3.4 5.6 4.3 1.3 6.6 4.5 2.1 4.2Virginia 45.9 41.4 4.5 16.9 13.8 3.1 29.0 27.6 1.4 63.0Washington 71.3 53.3 18.0 30.0 24.6 5.4 41.3 25.7 12.6 21.0WestVrrginia 55.1 47.6 7.5 19.7 14.0 5.7 35.4 33.6 1.8 33.6Wisconsin 73.7 50.5 23.2 28.1 19.3 8.8 45.6 31.2 14.4 33.6Wyominj 5.8 4.4 1.4 2.9 2.1 .8 2.9 2.3 .6 2.1

Total 6,236.5 4,548.5 1,688.0 2,961.4 2,120.0 841.4 3,275.1 2,425.5 846.6 2,057.6

'Estimates Include impact of 15-percent social security Increase and $4 "pass through" as well as effects of committee
bilL Federal payme is In family programs are the costs of FAP payments to current recipients (plus UF cases where
States do not now have such programs) plus 30 percent of the estimated State supplements.

'Does not Include estimated payments to the working poor.
I These payments are very crudely estimated on the basis of the distribution ofpoverty among the States in 1960.
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TABLE V.—SUMMARY OF COST CHANGES, CURRENT PROGRAMS VERSUS COMMITTEE BILL. CALENDAR

YEAR 1968

un billions of dollars)

Total
Family Adult

programs programs

1. Actual 1968 costs:
Total

Federal
State and local

2. Estimated 1968 costs under committee bill:

5.4 2.8 2.6

3.2
2.2

1.5 1.7
1.3 .9

Total

Federal, subtotal

Recipients in present categories
"Working poor

State and local
3. Changes in cost under committee bill:

Total

Federal, subtotal

Recipients in present categories
'Worklng poor

State and local
4. Increased Income of recipients under committee bill:

Total

Recipients in present categories
"Working poor

8.3 5.3

6.6 4.5 2.1

4.5
2.1

2.4 2. 1
2.1

1.7

2.9

.8 .8

2.5 .4

3.4 3.0 .4

1.3
2.1

.9 .4
2.1

2.9

—.5

2.5 .4

.8
2.1

.4 .4
2.1

Note: Detail may not add due to rounding.

ALTERNATIVE BENEFIT LEVELS CONSIDERED

Your committee also considered the basic elements affecting the
cost and coverage of plans like the family assistance plan. These
elements are: (1) the amount of benefit provided to a family with no
other income (the basic benefit level); (2) the rate at which this
benefit level is reduced by the presence of earnings (the disregard
formula or marginal tax rate); and (3) the level of family income at
which it is no longer eligible for any benefit (the breakeven point).
Any two of these elements determine the third.' They thus also deter-
mine the cost of the plan and the number of eligible families.

Raising the basic benefit level is consistent with the desire to provide
more adequate support for those families who have no other means of
support. Increasing it $100, however, and keeping other parts of the
family assistance plan the same, raises the family breakeven point by
$200, increases the cost by $500 million and the number of eligible
families by 300 thousand. The cost of such increases in general gets
progressively higher; i.e. each additional $100 in the basic benefit
costs more than the preceding one. The costs and number of eligible
families under plans otherwise identical to the family assistance plan;
but with different basic benefit levels are shown below. The costs
shown are gross costs and are not directly comparable to the net
costs shown above.

'Actually. the basic benefit level and the breakevon point Jointly determine only the average tax rate;
a variable marginal tax rate, low In certain ranges of Income and high In others, can be designed to produce
any necessary average.
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TABLE Vi—ESTIMATED GROSS COSTS OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN AT DIFFERENT BENEFIT LEVELS,' CALENDAR
YEAR 1968

IDollars In billionsj

Federal expenditures

Basic benefit levels Total

Payments to
famIlies with

chIldren

30 percent
matching of

supple-
mentals

State fiscal
relief

$1,600
$1,700

$4.4 $4.0 $0.4 $0.4
$1,800

4.9 4.5 .4 .4
$2,200

5.2 5

$2,400
7.4 7.2 .2 .7

$3,000
8.9 8.7 .2 .8

$3,600
15.5
20.7

13.4 .1
20.7

1.0
1.2

'Cost figures are for families with children only; I.e., they do not Include costs of changes in adultcategories. Admini-strative costs are not included.
'The proportion of the $500 for the first two members to $300 for additional members in the $1,600 plan is maintainedat the higher benefit levels.
3 Does not include fiscal relief from savings in general assistance programs.

Raising the marginal tax rate, thereby lowering the breakeven
point, is consistent with the desire to reduce costs and prevent families
with moderately higher incomes from becoming eligible for benefits.
But it is inconsistent with the desire to provide positive financial
incentives for work. For example, your committee's bifi permits the
first $60 per month of earned income to be completely disregarded in
determining a family's benefit under the family assistance plan. Dc-
leting this particular provision would reduce the cost of the bifi by
$840 million. Unfortunately, it would also produce many situations
in which family heads would find themselves with less total disposable
income when working than when not working. This is because expenses
are incurred by going to work. In fact, the figure $60 was chosen
because it represents the average amount of work related expenses as
determined by studies of the Department of Labor. Your committee
finds that providing this disregard is necessary if appropriate work
incentives are to be maintained. It also finds that providing a flat
amount is preferable to existing law, which places no ceiling on the
allowable deductions for work related expenses which States may
permit in their current AFDC programs. Providing incentives for
work is one thing; encouraging workers to take jobs which, in the
absence of a family assistance or AFDC program, would yield them
very little additional net income is quite another.

Your committee recognizes that there is little empirical information
with which to decide preciselr the appropriate marginal tax rate or
benefit reduction formula. It is unfortunate that there is little more
information today then there was when your committee was consider-
ing the 1967 amendments to the Social Security Act.

Beyond the basic disregard of $60 a month, your committee's bill
provides that family assistance benefits be reduced 50 cents for each
additional dollar of earnings. State supplementary payments to
families eligible for them will be reduced by 17 cents for each dollar
of additional earnings, if the family is receiving family assistance bene-
fits. The combined effect of the two reduction formulas is that families
receiving both family assistance and State supplementary benefits
will have their total benefits reduced by 67 cents for each dollar of
earnings above $60. Families whose incomes are sufficiently high that
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they are no longer eligible for family assistance benefits but are still
eligible for some State supplementary payment will have theirbenef.ts
reduced 80 cents for each additional dollar of earnings above the family
assistance break-even point.

EXTENSION OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE TO SINGLE ADULTS AND CHILDLESS

COUPLES

Your committee investigated the cost and coverage implications of
extending the family assistance plan concept to couples and unrelated
individuals. With a basic benefit level of $500 per year for a single
individual and $1,000 for a couple, family assistance gross payments
would increase by $1 billion and the number. of persons covered by
4.5 million. Of course, net additional costs would be somewhat less,
as the costs of the adult categories would decline. However, there
would still have to be a substantial amount of Federal sharing of
State supplementary payments within these categories, since the
family assistance plan extended in this way would come nowhere near
replacing the present Federal share of costs. (The present average
annual Federal cost per OAA recipient is approximatley $565; under
an extended family assistance plan concept, the average direct Federal
payment would be less than $300.) Further, every State would have
to supplement the Federal payments to the aged, blind, and disabled
because the maximum Federal payment to an individual with no
other income would be $41.66 per month. Because of the cost, and
because no substantial improvements in the adult categories would be
derived, your committee does not believe it wise to extend the family
assistance plan concept to childless couples and unrelated individuals.

FINANCING ADULT ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

Your committee's bill does make several substantial improvements
in the adult categories although it does not revise the basic nature of
the program.

The administration had proposed a new Federal matching formula
of 100 percent of the first $50, 50 percent of the next $15, and 25 per-
cent thereafter (of the average payment per recipient). Your com-
mittee's bill proposes that the formula be 90 percent of the first $65
and 25 percent thereafter. This increases the Federal cost by about $30
million but prevents possible situations in which a State might make
no contribution.

The administration had proposed a minimum income standard in the
adult categories of $90 per month per recipient. (A minimum income
standard re9uires the State to make payments to individuals, which
in combination with the individual's other income, equals the minimum
standard.) Your committee's bill has a minimum income standard of
$110 a month per recipient.

It should be noted that the administration proposals were submitted
prior to the recently enacted social security benefit increase. Since
many of the recipients in the adult categories also receive social se-
curity benefit payments, changes in the latter program affect the
Federal costs of public assistance. The savings due to the social security
increase are estimated to be about $100 million. These savings, alon
with other changes in the administration proposal, offset the increase
cost of raising the minimum income standard.
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Your committee explored the cost implications of minimum income
standards above $110 per month. It finds that they would require sub-
stantial additional Federal expenditures and require changes in the
proposed Federal, matching formula. The latter change would be
necessary to protect the States from incurring costs that would not be
offset by other provisions of your committee's bill'. The cost implica-
tions of higher minimum income standards are shown below.

TABLE VIl.—CHANGES IN ANNUAL FEDERAL AND STATE EXPENDITURES IN ADULT CATEGORY PROGRAMS FOR

DIFFERENT MINIMUM INCOME STANDARDS, CALENDAR YEAR 1968

tIn millions of dollarsi

Minimum income standard

Change in expenditures I

Total Federal State and local

$110 400 490 —90
$120 600 540 60
$130 820 600 220
$140
$150

1,060
1,310

660
720

400
590

I Federal share of average payments: 90 percent of the first $65 and 25 percent thereafter.

FEDERAL CONTROL OF COSTS

Your committee has been concerned in recent years about the open-
ended public assistance matching formula and the indications that
the costs of the present welfare program, if the program is left un-
changed, will continue to spiral upwards. The bill represents an
effort to gain control over these ever-increasing costs. Under existing
legislation, the Federal Government has virtually no control over
welfare expenditures. This is especially true where States have elected
to use the Federal matching formula provided by title XIX of the
Social Security Act. Under that formula there is no limit on the extent
to which the States can raise benefit levels or permit their caseloads
to increase, and still receive 50 percent or higher Federal matching
of their welfare costs. In contrast, substantial Federal control over
welfare costs is achieved through three separate provisions of your
committee's bill: (1) the basic benefit levels in the family assistance
plan can only be changed by congressional action; (2) the Federal
Government will only share in the States' supplementary payments
that result from the use of a need standard at or below the poverty
level; and (3) the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare can
establish an upper limit to the Federal Government's matching of
State costs in the adult category programs.

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has not pro-
vided detailed estimates of the costs of H.R. 16311 for periods later
than calendar year 1968. (Procedures developed by the Department for
estimating. costs were devised during 1969 when the only available
data was for 1968.) The Department has indicated that it will provide
more current estimates as soon as possible. In the meantime, it is pos-
sible to indicate how the costs of public assistance might change under

- your committee's bill over time.
I The saving provision would, of course, protect the States. But at higher minimum Income standards

many snore States would be eligible for reimbursement under this clause.



52

ITnder your committee's bill, the cost components of maintena cc
payments are different than under existing legislation. Family assist-
ance gross payments are direct Federal payments to low-income fam-
ilies with children. In addition, there will be a 30-percent Federal
matching of State supplementary payments. These two components
constitute an approximate counterpart to the present Federal share
of payments in the aid to families with dependent children program.
Under your committee's bill, the Federal share of the adult category
costs is more generous but otherwise unchanged.

Potential increases or decreases in these costs components are dis-
cussed below.

Total gross family assistance payments will be determined by the
number of low-income families with children and their income other
than assistance. With constant benefit levels, as population increases,
costs increase; as incomes increase, costs decrease. If the earned income
of the working poor continues to increase as it has in the past, the
savings will more than offset the impact of increasing population. Pre-
liminary studies of the Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare indicate that gross payment costs are likely to decline at the annual
rate of about $70 to $100 million per year. These estimates do not allow
for the impact of the training programs, disincentive effects, a change
in the rate of family breakup, or changes in the rate of unemployment.

The cost of the '30 percent Federal matching of State supplemental
payments is likely to increase over time—barring an abrupt reversal of
recent trends in public assistance. The Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and 'Welfare has indicated that, were these trends to continue, this
cost component would increase about $120 to $150 million per year.

The rate of increase in the costs of the adult categories is unlikely
to be affected by your committee's bill. However, that rate would now
be applied to a larger Federal share. Based on recent trends, the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare indicated that the Federal
costs in the adult categories under your committee's bill are likely to
increase about $210 million per year. (The Secretary ofHealth, Educa-
tion, and Welfare could place a ceiling on Federal participation in the
adult categories. Such a ceiling would only. affect a. few States with high
payments.)

A summary of potential annual changes in Federal costs under your
committee's bill is shown below.

TnLE VIII.—Potcntlal annual changes in cost under committee bill'
Anaual

co8t change
item (million)

Reduced cost of family as.sistance plan gross payments $85
Increased cost of 30 percent Federal matching of State supplemental

payments 135
Increased costs in adult category program 210

Total 260

'Assumes that the basic benefit level of $500 for the first two family members and $300
for each additional member in the 1amII assistance plan remains unchanged. For illus-
trative purposes only, estimates also assume that present trends In public assistance are
not changed by the provisions of HR. I 63i1.

Under the Department's assumptions that (1) the recent growth in
caseload and costs will continue unabated, (2) that the levels of family
assistance payments will remain unchanged, and (3) that if the present
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system were continued the States would be willing to pick up a larger
share of these iii creased costs, the net additional costs of your com-
mittee's bill in 1975, as estimated by the Department, is shown in
the following table:

TABLE IX.—POTENTIALFEDERALCOSTS UNDER COMMITTEE BILLCOMPARED TO EXISTING LEGISLATION, 1971—75'

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975

Committee bill:
Paymentstofamjlleswithchildren
30 percent matching of State supplementals

Subtotal
Federal share of adult category cost

Total

Existing legislation:
Federal share of AFDC
Federal share of adult categories

Total

3.8
.8

3.8
.9

3.7
1.0

3.6
1.2

3.5
1.3

4.6
2.7

4.7
2.9

4.7
3.2

4.8
3.4

4.8
3.6

7.3 7.6 7.9 8.2 8.4

2.5
2.0

2.9
2.3

3.4
2.5

3.9
2.7

4.5
2.8

4.5 5.2 5 6.6

'Assumes that, with constant benefit levels, family assistance gross payment decline slightly. Other cost items are
assumed to increase at the same rate as they have during the last 3 years (see discussion in text above).

Your committee believes that the additional restraints on State
expenditures, a decrease in family breakup, increased activities to
obtain support from parents, and the impact of work and training
programs provided for in the bill will materially affect the present
rapidly increasing costs of public assistance, thereby reducing the actual
net additional costs somewhat below those shown above.

V. SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE BILL

The first section contains the short title of the bill—the "Family
Assistance Act of 1970"—and the table of contents.

TITLE I—FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

SECTION 101. ESTABLISHMENT OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE
PLAN

Section 101 of the bill amends title IV of the Social Security Act by
adding parts D, E, and F to establish a new family assistance plan.
Part D provides for the payment of family assistance benefits by the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare; part E provides for
State sujpIementation of these benefits; and part F contains ad-
ministrative provisions.

PART D—FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

SECTION 441. APPROPRIATIONS

Section 441 authorizes the appropriation each year of a sum
sufficient to carry out part D, for the purpose 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.
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SECTION 442. ELIGIBILITY FOR AND AMOUNT OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE

BENEFITS
Eligibility

Section 442(a) provides that each family (as defined in section 445)
whose income other than that excluded under section 443(b) is less
than $500 per year for each of the first two family members plus
$300 per year for each additional member, and whose resources other
than those excluded under section 444 are less than $1,500, will be
paid a family assistance benefit.
Amount

Section 442(b) provides that the amount of the family assistance
benefit is $500 per year for each of the first two family members plus
$300 per year for each additional member, reduced by the amount
of the family's income not excluded under section 443(b).
Period for determination of benefits

Section 442(c) (1) provides that a family's eligibility for family
assistance benefits, and the amount of such benefits, is to be deter-
mined for each calendar quarter by the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare on the basis of his estimates of the family's income
for such quarter, taking into account income for an earlier period and
any likely changes in conditions which would affect the family's eligi-
bility or the amount of the benefits. Redeterminations for any quarter
are to be made at such times as the Secretary may prescribe, effective
prospectively.

Section 442(c) (2) provides that the Secretary may reduce a family's
assistance benefits for a quarter if the family ifies its appication for
such benefits after that quarter begins.

Section 442(c) (3) provides that the Secretary may, for purposes of
determining eligibility for and amount of family assistance benefits,
consider income actually received in one period (or expenses incurred
in earning income in one period) to have been receivd (or incurred)
in another.
Special limits on gross income

Section 442(d) provides that the Secretary by regulation may pre-
scribe circumstances under which gross income from a trade or business
(including farming) is large enough to preclude eligibility for family
assistance benefits.
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam

Section 442(e) is a cross-reference to section 1108(e) of the Act (as
added by section 403 of the bill), which sets out the special method
by which family assistance benefits are to be determined for families
in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam.

SECTION 443. INCOME
Meaning of income

Section 443(a) provides that, for purposes of the family assistance
benefit program, income means both earned and unearned income.

(1) Earned income is defined in paragraph (1) as—
(A) remuneration from employment (i.e., remuneration for

services performed as an employee (as defined in section 210(j)
of the Act)), but excluding—
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(i) payments (described in section 209(b) of the Act) made
to an.employee or his family on account of retirement, sick-
ness, or accident, medical or hospital expenses, or death, under
a plan or system, and payments on an employee's behalf into
such a system (with the payments being counted as un-
earned income when made to the employee or his family
out of the plan or system, but not being counted as either
earned or unearned income when made by the employer
into the plan or system),

(ii) payments (described in section 209(c)) made to an em-
ployee on account of retirement but not under a plan or
system,

(iii) payments (described in section 209(d)) made on ac-
count of sickness or accident disability, or medical or hospital
expenses in connection with sickness or accident disability,
not under a plan or system, after the sx calendar months fol-
lowing the month in which the employee last worked (with
payments during the first six months being counted as earned
income),

(iv) payments (described in section 209(f)) made by an
employer for unemployment compensation,

(v) payments (described in section 209(k)) made by an
employer on account of moving expenses of an employee,

(vi) payments for certain services actually performed as
an employee but treated as self-employment; and

(B) net earnings from self-employment as defined in section
211 of the Act (except for that part of section 211 which deals with
the optional definition of net earnings from farming), including
certain services performed by ministers, Christian bcience prac-
titioners, and members of religious orders, and by certain members
of religious faiths who have received an exemption from coverage.

(2) Unearned income is defined in paragraph (2) as all income other
than earned income (as defined in paragraph (1)), including specifically
any payments received as annuity, pension, retirement, or disability
benefits, veterans' or workmen's compensation, old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance benefits, railroad retirement benefits, unemploy-
ment benefits, prizes, awards, life insurance policy proceeds, gifts
(cash or otherwise), support and alimony payments, inheritances,
rents, dividends, interest, and royalties.
Exclizsions from income

Section 443(b) provides that the following are to be excluded in
determining a family's income:

(1) Earned income of a child regularly attending school, sub-
ject to limitations (as to amount or otherwise) prescribed by the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare;

(2) the total unearned income of the family in a calendar
quarter which (as determined under criteria prescribed by the
Secretary) is received too infrequently or irregularly to be in-
cluded, if such unearned income does not exceed $30 in the
quarter, and the total earned income of the family in a calendar
quarter which (as determined under such criteria) is received
too irregularly or infrequently to be included, if such earned
income does not exceed $30 in the quarter;
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(3) part or all of any earned income which (under regulations
prescribed by the Secretary) is necessary to pay the cost of
child care so that the family member incurring such cost can
participate in manpower training, vocational rehabilitation,
employment, or self-employment;

(4) the first $720 a year (or proportionately smaller amounts
for shorter periods) of the total earned income (not previously
excluded) of all family members plus one-half of the remainder;

(5) food stamps or other assistance (not including veterans'
pensions) which is based on need and is furnished by a State or
locahty or a Federal agency, or by a private charitable organi-
zation (as determined by the Secretary);

(6) the training and other allowances provided under the new
section 432(a) (discussed below);

(7) the tuition and fees portion of any scholarship or fellow-
ship at an educational institution; and

(8) home produce produced and used by the family.

SECTION 444. RESOURCES

Exclusions from resources
Section 444(a) provides that, in determining a family's resources,

its home, household goods, and personal property are to be excluded,
along with any other property which the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare determines by regulation is essential to the family's
means of self-support.
Disposition of resources

Section 444(b) directs the Secretary, by regulation, to prescribe the
period or periods within which, and the manner in which, a family's
property must be disposed of in order not to be included in determinin
the family's eligibility for family assistance benefits. Any benefits pai
during sUch a period are to be conditioned on such disposal and con-
sidered overpayments (and therefore recoverable) to the extent that
they would not have been paid had the disposal occurred at the
beginning of the period for which the benefits were paid.

SECTION 445. MEANING OF FAMILY AND CHILD

Composition of family
Section 445(a) defines a family (for purposes of parts A, C, and E

as well as the family assistance benefit program) as two or more people
who are related by blood, marriage, or adoption and who are residents
of the United States living together in a place of residence maintained
as a home by one or more of them. At least one of the family members
must be a child who is not married to another family member and who
is in the care of, or dependent upon, another family member. A parent
(of a child living in the place of residence), or a spouse of such a parent,
who is determined by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare to be temporarily absent from the place of residence in order to
engage in or seek employment or while he is in the military service is
to be considered as living in the residence.
Definition of child

Section 445(b) defines a child (for purposes of parts C and E as well
as the family assistance benefit program) as an individual who is under
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age 18, or is under age 21 and (as determined by the Secretary imder
regulations) a student regularly attending a school, college, or univer-
sity or a course of training in preparation for employment.
Determination of family relationships

Section 445(c) provides that in determining whether two individuals
are related by blood, marriage, or adoption, appropriate State law is to
be applied.

Income and resources of nonconbibuting individual
Section 445(d) provides that the income and resources of an in-

dividual other than a parent or the spouse of a parent which (as
determined under criteria prescribed by the Secretary) is not available
to other members of the family is to be excluded in determining the
family's eligibifity for and amount of benefits, and an individual
(other than such a parent or spouse) any of whose income and resources
is not available to a family wifi not be considered a member of the
family (except that if such individual is a child who would otherwise
be considered a member of the family, he will be considered a member
of the family for purposes of. determining the family's eligibility (but
not the amount of its benefit)).
Recipients of aid to the aged, blind, and disabled ineligible

Section 445(e) provides that an individual who is receiving aid to the
aged, blind, and disabled under a State plan approved under title XVI
of the Act (as amended by section 201 of the bill), or whose needs are
taken into account in determining the need of another individual re-
ceiving such aid, wifi not be considered a member of a family for pur-
poses of determining the amount of the family's benefits.

SECTION 446. PAYMENTS AND PROCEDURES

Payments of benefits
Section 446(a) (1) provides that family assistance benefits are to be

paid at such times and in such installments as the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare determines.

Section 446(a) (2) provides that a family's benefits may be paid to
any one or more family members, or (on behalf of the family, if the
Secretary deems it appropriate) to another person who is mterested
in or concerned with the family's welfare.

Section 446(a)(3) allows the Secretary to prescribe regulations
establishing ranges of incomes within which single amounts of family
assistance benefits will apply.
Overpayments and underpayments

Section 446(b) provides that when more or less than the correct
amount of family assistance benefits has been paid to a family the
Secretary will make proper adjustments by increases or decreases
future payments or by recovery from or payment to one or more
individuals who are or were members of the family, with appropriate
provision to avoid penalizing family members who were without fault
if adjustment or recovery would defeat the purpose of the program,
be against equity or good conscience, or impede efficient or effective
admmifitration.
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Hearing8 and review
Section 446(c) (1) provides that the Secretary will furnish reasonable

notice and opportunity for a hearing to any person who is or claims
to be a family member and is in disagreement with a determination
on eligibility for family assistance benefits, the amount of the benefits,
or the number of persons in the family, if a request for such hearing
is made within thirty days after notice of the determination is re-
ceived. If payments of benefits are already being made to the family,
they will be continued until a determination is made on the basis
of the hearmg (or the claim is otherwise disposed of), but any benefits
so paid will be considered overpayments (and therefore recoverable)
if the determination is that they were incorrectly paid.

Section 446(c) (2) provides that a determination by the Secretary
must be made within ninety days after the individual requests the
hearing.

Section 446(c) (3) provides that a final determination by the Secre-
tary after a hearing will be subject to judicial review as provided
under section 205(g) of the Act except that all determinations of fact
on the basis of such hearing will be conclusive and not subject to
review by any court.
Procedures; prohibition of assignments

Section 446(d) provides that. sections 206 and 207 of the Act, and
subsections (a), (d), (e), and (f) of section 205 of the Act, will apply
with respect to family assistance benefits the same as they apply to
OASDI benefits. Section 206 of the Act authorizes the Secretary to
prescribe rules and regulations governing representation of claimants
and to prescribe maximum fees which may be charged for services per-
formed in connection with any claim. Section 207 of the Act provides
that the riht of any person to future payments will not be transfer-
able or assignable or subject to execution, levy, attachment, garnish-
ment, or other legal process. Subsections (a), (d), (e), and (f) of sec-
tion 205 of the Act give the Secretary the authority to make rules
and regulations concerning evidence and the submission thereof, and
to issue subpoenas for the purpose of any hearing, investigation, or
other procedure.
App! icaiion8 and furnishing of information by families

Section 446(e) (1) provides that the Secretary is to prescribe regu-
lations with respect to the filing of applications, the furnishing of
information, and the reporting of events and circumstances, as
necessary to determine eligibility for and amount of family assistance
benefits.

Section 446(e)(2) provides that in order to encourage prompt
reporting of events and circumstances relevant to eligibility for and
amount of benefits and more accurate estimates of expected income or
expenses the Secretary may treat as overpayments all or part of
any payments made for a period during which there was a failure or
delay in reporting, or inaccurate reporting of information on which
the estimates of income or expenses were based.
Furnishing of information by other agencies

Section 446(f) provides that the head of any Federal agency is to
furnish the Secretary any information needed for determining eligi-
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bility for or amount of family assistance benefits or for verifying other
information.

SECTION 447. REGISTRATION AND REFERRAL OF FAMILY MEMBERS FOR
MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, AND EMPLOYMENT

Section 447(a) provides that every individual who is a member of
an eligible family and who is not excepted by section 447(b) must
register with the local State public employment office for manpower
services, training, and employment as provided by regulations of the
Secretary of Labor. If and for so long as any individual fails to register
as required, he will not be considered a family member for purposes of
determining his family's eligibility for or amount of benefit& but his
income will be counted as family income in the regular way; except
that if he is the only family member other than a child he will be
considered a family member for purposes of determining the family's
eligibility for benefits (but not their amount). No part of any family
assistance benefit may be paid to any individual who fails to register
for manpower services, training, or employment as required; but the
Secretary may, if he deems appropriate, pay the benefits due the family
to any person, other than a member of the family, who is interested
in or concerned with the welfare of the family.

Section 447(b) provides that an individual will not be required to
register for manpower services, training, or employment if the Secre-
tary determines that such individual is (1) unable to engage in work or
traming by reason of illness, incapacity, or advanced age, (2) a mother
or other relative of a child under the age of six who is caring for such
child, (3) the mother or other female caretaker of a child, if the father
or another adult male relative is in the home and is not otherwise
exempted from the requirement of registration, so long as such father
or other adult male relative has not refused to register or to participate
in work or training, (4) a child under age 16 or in school, or (5) one
whose presence in the home is required because of the illness or
incapacity of another member of the household. An individual who is
not required to register for manpower services, training, or employ-
ment may nevertheless register if he so desires.

Section 447(c) directs the Secretary in all appropriate cases to make
provision for furnishing child care services for individuals registered
for or participating in manpower services, training, employment, or
vocational rehabilitation under the program.

Section 447(d) provides that the Secretary will refer to the appro-
priate State agency for vocational rehabilitation services any
mdividual who is a family member and who is not required to register
for manpower services, training, or employment because of incapacity.
Review of such mdividual's incapacity and need for rehabilitation
services will be made as necessary (except for individuals determined
to be permanently and totally disabled) but not less often than
quarterly. If the individual refuses without good cause to accept
rehabilitation services, he will be treated as though he were an indi-
vidual who refused to register for manpower services, training, -or
employment when required to do so.
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SECTION 448. DENIAL OF BENEFITS IN CASE OF REFUSAL OF MANPOWER
SERVICES, TRAINING, OR EMPLOYMENT

Section 448(a) provides that any individual who is a family member
and has registered for manpower services, training, or employment
pursuant to section 447 but who refuses without good cause (as de-
termined after a hearing by the Secretary of Labor, whose decision is
final and nonreviewable) to participate in suitable manpower services,
training, or employment will not be considered a family member for
purposes of determining his family's eligibility for or amount of
benefits but his income will be counted as family income in the regular
way; except that if he is the only family member other than a child he
will be considered a family member for purposes of determining the
family's eligibility for benefits (but not their amount). No part of
any family assistance benefit may be paid to any individual during a
period when he has without good cause refused manpower services,
training, or suitable employment as required; but the Secretary may,
if he deems appropriate, pay the benefits due the family to any per-
son, other than a member of the family, who is interested in or con-
cerned with the welfare of the family.

Section 448(b) provides that in determining whether employment
is suitable for an individual (for purposes of part C (relating to man-
power services, training, employment, etc.), as well as for purposes of
section 448(a)), the Secretary of Labor will consider the degree of
risk to the individual's health and safety, his physical fitness for the
work, his prior training, experience, and earnings, the length of his
unemployment, his prospects for obtaining work based upon his poten-
tial and the availability of training opportunities, and the distance
of the available work from his residence. In addition, employment is
not to be considered suitable for an individual (1) if the job offered
is vacant due to a labor dispute, (2) if the wages, hours, or other
conditions of the work offered arc contrary to or less than those
prescribed by law or substantially less favorable than those prevailing
'for similar work in the locality, or (3) if, as a condition of employment,
the individual would be required to join a company union or to resign
from or refrain from joining any bona fide labor organization.

SECTION 449. TRANSFER OF FUNDS FOR ON-THE-JOB TRAINING PROGRAMS

Section 449 provides that the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare will to the extent provided by agreement with the Secretary
of Labor pay to the Secretary of Labor such amounts as would be
paid as family assistance benefits to individuals participating in public
or private employer-compensated on-the-job training programs if such
individuals were not participating in such training. Sums so paid to
the Secretary of Labor will be available to pay the costs of such
on-the-job training programs.

PART E—STATE SUPPLEMENTATION OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE
BENEFITS

SECTION 451. PAYMENTS UNDER TITLES IV, V, XVI, AND XIX
CONDITIONED ON SUPPLEMENTATION

Section 451 provides that a State must enter into an agreement with
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to supplement the
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family assistance payments made under part D of title IV in order to
become or remain eligible for Federal payments under part A (services
to needy families with children) and part B (child-welfare services) of
such title, or under title V (maternal and child health, and crippled
children's services), title XVI (aid to the aged, blind, and disabled), ortitle XIX (medical assistance), except in the case of the working
poor—i.e., except in the case of families where both parents are present,
neither is incapacitated, and the father is not unemployed.

SECTION 452. ELIGIBILITY FOR AND AMOUNT OF SUPPLEMENTARY
PAYMENTS

Section 452 (a) provides that e1iibiity for and the amount of aState's supplementary payments will be determined generally under
the rules and regulations applicable to the Federal family assistance
payments and by applying the State's standard of need and payment
limitations as in effect (and in compliance with the requirements of
part A) in January 1970, unless the State chooses to apply a higher
standard; except that supplementary payments are not required in
any case above the applicable poverty level determined under section
453(c) (discussed below). The resulting amount is to be reduced by the
family assistance payment (if any) and by any income not excluded
under section 443(b) (except for the first $720 a year of the family's
earned income and one-half of its remaining earned income) or under
section 452(b). Any limitations imposed by the State on the amount
of aid paid must not (in combination with the other plan provisions)
be more stringent in result than those in effect in January 1970. If the
State plan provides• for meeting less than 100 percent of its need
standard or for considering less than 100 percent of requirements in
determining need, the Secretary will by regulation prescribe the
method to be used to ensure that these results are achieved.

Section 452(b) provides that in computing the amount of a family'ssupplementary payments, a State will disregard (1) $720 of the
family's earned income, plus (2) one-third of its earned income between
$720 and twice the amount of its family assistance benefit prior to
any reduction for income, plus (3) at least one-fifth of any remainingearned income.

Section 452(c) requires that a State agreement for payment of
supplementary benefits must provide for—

(1) statewide application of the agreement,
(2) administration or supervision by a single State agency,
(3) an opportunity for a fair hearing before the State agency

for any individual whose claim is denied or is not promptly
acted upon,

(4) methods of administration necessary for the proper and
efficient operation of the State agreement, and training and effec-
tive use of a paid subprofessional staff with emphasis on employ-
ment of recipients of supplementary payments,

(5) reporting to the Secretary as required,
(6) safeguards to protect the confidentiality of information,and
(7) an opportunity for all to apply for benefits, and payments

with reasonthle promptness.
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SECTION 453. PAYMENTS TO STATES

Section 453(a) (1) provides that the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare will pay each State 30 percent of the amount expended
by it each fiscal year for supplementary payments, not counting that
part of such payment to any family which exceeds the difference
between (A) the applicable poverty level (determined under section
453(c)) and (B) the family assistance benefit payable to the family
plus any income of the family not disregarded in computing the
supplementary payment.

Section 453 (a) (2) provides that the Secretary will pay each State
one-half of its administrative costs incurred in carrying out the
agreement for supplementary payments.

Section 453(b) provides that payments to States under section
453(a) will be made at such times arid in such installments as the
Secretary determines.

Section 453(c)(1) provides that the "poverty level" for a family
of any given size is the amount shown for a family of that size in
the following table, adjusted as provided in section 453(c) (2):

Family size Bastc amount

One $1,920
Two 2,460
Three 2,940
Four 3,720
Five 4,440
Six 4,980
Seven or more 6, 120

Section 453(c) (2) provides that between July 1 and September 30
of each year (beginning with 1970) the Secretary is to adjust the
amount shown for each size of family in the table by increasing such
amount by the percentage by which the average level of the price
index for the second calendar quarter of such year exceeds the average
level of the price index for months in .1969, and is to promulgate the
adjusted amounts as the poverty levels for families of various sizes.
The new amounts will apply for the fiscal year beginning July 1
after such promulgation.

Section 453(c)(3) defines the term "price index" to mean the
Consumer Price Index (all items—United States city average)
published monthly by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

SECTION 454. FAILURE BY STATE TO COMPLY WITH AGREEMENT

Section 454 provides that the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare may withhold all or an appropriate part of the payments he
would otherwise make to a State if, after notice and opportunity for
a hearing, he finds the State is failing to comply with its agreement.

PART F—ADMINISTRATION

SECTION 461. AGREEMENTS WITH STATES

Section 461(a) provides that the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare may enter into an agreement with any State to make
the supplementary payments on its behalf, or perform functions re-
lated to the making of such payments, or both. The State would
pay the Secretary the amount of the supplementary payments less
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the Federal share of such payments under section 453(a), and could
request joint audit of such payments.

Section 461(b) provides that the Secretary may enter into an
agreement with any State under which the State will make family
assistance payments on behalf of the Secretary with respect to all or
specified families in the State, or perform other functions as agreed
upon. The State would be paid the cost of carrying out the agreement.

SECTION 462. PENALTIES FOR FRAUD

Section 462 provides penalties for fraud, with respect to family
assistance benefits and supplementary payments, simi1ar to those
provided in section 208 of the Act with respect to OASDI benefits.

SECTION 463. REPORT, EVALUATION, RESEARCH AND DEMONSTRATIONS,
AND TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Section 463(a) provides that the Secretary of health, Education,
and Welfare is to make an annual report to the President and the
Congress on the operation of the family assistance benefit and sup-
plementary payment programs.

Section 463(b) authorizes the Secretary to conduct research and
experiments to determine better ways of providing financial assist-
ance to needy persons, waiving the requirements of the family assist-
ance program to the extent he deems it appropriate.

Section 463(c) authorizes the Secretary to provide technical as-
sistance to the States, and training for State personnel, to assist the
States in carrying out their supplementary payment programs.

Section 463(d) places a limitation of $20 million per fiscal year
(from amounts appropriated for the family assistance benefit and
supplementary payment programs) on the funds which may be used
in carrying out this section.

SECTION 464. OBLIGATION OF DESERTING PARENTS

Section 464 provides that receipt of family assistance benefits or
State supplementary payments by the spouse or children of a deserting
parent during his absence will result in a monetary obligation to the
United States by the deserting parent equal to the total amount of
the family assistance benefits received by the deserting parent's
spouse and children plus any amount paid to the State under section
453. The deserting parent's obligation is reduced by any payments
which he actually makes to his family during the period and which are
excluded in computing the family assistance benefits paid to his spouse
and children; and in no case would his obligation exceed the amount
(if any) order3d by a court of competent jurisdiction for the support
and maintenance of his spouse or children, less any payments made
under such order. The amount due the United States is to be collected
from any amounts otherwise due or becoming due the desertingparent
frcm any officer or agency of the United States or under any Federal
progrim. (Under the amendments made by section 103(b)(l)(K),
(0), and (P) of the bill, the existing State-Federal arrangements for
locating deserting parents and obtaining support for their families,
under the program of services to needy families with children, are
expanded to take account of deserted spouses as well as children.)
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SECTION 465. TREATMENT OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS AS INCOME
FOR FOOD STAMP PURPOSES

Section 465 provides that family assistance benefits will be taken
into consideration for purpose of determining any household's entitle-
ment to, and the cost of, food stamps under the Food Stamp Act of
1964.

SECTION 102. MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, EM-
PLOYMENT, CHILD CARE, AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES
PROGRAMS

Section 102 of the bill completely rewrites part C of title IV of the
Social Security Act to provide new programs of manpower services,
training, employment, child care, and related supportive services for
members of families receiving family assistance benefits or supple-
mentary payments under part D or part E of such title.

PART C—MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, EMPLOYMENT, CHILD
CARE, AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES PROGRAMS FOR RECIPIENTS OF
FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS OR SUPPLEMENTARY PAYMENTS

SECTION 430. PURPOSE

Section 430 sets forth the purpose of the revised part C—to provide
programs and services for recipients of family assistance benefits or
supplementary payments in order to train them, prepare them for
employment, and otherwise assist them in securing and retaining
regular employment with opportunity for advancement so that
needy families with children will be restored to self-supporting, inde-
pendent, and useful roles in their communities.

SECTION 431. OPERATION OF MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, AND
EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS

Section 431 (a) provides that the Secretary of Labor is to develop
an employability plan for each person registered under the family
assistance benefits program (part D of title IV of the Act), in order
to enable him to secure employment and remain self-supporting.

Section 431(b) provides that the Secretary of Labor is to establish
and maintain manpower services, training, and employment programs
in each State for persons registered under the family assistance benefits
program and persons receiving State supplementary payments under
part. E of title IV.

Section 431(c) provides for the establishment of such manpower
services, training, and employment programs as arc necessary to carry
out the purpose oi part C, including (1) any services which the Secr-
tary is authorized to provide under any other Act; (2) counseling,
testing, training, work experience, and job placement; (3) relocation
assistance to aid unemployed individuals in relocating in areas
where there is assurance of suitable employment (offered through
public employment offices) which will lead to self-support without
public assistance; and (4) special work projects.

Section 431(d) defines a "special work project" as a project which
consists of the performance of work in the public interest through
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grants to or contracts with public or nonprofit private agencies or
organizations. Wage rates for special work projects cannot be lower
than the applicable minimum wage for the particular work concerned;
appropriate health and safety standards are to be maintained; the
project must not displace employed workers; the conditions of work,
training, education, and employment must be reasonable from the
standpoint of the type of work, the geographic location, and the pro-
ficiency of the participant; workmen's compensation protection must
be provided; and the project must improve the employability of the
participants. The Secretary of Labor must, at least every six months,
review each participant's employment record and any other pertinent
information and determine whether it would be feasible to place him
in regular employment or in training.

SECTION 432. ALLOWANCES FOR INDIVIDUALS UNDERGOING TRAINING

Section 432(a)(1) directs the Secretary of Labor to pay each par-
ticipant in manpower training under the revised part C an incentive
allowance of $30 per month or, if greater (in a case where the partici-
pant is eligible for a training allowance under section 203 of the Man-
power Development and Training Act), the difference between the
sum of the participant's family assistance benefits and supplementar
payments under parts D and E and the amount of such training a -
lowance (or so much thereof as does not exceed the training allowance
which would be payable under such section 203 as in effect on March 1,
1970).

Section 432(a) (2) provides that the Secretary of Labor is to pay, to
any participant in manpower training under part C, allowances for
transportation and other expenses necessary for and directly related to
such training.

Section 432 (a) (3) provides that the Secretary of Labor by regula-
tion is to provide for such smaller allowances as he deems appropriate
for participants in manpower training in Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, and Guam.

Section 432(b) provides that allowances under section 432(a) are to
be in lieu of allowances provided under any manpower training pro-
gram under any other Act.

Section 432(c) provides that allowances under section 432(a) will
not be payable to any person who is participating in a program spon-
sored by the Secretary of Labor providing public or private employer-
compensated on-the-job training.

SECTION 433. UTILIZATION OF OTHER PROGRAMS

Section 433 authorizes the Secretary of Labor, using all authority
granted to him under any other Act, to provide the manpower training
and employment services required by the revised part C in such
manner as will make maximum use of existing manpower programs
and agencies and will further the establishment of an integrated and
comprehensive manpower training program; and to use the funds
appropriated under part C to provide the required programs through
such other Acts and to reimburse public and private agencies for
services rendered to persons under part C when such services are not
otherwise available on a nonreimbursable basis.
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SECTION 434. RULES AND REGULATIONS

Section 434 authorizes the Secretary of Labor to issue such rules
and regulations as he finds necessary to carry out the purposes of the
revised part 0.

SECTION 435. APIROPRIATIONS; NONFEDERAL SHARE

Section 435(a) provides that funds sufficient to carry out the pur-
poses of the revised part C (other than the funds required for child care
and supportive services) are authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary of Labor each year, including funds for payment of up to
90 percent of the cost of providing manpower services, training, and
employment for persons registered under the family assistance pro-
gram. The Secretary of Labor is to establish criteria to achieve
equitable apportionment among the States of Federal expenditures for
the programs of manpower services, training, and employment which
are authorized under section 431.

Section 435(b) provides that if a State fails to contribute its 10-per-
cent share of the cost of manpower services, training, and employment
provided for individuals under the family assistance program who are
registered under section 447, the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare may, after notice and opportunity for hearing, withhold
payments which would otherwise be made to the State under sections
403(a) (services to needy families with children), 453 (State supple-
mentary payments (discussed above)), 1604 (aid to the aged, blind or
disabled (discussed below)), and 1903 (a) (medical assistance) until the
amount withheld, less any contribution made by the State, equals
such 10-percent share. (Under the amendment made by section
103(b) (1) (M) of the bill, this 10-percent State contribution must be
re9uired by the State's plan for services for needy families with
children under part A of title IV of the Act.)

SECTION 436. CHILD CARE

Section 436(a)(1) authorizes the appropriation each year to the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare of sufficient funds to
enable him to make grants to public and nonprofit private agencies
and organizations and contracts with public and private agencies and
organizations to cover part or all (100 percent) of the cost of projects
for the provision of child care to permit individuals registered or
referred for vocational rehabilitation under part D or receiving supple-
mentary payments under part E to undertake or continue manpower
training or employment under the revised part C, or to permit indi-
viduals who are or have been eligible for payments under part D or
part E to undertake or continue manpower training or employment
under the revised part C, or, with respect to the period prior to the
date part D becomes effective, to permit individuals who are receiving
aid to families with dependent children (or whose needs are taken
into account in determining the need of persons claiming or receiving
such aid) to participate in manpower training, or employment.

Section 436(a) (2) provides that the grants or contracts made under
section 436(a) (1) may be made directly or through grants to a public
or nonprofit private agency, designated by th appropriate elected
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or appointed official or officials in the area, which will work with the
local manpower aency. To the extent appropriate, the arrangements
are to be made with the local educational agency to provide care for
children attending school.

Section 436(a) (3) provides that various types of child care will be
provided, based upon the needs and circumstances of the children
mvolved.

Section 436(b) provides that the Secretary may use sums appro-
priated under section 436 (a) (1) to make grants to any public or private
nonprofit agency or organization, or contracts with any private or
public agency or organization, for evaluation, training of personnel,
technical assistance, or research and demonstration projects to deter-
mine more effective methods of providing child care.

Section 436(c) provides that the Secretary may establish reasonable
fees for the child care provided for any family that is able to pay for
part or all of the cost thereof.

SECTION 437. SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

Section 437(a) provides that no payments will be made to a State
under title V (maternal and child health and crippled children's serv-
ices), title XVI (aid to the aged, blind, and disabled), title XIX (med-
ical assistance), or part A or B of title IV for expenditures for any
calendar quarter beginning on or after the date the family assistance
program becomes effective, unless such State has an agreement with
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare under which it will
provide health, counseling, social, vocational rehabilitation, and other
supportive services which the Secretary determines are necessary to
permit an individual registered under part D or receiving supple-
mentary payments under part E to undertake or continue manpower
training and employment.

Section 437(b) provides that the supportive services required under
section 437(a) are to be furnished in cooperation with the manpower
training and employment services provided under the revised part 0.

Section 437(c) provides for payments to a State, at such times and
in such installments as are deemed appropriate by the Secretary, of
up to 90 percent of the cost of the supportive services provided by
the State under its agreement under section 437(a).

SECTION 438. ADVANCE FUNDING

Section 438(a) provides that appropriations for grants, contracts,
and other payments under the revised part 0 with respect to persons
registered under part D may be included in the appropriation Act
for the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year for which they are to be
used.

Section 438(b) provides that in order to effect a transition to the
advance funding procedure two separate appropriations may initially
be made in the same fiscal year, one for that year and one for the
following fiscal year.

SECTION 439. EVALUATION AND RESEARCH: REPORTS TO CONGRESS

Section 439(a) (1) provides that the Secretary of Labor and the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare will jomtly make provi-
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sion for continuing evaluation of manpower training and employment
programs provided under the revised part C, and that the Secretary
of Labor may conduct research and establish demonstration projects
regarding ways to improve the effectiveness of manpower training and
employment programs, contract for independent evaluations and
research regarding such programs, and establish a system for collec-
tion, processing, and retrieval of data.

Section 439(a) (2) authorizes the appropriation, for the costs of the
evaluation and research provided for in section 439(a)(1), of up to
$15,000,000 for any fiscal year.

Section 439(b) provides that on or before September 1 following
each fiscal year the Secretary of Labor is to report to the Congress
on the manpower training and employment programs provided under
the revised part C, and the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare is to report to the Congress on the programs of child care
and supportive services provided under such part.

SECTION 103. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS RELATING
TO ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN

Section 103 of the bill extensively amends part A of title IV of the
Social Security Act—the present program of aid to families with
dependent children—to eliminate all money payments; under the bill
cash payments to needy families with children are to be made under
the new family assistance program (part D) with State supple-
mentation (part E), and the social and other services which are
necessary or appropriate for such families are to be provided under
State plans approved under part A.

Except for the changes which are necessary to conform the require-
ments and conditions of part A to those included in parts D and E
(e.g., the definitions of applicable terms) and the changes referred
to above in the discussion of sections 464 and 435(b), the provisions
of this section are designed solely to make the amendments required
to eliminate money payments from part A programs and the tech-
nical, clerical, and conforming changes necessitated by those
amendments.

TITLE IT—AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND
DISABLED

SECTION 201. GRANTS TO STATES FOR AID TO THE AGED,
BLIND, AND DISABLED

Section 201 of the bill completely rewrites title XVI of the Social
Security Act, which provides for grants to States for aid to the aged,
blind, and disabled.

TITLE XVI—GRANTS TO STATES FOR AID TO THE AGED,
BLIND, AND DISABLED

SECTION 1601. APPROPRIATIONS

Section 1601 authorizes appropriations for the purpose of enablin
each State, under a State plan approved under section 1602,to furnis
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financial assistance to needy individuals who are 65 years of. age or
over, blind, or disabled and for the purpose of encouraging each State
(under such plan) to furnish rehabilitation and other services to help
such individuals attain or retain capability for self-support or self-
care.

SECTION 1602. STATE PLANS FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE AND SERVICES
TO TRE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

Section 1602(a) provides that an approved State plan for aid to
the aged, blind, and disabled must provide for—

(1) a single State agency to administer (or supervise the
administration of) the plan;

(2) administrative methods necessary for the proper and
efficient operation of the plan, including methods relating to
the establishment and maintenance of personnel standards on a
merit basis;

(3) the training and effective use of social service personnel,
technical assistance to units of State and local government
which are furnishing financial assistance or services to the aged)
blind, and disabled, and the development through research or
demonstration projects of new and improved methods of furnish-
ing such assistance or services;

(4) the training and effective use of paid subprofessional staff
(including recipients and others of low income), and the use
of nonpaid or partially paid social service volunteers;

(5) opportunity to apply for aid and the assurance of its
prompt payment;

(6) the use of a simplffied statement, as prescribed by the
Secretary, to establish eligibility, with effective methods for
verifying eligibility through use of sampling and other scientific
techniques;

(7) statewide application of the plan, with the exception of
services to the extent prescribed by the Secretary;

(8) financial participation by the State;
(9) the determination of blindness either by a physician

skilled in diseases of the eye or by an optometrist, whichever
the individual selects;

(10) an opportunity for a fair hearing before the State agency
for individuals whose claims for aid under the plan are denied
or are not acted upon with reasonable promptness;

(11) an evaluation (at least annually) of the operation of the
plan, under standards prescribed by the Secretary, with reports
to the Secretary includmg any planned modifications;

(12) reports to be made as the Secretary requires;
(13) safeguards which restrict the use or disclosure of infor-

mation concerning applicants and recipients to purposes directly
connected with the administration of the plan;

(14) the designation of a State authority to be responsible for
standards for public or private institutions if the plan includes
aid to or on behalf of individuals in such institutions;

(15) description of the services which the State makes avail-
able to applicants or recipients of aid under the plan to help
them attain self-support or self-care; and
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(16) agreement by administering States to observe priorities
established by the Secretary and comply with performance stand-
ards established by the Secretary.

Section 1602(a) permits a State (notwithstanding paragraph (1)) to
designate the State agency which previously administered or super-
vised the administration of the State's plan for aid to the blind ap-
proved under title X as the agency to administer or supervise the
administration of that portion of the State plan for aid to the aged,
blind, and disabled which relates to blind individuals, if on January 1,
1962, and on the date in which such State submits its plan for approval
under the revised title XVI, the State's title X agency was different
from the State agency or agencies that administered or supervised the
administration of the State plans approved under title I (old-age
assistance) and title XIV (aid to the permanently and totally disabled).
In such a case, the part of the plan which each agency administers or
supervises is to be regarded as a separate plan.

Section 1602(b) directs the Secretary to approve any plan which
fulfills the conditions in section 1602(a) and the provisions relating to
determination of need in section 1603, except that the Secretary may
not approve any plan which imposes as a condition of eligibility—

(1) an age requirement of more than 65 years,
(2) a residence requirement which excludes any individual who

resides in the State,
(3) a citizenship requirement which excludes any United States

citizen, or any lawfully admitted resident alien who has resided in
the United States for at least 5 years,

(4) a disability or age requirement which excludes any persons
age 18 or older who are under a severe disability, as determined
under criteria prescribed by the Secretal7, or

(5) a blindness or age requirement which excludes any persons
who are blind, as determined under criteria prescribed by the
Secretary.

Section 1602(b) provides a special exception for certain States prO-
viding_aid for the blind without regard to need. As in the existing
title XVI, the Federal sharing is limited to expenditures for those in
need.

SECTION 1608. DETERMINATION OF NEED

Section 1603(a) provides that each State plan must require the
State agency in determining need to take into account any income and
resources of an individual claiming aid, along with necessary expenses
incurred in earning such income, except that—

(1) the State agency is not to take into account the home,
household goods, or personal effects of the individual, or any
other personal or real property which does not exceed $1,500 in
value, or any other property. necessary for the family's self-
support (subject to any limitation on gross income which may
be imposed as provided in section 442(d));

(2) the State agency is not to consider the financial responsi-
bility of any other individual for the applicant or recipient;
except that the State agency may in its discretion, if it is so
provided or permitted under State law, consider the financial
responsibility of another individual for the applicant or recipient
if the applicant or recipient is such individual's spouse, or is
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such individual's child who is under the age of 21 or is blind or
severely disabled;

(3) if the individual is blind or severely disabled, the State
agency will disregard his earned income up to $85 per month plus
one-half of his earned income above that figure, and will disregard
additional amounts necessary for achieving self-support pursuant
to a State plan for a twelve-month period which may be extended
to as long as thirty-six months (except that such additional
amounts will be disregarded in the case of an individual who is
disabled (but not blind) only if he is undergoing vocational re-
habilitation); and

(4) if the individual has attained age 65 and is neither blind
nor severely disabled, the State agency may disregard his earned
income up to $60 per month and one-half of his earned income
above that figure.

Section 1603(a) also permits the State agency in determining an indi-
vidual's need (before disregarding any amounts under the preceding
paragraphs) to disregard up to $7.50 of any income, and refers by cross
reference to the additional $4 disregard which is required in the case of
OASDI recipients by section 1007 of the Social Security Amendments
of 1969 (discussed below under section 203 of the bill).

Section 1603(b) requires a State plan to provide also that—
(1) each eligible individual, other than an individual who is

institutionalized, will receive financial assistance equal to at least
$110 per month less any income which is not disregarded under
section 1603(a);

(2) the standard of need applied for determining eligibility for
and amount of aid will not be lower than (A) the standard applied
for this purpose under the State's title XVI plan as in effect on the
date of the enactment of the family assistance program, or (B) if
the State had no such plan on that date, the standard of need
which was in effect and approved on such date under the State's
plan under title I, X, or X1IT, whichever would apply to the
mdividual (or the highest such standard which was or would have
been applicable if the individual falls within two or more categories
or does not fall within any of them); and

(3) no payments will be made under the plan to an individual
who is considered a member of a family receiving family assistance
benefits or supplementary payments under part D or E of title
111 or training allowances under part C of such title (but the
individual may in any case elect not to be considered a member of
such a family).

Section l603(c) contains a cross-reference to the special provisions
applicable to Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam under
section 1108(e) (as added by section 403 of the bill).

SECTION 1604. PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR AID TO THE AGED, BLIND,
AND DISABLED

Section 1604 directs the Secretary tpay to each State which has
a plan approved under the revised title XVI, for each calendar quarter,
an amount equal to the sum of the following proportions of the total
amounts expended during each month of such quarter as aid to the
aged, blind, and disabled under the plan—
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(1) 90 percent of such expenditures up to the product of $65
multiplied by the total number of recipients of such aid for such
month; plus

(2) 25 percent of the amount by which such ependitures exceed
those which may be counted under paragraph (1), but only up to
the product of the maximum permissible level of assistance per
person in which the Federal Government will participate finan-
cially, as determined by the Secretary, multiplied by the total
number of recipients of such aid for such month.

Section 1604 further provides that in the case of Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands, and Guam the maximum permissible level of assist,-
ance under paragraph (2) may be lower than in the case of individuals
in the other States.

SECTION 1605. ALTERNATE PROVISION FCR DIRECT FEDERAL PAYMENTS
TO INDIVIDUALS

Section 1605 provides that the Secretary may enter into an agree-
ment with any State under which he will make the payments of aid
to the aged, blind, and disabled provided for under the State plan
directly to individuals in such• State, and perform related State
functions. The State would reimburse the Secretary for the State's
share of such payments.

SECTION 1606. OVERPAYMENTS AND UNDERPAYMENTS

Section 1606 provides for adjustments of overpayments and under-
payments where the Secretary makes direct payment to individuals
in a State as provided in section 1605. In the case of overpayments,
the Secretary is to avoid penalizing people who were without fault if
adjustment or recovery would defeat the program's purposes, or be
against equity and good conscience, or might, because of the small
amounts involved, impede effective administration.

SECTION 1607. OPERATION OF STATE PLANS

Section 1607 provides that if the Secretary finds after reasonable
notice and opportunity for hearing that a State is not meeting the
Federal requirements, he will withhold further payments under the
State plan, or under the part of the plan affected, until the noncom-
pliance is corrected.

SECTION 1608. PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR SERVICES AND ADMINISTRATION

Section 1608(a) provides that a State may qualify for increased Fed-
eral payments as provided in section 1608(b) for services made avail-
able to applicants for and recipients of aid to the aged, blind, and
disabled if the State plan provides at least those services which are
prescribed by the Secretary to help them attain or retain capability
for self-support or self-care.

Section 1608(b) provides that the Secretary will pay to each State
an amount equal to 75 percent of its expenditures for services to help
applicants or recipients attain or retain capability for self-support or
self-care, other services likely to prevent or reduce dependency, and
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services directed toward the training of personnel employed or pre-
paring for employment in the State or local agency administering the
plan, plus an amount equal to one-half of its expenditures for other
services furnished under the plan.

Section l608(c) provides that the services are to be furnished by
the State or local agency staff except as specified by the Secretary.

Section 1608(d) provides that the rate of the Federal payment with
respect to amounts expended for administration are to be determined
under methods and procedures permitted by the Secretary.

Section 1608(e) provides that the State may be paid for only one-
half its expenditures for services in any quarter if its plan does not
include the self-support or self-care services prescribed under or speci-
fied in section 1608 (a) and (b).

Section 1608(f) provides that if the Secretary finds after notice
and opportunity for hearing that a State's plan providing services
prescribed under or specified in section 1608 (a) and (b) is failing to
comply with the requirements of such section, or that in the adminis-
tration of such plan there is a failure to comply substantially with
its provisions, he may make the payments for any or all of such serv-
ices at the 50-percent rate (as in the case of a State to which section
1608(e) applies) instead of at the 75-percent rate otherwise applicable
until such failure ceases.

SECTION 1609. COMPUTATION OF PAYMENTS TO STATES

Section 1609(a) authorizes the Secretary to estimate, before each
quarter, the amount to which the State is entitled under its plan for
aid, services, and administration, and to pay the estimated amounts in
installments adjusted for any prior overpayments or underpayments.

Section 1609(b) provides that the pro rata share due the United
States for recovery of any aid furnished is to be adjusted as described
in section 1609(a).

Section l609(c) provides that when the Secretary's estimate is
made, available appropriations are deemed obligated.

SECTION 1610. DEFINITION

Section 1610 defines "aid to the aged, blind, and disabled" to mean
money payments to needy individuals who are age 65 or older or are
blind or severely disabled, other than inmates of a nonmedical public
instutution and patients under age 65 in a mental or tuberculosis
institution. The term also means payments to another person on
behalf of such a needy individual if the applicable State plan provides
(1) for a determination of the individual's inability to manage funds
where making direct payment would be contrary to his welfare,
(2) for making payments to such other person only if the individual's
needs will be met by doing so, (3) that special efforts will be made
to improve the individual's capacity to manage funds, (4) for a
periodic review of the determination to pay another person and for
appointment of a legal guardian, if appropriate, and (5) an oppor-tunity for a fair hearmg.

The standards for determining blindness and severe disability are
to be established by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare.



74

SECTION 202. REPEAL OF TITLES I, X, AND XIV OF THE
SOCIAL SECURITY ACT

Section 202 of the bill repeals title I of the Social Security Act
(grants to States for old-age assistance and medical assistance for the
aged), title X of the Act (grants to States for aid to the blmd), and
title XIV of the Act (grants to States for aid to the permanently and
totally disabled). The aid under these three programs will be pro-
vided in the bill under one program—title XVI (as amended by
section 201 of the bill).

SECTION 203. ADDITIONAL DISREGARDING OF INCOME
OF OASDI RECIPIENTS IN DETERMINING NEED FOR
AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

Section 203 of the bill amends section 1007 of the Social Security
Amendments of 1969 to make permanent the provision (now appli-
cable only through June 1970) which requires a State to disregard up
to $4 per month of an individual's benefit under the old-age, survivors,
and disability insurance program in determining such individual's
need for aid under the State's title XVI program if disregarding such
amount is necessary to ensure that his total income under the two
programs will reflect the 15-percent increase in benefits made by the
1969 Amendments.

SECTION 204. TRANSITION PROVISION RELATING TO
OVERPAYMENTS AND UNDERPAYMENTS

Section 204 of the bill provides for adjustment under title XVI of
the Act (as amended by section 201 of the bill) of any overpayment
or underpayment which the Secretary determines was made to a State
under the existing title I, X, or XIV of the Act (which are repealed
by section 202 of the bill), or the existing title XVI of the Act (which is
amended by section 201 of the bill).

SECTION 205. TRANSITION PROVISION RELATING TO
DEFINITIONS OF BLINDNESS AND DISABILITY

Section 205 of the bill gives the States a grace period during which
they can be eligible to participate under title XVI of the Act (as
amended by section 201 of the bill) without changing their tests of
disability or blindness. The grace period will end for any State with
the July 1 which follows the close of the first regular session of its
State legislature beginning after the enactment of the bill.

TITLE Ill—MISCELLANEOUS CONFORMING
AMENDMENTS

Title III of the bill amends various provisions of the Social Security
Act to reflect the programs established under titles I and II of the
bill and to eliminate references to titles I, X, and XIV of the Act
(which are repealed by section 202 of the bill).
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SECTION 301. AMENDMENT TO SECTION 228(d)

Section 301 of the bill changes references in section 228(d)(1)
of the Act, which precludes benefits under section 228 (benefits at
age 72 for certain ininsured individuals) for individuals receiving cash
benefits under the programs established by the bill.

SECTION 302. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE XI

Section 302 of the bifi amends title XI of the Act (general provisions)
by repealing section 1118 (alternative Federal payment with re-
spect to public assistance expenditures) and by changing references
in several other sections.

SECTION 303. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE XVIII

Section 303 of the bill amends title XVIII of the Act by changing
references in section 1843 (State agreements for coverage of eligible
individuals who are receiving money payments under public assistance
programs (or are eligible for medical assistance)) and section 1863
(consultation with State agenciss and other organizations to develop
conditions of participation for providers of services).

SECTION 304. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE XIX

Section 304 of the bill changes references in various provisions of
title XIX (grants to States for medical assistance programs), and
requires the States to provide medical assistance for individuals who
are eligible for State supplementary payments under part E of title
IV of the Act (as added by section 101 of the bifi) or who would be
eligible for cash assistance under an existing State plan for aid to
families with dependent children if it continued in effect and included
dependent children of unemployed fathers.

TITLE IV—GENERAL

SECTION 401. EFFECTIVE DATE

Section 401 of the bill provides that the amendments made by the
bifi will become effective on July 1, 1971, except that—

(1) in the case of a State which (on that date) is prevented by
statute from making supplementary payments under the new
part E and the legislature of which does not meet in a regular
session closing after the enactment of the bill and on or before
that date, none of such amendments will apply until the first
July 1 which follows the close of the first regular session of such
legislature closing after that date (unless the State theretofore
certifies that it is no longer prevented from making the payments,
in which case the amendments become effective at the beginning
of the first calendar quarter following the certification); and

(2) in the case of a State which (on that date) is prevented
by statute from meeting the requirements contained in the revised
section 1602 and the legislature of which does not meet in a regular
session closing after the enactment of the bill and on or before
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that date, the amendments made by title II of the bill will not
apply until the first July 1 which follows the close of the first
regular session of such legislature closing after that date (unless
the State theretofore submits a State plan meeting those require-
ments, in which case the amendments made by title II become
effective on the date of submission of the plan).

The special 1950 rule relating to public assistance for Navajo and
Hopi Jndians is repealed, effective at the same time as the amend-
ments made by the bill. An exception to the general effective date
provision is made in the case of the new authorization (in the revised
part C of title IV of the Act) for child care services for persons under-
going training or employment; this authorization is effective upon the
enactment of the bill.

SECTION 402. SAVING PROVISION

Section 402 (a) of the bill provides that for each quarter beginning
after June 30, 1971, and prior to July 1, 1973, the Secretary of Health,
Education and Welfare will reimburse any State making supplemental
payments under the new part E of title IV and payments of aid to the
aged, blind, and disabled under the revised title XVI, to the extent that
70 percent of the payments required under part E plus the State's share
of expenditures under the revised title XVI exceeds the State's share of
the expenditures which would have been incurred under title I (old-
age assistance and medical assistance for the aged), part A of title IV
(aid and services to needy families with children), title X (aid to the
blind), title XIV (aid to permanently and totally disabled), and the
existing title XVI had they continued in effect.

Section 402(b)(1) provides that the non-Federal (or State's) share
of expenditures for a quarter subsequent to June 1971 under the
revised title XVI of the Act means the difference between (1) of
the total payments made under title XVI for such subsequent quarter
which would have been included as aid to the aged, blind, or dis-
abled under the plan in effect in June 1971, plus the additional ex-
penditures required under such title as revised by the bill, and (2)
the total amounts determined under section 1604 of the Act for such
State with respect to the State's expenditures for such subsequent
quarter.

Section 402(b) (2) provides that the non-Federal share of expendi-
tures for a quarter subsequent to June 1971 which would have been
made had titles I, IV, X, and XVI of the Act continued in effect means
the difference between (1) the payments which would have been made
under such titles as in effect in June 1971 if the plans under such titles
as then in effect had continued in effect during such subsequent
quarter and had included payments to dependent children of unem-
ployed fathers, and (2) the amounts which would have been deter-
mined under sections 3, 403, 1003, 1403, and 1603, or under section
1118, of the Act with respect to expenditures for such quarter.

SECTION 403. SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR PUERTO RICO,
THE VIRGIN ISLANDS, AND GUAM

Section 403 of the bill adds to section 1108 of the Act a new sub-
section (e) to provide that in Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Virgin
Islands—
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(1) the eligibility level for and amount of family assistance
benefits,

(2) the irregular income excluded,
(3) the resources limitations,
(4) the first cut-off point in the Federal reimbursement f or-

mula for payments to the aged, blind, and disabled, and
(5) the income floor for the aged, blind, and disabled

will be reduced in proportion to the extent by which the per capita
income of each is below that one of the fifty States which has the
lowest per capita income.

The new section 1108(e) also provides that the Secretary will prom-
ulgate between July 1 and September 30 of each even-numbered year
the amounts to be used for these purposes during the following 2-fiscal-
year period in Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Virgin Islands, and that
m no case will the amounts determined for one period be lower than
the amounts for the preceding period.

SECTION 404. MEANING OF SECRETARY AND FISCAL
YEAR

Section 404 defines the term "Secretary" to mean the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare (unless the context otherwise re-
quires) and defines the term "fiscal year" to mean a period beginning
any July 1 and ending with the close of the following June 30.



VI. ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF CONGRESSMAN SAM M.
GIBBONS ON H.R. 16311

I voted for the family assistance program in the Ways and Means
Committee, and I plan to vote for it on final passage.

But unless we consider the existing food stamp program we are
going to create a scrambled welfare mess.

Congress created the food stamp program in 1964 for the purpose
of providin food for the needy.

it has failed to accomplish this basis goal—and at a great admin-
istrative expense. Only 40 percent of those who are eligible have ever
been able to participate in it because of its high administrative
expenses and because it has not been made available on a nationwide
basis. The Federal administrative expenses of this program for fiscal
1969 were about 10 percent of the food stamp benefit. The local admin-
istrative expenses have been running about 5 percent of the food
stamp benefit and •the poor have ended up with something that
many regard as "funny" money.

This indicates to me that there are serious flaws in the program,
which in my opinion are incurable under any stamp system.

For these and other reasons, I have concluded that we should con-
vert from food stamps to cash payments of the same bonus amount
above and beyond the benefit paid under the family assistance pro-
gram.

Under present law, the food stamp applicant must put up a rela-
tively small sum of his own cash (from whatever source) and receive
in return a larger amount in food stamps. The difference between
what he pays in-cash and what he can buy with the stamps is the free
food stamp bonus.

I propose that the bonus now given in extra food stamps be given
an equivalent amount of cash. Whether the recipient receives case or
food stamps his purchasing power will not be affected, but Federal and
local governments will save administrative costs if the benefits are
distributed in cash rather than instamps.

Why have I come to the conclusion that we should abandon the
food stamp program for cash payments?

There are several-reasons, but basically two.
The first is that under the present food stamp bonus plan, -there is

excessively expensive and duplicative wiministration. These costs
could be reduced to a minimum under a cash plan.

The second reason is that the present plan imposes such degradin
and discouraging experiences that less than half of those who need an
are entitled to food stamps get any help under the food stamp plan.

A third reason is that almost all the knowledgeable experts on this
matter, including the President and his Secretaries of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, and Agriculture, agree that a cash bonus is better
than -stamps. Yet they have iailed to put forward a solution. My
opinion is that we should solve this problem now. Congress should not
avoid this responsibility because others fail to lead.
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I will expand on my reasons for proposing a change later in these
remarks, but first I want to explam in detail how the cash plan I
urg would work.

There are 20 million individuals eligible under the family assistance
plan and about 3 million adults now receiving categorical assistance
(blind, disabled, etc.). They would, under my proposal; be entitled to
the cash equivalent of the bonus stamps which they would have
received according to the food stamps issuing schedule now in effect.

In sum, the added cash payment to each family above and beyond
the FAP payments would be the same as the food stamp bonus they
would have received if enrolled in the food stamp program.

To illustrate, let us use a family of four, with no mcome except the
minimum of $1,600 under the family assistance plan. Its monthly
net income would be $133.33. For a payment of $34 in cash, this
family would receive $106 in food stamps. The $72 difference between
the cash paid and stamps received would equal its monthly fOod
stamp bonus.

Under my proposal, this same $72 would be paid the family as a
cash bonus, on top of its $133.33 in monthly FAP payment, thus
yielding the family a cash total of $205.33 a month.

Under existing law, the famil1 in the food stamp program would
have to pay $34 of its $133.33 FAP cash assistance to get the extra
stamps, leaving it $99.33 in cash and $106 in food stamps. However,
monthly purchasing power would be the same, $205.33 in either case.

The proposal that I advocate is not new. In the President's budget
for this year (1971) on page 176 the following illustriLtion is made,
and the only difference between that illustration and with the one I
have just given you is that it is given in annual terms, whereas, I
have given you the figures on a monthly basis. The President's pro-
posal on page 176 is stated as follows:

Taken together, FAP and the improved food stamp pro-
gram would provide significantly improved benefit levels for
many poor families. A family of four with no other income
would receive a total of $2,464 annually—$1,6O0 in cash
from FAP, and $864 in the form of the food stamp bonus
($1,272 in stamps less a purchase price of $408).

The following table sets this out schematically for a family of four
at the $1,600 level:

BENEFITS

Month Year

(a) Separate programs.
Cash
Less cash spent for food stamps

Totalcish
Value of food stamps

Total purchasing power

(b) Merged programs:
Cash
Cash value of food stampe

Total purchasing power

$133.33
34.00

$1, 600
408

99.33
106.00

1,192
1. 272

205.33 2,464

133.33
72.00

1,600
864

205.33 2,464

Note: There Is no chsnge In family purchasing power except under the separate program the family ends up with 48
percent cash and 52 percent in food stamps; whereas, under the merged programs th. family ends up with the entire pur-
chasing power in cash.
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For a family of four at the $3,000 level from any combination of
FAP payments, state supplementation, and earnings, the following
would occur:

BENEFITS

Month Year

(a) Separate programs:
Cash
Lesscash'spentforfood stamps

Totalcash
Valueoffoodstamps

$250
72

$3,000
864

178
106

2,136
1,272

Total purchasing power

(b) Merged programs:
Cash
Cash value of food stamps

Total purchasing power

284 3,408

250 3,000
408

284 3,408

Note: There is no change in family purchasing power except under the separate program the famiiy ends up with 63

percent cash and 37 percent In food stamps; whereas, under the merged programs the famiiy ends up with the entire
purchasing power In cash.

For an aged adult receiving $110 a month and nothing more, the
following would obtain:

BENEFITS

Month Year

(a) Separate programs:
Cash

$110 $1,320

Less cash spent for food stanps —18 —216

Total cash 92 1,104

Value of food stamps +28 336

Total purchasing power 120 1,440

(b) Merged programs:
Cash

110 1,320

Cash value of food stamps +10 +120

Total purchasing power 120 1,440

Note: There Is no change in the adult purchasing power except under the separate program he ends upwith 77 percent
cash and 23 percent In food stamps; whereas, under the merged programs the aduit ends up with the entire purchasing

power In cash.

The above arithmetic, particularly for the $1,600 family, dra-
matically demonstrates part of my case for changing from bonus
food stamps to bonus cash benefits.

What family in America, poor or otherwise, wants to be compelled
to receive over half its total purchasing power in the form of script
which can only. be used for one of its needs—food—and this on penalty
of receiving no family food assistance at all unless it submits to this
cupulsory budgeting?

What family wants even more than one-third of its purchasing
power tied up in food, untouchable in emergency? The average
American family spends only 16.5 percent of its disposable income on
food. Granted the average family's income is higher than that of a
typicl poor family, but must the poor be locked into a forcible
formula which makes them spend three times the average for food
alone? I think not, and I want .to detail some of my reasons as to
why not.
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As Ihave already noted, most of the experts, including the President,
think cash payments are superior to stamp bonuses.

Let me quote administration sources first:
In his Welfare message to Congress on August 11, 1969, President

Nixon himself said, in part:
"For dependent families there will be an orderly substitution of

food stamps by the new direct monetary payments" (p 106 of hearings
before the Committee on Ways and Means, House of Representatives,
pt. 1 of 7).

In this same speech, the President said:
This Administration, after a careful analysis of all the

alternatives is committed, to a new departure that will find a
solution for the welfare problem. The time for denouncing
the old is over; the time for devising the new is now (p. 104).

Bu.t apparently not right now!
The President went on to say that the "new system will lessen

welfare redtape and provide administrative cost savings * * •"
(p. 108). But this will not be true if the present food stamp program,
which entails huge and disproportionate administrative costs is
retained. (I detail these costs later in this statement.)

Again, earlier on May 6, 1969, the President gave it as his view that
"the food stamp and direct (commodity) distribution programs * * *
both programs are clearly in need of revision."

He then went on to urge a $1 billion increase in spending for the
food stamp and other food programs.

On September 15, 1969, before the Senate Select Committee on
Nutrition and Human Needs, Secretary of Agriculture Hardin spoke
in a similar vein.

He said, in part U* * * When the President delivered his message
of May 6 (1969), he made it clear that it was time to go ahead and
reshape the food stamp program and make it workable, available
and attractive * * *'

My only difference with the President and Secretary Hardin is
how and when we should start making the food stamp program
all of those things.

My view is that the, food can only be made fully available and the
dispensing of it workable by substituting a cash bonus plan for
sta)s now.

Why wait? Why not realize these savings, administrative and
otherwise, by converting food stamps into cash, with the payments
administered by the same agency which will administer family
assistance?

HEW Secretary Finch told this same Senate Committee on the
same day that—"For several reasons our ultimate goal over the
years should be to move toward a wholly cash income support system
and away from in-kind multiple programs * * *• This Administration
believes that over the years cash assistance would eventually be
substituted for food stamp programs in a way which leaves the
individual at least as well off in total benefits * a aS" Why not now?

Secretary Finch further said that the "welfare and food stamp
systems need to be viewed together as part of a single package and the
Congress should consider reforms of those systems at the same time
with an eye to their relationship to each other." Why not now?
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Secretary Finch is also on the record as saying that "cash assistance
provides the maximum flexibility and personal responsibility for the
individual. Cash enables the recipient to substitute his own judgment
of how best to meet his needs for the determination of a faraway
government. The individual determines how he allocates his income
and how much to spend on food."

Other knowledgeable experts, not so intimately associated with
the Nixon administration, have endorsed a cash plan such as I pro-
posed, and suggted it be immediately:

Dr. Harold Watts of the University of Wisconsin, who testified
before the Ways and Means Committee, says that "food stamps are
a bad bargain in comparison to general cash benefits."

The President's Commission on Income Maintenance Programs
made a similar recommendation.

The latter group also notes the difficulty of policing an augmented
food stamp program. Since many families will have more stamps than
cash m hand, there will be a strong inducement to either buy ineligible
items with stamps or else sell the stamps or food obtained with them
for cash. Either way, there will be strong pressure to violate the law.

I have not dwelt on 'the personally degrading and harassing ex-
periences which food stamp recipients must undergo to get their
stamps such as waiting hours in long lines, going to outdoor windows
of banks which issue the stamps, even in snow or rain, and how they
become conspicuous at grocery counters where they must separate
stamp eligible items in one stack and other purchases in another
stack. I might add that such embarrassments and harassments, which
this program inflicts on those who must use it or go hungry, is doing
nothing to solve the already acute and exj?losive problems in our
slum ghettoes where many of 'the food recipients live. It aggravates
such problems.

But leaving aside the indignity and inconvenience of the stamp
program, there is an overwhelmingly strong argument against it:

This is the expensive and duplicative administrative cost and
procedures which could be reduced to a minimum under a combined
food and FAP cash program.

Administrative costs of the present food stamp program are con-
siderable. To disperse $228.8 million in stamp bonuses in fiscal 1969,
the Government had to spend $22.2 million or 10 percent of the added
bonuses in administrative 'costs. In fiscal 1971, with a projected $1.2
billion food stamp program, projected administrative costs are esti-
mated at $50 miffion. That estimate is prohably low. But even if
correct, when the planned $2.5 billion food stamp program takes
effect early in fiscal 1972, Federal administrative costs will run to a
minimum of $100 million and perhaps as high as $250 million, given
last year's operating experience.

There will be other administrative expenses as well. The Federal
Government pays 62.5 percent of State costs for certifying nonpublic
assistance households as eligible for food stamps. This will soar further
when all individuals eligible for the existing program take advantage
of it. With a cash plan in operat1on, there would be no necessity for
this second certification.

Local costs of this program, which are not reimbursed by the Fed-
eral Government are also substantial. Some banks, for example, charge



83

as much as 90 cents every time they sell a book of stamps to an eligible
recipient. Should stamps be issued more than once a month in the
future, this cost would go up still more. State and local government
costs for issuance could run to $125 million, not counting the certifica-
tion costs.

Under a cash plan, double certification, double staffs, double hives-
tigations and all the other duplicative administrative procedures
could be eliniinated.

With food stamps and family assistance programs merged into a
single cash payment, there would be no added administrative cost for
calculating the food stamp bonus and adding the cash equivalent to
the FAP cash payment.

Indeed, overall, there would be less administrative cost. We could
save most of the $150 million it will cost the Federal Government to
administer the food stamp program by fiscal 1972, and the possible
$175 million it will cost local and State governments for the same
program.

To sum up, there is a simple and rational substitute for the "funny
money," which we call food stamps and which now cost $2.20 for
every $2 in stamps issued. It is to convert to cash payments and to
abohsh food stamps and to do it now. By so doing, we will simplify
administration and liquidate excessive expenses which are inherent in
any stamp plan.



VII. DISSENTING VIEWS OF HON. AL ULLMAN, HON. PHIL
LANDRUM, AND HON. OMAR BURLESON ON H.R. 16311

We concur that the Federal welfare system should be renovated,
and agree with portions of the bill that help attain that objective.

We do not concur, however, with provisions of the bill under which
another 15 million Americans, the working poor, would be added to
the welfare rolls. The aim of assisting low-income wage earners is
frustrated by the very provisions of the bill.

The argument that the bill requires welfare recipients for the first
time to register with public employment service agencies begs the
issue. Neither the funding nor the administrative provisions of the
bill are sufficient to cope with the massive increase in paperwork and
job placement problems that would follow the addition of nearly 3
million new names to the work registration rolls. The increase in
job-training slots and funding planned under the bifi would, in our
judgment, fall far short of meeting the needs of the present number
of welfare recipients, much less those of millions more.

Virtually no improvement is offered for the administrative tangle
that makes the existing welfare program so ineffective. The bill merely
places a new Federal layer on top of a system that is already a bureau-
cratic quagmire.

For all the rhetoric about work incentives, the bill clearly puts cash
payments first. It ultimately establishes the basis for a guaranteed
annual income through a negative tax formula. We do not concur that
the cash incentive, approach to welfare is either proven or sound, or
that it would ever attain its purported objective of reducing the wel-
• fare rolls. . Research in this whole area is fragmentary and entirely
inconclusive.

Wefully concur that the Federal payments in the adult category—
to the aged, the blind, and the disabled—be significantly increased
as provided by the bill. We believe that the inflationary pressures of
the economy today make it impossible for individuals in these welfare
categories to exist on their present fixed incomes.

But we do not concur with the thrust of the bill in its family
assistance provisions. It would permanently consign more than 10

percent of our population to welfare handouts. The bill would insti-
tutionalize proverty, not eliminate it.

We believe the need is for tigheter Federal standards applied to the
present system and aimed at more efficient and effective administra-
tion. Above all, the need is for greatly expanded funding of existing
programs—the work incentive (WIN) program, special projects,
JOBS and child care. Webeieve that these programs, properly funded
well beyond the bill's limited provisions, can produce positive results.

In our judgement, the first step in welfare reform should be to
make our present system effective for the 10 million Americans al-
ready on the welfare rolls, and offer them a real opportunity to lift
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themselves out of poverty. Only after we have successfully achieved
a sound structure should we consider bringing millions more into the
system.

AL ULLMAN.
PHIL M. LANDRUM.
OMAR BURLESON.
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A BILL
To authorize a family assistance plan providing basic benefits

to low-income families with children, to provide incentives

for employment and training to improve the capacity 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 purposes.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That this Act, with the following table of contents, may be

4 cited as the "Family Assistance Act of 1970".

I



2

TABLE OF CONTENTS

TITLE I—FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

Sec. 101. Establishment of family assistance plan.

"PART P—FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

"Sec. 441. Appropriations.
"Sec. 442. Eligibility for and amount of family assistance benefits.

"(a) Eligibility.
"(b) Amount.
"(c) Period for determination of benefits.

(d) Special limits m gross income.
"(e) Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam.

"Sec. 443. Income.
"(a) Meaning of income.
"(b) Exclusions from income.

"Sec. 444. Resources.
"(a) Exclusions from resources.
"(b) Disposition of resources.

"Sec. 445. Meaning of family and child.
"(a) Composition of family.
"(b) Definition of child.
"(c) Determination of family relationships.
"(d) Income and resources of noncontributing adult.
"(e) Recipients of aid to the aged, blind, and dis-

abled ineligible.
"Sec. 446. Payments and procedures.

"(a) Payments of benefits.
"(b) Overpayments and underpayments.
"(c) Hearings and review.
"(d) Procedures; prohibition of assignments.
"(e) Applications and furnishing of information by

families.
"(f) Furnishing of information by other agencies.

"Soc. 447. Registration and referral of family members for man-
power services, training, and employment.

"Sec. 448. Denial of benefits in case of refusal of manpower services,

training, or employment.
"Sec. 449. Transfer of funds for on-the-job training programs.

"PART E—STATE SUPPLEMENTATION OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS

'"Sec. 451. Payments under titles IV, V, XVI, and XIX conditioned
on supplementation.

"Sec. 452. Eligibility for and amount of supplementary payments.
"Sec. 453. Payments to States.
"Sec. 454. Failure by State to comply with agreement.



3

TABLE OF CONTENTS—Continued

"P&ET F—ADMINISTRATION

"Sec. 461. Agreements with States.
"Sec. 462. Penalties for fraud.
"Sec. 463. Report, evaluation, research and demonstrations, and

training and technical assistance.
"Sec. 464. Obligation of deserting parents.
"Sec. 465. Treatment of family assistance benefits as income for food

stamp purposes."
Sec. 102. Manpower services, training, employment, and child care

programs.

"PART C—MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, EMPLOYMENT, AND Ciuu
CARE PROGRAMS FOR RECIPIENTS OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENmm
OR SUPPLEMENTARY PAYMENTh

"Sec. 430. Purpose.
"Sec. 431. Operation of manpower services, training, and employ-

ment programs.
"Sec. 432. Allowances for individuals undergoing training.
"Sec. 433. Utilization of other programs.
"Sec. 434. Rules and regulations.
"Sec. 435. Appropriations; non-Federal share.
"Sec. 436. Child care.
"Sec. 437. Supportive services.
"Sec. 438. Advance funding.
"Sec. 439. Evaluation and research; reports to Congress."

Sec. 103. Conforming amendments relating to assistance for needy fam-
ilies with children.

Sec. 104. Changes in headings.

TITLE Il—AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

Sec. 201. Grants to States for aid to the aged, blind, and disabled.

"TITLE XVI—GRANTS TO STATES FOR AID TO THE
AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

"Sec. 1601. Appropriations.
"Sec. 1602. State plans for financial assistance and services to the

aged, blind, and disabled.
"Sec. 1603. Determination of need.
"Sec. 1604. Payments to States for aid to the aged, blind, and dis-

abled.
"Sec. 1605. Alternate provision for direct Federal payments to in-

dividuals.
"Sec. 1606. Overpayments and underpayments.
"Sec. 1607. Operation of State plans.



4

TABLE OF CONTENTS—Continued

"TITLE XVI—GRANTS TO STATES FOR AID TO THE
AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED—Continued

"Sec. 1608. Payments to States for services and administration.
"Sec. 1609. Computation of payments to States.
"Sec. 1610. Definition."

Sec. 202. Repeal of titles I, X, and XIV of the Social Security Act.
Sec. 203. Additional disregarding of income of OASDI recipients in

determining need for aid to the aged, blind, and disabled.
Sec. 204. Transition provision relating to overpayments and underpay-

ments.
Sec. 205. Transition provision relating to definitions of blindness and

disability.

TITLE 111—MISCELLANEOUS CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

Sec. 301. Amendment to section 228(d).
Sec. 302. Amendments to title XI.
Sec. 303. Amendments to title XVIII.
Sec. 304. Amendments to title XIX.

TITLE IV—GENERAL

Sec. 401. Effective date.
Sec. 402. Saving provision.
Sec. 403. Special provisions for Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and

Guam.
Sec. 404. Meaning of Secretary and fiscal year.

1 TITLE I—FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

2 ESTABLIShMENT OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

3 Siio. 101. Title IV of the Social Security Act (42

4 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) is amended by adding after part C

5 the following new parts:

6 "P&lT P—FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

7 "APPROPRIATIONS

8 "SEC. 441. For the purpose of providing a basic level

9 of financial assistance throughout the Nation to needy

10 families with children, in a manner which will strengthen
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1 family life, encourage work training and self-support, and

2 enhance personal dignity, there is authorized to be appro-

3 priated for each fiscal year a sum sufficient to carry out this

4 part.

5 "ELIGIBILITY FOR AND AMOUNT OF FA1tILY ASSISTANCE

6 BENEFITS

7 "Eligibility

8 "SEc. 442. (a) Each family (as defined in section

9 445)—

10 "(1) whose income, other than income excluded

11 pursuant to section 443 (b), is less than—

12 "(A) $500 per year for each of the first two

13 members of the family, plus

14 "(B) $300 per year for each additional mem-

15 ber, and

16 "(2) whose resources, other than resources cx-

17 eluded pursuant to section 444, are less than $1,500,

18 shall, in accordance with and subject to the other provisions

19 of this title, be paid a family assistance benefit.

20 "Amount

21 "(b) The family assistance benefit for a family shall

22 be payable at the rate of—
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1 "(1) $500 per year for each of the first two mem-

2 hers of the family, plus

3 "(2) $300 per year for each additional member,

4 reduced by the amount of income, not excluded pursuant

5 to section 443 (b), of the members of the family.

6 "Period for Determination of Benefits

"(c) (1) A family's eligibility for and its amount of

8 family assistance benefits shall be determined for each quar-

ter of a calendar year. Such determination shall be made on

10 the basis of the Secretary's estimate of the family's income

11 for such quarter, after taking into account income for a pre

12 ceding period and any modifications in income which are

13 likely to occur on the basis of changes in conditions or cir-

14 cumstances. Eligibility for and the amount of benefits of a

15 family for any quarter shall be redetermined at such time or

16 times as may be provided by the Secretary, such redeter-

17 mination to be effective prospectively.

18 "(2) The Secretary shall by regulation prescribe the

19 cases in which and extent to which the amount of a family

20 assistance benefit for any quarter shall be reduced by reason

21 of the time elapsing since the beginning of such quarter and

22 before the date of filing of the application for the benefit.

23 "(3) The Secretary may, in accordance with regula-

24 tions, prescribe the cases in which and the extent to which
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1 income received in one period (or expenses incurred in one

2 period in earning income) shall, for purposes of determining

3 eligibility for and amount of family assistance benefits, be

4 considered as received (or incurred) in another period or

5 periods.

6 "Special Limits on Gross Income

7 "(d) The Secretary may, in accordance with regula-

8 tions, prescribe the circumstances under which the gross

9 income from a trade or business (including farming) will be

10 considered sufficiently large to make such family ineligible

11 for such benefits.

12 "Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam

13 "(e) For special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico,

14 the Virgin Islands, and Guam, see section 1108 (e).

15 "nwoMF

16 "Meaning of Income

17 "SEc. 443. (a) For purposes o this part, income means

18 both earned income and unearned income; and—

19 "(1) earned income means only—

20 "(A) remuneration for services peHormed as

21 an employee (as defined in sectiOn 210 (j)), other

22 than remuneration to which section 209 (b), (c),

23 (d), (f), or (k), or section 211, would apply; and

24 "(B) net earnings from self-employment, as



8

i defined in section 211 (without the application of

2 the second and third sentences following clause (C)

3 of subsection (a) (9)), including earnings for serv-

4 ices described in paragraphs (4), (5), and (6)

5 of subsection (c) ; and

6 "(2) unearned income means all other income,

7 including—

8 "(A) any payments received as an annuity,

9 pension, retirement, or disability benefit, including

10 veteran's or workmen's compensation and old-age,

11 survivors, and disability insurance, railroad retire-

12 ment, and unemployment benefits;

13 "(B) prizes and awards;

14 "(C) the proceeds of any life insurance policy;

15 "(D) gifts (cash or otherwise), support and

16 alimony payments, and inheritances; and

17 "(E) rents, dividends, interest, and royalties.

18 "Exclusions From Income

19 "(b) In determining the income of a family there shall

20 be excluded—

21 "(1) subject to limitations (as to amount or other-

22 wise) prescribed by the Secretary, the earned income of

23 each child in the family who is, as determined by the

24 Secretary under regulations, a student regularly attend-
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1 ing a school, college, or university, or a course of voca-

2 tional or technical training designed to prepare him

3 for gainful employment;

4 "(2) (A) the total unearned income of all mem-

5 bers of a family in a calendar quarter which, as de-

6 termined in accordance with criteria prescribed by the

7 Secretary, is received too infrequently or irregularly to

8 be included, if such income so received does not exceed

9 $30 in such quarter, and (B) the total earned income

10 of all members of a family in a calendar quarter which,

11 as determined in accordance with such criteria, is re-

12 ceived too infrequently or irregularly to be included, if

13 such income so received does not exceed $30 in such

14 quarter;

15 "(3) an amount of earned income of a member of

16 the family equal to all, or such part (and according to

17 such schedule) as the Secretary may prescribe, of the

18 cost incurred by such member for child care which the

19 Secretary deems necessary to securing or continuing in

20 manpower training, vocational rehabilitation, employ-

21 ment, or self-employment;

22 "(4) the first $720 per year (or proportionately

23 smaller amounts for shorter periods) of the total of
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1 earned income (not excluded by the preceding para-

2 graphs of this subsection) of all members of the family

3 pius one-half of the remainder thereof;

4 "(5) food stamps or any other assistance (except

5 veterans' pensions) which is based on need and fur-

6 nished by any State or political subdivision of a State

7 or any Federal agency, or by any private charitable

8 agency or organization (as determined by the Secre

9 tary);

10 "(6) allowances under section 432 (a)

11 "(7) any portion of a scholarship or fellowship

12 received for use in paying the cost of tuition and fees

13 at any educational (including technical or vocational

14 education) institution; and

15 "(8) home produce of a member of the family

16 utilized by the household for its own consumption.

17 "n1souRcEs

18 "Exclusions From Resources

19 "SEc. 444. (a) In determining the resources of a family

20 there shall be excluded—

21 "(1) the home, household goods, and personal ef-

22 fects; and

23 "(2) other property which, as determined in ac-

24 cordance with and subject to limitations in regulations
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1 of the Secretary, is so essential to the family's means of

2 self-support as to warrant its exclusion.

3 "Disposition of Resources

4 "(b) The Secretary shall prescribe regulations appli-

5 cable to the period or periods of time within which, and the

6 manner in which, various kinds of property must be dis-

' posed of in order not to be included in determining a fam-

8 ily's eligibility for family assistance benefits. Any portion

of the family's benefits paid for any such period shall be
10 conditioned upon such disposal; and any benefits so paid

shall (at the time of the disposal) be considered over-
12 payments to the extent they would not have been paid
13 had the disposal occurred at the beginning of the period for

14 which such benefits were paid.

15 "MEANING OF FAMILY AND OLD

16 "Composition of Family
17 "SEc. 445. (a) Two or more individuals—
18 "(1) who are related by blood, marriage, or
19 adoption,

20 "(2) who are living in a pialce of residence main-
21 tamed by one or more of them as his or their own home,
22 "(3) who are residents of the United States, and
23 "(4) at least one of whom is a child who (A) is
24 not married to another of sue1h individuals and
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1 (B) is in the care of or dependent upon another

2 of such individuals,

3 shall be regarded as a family for purposes of this part and

4 parts A, C, and E. A parent (of a child living in a place

5 of residence referred to in para.graph (2)), or a spouse of

6 such a parent, who is determined by the Secretary to be

7 temporarily absent from such place of residence for the

8 purpose of engaging in or seeking employment or self-

9 employment (including military service) shall nevertheless

10 be considered (for purposes of paragraph (2)) to be living

11 in such place of residence.

12 "Definition of Child

13 "(b) For purposes of this part and parts C and E, the

14 term 'child' means an individual who is (1) under the age

15 of eighteen, or (2) under the age of twenty-one and (as

16 determined by the Secretary under regulations) a student

17 regularly attending a school, college, or university, or a

18 course of vocational or technical training designed to prepare

19 him for gainful employment.

20 "Determination of Family Relationships

21 "(c) In determining whether an individual is related

22 to another individual by blood, marriage, or adoption, appro-

23 priate State law shall be applied.

24 "Income and Resources of Noncontributing Adult

25 "(d) For purposes of determining eligibility for and the
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1 amount of family assistance benefits for any family there shall

2 be excluded the income and resources of any individual,

3 other than a parent of a child (or a spouse of a parent),

4 which, as determined in accordance with criteria prescribed

5 by the Secretary, is not available to other members of the

6 family; and for such purposes such individual—

7 "(1) in the case of a child, shall be regarded as a

8 member of the family for purposes of determining the

9 family's eligibility for such benefits but not for purposes

10 of determining the amount of such benefits, and

11 "(2) in any other case, shall not be considered a

12 member of the family for any purpose.

13 "Recipients of Aid to the Aged, Blind, and

14 Disabled Ineligible

15 "(e) If an individual is receiving aid to the aged, blind,

16 and disabled under a State plan approved under title XVI, or

17 if his needs are taken into account in detennining the need of

18 another person receiving such aid, then, for the period for

19 which such aid is received, such individual shall not be re-
20 garded as a member of a family for purposes of determining

21 t.he amount of the family assistance benefits of the family.

22 "PAYMENTS AND PROCEDURES

23 "Payments of Benefits
24 "Srxj. 446. (a) (1) Family assistance benefits shall be

25 paid at such time or times and in such installments as the
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1 Secretary determines will best effectuate the purposes of this

2 title.

3 "(2) Payment of the family assistance benefit of any

4 family may be made to any one or more members of the

5 family, or, if the Secretary deems it appropriate, to any

6 person, other than a member of such family, who is in-

7 terested in or concerned with the welfare of the family.

8 "(3) The Secretary may by regulation establish ranges

of incomes within which a single amount of family assistance

10 benefit shall apply.

"Overpayments and TJnderpayments

12 "(b) Whenever the Secretary finds that more or less

13 than the correct amount of family assistance benefits has

14 been paid with respect to any family, proper adjustment or

recovery shall, subject to the suocee mg provisions of this

16 subsection, be made by appropriate adjustments in future

17 payments to the family or by recovery from or payment to
18 .any one or more of the individuals who are or were members

19 thereof. The Secretary shall make such provision as he finds
2(

appropriate in the case of payment of more than the correct
21 amount of benefits with respect to a family with a view to
22 avoiding penalizing members of the family who were without

fault in connection with the overpayment, if adjustment or
24 recovery on account of such overpayment in such case would

defeat the purposes of this part, or be against equity or
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1 good conscience, or (because of the small amount involved)

2 impede efficient or effective administration of this part.

3 "Hearings and Review

4 "(c) (1) The Secretary shall provide reasonable notice

5 and opportunity for a hearing to any individual who is or

6 claims to be a member of a family and is in disagreement

7 with any determination under this part with respect to

8 eligibility of the family for family assistance benefits, the

9 number of members of the family, or the amount of the

10 benefits, if such individual requests a hearing on the matter

ii in disagreement within thirty days after notice of such deter-

12 mination is received. Until a determination is made on the

13 basis of such hearing or upon disposition of the matter

14 through default, withdrawal of the request by the individual,

15 or revision of the initial determination by the Secretary, any

16 amounts which are payable (or would be payable but for the

17 matter in disagreement) to any individual who has been

18 determined to be a member of such family shall continue to

19 be paid; but any amounts so paid for periods prior to such

20 determination or disposition shall be considered overpay-

2.1 ments to the extent they would not have been paid had such

22 determination or disposition occurred at the same time as
23 the Secretary's initial determination on the matter in

24 disagreement.

25 "(2) Determination on the basis of such hearing shall be
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1 made within ninety days after the individual requests the

2 hearing as provided in paragraph (1).

3 "(3) The final determination of the Secretary after a

4 hearing under paragraph (1) shall be subject to judicial

5 review as provided iii section 205 (g) to the same extent

6 as the Secretary's final determinations under section 205;

7 except that the determination of the Secretary after such

8 hearing as to any fact shall be final and conclusive and not

9 subject to review by any court.

10 "Procedures; Prohibition of Assignments

11 "(d) The provisions of sections 206 and 207 and sub-

12 sections (a), (d), (e), and (f) of section 205 shall apply

13 with respect to this part to the same extent as they apply

14 in the case of title II.

15 "Applications and Furnishing of Information by Families

16 "(e) (1) The Secretary shall prescribe regulations ap-

17 plicable to families or members thereof with respect to the

18 filing of applications, the furnshing of other data and mate-

19 rial, and the reporting of events and changes in circumstances,

20 as may be necessary to determine eligibility for and amount

21 of family assistance benefits.

22 "(2) In order to encourage prompt reporting of events

23 and changes in circumstances relevant to eligibility for or

24 amount of family assistance benefits, and more accurate

25 estimates of expected income or expenses by members of



17

I families for purposes of such eligibility and amount of bene-

2 fits, the Secretary may prescribe the cases in which and the

3 extent to which—

4 "(A) failure to so report or delay in so reporting, or

5 "(B) inaccuracy of information which is furnished

6 by the members and on which the estimates of income or

7 expenses for such purposes are based,

8 will result in treatment as overpayments of all or any

9 portion of payments of such benefits for the period involved.

10 "Furnishing of Information by Other Agencies

11 "(f) The head of any Federal agency shall provide

12 such information as the Secretary needs for purposes of

13 determining eigibifity for or amount of family assistance

14 benefits, or verifying other information with respect thereto.

15 "REGISTRATION AND REFERRAL OF FAMILY MEMBERS FOR

16 MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, AND EMPLOYMENT

17 "SEc. 447. (a) Every individual who is a member of

18 a family which is found to be eligible for family assistance

19 benefits, other than a member to whom the Secretary finds

20 paragraph (1), (2), (3), (4), or (5) of subsection (b)

21 applies, shall register for manpower services, training,

22 and employment with the local public employment office

23 of the State as provided by regulations of the Secretary of

24 Labor. If and for so long as any such individual is found by

H.R.1631i 2



18

1 the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to have

2 failed to so register, he shall not be regarded as a

3 member of a family but his income which would otherwise

4 be counted under this part as income of a family shall be so

5 counted; except that if such individual is the oniy member

6 of the family other than a child, such individual shall be

7 regarded as a member for purposes of determination of the

8 family's eligibility for family assistance benefits, but not

9 (except for counting 14s income) for purposes of determina-

10 tion of the amount of such benefits. No part of the family

11 assistance benefits of any such family may be paid to such

12 individual during the period for which the preceding

13 sentence is applicable to him; and the Secretary may, if

14 he deems it appropriate, provide for payment of such bene-

15 fits during such period to any person, other than a member

16 of such family, who is interested in or concerned with the

17 welfare of the family.

18 "(b) An individual shall not be required to register

19 pursuant to subsection (a) if the Secretary determines thai

20 such individual is—

21 "(1) unable to engage in work or training by
22 reason of illness, incapacity, or advanced age;

23 "(2) a mother or other relative of a child under
24 the age of six who is caring for such child;

25 "(3) the mother or other female caretaker of a
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I child, if the father or another adult male relative is in

2 the home and not excluded by paragraph (1), (2),

3 (4), or (5) of this subsection (unless the second sen-

4 tence of subsection (a), or section 448 (a), is applicable

5 tohim);

6 "(4) a child who is under the age of sixteen or

7 meets the requirements of section 445 (b) (2); or

8 "(5) one whose presence in the home on a sub-

stantially continuous basis is required because of the ill-

10 ness or incapacity of another member of the household.

An individual who would, but for the preceding sentence,

12 be required to register pursuant to subsection (a), may, if

he wishes, register as provided in such subsection.

14 "(a) The Secretary shall make provision for the fur-

15 nishin.g of child care services in such cases and for so long

16 as he deems appropriate in the case of (1) individuals reg-

17 istered pursuant to subsection (a) who are, pursuant to such

18 registration, participating in manpower services, training, or

19 employment, and (2) individuals referred pursuant to sub-
20 section (4) who are, pursuant to such referral, participat-

21 ing in vocational rehabilitation.

22 "(d) In the case of any member of a family receiving

23 family assistance benefits who is not required to register
24 pursuant to subsection (a) because of such member's in-
25 capacity, the Secretary shall make provision for referral of
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1 such member to the appropriate State agency admiiistering

2 or supervising the administration of the State plan for vo-

3 cational rehabilitation services approved under the Vocational

4 Rehabilitation Act, and (except in such cases involving per-

5 manent incapacity as the Secretary may determine) for a

6 review not less often than quarterly of such member's inca-

7 pacity and his need for and utilization of the rehabilitation

8 services made available to him under such plan. If and for so

9 long as such member is found by the Secretary to have re-

10 fused without good cause to accept rehabilitation services

11 available to him under such plan, he shall be treated as an

12 individual to whom subsection (a) is applicable by reason

13 of refusal to accept or participate in employment or training.

14 "DENIAL OF BENEFITS iN CASE OF REFUSAL OF MANPOWER

15 SERVICES, TRAINING, OR EMPLOYMENT

16 "SEc. 448. (a) For purposes of determining eligibility

17 for and amount of family assistance benefits under this part,

18 an individual who has registered as required under section

19 447 (a) shall not be regarded as a member of a family, but

20 his income which would otherwise be counted as income of

21 the family under this part shall be so counted, if and for so

22 long as he has been found by the Secretary of Labor, after

23 reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing (which shall

24 be held in the same manner and subject to the same conditions

25 as a hearing under section 446(c) (1) and (2)), to have

26 refused without good cause to participate or continue to par-
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i. ticipate in suitable manpower services, training, or employ-

2 ment, or to have refused without good cause to accept suit-

3 able employment in which he is able to engage which is

4 offered through the public employment offices of the State,

5 or is otherwise offered by an employer if the offer of such

6 employer is determined by the Secretary of Labor, after

7 notification by such employer or otherwise, to be a bona fide

8 offer of employment; except that if such individual is the

9 only member of the family other than a child, such indivkl-

10 ual shall be regarded as a member of the family for pur-

11 poses of determination of the family's eligibility for bene-

12 fits, but not (except for counting his income) for the

13 purposes of determination of the amount of its benefits. No

14 part of the family assistance benefits of any such family may

15 be paid to such individual during the period for which the

16 preceding sentence is applicable to him; and the Secretary

17 may, if he deems it appropriate, provide for payment of

18 such benefits during such period to any person, other than a

19 member of such family, who is interested in or concerned

20 with the welfare of the family.

21 "(b) (1) In determining whether any employment is

22 suitable for an individual for purposes of subsection (a) and

23 part 0, the Secretary of Labor shall consider the degree of

24 risk to such individual's health and safety, his physical fitness

25 for the work, his prior training and experience, his prior earn
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1 ings, the length of his unemployment, his realistic prospects

2 for obtaining work based on his potential and the availability

3 of training opportunities, and the distance of the available

4 work from his residence.

5 "(2) In no event shall any employment be considered

6 suitable for an individual—

7 "(A) if the position offered is vacant due directly

8 to a strike, lockout, or other labor dispute;

9 "(B) if the wages, hours, or other terms or condi-

10 tions of the work offered are contrary to or less than

11 those prescribed by Federal, State, or local law or are

12 substantially less favorable to the individual than those

13 prevailing for similar work in the locality; or

14 "(0) if, as a condition of being employed, the

15 individual would be required to join a company union or

16 to resign from or refrain from joining any bona fide

17 labor organization.

18 "TRANSFER OF FUNDS FOR ON-THE-JOB

19 TRAINING PROGRAMS

20 "SEc. 449. The Secretary shall, pursuant to and to the

21 extent provided by agreement with the Secretary of Labor,

22 pay to the Secretary of Labor amounts which he estimates

23 would be paid as family assistance benefits under this part to

24 individuals participating in public or private employer corn-
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1 pensated on-the-job training under a program of the Seore-

2 tary of Labor if they were not participating in such training.

3 Such amounts shall be available to pay the costs of such

4 programs.

5 "PinT E—STATE SUPPLEMENTATION OF FAMILY

6 ASSISTANCE BENEFITS

7 "PAYMENTS UNDER TITLES IV, V, XVI, AND XIX

8 CONDITIONED ON SUPPLEMENTATION

9 "Sc. 451. In order for a State to be eligible for pay-

10 ments pursuant to title V, XVI, or XIX, or part A or B

lii of this title, with respect to expenditures for any quarter

12 beginning on or after the date this part becomes effective

13 with respect to such State, it must have in effect an agree-

14 ment with the Secretary under which it will make supple-

15 mentary payments, as provided in this part, to any family

16 other than a family in which both parents of the child or

17 children are present, neither parent is incapacitated, and the

18 male parent is not unemployed.

19 "ELIGIBILITY FOR AND AMOUNT OF SUPPLEMENTinY

20 PAYMENTS

21 "SEc. 452. (a) Eligibility for and amount of supple-

22 mentary payments under the agreement with any State under

23 this part shall, subject to the succeeding provisions of this

24 section, be determined by application of the provisions of,
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and rules and regulations under, sections 442 (a) (2), (c),

2 and (d), 443 (a), 444, 445, 446 (to the extent the Score-

tary deems appropriate), 447, and 448, and by application

. of the standard for determining need under the plan of such

State as in effect for January 1970 (which standard complies

6 with the requirements for approval under part A as in effect

for such month) or, if lower, a standard equal to the applicable

8 poverty level determined pursuant to section 453 (c) and in

9 effect at the time of such payments, or such higher standard

10 of need as the State may apply, with the resulting amount

i reduced by the family assistance benefit payable under part

12 D and further reduced by any other income (earned or un-

13 earned) not excluded under section 443 (b) (except para-

14 graph (4) thereof) or under subsection (b) of this section;

15 but in making such determination the State may impose urn-

16 itations on the amount of aid paid to the extent that such limi-

17 tations (in combination with other provisions of the plan) are

18 no more stringent in result than those imposed under the plan

19 of such State as in effect for such month. In the case of any

20 State which provides for meeting less than 100 per centum of

21 its standard of need or provides for considering less than 100

22 per centum of requirements in determining need, the Secre-

23 tary shall prescribe by regulation the method or methods for

24 achieving as nearly as possible the results provided for under

25 the foregoing provisions of this subsection.
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1 "(b) For purposes of determining eligibility for and

2 amount of supplementary payments to a family for any period

3 pursuant to an agreement under this part, in the case of earned

4 income to which paragraph (4) of section 443 (b) applies,

5 there shall be disregarded $720 per year (or proportionately

6 smaller amounts for shorter periods), plus—

7 (1) one-third of the portion of the remainder of

8 earnings which does not exceed twice the amount of the

9 family assistance benefits that would be payable to the

10 family if it had no income, plus

11 (2) one-fifth (or more if the Secretary by regula-

12 tion so prescribes) of the balance of the earnings.

13 For special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico, the Virgin

14 Islands, and Guam, see section 1108 (e).

15 "(c) The agreement with a State under this part shall—

16 "(1) provide that it shall be in effect in all political

17 subdivisions of the State;

18 "(2) provide for the establishment or designation

19 of a single State agency to carry out or supervise the

20 carying out of the agreement in the State;

21 "(3) provide for granting an opportunity for a fair

22 hearing before the State agency carrying out the agree-

23 ment to any individual whose claim for supplementary

24 payments is denied or is not acted upon with reasonable

25 promptness;



1 "(4) provide (A) such methods of administration

2 (including methods relating to the establishment and

3 maintenance of personnel standards on a merit basis, cx-

4 cept that the Secretary shall exercise no authority with

5 respect to the selection, tenure of office, and compensa-

6 tion of any individual employed in accordance with

7 such methods) as are found by the Secretary to be

8 necessary for the proper and efficient operation of the

9 agreement in the State, and (B) for the training and

10 effective use of paid subprofessional staff, with par-

11 ticular emphasis on the full- or part-time employment of

12 recipients of supplementary payments and other persons

13 of low income, as community services aides, in carrying

14 out the agreement and for the use of nonpaid or partially

15 paid volunteers in a social service volunteer program

16 in providing services to applicants for and recipients of

17 supplementary payments and in assisting any advisory

18 committees established by the State agency;

19 "(5) provide that the State agency carrying out

20 the agreement will make such reports, in such form and

21 containing such information, as the Secretary may from

22 time to time require, and comply with such provisions

23 as the Secretary may from time to time find necessary

24 to assure the correctness and verification of such reports;

25 "(6) provide safeguards which restrict the use or
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.1 disclosure of information concerning applicants for and

2 recipients of supplementary payments to purposes di-

3 rectly connected with the administration of this title;

4 and

5 "(7) provide that all individuals wishing to make

( application for supplementary payments shall have o.p-

7 portirnity to do so, and that supplementary payments

8 shall be furnished with reasonable promptness to all

9 eligible individuals.

10 "PAYMENTS TO STATES

11 "Sic. 453. (a) (1) The Secretary shall pay to any
12 State which has in effect an agreement under this part, for

13 each fiscal year, an amount equal to 30 per centum of the
14 total amount expended during such year pursuant to its
15 agreement as supplementary payments to families other than
16 families in which both parents of the child or children are
17 present, neither parent is incapacitated, and the male parent
18 is not unemployed, not counting so much of the supple-
19 mentary payment made to any family as exceeds the amount

20 by which (with respect to the period involved) —

21 "(A) the family assistance benefit payable to such
22 family under part D, plus any income of such family
23 (earned or unearned) not disregarded in determining

the amount of such supplementary payment, is less than
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I "(B) the applicable poverty level as promulgated

2 and in effect under subsection (c).

3 "(2) The Secretary shall also pay to each such State

4 an amount equal to 50 per centum of its administrative costs

5 found necessary by the Secretary for carrying out its agree-

6 ment.

7 "(b) Payments under subsection (a) shall be made at

8 such time or times, in advance or by way of reimbursement,

9 and in such installments as the Secretary may determine;

10 and shall be made on such conditions as may be necessary

11 to assure the carrying out of the purposes of this title.

12 "(c) (1) For purposes of this part, the 'poverty level'

13 for a family group of any given size shall be the amount

14 shown for a family group of such size in the following table,

15 adjusted as provided in paragraph (2):

FAMILY sIze: BASIC AMOUNT

One $1,920

Two 2,460
Three 2,940
Four 3,720
Five 4,440
Six 4,980
Seven or more 6,120

16 "(2) Between July 1 and September 30 of each year,

17 beginning with 1970, the Secretary (A) shall adjust the

18 amount shown for each size of family group in the table in

19 paragraph (1) by increasing such amount by the percent-

20 age by which the average level of the price index for the
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1 months in the calendar quarter beginning April 1 of such

2 year exceeds the average level of the price index for months

3 in 1969, and (B) shall thereupon promulgate the amounts

4 so adjusted as the poverty levels for family groups of various

5 sizes which shall be conclusive for purposes of this part for

6 the fiscal year beginning July 1 next succeeding such

7 promulgation.

8 "(3) As used in this subsection, the term 'price index'

9 means the Consumer Price Index (all items—United States

10 city average) published monthly by the Bureau of Labor

Statistics.

12 "FAILURE BY STATE TO COMPLY WITH AGREEMENT

13 "Sirc. 454. If the Secretary, after reasonable notice and

14 opportunity for hearing to a State with which he has an

15 agreement under this part, finds that such State is failing to

16 comply therewith, he shall withhold all, or such portion as he

17 deems appropriate, of the payments to which such State is

18 otherwise entitled under this part or part A or B of this title

19 or under title V, XVI, or XIX; but the amounts so with-

20 held from payments under such part A or B or under title

21 V, XVI, or XIX shall be deemed to have been paid to the

22 State under such part or title. Such withholding shall be

23 effected at such time or times and in such installments as the

24 Secretary may deem appropriate.
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1 "PanT F—ADMINISTRATION

2 "AGREEMENTS WITH STATES

3 "SxJ. 461. (a) The Secretary may enter into an agree-

4 ment with any State under which the Secretary will make,

5 on behalf of the State, the supplementary payments provided

6 for under part E, or will perform such other functions

7 of the State in connection with such payments as may be

8 agreed upon, or both. In any such case, the agreement shall

9 also (1) provide for payment by the State to the Secretary

10 of an amount equal to the supplementary payments the State

11 would otherwise make pursuant to part E, less any payments

12 which would be made to the State under section 453 (a), and

13 (2) at the request of the State, provide for joint audit of pay-

14 ments under the agreement.

15 "(b) The Secretary may also enter into an agreement

16 with any State under which such State will make, on behalf

17 of the Secretary, the family assistance benefit payments

18 provided for under part D with respect to all or specified

19 families in the State who are eligible for such benefits or will

20 perform such other functions in connection with the adminis-

21 tration of part P as may be agreed upon. The cost of carry-

22 ing out any such agreement shall be paid to the State by the

23 Secretary in advance or by way of reimbursement and in

24 such installments as may be agreed upon.
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I "PENALTIES FOR FRAUD

2 "SEC. 462. The provisions of section 208, other than

3 paragraph (a), shall apply with respect to benefits under

4 part D and allowances under part C, of this title, to the same

5 extent as they apply to payments under title II.

6 "REPORT, EVALUATION, RESEARCH AND DEMONSTRATIONS,

7 AND TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

8 "Sno. 463. (a) The Secretary shall make an annual re-

9 port to the President and the Congress on the operation and

10 administration of parts P and E, including an evaluation

ii thereof in carrying out the purposes of such parts and recom-

112 mendations with respect thereto. The Secretary is authorized

13 to conduct evaluations directly or by grants or contracts of

14 the programs authorized by such parts.

15 "(b) The Secretary is authorized to conduct, directly or

16 by grants or contracts, research into or demonstrations of
17 ways of better providing financial assistance to needy per-
18 sons or of better carrying out the purposes of part D, and
19 in so doing to waive any requirements or limitations in such
20 part with respect to eligibility for or amount of family
21 assistance benefits for such family, members of families, or
22 groups thereof as he deems appropriate.

23 "(C) The Secretary is authorized to provide such
24 technical assistance to States, and to provide, directly or
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1 through grants o contracts, for such training of personnel

2 of States, as he deems appropriate to assist them in more

3 efficiently and effectively carrying out their agreements

4 under this part and part E.

5 "(d) In addition to funds otherwise available therefor,

6 such portion of any appropriation to carry out part P or E

7 as the Secretary may determine, but not in excess of $20,-

8 000,000 in any fiscal year, shall be available to him to carry

9 out this section.

10 "OBLIGATION OF DESERTING PARENTS

11 "Sc. 464. In any case where an individual has de-

112 serted or abandoned his spouse or his child or children and

13 such spouse or any such child (during the period of such

14 desertion or abandonment) is a member of a family receiv-

15 ing family assistance benefits under part D or supplementary

16 payments under part E, such individual shall be obligated

17 to the United States in an amount equal to—

18 "(1) the total amount of the family assistance bene-

19 fits paid to such family during such period with respect

20 to such spouse and child or children, plus the amount paid

21 by the Secretary under section 453 on account of the

22 supplementary payments made to such family during

23 such period with respect to such spouse and child or chil-

24 dren, reduced by

25 "(2) any amount actually paid by such individual
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1 to or for the support and maintenance of such spouse

2 and child or children during such period, ii and to the

3 extent that such amount is excluded in determining the

4 amount of such family assistance benefits;

5 except that in any case where an order for the support and

6 maintenance of such spouse or any such child has been

7 issued by a court of competent jurisdiction, the obligation of

8 such individual under this subsection (with respect to such

9 spouse or child) for any period shall not exceed the amount

10 specified in such order less any amount actually paid by such

11 individual (to or for the support and maintenance of such

12 spouse or child) during such period. The amount due the

13 United States under such obligation shall be collected (to the

14 extent that the claim of the United States therefor is not other-

15 wise satisfied), in such manner as may 'be specified by the

16 Secretary, from any amounts otherwise due him or becoming

17 due him at any time from any officer or agency of the United

18 States or under any Federal program. Amounts collected under

19 the preceding sentence shall be deposited in the Treasury as

20 miscellaneous receipts.

21 "TREATMENT OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS AS INCOME

22 FOR FOOD STAMP PURPOSES

23 "SEc. 465. Family assistance benefits paid under this

24 title shall be taken into consideration for the purpose of de-

H.R.16311 3
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1 termining the entitlement of any household to purchase food

2 stamps, and the cost thereof, under the food. stamp program

3 conducted under the Food Stamp Act of 1964."

4 MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, EMPLOYMENT, CHILD

5 CARE, AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES PROGRAMS

6 SEc. 102. Part C) of title TV of the Social Security Act

7 (42 U.S.C. 630 et seq.) is amended to read as follows:

8 'PART C—MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, EMPLOY-

9 MENT, CHILD CARE, AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES Pno-

10 GRAMS FOR RECIPIENTS OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE

11 BENEFITS OR SUPPLEMENTARY PAYMENTS

12 "PURPOSE

13 "SEc. 430. The purpose of this part is to authorize pro-

14 vision, for individuals who are members of a family receiving

15 benefits under part D or supplementary payments pursuant

16 to part E, of manpower services, training, employment,

17 child care, and related supportive services necessary to train

18 such individuals, prepare them for employment, and other-

19 wise assist them in securing and retaining regular employment

20 and having the opportunity for advancement in employment,

21 to the end that needy families with children will be restored

22 to self-supporting, independent, and useful roles in their

23 communities.
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1 "OPERATION OF MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, AND

2 EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS

3 "SEC. 431. (a) The Secretary of Labor shall, for each

4 person registered pursuant to part D, in accordance with

5 priorities prescribed by him, develop or assure the develop-

6 ment of an employability plan describing the manpower

7 services, training, and employment which the Secretary of

8 Labor determines each person needs in order to enable him

9 to become self-supporting and secure and retain employment

10 and opportunities for advancement.

ii. "(b) The Secretary of Labor shall, in accordance with

12 the provisions of this part, establish and assure the provision

13 of manpower services, training, and employment programs

14 in each State for persons registered pursuant to part P or

15 receiving supplementary payments pursuant to part E.

16 "(c) The Secretary of Labor shall, through such pro-

17 grams, provide or assure the provision of manpower services,

18 training, and employment an1 opportunities necessary to

19 prepare such persons for and place them in regular employ-

20 ment, including—

21 "(1) any of such services, training, employment,

22 and opportunities which the Secretary of Labor is author-

23 ized to provide under any other Act;
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1
"(2) counseling, testing, coaching, program orienta-

2 lion, institutional and on-the-job training, work experi-

ence, upgrading, job development, job placement, and

follow up services required to assist in securing and re-

5 taming employment and opportunities for advancement;

6 "(3) relocation assistance (including grants, loans,

7 and the furnishing of such services as will aid an involun-

8 tarily unemployed individual who desires to relocate to do

9 so in an area where there is assurance of regular suitable

10 employment, offered through the public employment of-

ii floes 'of the State in such area, which will lead to the

12 earning of income sufficient to make such individual and

13 his family ineligible for benefits under part D and supple-

14 mentary payments under part E) ; and

15 "(4) special work projects.

16 "(d) (1) For purposes of subsection (c) (4), a 'special

17 work project' is a project (meeting the requirements of this

18 subsection) which consists of the performance of work in the

19 public interest through grants to or contracts with public or

20 nonprofit private agencies or organizations.

21 "(2) No wage rates provided under any special work

22 project shall be lower than the applicable minimum wage for

23 the particular work concerned.

24 "(3) Before entering into any special work project

25 under a program established as provided in subsection (b),
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1 the Seortary of Labor shall have reasonable assurances

2 that—

3 "(A) appropriate standards for the health, safety,

4 and other conditions applicable to the performance of

5 work and training on such project are established and

6 will be maintained,

7 "(B) such project will not result in the displace-

8 ment of employed workers,

9 "(0) with respect to such project the conditions of

10 work, training, education, and employment are reason-

11 able in the light of such factors as the type of work, geo—

12 graphical region, and proficiency of the participant,

13 "(D) appropriate workmen's compensation pro-

14 tection is provided to all participants, and

15 "(E) such project will improve the employability

16 of the participants.

17 "(4) With respect to individuals who are participants

18 in special work projects under programs established as pro-

19 vided in subsection (b), the Secretary of Labor shall period-

20 ically (at least once every six months) review the employ-

21 merit record of each such individual while on the special work

22 project and on the basis of such record and such other infor-

23 mation as be may acquire determine whether it would be

24 feasible to place such individual in regular employment or in

25 on-the-job, institutional, or other training.
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I "ALLOWANCES FOR iNDIVIDUALS UNDERGOING TRAINING

2 "SEC. 432. (a) (1) The Secretary of Labor shall pay to

3 each individual who is a member of a family and is partici-

4 pating in manpower training under this part an incentive

5 allowance of $30 per month. If one or more members of a

6 family are receiving training for which training allowances

7 are payable under section 203 of the Manpower Development

8 and Training Act and meet the other requirements under

such section (except subsection (1) (1) thereof) for the re-

10 ceipt of allowances which would be in excess of the sum of

11 the family assistance benefit under part D and supplementary

12 payments pursuant to part E payable with respect to such

13 month to the family, the total of the incentive allowances per

14 month under this section for such members shall be equal to

15 the greater of (1) the amount of such excess or, if lower,

16 the amount of the excess of the training allowances which

17 would be payable under such section 203 as in effect on

18 March 1, 1970, over the sum of such family assistance bene-

19 fit a.nd such supplementary payments, and (2) $30 for each

20 such member.

21 "(2) The Secretary of Labor shall, in accordance with

22 regulations, also pay, to any member of a family participat-

23 ing in manpower training under this part, allowances for

24 transportation and other costs to him which are necessary to

25 and directly related to his participation in training.
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1 "(3) The Secretary of Labor shall by regulation provide

2 for such smaller allowances under this subsection as he deems

3 appropriate for individuals in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Is-

4 lands, and Guam.

5 "(b) Allowances under this section shall be in lieu of

6 allowances provided for participants in manpower training

7 programs under any other Act.

8 "(c) Subsection (a) shall not apply to any member

9 of a family who is participating in a program of the Sec-

10 retary of Labor providing public or private employer corn-

11 pensated on-the-job training.

12 "UTILIZATION OF OTHER PROGRAMS

13 "SEc. 433. In providing the manpower training and
14 employment services and opportunities required by this part
15 the Secretary of Labor, to the maximum extent feasible, shall

16 assure that such services and opportunities are provided in

17 such manner, through such means, and using all authority
18 available to him under any other Act (and subject to all
19 duties and responsibilities thereunder) as will further the
20 establishment of an integrated and comprehensive manpower
21 training program invoiving all sectors of the economy and all
22 levels of government and as will make maximum use of exist-

23 ing manpower and manpower related programs and agencies.

24 To such end the Secretary of Labor may use the funds appro-
25 priated to him under this part to provide the programs
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1 required by this part through such other Act, to the same

2 extent and under the same conditions as if appropriated under

3 such other Act and in making use of the programs of other

4 Federal, State, or local agencies, public or private, the See-

5 retary may reimburse such agencies for services rendered to

6 persons under this part to the extent such services and oppor-

7 tunities are not otherwise available on a nonreimbursable

8 basis.

9 "RULES AND REGULATIONS

10 "SEC. 434. The Secretary of Labor may issue such rules

11 and regulations as he finds necessary to carry out his respon-

12 sibiities under this part.

13 "APPROPRIATIONS; NONFEDERAJj STJABE

14 "SEC. 435. (a) There is authorized to be appropriated to

15 the Secretary of Labor for each fiscal year a sum suRicient

16 for carrying out the purposes of this part (other than sections

17 436 and 437), including payment of not to exceed 90 per

18 centum of the cost of manpower services, training, and

19 employment and opportunities provided for individuals reg-

20 istered pursuant to section 447. The Secretary of Labor shall

21 establish criteria to achieve an equitable apportionment

22 among the States of Federal expenditures for carrying out

23 the programs authorized by section 431. In developing these

24 criteria the Secretary of Labor shall consider the number of

25 registrations under section 447 and other relevant factors.
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1 "(b) If a non-Federal contribution of 10 per centum of

2 the cost specified in subsection (a) is not made in any State

3 (as required by section 402 (a) (13)), the Secretary of

4 Health, Education, and Welfare may withhold any action

5 under section 404 on account thereof and if he does so he

6 shall instead, after reasonable notice and opportunity for

7 hearing to the appropriate State agency or agencies, with-

8 hold any payments to be made to the State under sections

9 403 (a), 453, 1604, and 1903 (a) until the amount so with-

10 held (including any amounts contributed by the State pursu-

11 ant to the requirement in section 402 (a) (13)) equals 10

12 per centum of such costs. Such withholding shall remain

13 in effect until such time as the Secretary of Labor has assur-

14 ances from the State that such 10 per centum will be contrib-

15 uted as required by section 402 (a) (13). Amounts so with-

16 held shall be deemed to have been paid to the State under

17 such sections and shall be paid by the Secretary of Health,

18 Education, and Welfare to the Secretary of Labor.

19 "CHILD CARB

20 "SEC. 436. (a) (1) For the purpose of assuring that

21 individuals receiving benefits under part D or supplementary

22 payments pursuant to part E will not be prevented from
23 participating in training or employment by the unavail-

ability of appropriate child care, there are authorized to
25 be appropriated for each fiscal year such sums as may be
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1 necessary to enable the Secretary of llealth, Education,

2 and Welfare to make grants to any public or nonprofit private

3 agency or organization, and contracts with any public or

4 private agency or organization, for part or all of the cost of

5 projects for the provision of child care, including necessary

6 transportation and alteration, remodeling, and renovation

7 of facilities, which may be necessary or a.ppropriate in order

8 to better enable an individual who has been registered pur-

9 suant to part D or is receiving supplementary payments

10 pursuant to part E to undertake or continue manpower

11 training or employment under this part, or to enable an

12 individual who has been referred pursuant to section 447

13 (d) to participate in vocational rehabilitation, or to enable a

14 member of a family which is or has been (within such pe-

15 nod of time as the Secretary may prescribe) eligible for bene-

16 fits under such part D or payments pursuant to such part E

17 to undertake or continue manpower training or employment

18 under this part; or, with respect to the period prior to thc

19 date when part D becomes effective for a State, to better

20 enable an individual who is receiving aid to families with

21 dependent children, or whose needs are taken into account in

22 determining the need of any one claiming or receiving such

23 aid, to participate in manpower training or employment.

24 "(2) Such grants or contracts for the provision of

25 child care in any area may be made directly, or through
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1 grants to any public or nonprofit private agency which is

2 designated by the appropriate elected or appointed official or

8 officials in such area and which demonstrates a capacity to

4 work effectively with the manpower agency in such area (in-

5 eluding provision for the stationing of penonnel with the

6 manpower team in appn)pnate cases). To the extent appro-

7 pHase, such care for children attending school which is pro-

8 vided on a group or institutional basis shall be provided

o through arrangements with the appropriate local educational

10 agency.

11 "(3) Such projects shall provide for various types of

12 child care needed in the light of the different circumstances

18 and needs of the children involved.

14 "(b) Such sums shall also be available to enable the

is Secretary of Health, Education, and Wolfare to make grants

16 to any public or nonprofit private agency or organization,

17 and contnmcts with any public or private agency or orga-

nization, for evaluation, training of personnel, technical

is assistance, or research or demonstration projects to determine

20 more effective methods of providing any such care.

21 "(c) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare

22 ny provide, in any case in which a family is able to pay

23 forparlorallofthecostofthildcareprovidedundera

24 project assisted under this section, for payment by the family
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1 of such fees for the care as may be reasonable in the light of

2 such ability.

3 "SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

4 "Sic. 437. (a) No payments shall be made to any State

5 under title V, XVI, or XIX, or part A or B of this title,

6 with respect to expenditures for any calendar quarter begin-

7 ning on or after the date part D becomes effective with re-

8 spect to such State, unless it has in effect an agreement with

9 the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare under

10 which it will provide health, vocational rehabilitation, coun-

11 seling, social, and other supportive services which the See-

12 retary under regulations determines to be necessary to per-

13 mit an individual who has been registered pursuant to part

14 D or is receiving supplementary payments pursuant to part

15 E to undertake or continue manpower training and employ-

16 ment under this part.

17 "(b) Services under such an agreement shall be pro-

18 vided in close cooperation with manpower training and em-

19 ployment services provided under this part.

20 "(c) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare

21 shall from time to time, in such installments and on such con-

22 ditions as he deems appropriate, pay to any State with which

23 he has an agreement pursuant to subsection (a) up to 90

24 per centum of the cost of such State of carrying out such

25 agreement. There are authorized to be appropriated for each
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1 fiscal year such sums as may be necessary to carry out this

2 section.

3 "ADVANCE FUNDING

4 "SEc. 438. (a) For the purpose of affording adequate

5 notice of funding available under this part, appropriations

6 for grants, contracts, or other payments with respect to mdi-

7 viduals registered pursuant to section 447 are authorized to

8 be included in the appropriation Act for the fiscal year

9 preceding the fiscal year for which they are available for

10 obligation.

11 "(b) In order to effect a transition to the advance fund-

12 ing method of timing appropriation action, subsection (a)

13 shaJi apply notwithstanding that its initial application will

14 result in enactment in the same year (whether in the same

15 appropriation Act or otherwise) of two separate appropria-

16 tions, one for the then current fiscal year and one for the
17 succeeding fiscal year.

18 "EVAJJUATION AND RESEARCH; REPORTS TO CONGRESS

19 "SEC. 439. (a) (1) The Secretary shall (jointly with
20 the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare) provide
21 for the continuing evaluation of the manpower training and
22 employment programs provided under this part, including
23 their effectiveness in achieving stated goals and their impact
24 on other related programs. The Secretary may conduct re-
25 search regarding, and demonstrations of, ways to improve
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1 the effectiveness of the manpower training and employment

2 programs so provided and may also conduct demonstrations

3 of improved training techniques for upgrading the skills of

4 the working poor. The Secretary may, for these purposes,

5 contract for independent evaluations of and research regard-

6 ing such programs or individual projects under such pro-

7 grams, and establish a data collection, processing, and

8 retrieval system.

9 "(2) There are authorized to be appropriated such

10 sums, not exceeding $15,000,000 for any fiscal year, as

11 mazy be necessary to carry out paragraph (1).

12 "(b) On or before September 1 following each fiscal year

13 in which part D is effective with respect to any State—

14 "(1) the Secretary shall report to the Congress on

15 the manpower training and employment programs pro-

16 vided under this part in such fiscal year, and

17 "(2) the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-

18 fare shall report to the Congress on the child care and

19 supportive services provided under this part in such fiscal

20 year."

21 CONFORMING AMENDMENTS RELATING TO ASSISTANCE

22 FOR NEEDY FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN

23 SEC. 103. (a) Section 401 of the Social Security Act

24 (42 TJ.S.C. 601) is amended—
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1 (1) by striking out "financial assistance and" in

2 the first sentence; and

3 (2) by striking out "aid and" in the second sen-

4 tence.

5 (b) (1) Subsection (a) of section 402 of such Act (42

6 U.S.C. 602) is amended—

7 (A) by striking out "aid and" in the matter pre-

ceding clause (1);

9 (B) by inserting, before "provide" at the be-

10 ginning of clause (1), "except to the extent permitted

11 by the Secretary,";

12 (C) by striking, out clause (4)

13 (D) (i) by striking out "recipients and other

14 persons" in clause (5) (B) and inserting in lieu thereof

15 "persons", and

16 (ii) by striking out "providing services to a.p-

17 plicants a.nd recipients" in such clause and inserting in

18 lieu thereof "providing services under the plan";

19 (E) by striking out clauses (7) and (8)

20 (F) by striking out "aid to families with dependent

21 children" in clause (9) and inserting in lieu thereof
22 "the plan";

23 G) by striking out clauses (10), (11), and (12);

(H) (i) by striking out "section 406 (d)" in clause
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1 (14) and inserting in lieu thereof "section 405 (c) ",

2 (ii) by striking out "for each child and relative

3 who receives aid to families with dependent children, and

4 each appropriate individual (living in the same home as

5 a relative and child receiving such aid whose needs

6 are taken into account iii making the determiiuttion

7 under clause (7))" in such clause and inserting iii lieu

8 thereof "for each member of a family receiving assist-

9 ance to needy families with children, each appropriate

10 individual (living iii the same home as such family)

11 whose needs would be taken into account in determining

12 the need of any such member under the State plan (ap-

13 proved under this part) as in effect prior to the enact-

14 nent of part D, and each individual who would have

15 been eligible to receive aid to families with dependent

16 children under such plan", and

17 (iii) by striking out "such child, relative, and in-

18 dividual" each place it appears in such clause and insert-

19 ing in lieu thereof "such member or individual";

20 (I) by striking out clause (15) and inserting in

21 lieu thereof the following: "(15) (A) provide for the

22 development of a program, for appropriate members

23 of such families and such other individuals, for prevent-

24 ing or reducing the incidence of births out of wedlock

25 and otherwise strengthening family life, and for imple-
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1 menting such program by assuring that in all appropriate

2 cases family planning services are offered to them, but

3 acceptance of family planning services provided under

4 the plan shall be voluntary on the part of such members

5 and individuals a.nd shall not be a prerequisite to eligi-

6 biity for or the receipt of any other service under the

7 plan; and (B) to the extent that services provided

8 under this clause or clause (8) are furnished

9 by the staff of the State agency or the local agency

10 administering the State plan in each of the political

11 subdivisions of the State, for the establishment of a

12 single organizational unit in such State or local agency,

13 as the case may be, responsible for the furnishing of such

14 services;"

15 (J) by striking out "aid" in clause (16) and

16 inserting in lieu thereof "assistance to needy families

17 with children";

18 (K) (i) by striking out "aid to families with de-

19 pendent children" in clause (17) (A) (i) and inserting

20 in lieu thereof "assistance •to needy families with chil-

21 dren",

22 (ii) by striking out "aid" in clause (17) (A) (ii)

23 and inserting in lieu thereof "assistance", and

24 (iii) by striking out "and" at the end of clause

H.R.16311 4
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1 (i), aild adding after clause (ii) the following new

2 clause:

3 "(iii) in the case of any parent (of a child

4 referred to in clause (ii) ) receiving such assistance

5 who has been deserted or abandoned by his or her

6 spouse, to secure support for such parent from such

7 spouse (or from any other person legally liable

8 for such support), utilizing any reciprocal arrange-

9 ments adopted with other States to obtain or enforce

10 court orders for support, and";

11 (L) by striking out "clause (17) (A)" in clause

12 (18) and inserting in lieu thereof "clause (11) (A)";

13 (M) by striking out clause (19) and inserting in

14 lieu thereof the following: "(19) provide for arrange-

15 ments to assure that there will be made a non-Federal

16 contribution to the cost of manpower services, training,

17 and employment and opportunities provided for indivi-

18 duals registered pursuant to section 447, in cash or kind,

19 equal to 10 per centum of such cost;";

20 (N) by striking out "aid to families with depend-

21 ent children in the. form of foster care in accordance

22 with section 408" in clause (20) and inserting in lieu

23 thereof "payments for foster care in accordance with

24 section 406";

25 (0) (i) by striking out "of each parent of a
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1 dependent child or children with respect to whom aid

2 is being provided under the State plan" in clause (21)

3 (A) and inserting in lieu thereof "of each person who

4 is the parent of a child or children with respect to

5 whom assis1nce to needy families with children or

6 foster care is being provided or is the spouse of the

7 parent of such a child or children",

8 (II) by striking out "such child or children" in

9 clause (21) (A) (i) and inserting in lieu thereof "such

10 child or children or such parent",

11 (iii) by striking out "such parent" each place it

12 appears in clause (21) (B) and inserting in lieu thereof

13 "such person", and

14 (iv) by striking out "section 410;" in clause (21)

15 (0) and inserting in lieu thereof "section 408; and";

16 (P) (i) by striking out "a parent" each place it

17 appears in clause (22) and inserting in lieu thereof "a

18 person",

19 (ii) by striking out "a child or children of such

20 parent" each place it appears in such clause and inserting

21 in lieu thereof "the spouse or a child or children of such

22 person",

23 (iii) y striking out "against such parent" in such

24 clause and inserting in lieu thereof "against such per-

son", and
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1 (iv) by striking out "aid is being provided under

2 the plan of such other State" each place it appears in

3 such clause and inserting in lieu thereof "assistance to

4 needy families with children or foster care payments are

5 being provided in such other State"; and

6 (Q) by striking out "; and (23)" and all that

7 follows and inserting in lieu thereof a period.

8 (2) Clauses (5), (6), (9), (13), (14), (15), (16),

9 (17), (18), (19), (20), (21), and (22) of section 402

10 (a) of such Act, as amended by paragraph (1) of this

11 subsection, are redesignated as clauses (4) through (16),

12 respectively.

13 (c) Section 402 (b) of such Act is amended to read as

14 follows:

15 "(b) The Secretary shall approve any plan which ful-

16 fills the conditions specified in subsection (a), except that

17 he shall not approve any plan which imposes, as a condition

18 of eligibility for services under it, any residence re'quirement

19 which denies services or foster care payments with respect

20 to any individual residing in the State."

21 (d) Section 402 of such Act is further amended by

22 striking out subsection (c).

23 (e) (1) Subsection (a) of section 403 of such Act (42

U.S.C. 603) is amended—

25 (A) by striking out "aid and services" and insert-
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1 ing in lieu thereof "services" in the matter preceding

2 paragraph (1);

3 (B) by striking out paragraph (1) and inserting in

4 lieu thereof the following:

5 "(1) an amount equal to the sum of the following

6 proportions of the total amounts expended during such

7 quarter as payments for foster care in accordance with

8 section 406—

9 "(A) five-sixths of such expenditures, not

10 counting so much of any expenditures with respect

11 to any month as exceeds the product of $18 multi-

12 plied by the number of children receiving such

13 foster care in such month; plus

14 "(B) the Federal percentage of the amount

15 by which such expenditures exceed the maximum

16 which may be counted under subparagraph (A),

17 not counting so much of any expenditures with

18 respect to any month as exceeds the product of

19 $100 multiplied by the number of children receiv-

20 ing such foster care for such month;";

21 (C) by striking out paragraph (2)

22 (D) (i) by striking out "in the case of any State,"
23 in the matter preceding subparagraph (A) in para-

graph (3),

(ii) by striking out "or relative who is receiving aid



54

under the plan, or to any other individual (living in the

same home as such relative and child) whose needs

are taken into account in making the determination

under clause (7) of such section" in clause (I) of sub-

paragraph (A) of such pa.ragraph and inserting in lieu

6
thereof "receiving foster care or any member of a family

receiving assistance to needy families with children

8
or to any other individual (living in the same home

as such family) whose needs would be taken into ac-
9

count in determining the need of any such member
10

under the State plan approved under this part as in

12
effect prior to the enactment of part D",

13
(iii) by striking out "child or relative who is apply-

14
ing for aid to families with dependent children or" in

15
clause (ii) of subparagraph (A) of such paragraph

16
and inserting in lieu thereof "member of a family",

17
(iv) by striking out "likely to become an applicant

18
for or recipient of such aid" in clause (ii) of subpara-

19
graph (A) of such paragraph and inserting in lieu

20
thereof "likely to become eligible to receive such

21
assistance", and

22
(v) by striking out "(14) and (15)"eachplaceit

23
appears in sabparagraph (A) of such paragraph and

inserting in lieu thereof "(8) and (9) ";

(E) by striking out all that follows "permitted"
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1 in the last sentence of such paragraph and inserting in

2 lieu thereof "by the Secretary; and";

3 (F) by striking out "in the case of any State," in

4 the matter preceding subparagraph (A) in paragraph

5 (5);

6 (G) by striking out "section 406 (e)" each place

7 it appears in paragraph (5) and inserting in lieu thereof

8 "section 405(d)"; and

(II) by striking out the sentences following para-

10 graph (5).

.11 (2) Paragraphs (3) and (5) of section 403 (a) of

12 such Act, as amended by paragraph (1) of this subsection,

13 are redesignated as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively.

14 (f) Section 403 (b) of such Act is amended—

15 (1) by striking out "(B) records showing the

16 number of dependent children in the State, and (C)"

17 in paragraph (1) and inserting in lieu ther.of "and

18 (B)"; and

19 (2) by striking out "(A)" in paragraph (2), and

20 by striking out ", and (B)" and all that follows in such

21 paragraph and inserting in lieu thereof a period.

22 (g) Section 404 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 604) is

23 amended—

24 (1) by striking out "(a) In the case of any State
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.1 plan for aid and services" and inserting in lieu thereof

2 "In the case of any State plan for services"; and

3 (2) by striking out subsection (b).

4 (h) Section 405 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 605) i
5 repealed.

6 (i) Section 406 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 606) is redes-

7 ignated as section 405, and as so redesignated is amended—

8 (1) by striking out subsections (a) and (b) and

9 inserting in lieu thereof the following:

10 "(a) The term 'child' means a child as defined in see-

11 tion 445(b).

12 "(b) The term 'needy families with children' means

13 families who are receiving family assistance benefits under

14 part D and who (1) are receiving supplementary payments

15 under part E, or (2) would be eligible to receive aid to fain-

16 ilies with dependent children, under a State plan (approved

17 under this part) as in effect prior to the enactment of part D,

18 if the State plan had continued in effect and if it included

19 assistance to dependent children of unemployed fathers pur-

20 suant to section 407 as it was in effect prior to such enact-

21 ment; and 'assistance to needy families with children' means

22 family assistance benefits under such part D, paid to such

23 families.";

24 (2) by striking out subsection (c) and redesignat-
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1 ing subsections (d) and (e) as subsections (c) and

2 (d), respectively;

3 (3) (A) by striking out "living with any of the

4 relatives specified in subsection (a) (1) in a place of

5 residence maintained by one or more of such relatives

6 as his or their own home" in paragraph (1) of subsec-

7 tion (d) as so redesignated and inserting in lieu thereof

8 "a member of a family (as defined in section 445 (a) ) ",
9 and

10 (B) by striking out "because such child or rela-

tive refused" and inserting in lieu thereof "because such

12 child or another member of such family refused".

13
(J) Section 407 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 607) is

14 repealed.

15 (k) Section 408 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 608) is re-

16 designated as section 406, and as so redesignated is

17 amended—

18 (1) by striking out everything (including the head-

19 ing) which precedes paragraph (1) of subsection (b)

20 and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

21 "FOSTER CARE

22 "SEc. 406. For purposes of this part—

23 "(a) 'foster care' shall include only foster care which is

24 provided in behalf of a child (1) who would, except for his
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1 removal from the home of a family as a result of a judicial

2 determination to the effect that continuation therein would

3 be contrary to his welfare, be a member of such family re-

4 ceiving assistance to needy families with children, (2) whose

5 placement and care are the responsibility of (A) the State

6 or local agency administering the State plan approved under

7 section 402, or (B) any other public agency with whom the

8 State agency administering or supervising the administration

9 of such State plan has made an agreement which is still in

10 effect and which includes provision for assuring development

11 of a plan, satisfactory to such State agency, for such child as

12 provided in paragraph (e) (1) and such other provisions as

13 may be necessary to assure accomplishment of the objectives

14 of the State plan approved under section 402, (3) who has

15 been placed in a foster family home or child-care institution

16 as a result of such determination, and (4) who (A) received

17 assistance to needy families with children in or for the month

18 in which court proceedings leading to such determination

19 were initiated, or (B) would have received such assistance

20 to needy families with children in or for such month if appli-

21 cation had been made therefor, or (C) in the case of a child

22 who had been a member of a family (as defined in section

23 445 (a)) within six months prior to the month in which such

proceedings were initiated, would have received such assist-

25 ance in or for such month if in such month be had been a
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1 member of (and removed from the home of) such a family

2 and application had been made therefor;

3 "(b) 'foeter care' shall, however, include the care de-

4 scribed in paragraph (a) only if it is provided—";

5 (2) (A) by striking out "'aid to families with de-

6 pendent children'" in subsection (b) (2) and inserting

7 in lieu thereof "foster care",

8 (B) by striking out "such foster care" in such sub-

9 section and inserting in lieu thereof "foster care", and

10 (C) by striking out the period at the end of such

11 subsection and inserting in lieu thereof "; and";

12 (3) by striking out subsection (c) and redesignat-

13 ing subsections (d), (e), and (f) as subsections (c),

14 (d), and (e), respectively;

15 (4) by striking out "paragraph (f) (2)" and "see-

16 tion 403 (a) (3)" in subsection (c) (as so redesignated)

17 and inserting in lieu thereof "paragraph (e) (2)" and

18 "section 403 (a) (2)" respectively;

19 (5) by striking out "aid" in subsection (d) (as

so redesignated) and inserting in lieu thereof "services";

21 (6) by striking out "relative specified in section

406 (a)" in subsection (e) (1) (as so redesignated) and

inserting in lieu thereof "family (as defined in section

445 (a) ) " ; and
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1 (7) by striking out "522" and "part 3 of title V"

2 in subsection (e) (2) (as so redesignated) and inserting

3 in lieu thereof "422" and "part B of this title", re-

4 spectively.

5 (1) (1) Section 409 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 609) is

6 repealed.

7 (m) Section 410 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 610) is re-

8 designated as section 407; and subsection (a) of such section

9 (as so redesignated) is amended by striking out "section 402

10 (a) (21)" and inserting in lieu thereof "section 402 (a)

11 (15)".

12 (n) (1) Section 422 (a) (1) (A) of such Act is amended

13 by striking out "section 402 (a) (15)" and inserting in lieu

14 thereof "section 402 (a) (9) ".

15 (2) Section 422 (a) (1) (B) of such Act is amended by

16 striking out "provided for dependent children" and inserting

17 in lieu thereof "provided with respect to needy families with

18 children".

19 (o) References in any law, regulation, State plan, or

20 other document to any provision of part A of title IV of the

21 Social Security Act which is redesignated by this section

22 shall (from &nd after the effective date of the amendments

23 made by this Act) be considered to be references to such

24 provision as so redesignated.
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1 CHANGES IN HEADINGS

2 SEc. 104. (a) The heading of title IV of the Social

3 Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601, et seq.) is amended to read

4 as follows:

5 "TITLE TV—FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS,

6 STATE SUPPLEMENTARY PAYMENTS, WORK

7 INCENTIVE PROGRAMS, AND GRANTS TO

8 STATES FOR FAMILY AND CHILD WELFARE

9 SERVICES".

10 (b) The beading of part A of such title IV is amended

11 to read as follows:

12 "PAJT A—SERVICES TO NEEDY FAMILIES WITH

13 CHILDREN".

14 TITLE TI—AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND

15 DISABLED

16 GRANTS TO STATES FOR AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND

17 DISABLED

18 SEC. 201. Title XVI of the Social Security Act (42

19 U.S.C. 1381 et seq.) is &mended to read as follows:

20 "TITLE XVI—GRANTS TO STATES FOR AID TO

21 THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

22 "APPROPRIATIONS

23 "SEC. 1601. For the purpose of enabling each State to

24 furnish financial assistance to needy individuals who are
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1 sixty-five years of age or over, blind, or disabled and for the

2 purpose of encouraging each State to furnish rehabilitation

3 and other services to help such individuals attain or retain

4 capability for self-support or self-care, there are authorized

5 to be appropriated for each fiscal year sums sufficient to

6 carry out these purposes. The sums made available under this

7 section shall be used for making payments to States having

8 State plans approved under section 1602.

9 "STATE PLANS FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE AND SERVICES

10 TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

11 "SEC. 1602. (a) A State plan for aid to the aged, blind,

12 and disabled must—

13 "(1) provide for the establishment or designation

14 of a single State agency to administer or supervise the

15 administration of the State plan;

16 "(2) provide such methods of administration as are

17 found by the Secretary to be necessary for the proper and

18 efficient operation of the plan, including methods relat-

19 ing to the establishment and maintenance of personnel

20 standards on a merit basis (but the Secretary shall exer-

21 cise no authority with respect to the selection, tenure of

22 office, and compensation of individuals employed in

23 accordance with such methods);

24 "(3) provide for the training and effective use of

social service personnel in the administration of the plan,
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1 for the furnishing of technical assistance to units of State

2 government and of political subdivisions which are fur-

3 nishing financial assistance or services to the aged, blind,

4 and disabled, and for the development through research

5 or demonstration projects of new or improved methods

6 of furnishing assistance or services to the aged, blind,

7 and disabled;

8 "(4) provide for the training and effective use of

9 paid subprofessional staff (with particular emphasis on

10 the full-time or part-time employment of recipients and

11 other persons of low income as community service aides)

12 in the administration of the plan and for the use of non-

13 paid or partially, paid volunteers in a social service vol-

14 unteer program in providing services to applicants and

15 recipients and in assisting any advisory committees

16 established by the State agency;

17 "(5) provide that all individuals wishing to make

18 application for aid under the plan shall have opportunity

19 to do so and that such aid shall be furnished with reason-

20 able promptness with respect to all eligible individuals;

21 "(6) provide for the use of a simplified statement,

22 conforniing to standards prescribed by the Secretary, to

23 establish eligibility, and for adequate and effective meth-

24 ods of verification of eligibility of applicants and recip-

25 ients through the use, in accordance with regulations
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1 prescribed by the Secretary, of sampling and other

2 scientific techniques;

3 "(7) provide that, except to the extent permitted

4 by the Secretary with respect to services, the State plan

5 shall be in effect in all political subdivisions of the State,

6 and, if administered by them, be mandatory upon them;

7 "(8) provide for financial participation by the

8 State;

9 "(9) provide that, in determining whether an in-

10 dividual is blind, there shall be an examination by a

11 physician skilled in the diseases of the eye or by an

12 optometrist, whichever the individual may select;

13 "(10) provide for granting an opportunity for a

14 fair hearing before the State agency to any individual

15 whose claim for aid under the plan is denied or is not

16 acted upon with reasonable promptness;

17 "(11) provide for periodic evaluation of the opera-

18 tions of the State plan, not less often than annually, in

19 accordance with standards prescribed by the Secretary,

20 and the furnishing of annual reports of such evaluations

21 to the Secretary together with any necessary modifica-

22 tions of the State plan resulting from such evaluations;

23 "(12) provide that the State agency will make such

24 reports, in such form and containing such information,

25 as the Secretary may from time to time require, and
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1 comply with such provisions as the Secretary may froni

2 time to time find necessary to assure the correctness

3 and verification of such reports;

4 "(13) provide safeguards which restrict the use or

5 disclosure of information concerning applicants and re-

6 cipients to purposes directly connected with the adminis-

7 tration of the plan;

8 "(14) provide, if the plan includes aid to or on

9 behalf of individuals in private or public institutions, for

10 the establishment or designation of a State authority or

11 authorities which shall be respo'nsible for establishing and

12 maintaining standards for such institutions;

13 "(15) provide a description of the services which

14 the State makes available to applicants for or recipients

15 of aid, under the plan to help them attain self-support or

16 self-care, including a description of the steps taken to

17 assure, in the provisioi of such services, maximum

18 utilization of all available services that are similar or

19 related; and

20 "(16) assure that, in administering the State plan

21 and providing services therennder, the State will observe

22 priorities established by the Secretary and comply with

23 such performance standards as the Secretary may, from

24 time to time, establish.

ll.R. 16311 5
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1 Notwithstanding paragraph (1), if on January 1, 1962,

2 and on the date on which a State submits (or submitted) its

3 plan for approval under this title, the State agency which

4 administered or supervised the administration of the plan of

5 such State approved under title X was different from the

6 State agency which administered or supervised the admin-

7 istration of the plan of such State approved under title I and

8 the State agency which administered or supervised the ad-

9 ministration of the plan of such State approved under title

10 XIV, then the State agency which administered or supervised

11 the administration of such plan approved under title X may be

12 designated to administer or supervise the administration of

13 the portion of the State plan for aid to the aged, blind, and

14 disabled which relates to blind individuals and a separate

15 State agency may be established or designated to administer

16 or supervise the administration of the rest of such plan; and

17 in such case the part of the plan which each such agency

18 administers, or the administration of which each such agency

19 supervises, shall be regarded as a separate plan for purposes

20 of this title.

21 "(b) The Secretary shall approve any plan which

22 fulfills the conditions specified in subsection (a) and in

23 section 1603, except that he shall not approve any plan

24 which imposes, as a condition of eligibility for aid under the

25 plan—
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1 "(1) an age requirement of more than sixty-five

2 years;

3 "(2) any residency requirement which excludes

4 any individual who resides in the State;

5 "(3) any citizenship requirement which excludes

6 any citizen of the United States, or any alien lawfully

admitted for permanent residence who has resided in

8 the United States continuously during the five years im-

mediately preceding his application for such aid;

10 "(4) any disability or age requirement which ex-

eludes any persons under a severe disability, as deter-
12 mined in accordance with criteria prescribed by the
13 Secretary, who are eighteen years of age or older; or

14 "(5) any blindness or age requirement which cx-

15 eludes any persons who are blind as determined in

16 accordance with criteria prescribed by the Secretary.

17 In the case of any State to which the provisions of section

18 344 of the Social Security Act Amendments of 1950 were

19 applicable on January 1, 1962, and to which the sentence

20 of section 1002 (b) following paragraph (2) thereof is

21 applicable on the date on which its State plan was or is

22 submitted for approval under this title, the Secretary shall

23 approve the plan of such State for aid to the aged, blind, and

24 disabled for purposes of this title, even though it does not

25 meet the requirements of section 1603 (a), if it meets all
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1 other requirements of this title for an approved plan for aid

2 to the aged, blind, and 'disabled; but payments to the State

3 under this title shall be made, in the case of any such plan,

4 only with respect to expenditures thereunder which would

5 be included as expenditures for the purposes of this title

6 under a plan approved under this section without regard

7 to the provisions of this sentence.

8 "DETERMINATION OF NEED

9 "Sec. 1603. (a) A State plan must provide that, in

10 determining the need for aid under the plan, the State agency

11 shall take into consideration any other income or resources

12 of the individual claiming such aid as well as any expenses

13 reasonably attributable to the earning of any such income;

14 except that, in making such determination with respect to

15 any individual—

16 "(1) the State agency shall not consider as re-

17 sources (A) the home, household goods, and personal

18 effects of the individual, (B) other personal or real prop-

19 erty, the total value of which does not exceed $11,500,

20 or (C) other property which, as determined in accord-

21 ance with and subject to limitations in regulations of the

22 Secretary, is so essential to the family's means of self-

23 support as to warrant its exclusion, but shall apply the

24 provisions of section 442 (d) and regulations thereunder;

25 "(2) the State agency may not consider the
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1 financial responsibility of any individual for any appli-

2 cant or recipient unless the applicant or recipient is the

3 individual's spouse, or the individual's child who is under

4 the age of twenty-one or is blind or severely disabled;

5 "(3) if such individual is blind, the State agency

6 (A) shall disregard the first $85 per month of earned

7 income plus one-half of earned income in excess of $85

8 per month, and (B) shall, for a period not in excess of

9 twelve months, and may, for a period not in excess of

10 thirty-six months, disregard such additional amounts of

11 other income and resources, in the case of any such mdi-

12 vidual who has a plan for achieving self-support ap-

13 proved by the State agency, as may be necessary for the

14 fulfillment of such plan;

15 (4) if such individual is not blind but is severely

16 disabled, the State agency (A) shall disregard the

17 first $85 per month of earned income plus one-half of

18 earned income in excess of $85 per month, and (B)

19 shall, for a period not in excess of twelve months, and

20 may, for a period not in excess of thirty-six months, dis-

21 regard such additional amounts of other income and re-

22 sources, in the case of any such individual who has a plan

23 for achieving self-support approved by the State agency,

24 as may be necessary for the hifflulment of the plan, but

25 only with respect to the part or parts of such period dur-
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ing substantially all of which he is undergoing vocational

rehabilitation;

"(5) if such individual has attained age sixty-five

and is neither blind nor severely disabled, the State

agency may disregard not more than the first $60 per

month of earned income plus one-half of the remainder

thereof; and

"(6) the State agency may, before disregarding any

amounts under the preceding paragraphs of this subsec-

tion, disregard not more than $7.50 of any income.

For requirement of additional disregarding of income of

OASDI recipients in determining need for aid under the

plan, see section 1007 of the Social Security Amendments

of 1969.

"(b) A State plan must also provide that—

"(1) each eligible individual, other than one who

is a patient in a medical institution or is receiving insti-

tutional 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 $110 per month;

"(2) the standard of need applied for determining

eligibility for and amount of aid to the aged, blind, and

disabled shall not be lower than (A) the standard ap-
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1 plied for this purpose under the State plan (approved

2 under this title) as in effect on the date of enactment of

3 part D of title IV of this Act, or (B) if there was no

4 such plan in effect for such State on such date, the stand-

5 ard of need which was applicable under—

6 "(i) the State plan which was in effect on such

7 date and was approved under title I, in the case of

8 any individual who is sixty-five years of age or older,

9 "(ii) the State plan in effect on such date and

10 approved under title X, in the case of an individual

11 who is 1)lifld, or

12 "(iii) the State plan in effect on such date and

13 approved under title XIV, in the case of an individ-

14 ual who is severely disabled,

15 except that if two or niore of clauses (i), (ii), and (iii)

16 are applicable to an individual, the standard of need

17 applied with respect to such individual may not be lower

18 than the higher (or highest) of the standards under the

19 applicable plans, and except that if none of such clauses

20 is applicable to an individual, the standard of need

21 applied with respect to such individual may not be lower

22 than the higher (or highest) of the standards under the

23 State plans approved under titles I, X, and XIV which

24 were in effect on such date; and

25 "(3) no aid will be furnished to any individual
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1 under the State plan for any period with respect to

2 which he is considered a member of a family receiving

3 family assistance benefits under part D of title IV or

4 supplementary payments pursuant to part E thereof, or

5 training allowances under part C thereof, for purposes of

6 determining the amount of such benefits, payments, or

7 allowances (but this paragraph shall not apply to any

8 individual, otherwise considered a member of such a

9 family, if he elects in such manner and form as the Sec-

10 retary may prescribe not to be considered a member

11 of such a family).

12 "(c) For special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico,

13 the Virgin Islands, and Guam, see section 1108 (e).

14 "PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR AID TO TIlE AGED, BLIND,

15 AND DISABLED

16 "SEc. 1604. From the sums appropriated therefor, the

17 Secretary ha1I pay to each State which has a plan approved

18 under this title, for each calendar quarter, an amount equal

19 to the sum of the following proportions of the total amounts

20 expended during each month of such quarter as aid to the

21 aged, blind, and disabled under the State plan—

22 "(1) 90 per centum of such expenditures, not

23 counting so much of any expenditures as exceeds the

24 product of $65 multiplied by the total number of recipi-

25 cuts of such aid for such month; plus
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1 "(2) 25 per centum of the amount by which such

2 expenditures exceed the maximum which may be counted

3 under paragraph (1), not counting so much of any

4 expenditures with respect to such month as exceeds the

5 product of the amount which, as determined by the See-

6 retary, is the maximum permissible level of assistance per

7 person in which the Federal Government will partici-

8 pa.te financially, multiplied by the total number of recipi-

9 ents of such aid for such month.

10 In the case of any individual in Puerto Rico, the Virgin

11 Islands, or Guam, the maximum permissible level of assist-

12 ance under paragraph (2) may be lower than in the case

13 of individuals in the other States. For other special provisions

14 applicable to Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam, see

15 section 1108 (e).

16 "ALTERNATE PROVISION FOR DIRECT FEDERAL PAYMENTS

17 TO INDIVIDUALS

18 "SEC. 1605. The Secretary may enter into an agreement

19 with a State under which he will, on behalf of the State,

20 pay aid to the aged, blind, and disabled directly to individuals

21 in the State under the State's plan approved under this title

22 and perform such other functions of the State in connection

23 with such payments as may be agreed upon. In such case

24 payments shall not be made as provided in section 1604
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1 and the agreement shall also provide for payment to the

2 Secretary by the State of its share of such aid (adjusted to

3 reflect the State's share of any overpayments recovered under

4 section 1606).

5 "OVERPAYMENTS AND UNDERPAYMENTS

6 "Sic. 1600. Whenever the Secretary finds that more or

7 less than the correct amount of payment has been made to

8 any person as a direct Federal payment pursuant to section

1605, proper adjustment or recovery shall, subject to the

10 succeeding provisions of this section, be made by appropriate

11 adjustments in future payments of the overpaid individual

12 or by recovery from him or his estate or payment to him.

13 The Secretary shall make such provision as he finds appro-

14 priate in the case of payment of more than the correct amount

15 of benefits with a view to avoiding penalizing individuals

16 who were without fault in connection with the overpayment,

17 if adjustment or recovery on account of such overpayment

18 in such case would defeat the purposes of this title, or be

19 against equity or good conscience, or (because of the small

20 amount involved) impede efficient or effective administration.

21 "OPERATION OF STATE PLANS

22 "SEc. 1607. If the Secretary, after reasonable notice and

23 opportunity for hearing to the State agency administering

24 or supervising the administration of the State plan a.pproved

25 under this title, finds—
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1 "(1) tha.t the plan no longer complies with the

2 provisions of sections 1602 and 1603; or

3 "(2) that in the administration of the plan there is

4 a failure to comply substantially with any such provision;

5 the Secretary shall notify such State agency that all, or such

6 portion as ihe deems appropriate, of any further payments

7 will not be made to the State or individuals within the State

8 under this title (or, in his discretion, that payments will be

9 limited to categories under or parts of the State plan not af-

10 fected by such failure), until the Secretary is satisfied that

11 there will no longer be any such failure to comply. Until he

12 is so satisfied he shall make no such further payments to the

13 State or individuals in the State under this title (or shall

14 limit payments to categories under or parts of the State plaii

15 not affected by such failure).

16 "PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR SERVICES AND

17 ADMINISTRATION

18 "SEC. 1608. (a) If the State plan of a State approved

19 under section 1602 provides that the State agency will make

20 available to applicants for or recipients of aid to the agel,

21 blind, and disabled under the State plan at least those services

22 to help them attain or retain capability for self-support or

23 self-care which are prescribed by the Secretary, such State

24 shall qualify for payments for services under subsection (b)

25 of this section.
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1 "(b) In the case of any State whose State plan ap-

2 proved under section 1602 meets the requirements of sub-

3 section (a), the Secretary shall pay to the State from the

4 sums appropriated therefor an amount equal to the sum of

5 the following proportions of the total amounts expended dur-

6 ing each quarter, as found necessary by the Secretary for the

7 proper and efficient administration of the State plan—

8 "(1) 75 per centum of so much of such expendi-

9 tures as are for-—

10 "(A) services which are prescribed pursuant to

11 subsection (a) and are provided (in accordance

12 with subsection (c)) to applicants for or recipients

13 of aid under the plan to help them attain or retain

14 capability for self-support or self-care, or

15 "(B) other services, specified by the Secretary

16 as likely to prevent or reduce dependency, so pro-

17 vided to the applicants for or recipients of aid, or

18 "(0) any of the services prescribed pursuant to

19 subsection (a), and any of the services specified in

20 subparagraph (B) of this paragraph, which the

21 Secretary may specify as appropriate for individuals

22 who, within such period or periods as the Secretary

23 may 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



1 are provided to them in accordance with subsection

2 (c),or

3 "(D) the training of personnel employed or

4 preparing for employment by the State agency or

5 by the local agency administering the plan in the

6 political subdivision; plus

7 "(2) one-hall of so much of such expenditures (not

8 included under paragraph (1)) as arc for services pro-

9 vided (in accordance with subsection (c)) to applicants

10 for or recipients of aid under the plan, and to individuals

11 requesting such services who (within such period or

12 periods as the Secretary may prescribe) have been or

13 are likely to become applicants for or recipients of such

14 aid; plus

15 "(3) one-half of the remainder of such expenditures.

16 "(c) The services referred to in paragraphs (1) and
17 (2) of subsection (b) shall, except to the extent specified

18 by the Secretary, include only—

19 "(1) services provided by the staff of the State
20 agency, or the local agency administering the State plan

21 in the political subdivision (but no funds authorized
22 under this title shall be available for services defined as

23 vocational rehabilitation services under the Vocational
24 Rehabilitation Act (A) which are available to individ-
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1 uals in need of them under programs for their rehabilita-

2 tion carried on under a State plan approved under that

3 Act, or (B) which the State agency or agencies admin-

4 istering or supervising the administration of the State

5 plan approved under that Act are able and willing to

6 provide if reimbursed for the cost thereof pursuant to

7 agreement under paragraph (2), if provided by such

8 staff), and

"(2) subject to limitations prescribed by the See-

10 retary, services which in the judgment of the State

11 agency cannot be as economically or as effectively pro-

12 vided by the staff of that State or local agency and are

13 not otherwise reasonably available to individuals in need

14 of them, and which are provided, pursuant to agreement

15 with the State agency, by the State health authority or

16 the State agency or agencies administering or supervis-

17 ing the administration of the State plan for vocational

18 rehabilitation services approved under the Vocational

19 Rehabilitation Act or by any other State agency which

20 the Secretary may determine to be appropriate (whether

21 provided by its staff or by contract with public (local)

22 or nonprofit private agencies).

23 Services described in clause (B) of paragraph (1) may be

24 provided only pursuant to agreement with the State agency

25 or agencies administering or supervising the administration of
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1 the State plan for vocational rehabilitation services approved

2 under the Vocational Rehabilitation Act.

3 "(d) The portion of the amount expended for admin-

4 istration of the State plan to which paragraph (1) of

5 subsection (b) applies and the portion thereof to which

6 paragraphs (2) and (3) of sub sec1ion (b) apply shall be

7 detennined in accordance with such methods and procedures

8 as may be permitted by the Secretary.

"(e) In the case of any State whose plan approved

10 under section 1602 does not meet the requirements of

subsection (a) of this section, there shall be paid to the

12 State, in lieu of the amount provided for under subsection

13 (b) , an amount equal to one-half the total of the sums

14 expended during each quarter as found necessary by the

15 Secretary for the proper and efcient administration of the

16 State plan, including services referred to in subsections (b)

17 and (o) and provided in accordance with the provisions of

18 those subsections.

19 "(f) In the case of any State whose State plan in-

20 cluded a provision meeting the requirements of subsection

21 (a), but with respect to which the Secretary finds, after

22 reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing to the State

23 agenoy administering or supervising the administration of

24 the plan, that—
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1 "(1) the provision no longer complies with the

2 requirements of subsection (a), or

3 "(2) in the administration of the plan there is a

4 failure to comply substantially with such provision,

5 the Secretary shall notify the State agency that all, or such

6 portion as he deems appropriate, of any further payments

7 wiil not be made to the State under subsection (b) until

8 he is satisfied that there will no longer be any such failure

9 to comply. Until the Secretary is so satisfied, no such fur-

10 ther payments with respect to the administration of and

services under the State plan shall be made, but, instead,

12 such payments shall be made, subject to the other provisions

13 of this title, under subsection (e).

14 "COMPUTATION OF PAYMENTS TO STATES

15 "SEc. 1609. (a) (1) Prior to the begiiining of each

16 quarter, the Secretary shall estimate the amount to which a

17 State will be entitled under sections 1604 and 1608 for
18 that quarter, such estimates to be based on (A) a report
19 filed by the State containing its estimate of the total sum
20 to be expended in that quarter in accordance with the pro-

21 visions of sections 1604 and 1608, and stating the amount
22 appropriated or made available by the State and its political

23 subdivisions for such expenditures in that quarter, and, if
24 such amount is less than the State's proportionate share of the

25 total sum of such estimated expenditures, the source or
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1 sources from which the difference is expected to be derived,

2 and (B) such other investigation as the Secretary may find

3 necessary.

4 "(2) The Secretary shall then pay in such installments

5 as he may determine, the amount so estimated, reduced or

6 increased to the extent of any overpayment or imderpay-

7 ment which the Secretary determines was made under this

8 section to the State for any prior quarter and with respect

9 to which adjustment has not already been made under this

10 subsection.

ii "(b) The pro rata share to which the United States is

12 equitably entitled, as determined by the Secretary, of the

13 net amount recovered during any quarter by a State or

14 political subdivision thereof with respect to aid furnished

15 under the State plan, but excluding any amount of such aid

16 recovered from the estate of a deceased recipient which is not

17 in excess of the amount expended by the State or any political

18 subdivision thereof for the funeral expenses of the deceased,

19 shall be considered an overpayment to be adjusted under

20 subsection (a) (2).

21 "(c) Upon the making of any estimate by the Secre-

22 tary under this section, any appropriations available for

23 payments under this title shall be deemed obligated.

H.R.16311 6
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1 "DEFINITION

2 "SEC. 1610. For purposes of this title, the term 'aid to

3 the aged, blind, and disabled' means money payments to

4 needy individuals who are 65 years of age or older, are blind,

5 or are severely disabled, but such term does not include—

6 "(1) any such payments to any individual who is

7 an inmate of a public institution (except as a patient in

S a medical institution) ; or

9 "(2) any such payments to any individual who has

10 not attained (35 years of age arid who is a patient

11 in an institution for tuberculosis or mental diseases.

12 Such term also includes payments which are not included

13 within the meaning of such term under the preceding sen-

14 tence, but which would be so included except that they are

15 made on behalf of such a needy individual to another mdi-

16 vidual who (as determined in accordance with standards

17 prescribed by the Secretary) is interested in or concerned

18 with the welfare of such needy individual, but only with

19 respect to a State whose State plan approved under section

20 1602 includes provision for—

21 "(A) determination by the State agency that the

22 needy individual has, by reason of his physical or mental

23 condition, such inability to manage funds that making

24 payments to him would be contrary to his welfare and,

25 therefore, it is necessary to provide such aid through pay-

26 ments described in this sentence;
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1 "(B) making such payments only in cases in which

2 the payment will, under the rules otherwise applicable

3 under the State plan for determining need and the

4 amount of aid to the aged, blind, and disabled to be paid

5 (and in conjunction with other income and resources),

6 meet all the need of the individuals with respect to whom

7 such payments are made;

8 "(0) undertaking and continuing special efforts to

9 protect the welfare of such individuals and to improve,

10 to the extent possible, his capacity for self-care and to

111 manage funds;

12 "(D) periodic review by the State agency of the

13 determination under clause (A) to ascertain whether

14 conditions justifying such determination still exist, with

15 provision for termination of the payments if they do not

16 and for seeking judicial appointment of a guardian, or

17 other legal representative, as described in section liii,

18 ii and when it appears that such action will best serve

19 the interests of the needy individual; and

20 "(E) opportunity for a fair hearing before the State

21 agency on the determination referred to in clause (A)

22 for any individual with respect to whom it is made.

23 Whether an individual is blind or severely disabled shall be

24 determined for purposes of this title in accordance with

25 criteria prescribed by the Secretary."



84

1 REPEAL OF TITLES I, X, AND XIV OF THE SOCIAL

2 SECURITY ACT

3 SEC. 202. Titles I, X, and XIV of the Social Security

4 Act (42 U.S.C. 301 et seq., 1201 et seq., and 1351 et

5 seq.) are hereby repealed.

6 ADDITIONAL DISREGARDING OF INCOME OF OASDI RECIPI-

7 ENTS IN DETERMINING NEED FOR AID TO THE AGED,

8 BLIND, AND DISABLED

Sic. 203. Section 1007 of the Social Security Amend-

1. ments of 1969 is amended by striking out "and before July

11 1970".

12 TRANSITION PROVISION RELATING TO OVERPAYMENTS

13 AND UNDERPAYMENTS

14 SEC. 204. In the case of any State which has a State

15 plan approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI of the Social

16 Security Act as in effect prior to the enactment of this sec-

17 tion, any overpayment or underpayment which the Secretary

18 determines was made to such State under section 3, 1003,

19 1403, or 1603 of such Act with respect to a period before

20 the approval of a plan under title XVI as amended by this

21 Act, and with respect to which adjustment has not already

22 been made under subsection (b) of such section 3, 1003,

23 1403, or 1603, shall, for purposes of section 1609 (a) of such

24 Act as herein amended, be considered an overpayment or

25 underpayment (as the case may be) made uncl'er title XVI

26 of such Act as herein amended.
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1 TRANSITION PROVISION RELATING TO DEFINITIONS OF

2 BLINDNESS AND DISABILITY

3 SEC. 205. In the case of any State which has in operation

4 a plan of aid to the blind under title X, aid to the permanently

5 and totally disabled under title XIV, or aid to the aged, blind,

6 or disabled under title XVI, of the Social Security Act as

7 in effect prior to the enactment of this Act, the State plan of

8 such State submitted under title XVI of such Act as amended

9 by this Act shall not be denied approval thereunder, with

10 respect to the period ending with the first July 1 which

follows the close of the first regular session of the legislature

12 of such State which begins after the enactment of this Act,

13 by reason of its failure to include therein a test of disability

14 or blindness different from that included in the State's plan

15 (approved under such title X, XIV or XVI of such Act)

16 as in effect on the date of the enactment of this Act.

17 TITLE ITT—MISCELLANEOUS CONFORMING

18 AMENDMENTS

19 AMENDMENT OF SECTION 228(d)

20 SEc. 301. Section 228 (d) (1) of the Social Security Act

21 is amended by striking out "I, X, XIV, or", and by striking

22 out "part A" and inserting in lieu thereof "receives pay-

23 ments with respect to such month pursuant to part D or E".

24 AMENDMENTS TO TITLE XI

25 SEc. 302. Title XI of the Social Security Act is

amended—
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1 (1) by striking out "I,", "X,", and "XIV," in sec-

2 tion 1101 (a) (1);

3 (2) by striking out "I, X, XIV," in section 1106

4 (c) (1) (A)

5 (3) (A) by striking out "I, X, XIV, and XVI"

6 in section 1108 (a) and inserting in lieu thereof "XVI",

7 and

8 (B) by striking out "section 402 (a) (19)" in see-

9 tion. 1108 (b) and inserting in lieu thereof "part A of

10 title IV";

Ii (4) by striking out the text of section 1109 and

12 inserting in lieu thereof the following:

13 "SEc. 1109. Any amount which is disregarded (or set

14 aside for future needs) in determining the eligibility for and

15 amount of aid or assistance for any individual under a State

16 plan approved under title XVI or XIX, or eligibility for

17 and amount of payments pursuant to part P or E of title

18 IV, shall not be taken into consideration in determining the

19 eligibility for and amount of such aid, assistance, or payments

20 for any other individual under such other State plan or such

21 part D or E.";
22 (5) (A) by striking out "I, X, XIV, and" in sec-

23 tion 1111, and

24 (B) by striking out "part A" in such section and

25 inserting in lieu thereof "parts D and E";
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1 (6) (A) by striking out "I, X, XIV," in the mat-

2 ter preceding clause (a) in section 1115, and by strik-

3 ing out "part A" in such matter and inserting in lieu

4 thereof "parts A and E",

5 (B) by striking out "of section 2, 402, 1002,

6 1402," in clause (a) of such section and inserting in lieu

7 thereof "of or pursuant to section 402, 452,", and

8 (C) by striking out "3, 403, 1003, 1403, 1603,"

9 in clause (b) of such section and inserting in lieu thereof

10 "403, 453, 1604, 1608,";

11 (7) (A) by striking out "I, X, XIV," in subsec-

12 tions (a.) (1), (h), and (d) of sect.ion 1116, and

13 (B) by striking out "4, 404, 1004, 1404, 1604,"
14 in subsection (a) (3) of such section and inserting in

lieu thereof "404, 1607, 1608,";

16 (8) by repealing section 1118;

17 (9) (A) by striking out "I, X, XIV," in section
18 1119,

19 (B) by striking out "part A" in such section and in-
20 serting in lieu thereof "services under a State plan ap-
21 proved under part A", and
22 (C)- by striking out "3 (a), 403 (a), 1003 (a),
23 1403 (a), or 1603 (a)" in such section and inserting in
24 lieu thereof "403 (a) or 1604"; and
25 (10) (A) by striking out "a plan for old-age assist
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1 ance, approved tinder title I, a plaii for aid to the blind,

2 approved tinder title X, a plan for aid to the permanently

3 and totally disabled, approved under title XIV, or a plan

4 for aid to the aged, blind, or disabled" in section 1121

5 (a) and inserting in lieu thereof "a plan for aid to the

6 aged, blind, and disabled", and

7 (B) by inserting "(other than a public nonniedical

8 facility)" in such section after "intermediate care fadili-

9 ties" the first time it appears.

10 AMENDMENTS TO TITLE XVTI1

11 SEc. 303. Title XVIII of the Social Security Act is

12 amended—

13 (1) (A) by striking out "title I or" in section 1843

14 (b) (1),

15 (B) by striking out "all of the plans" in section

16 1843 (b) (2) and inserting in lieu thereof "the plan",

17 and

18 (C) by striking out "titles I, X, XIV, and XVI, and

19 part A" in section 1843 (b) (2) and inserting in lien

20 thereof "title XVI and under part E";
21 (2) (A) by striking out "title I, X. XIV, or XV1

22 or part A" in section 1843 (f) both times it appears and

23 inserting in lieu thereof "title XVI and under part E";
24 and

25 (B) by striking out "title I, XVI, or XIX" in such
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1 section and inserting in lieu thereof "title XVI or XIX";

2 and

3 (3) by striking out "I, XVI,, in section 1863 and

4 inserting in lieu thereof "XVI".

5 AMENDMENTS TO TITLE XIX

6 SEC. 304. Title XIX of the Social Security Act is

7 amended—

8 (1) by striking out "families with dependent chil-

9 dren" and "permanently and totally" in clause (1) of

10 the first sentence of section 1901 and inserting in lieu

11 thereof "needy families w'ith children" and "severely",

12 respectively;

13 (2) by striking out "I or" in section 1902 (a) (5)

14 (3) (A) by striking out everything in section 1902

15 (a) (10) which precedes clause (A) and inserting in

16 lieu thereof the following:

17 "(10) provide for niaking medical assistance

18 available to all individuals receiving assistance to

19 needy families with children as defined in section

20 405 (b), receiving payments under an agreement

21 pursuant to part E of title IV, or receiving aid to the

22 aged, blind, and disabled under a State plan ap-

23 proved under title XVI; and—", and

24 (B) by inserting "or payments under such part E"
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1 after "such plan" each time it appears in clauses (A)

2 and (B) of such section;

3 (4) by striking out section 1902 (a) (13) (B) and

4 inserting in lieu thereof the following:

5 "(B) in the case of individuals receiving assist-

6 ance to needy families with children as defined in

7 section 405 (b), receiving payments under an agree-

8 ment pursuant to part E of title IV, or receiving aid

9 to the aged, blind, and disabled under a State plan

10 approved under title XVI, for the inclusion of at

Ii least the care and services listed in clauses (1)

12 through (5) of section 1905 (a), and";

13 (5) by striking out "aid or assistance under State

14 plans approved under titles I, X, XIV, XVI, and
15 part A of title IV," in section 1902 (a) (14) (A) and

16 inserting in lieu thereof "assistance to needy families with

17 children as defined in section 405 (b), receiving pay-

18 inents under an agreement pursuant to part E of title IV,

19 or receiving aid to the aged, blind, and disabled under a

20 State plan approved under title XVI,";

21 (6) (A) by striking out "aid or assistance under the

22 State's plan approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI, or

23 part A of title IV," in so much of section 1902 (a) (17)

24 as precedes clause (A) and inserting in lieu thereof

25 "assistance to needy families with children as defined in
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I section 405 (li), payments under an agreement pursuant

2 to part E of title IV, or aid under a State plan approved

3 under title XVI,,,,

4 (B) by striking out "aid or assistance in the

5 form of money payments under a State plan approved

6 under title I, X, XIV, or XVI, or part A of title

7 IV" in clause (B) of such section and inserting in

8 lieu thereof "assistance to needy families 'with children

9 as defined in section 405 (b), payments under an agree-

10 ment pi.irsuant to part E of title IV, or aid to the aged,

lii blind, and disabled tinder a State plan approved under

12 title XVI", and

13 (C) by striking out "aid or assistance under such

14 plan" in such clause (B) and inserting in lieu thereof

15 "assistance, aid, or payments";

16 (7) by striking out "section 3 (a) (4) (A) (i)

17 and (ii) or section 1603 (a) (4) (A) (i) and (ii)" in
18 section 1902 (a) (20) (0) and inserting in lieu thereof

19 "section 1608 (b) (1) (A) and (B)";
20 (8) by striking out "title X (or title XVI, insofar

21 a.s it relates to the blind) was different from the State

22 agency which administered or supervised the adminis-

23 tration of the State plan approved under title I (or title

XVI, insofar as it relates to the aged), the State agency

25 which administered or supervised the administration of
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1 such plan approved under title X (or title XVI, insofar

2 as it relates to the blind)" in the last sentence of sec-

3 tion 1902 (a) and inserting in lieu thereof "title XVI,

4 insofar as it relates to the blind, was different from

5 the agency which administered or supervised the ad-

6 ministration of such plan insofar as it relates to the aged,

7 the agency which administered or supervised the admin-

8 istration of the plan insofar as it relates to the blind";

9 (9) by striking out "section 406 (a) (2)"in sec-

10 tion 1902 (b) (2) and inserting in lieu thereof "section

11 405(b)";

12 (10) by striking out "I, X, XIV, or XVI, or part

13 A" in section 1902 (c) and inserting in lieu thereof

14 "XVI or under an agreement under part E";

(11) by striking out "I, X, XIV, or XVI, or part

16 A" in section 1903 (a) (1) and inserting in lieu thereof

17 "XVI or under an agreement under part E";

18 (12) by repealing section 1903 (c)

19 (13) by striking out "highest amount which would

20 ordinarily be paid to a family of the same size without

21 any income or resources in the form of money payments,

22 under the plan of the State approved under part A of

23 title IV of this Act" in section 1903 (f) (1) (B) (i) and

inserting in lieu thereof "highest total amount which

25 would ordinarily be paid under parts D and E of title IV
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I to a family of the same size without income or resources,

2 eligible in that State for money payments under part E

3 nof title IV of this Act";

4 (14) (A) by striking out "the 'highest amount

5 which would ordinarily be paid' to such family under the

6 State's plan approved under part A of title IV of this

7 Act" in section 1903 (f) (3) and inserting in lieu thereof

8 "the 'highest total amount which would ordinarily be

9 paid' to such family", and

10 (B) by striking out "section 408" in such section

11 and inserting in lieu thereof "section 406";

12 (15) by striking out "I, X, XIV, or XVI, of
13 part A" in section 1903 (f) (4) (A) and inserting in
14 lieu thereof "XVI or under an agreement under part

16 (16) (A) by striking out "aid or assistance under
17 the State's plan approved under title I, X, XIV,
18 or XVI, or part A of title VI, who are—" in the
19 matter preceding clause (i) in section 1905 (a) and
20 inserting in lieu thereof "payments under part E of title
21 IV or aid under a State plan approved under title XVI,

who are—",
23 (B) by striking out clause (ii) of such section and

inserting in lieu thereof the following:
25 "(ii) receiving assistance to needy families with
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I agreement under part E of title IV of such Act, for each

2 quarter beginning after June 30, 1971, and prior to July 1,

3 1973, in addition to the amount payable to such State under

4 such title a.nd such agreement, an amount equal to the excess

5 of—

6 (1) (A) 70 per centum of the total of those pay-

7 ments for such quarter pursuant to such agreement which

8 are required under sections 451 and 452 of the Social

9 Security Act (as amended by this Act), plus (B) the

10 non-Federal share of expenditures for such quarter re-

11 quired under title XVI of the Social Security Act (as

12 amended by this Act) as aid to the aged, blind, and

13 disabled (as defined in subsection (b) (1) of this

14 section), over

15 (2) the non-Federal share of expenditures which

16 would have been made during such quarter as aid or

17 assistance under the plans of the State approved under

18 titles I, IV (part (A)), X, XIV, and XVI had they

19 continued in effect (as defined in subsection (b) (2) of

20 this section).

21 (b) For purposes of subsection (a) —

22 (1) the non-Federal share of expenditures for any

23 quarter required tinder title XVI of the Social Security

24 Act, referred to in clause (B) of subsection (a) (1),
25 means the difference between (A) the total of the ex-
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i penditures for such quarter' under the plan approved un—

2; der such title as aid to the aged, blind, and disabled' which

3.
'T(JJj have been included, as aid to. the aged, blind,. or dis-

abied under the plan approved under such title as in effect

for June 1971 plus so much of the rest of such expendi-

6 tures as is required (as determined by the Secretary), by

7 reason of the amendments to such title made by this Act,

8 and (B) the total amounts determined under section

1604 of the Social Security Act for such State with re-

io spect to such expenditures for such quarter; and

11 (2) the non-Federal share of expenditures which

12 would have been made during any quarter under ap-

13 proved State plans, referred to in subsection (a) (2),

14 means the difference between (A) the total of the ex-

15 penditures which would have been made as aid or assist-

16 ance (excluding emergency assistance specified in see-

17 tion 406 (e) (1) (A) of the Social Security Act and

18 foster care under section 408 thereof) for such quarter

19 under the plans of such State approved under title I,

20 IV (part A), X, XIV, and XVI of such Act and in

21 effect in the month prior to the enactment of this Act

22 if they had continued in effect during such quarter and

23 if they had included (if they did not already do so) pay-

24 ments to dependent children of unemployed fathers au-

HJt 16311 ——7
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thorized by section 407 of the Social Security Act (as in

effect on the date of the enactment of this Act), and (B)

the total of the amounts which would have been deter-

mined under sections 3, 403, 1003, 1403, and 1603, or

under section 1118, of the Social Security Act for such

State with respect to such expenditures for such quarter.

SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR PUERTO RICO, THE VIRGIN

ISLANDS, AND GUAM

SEC. 403. Section 1108 of the Social Security Act is

amended by adding at the end thereof the following new

subsection:

"(e) (1) In applying the provisions of sections 442 (a)

and (b), 443(b) (2), 1603 (a) (1) and (b) (1), and

1604 (1) 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), the $500 and

$300 in such section 442 (b), the $30 in clauses (A) and

(B) of such section 443 (b) (2), the $1,500 in such section

1603 (a) (1), the $110 in such section 1603(b) (1), and

the $65 in section 1604 (1)) bear the same ratio to such

$500, $300, $1,500, $500, $300, $30, $1,500, $110, and

$65 as the per capita incomes of Puerto Rico, the Virgin

Islands, and Guam, respectively, bear to the per capita

income of t.hat one of the fifty States which has the lowest

per capita income; except that in no case may the amounts
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1 so used exceed such $500, $300, $1,500, $500, $300, $30,

2 $1,500, $110, and $65.

3 "(2) (A) The amounts to be used under such sections

4 in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam shall be pro-

5 mulgated by the Secretary between July 1 and September

6 30 of each even-numbered year, on the basis of the average

7 per capita income of each State and of the United States for

8 the most recent calendar year for which satisfactory data are

9 available from the Department of Commerce. Such promul-

10 gation shall be effective for each of the two fiscal years in the

11 period beginning .July 1 next succeeding such promulgation.

12 "(B) The term 'United States', for purposes of sub-

13 paragraph (A) only, means the fifty States and the District

14 of Columbia.

15 "(3) If the amounts which would otherwise be promul-

16 gated for any fiscal year for any of the three States referred

17 to in paragraph (1) would be lower than the amounts pro-

18 mulgated for such State for the immediately preceding period,

19 the amounts for such fiscal year shall be increased to the ex-

20 tent of the dillerence; and the amounts so increased shall

21 be the amounts promulgated for such year."

22 MEANING OF SECRETARY AND FISCAL YEAR

23 SEc. 404. As used in this Act and in the amendments

24 made by this Act, the term "Secretary" means, unless the
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1 context otherwise requires, the Secretary of Health, Educa-

2 tion, and Welfare and the term "fiscal year" means a period

3 begiuning with any July 1 and eliding with the close of the

4 following June 30.
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AN ACT
To authorize a family assistance plan providing basic benefits

to low-income families with children, to provide incentives

for employment and training to improve the capacity 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 purposes.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Repre3enta-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That this Act, with the following table of contents, may be

4 cited as the "Family Assistance Act of 1970".
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1 TITLE I—FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

2 ESTABLISHMENT OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

3 Sic. 101. Title IV of the Social Security Act (42

4 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) is amended by adding after part 0

5 the following new parts:

6 "PuT P—FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

7 "APPROPRIATIONS

8 "SEc. 441. For the purpose of providing a basic level

9 of financial assistance throughout the Nation to needy

10 families with children, in a manner which will strengthen
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1 family life, encourage work training and sell-support, and

2 enhance personal dignity, there is authorized to be appro-

3 priated for each fiscal year a sum safficient to carry out this

4 part.

5 "ELIGIBILITY FOR AND AMOUNT OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE

6 BENEFITS

7 "Eligibility

8 "SEc. 442. (a) Each family (as defined in section

9 445)—

10 "(1) whose income, other than income excluded

11 pursuant to section 443 (b), is less than—

12 "(A) $500 per year for each of the first two

13 members of the family, plus

14 "(B) $300 per year for each additional mem-

15 ber, and

16 ' (2) whose resources, other than resources ex-

17 cluded pursuant to section 444, are less than $1,500,

18 shall, in accordance with and subject to the other provisions

19 of this title, be paid a family assistance benefit.

20 "Amount

21 "(b) The family assistance benefit for a family shall

22 be payable at the rate of—
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1 "(1) $500 per year for each of the first two mem-

2 bers of the family, plus

3 "(2) $300 per year for each additional member,

4 reduced by the amount of income, not excluded pursuant

5 to section 443 (b), of the members of the family.

6 "Period for Determination of Benefits

7 "(c) (1) A family's eligibility for and its amount of

8 family assistance benefits shall be determined for each quar-

9 ter of a calendar year. Such determination shall be made on

10 the basis of the Secretary's estimate of the family's income

11 for such quarter, after taking into account income for a pre-

12 ceding period and any modifications in income which are

13 likely to occur on the basis of changes in conditions or cir-

14 cumstances. Eligibility for and the amount of benefits of a

15 family for any quarter shall be redetermined at such time or

16 times as may be provided by the Secretary, such redeter-

17 mination to be effective prospectively.

18 "(2) The Secretary shall by regulation prescribe the

19 cases in which and extent to which the amount of a family

20 assistance benefit for any quarter shall be reduced by reason

21 of the time elapsing since the beginning of such quarter and

22 before the date of filing of the application for the benefit.

23 "(8) The Secretary may, in accordance with regula-

24 tion, pre?cribe the oases in which and the exteflt Q whiob
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1 income received in one period (or expenses incurred in one

2 period in earning income) shall, for purposes of determining

3 eligibility for and amount of family assistance benefits, be

4 considered as received (or incurred) in another period or

5 periods.

6 "special Limits on Gross Income

7 "(d) The Secretary may, in accordance with regifla-

8 tions, prescribe the circumstances tinder which the gross

9 income from a trade or business (including farming) will be

10 considered sufficiently large to make such family ineligible

11 for such benefits.

12 "Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam

13 "(e) For special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico,

14 the Virgin Islands, and Guam, see section 1108 (e).

15 "n-oor
16 "Meaning of Income

17 "SEc. 443. (a) For purposes of this part, income means

18 both earned income and unearned income; and—

19 "(1) earned income means only—

20 "(A) remuneration for services performed as
21 an employee (as defined in section 210 (j)), other

22 than remuneration to which section 209 (b), (c),
23 (d), (f), or (k), or section 211, would apply; and
24 "(B) net earnings from self-employment. as
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I defined in section 211 (without the application of

2 the second and third sentences following clause (C)

3 of subsection (a) (9)), including earnings for serv-

4 ices described in paragraphs (4), (5), and (6)

5 of subsection (c) ; and

6 "(2) unearned income means all other income,

7 including—

8 "(A) any payments received as an annuity,

9 pension, retirement, or disability benefit, including

10 veteran's or workmen's compensation and old-age,

11 survivors, and disability insurance, railroad retire-

12 ment, and unemployment benefits;

13 "(B) prizes and awards;

14 "(C) the proceeds of any life insurance policy;

15 "(D) gifts (cash or otherwise), support and

16 alimony payments, and inheritances; and

17 "(E) rents, dividends, interest, and royalties.

18 "Exclusions From Income

19 "(b) In determining the income of a family there shall

20 be excluded—

21 "(1) subject to limitations (as to amount or other-

22 wise) prescribed by the Secretary, the earned income of

2 each child in the family who is, as determined by the

24 Secretary under regulations, a student regularly attend-

25 ing a cboo1, college, or university, or a course of voca-



9

1 tional or technical training designed to prepare him

2 for gainful employment;

3 "(2) (A) the total unearned income of all mem-

4 hers of a family in a calendar quarter which, as de-

5 termined in accordance with criteria prescribed by the

6 Secretary, is received too infrequently or irregularly to

7 be included, if such income so received does not exceed

8 $30 in such quarter, and (B) the total earned income

of all members of a family in a calendar quarter which,

10 as determined in accordance with such criteria, is re-

11 ceived too infrequently or irregularly to be included, if

12 such income so received does not exceed $30 in such

13 quarter;

14 "(3) an amount of earned income of a member of

15 the family equal to all, or such part (and according to

16 such schedule) as the Secretary may prescribe, of the

17 cost incurred by such member for child care which the

18 Secretary deems necessary to securing or continuing in

19 manpower training, vocational rehabilitation, employ-

20 ment, or self-employment;.

21 "(4) the first $720 per year (or proportionately

22 smaller amounts for shorter periods) of the total of
23 earned income (not excluded by the preceding para-

24 graphs of this subsection) of all members of the family

25 plus one-half of the remainder thereof;
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1 "(5) food stamps or any other assistance (except

2 veterans' pensions) which is based on need and fur-

3 nished by any State or political subdivision of a State

4 or any Federal agency, or by any private charitable

5 agency or organization (as determined by the Secre

6 tary);

7 "(6) allowances under section 432 (a)

8 "(7) any portion of a scholarship or fellowship

.9 received for use in paying the cost of tuition and fees

10 at any educational (including technical or vocational

iii education) institution; and

12 "(8) home produce of a member of the family

13 utilized by the household for its own consumption.

14 "RESOURCES

15 "Exclusions From Resources

16 "SEC. 444. (a.) In determining the resources of a family

17 there shall be excluded—

18 "(1) the home, household goods, and personal ef-

19 fects; and

20 "(2) other property which, as determined in ac-

21 cordance with and subject to limitations in regulations

22 of the Secretary, is so essential to the family's means of

23 se1f-upport as to warrant its exclusion,
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1 "Disposition of Resources

2 "(b) The Secretary shall prescribe regulations appli-

3 cable to the period or periods of time withhi which, and the

4 manner in which, various kinds of property must be dis-

5 posed of in order not to be included in determining a lam-

6 ily's eligibility for family assistance benefits. Any portion

7 of the family's benefits paid for any such period shall be

8 conditioned upon such disposal; and any benefits so paid

9 shall (at the time of the disposal) be considered over-

10 payments to the extent they would not have been paid

11 had the disposal occurred at the beginning of the period for

12 which such benefits were paid.

13 "MEANING OF FAMILY AND OffiLD

14 "Composition of Family

15 "SEc. 445. (a) Two or more individuals—

16 "(1) who are related by blood, marriage, or

17 adoption,

18 "(2) who are living in a place of residence main-

19 tamed by one or more of them as his or their own home,

20 "(3) who are residents of the United States, and

21 "(4) at least one of whom is a child who (A) is

22 pot married to another of such imividuals and
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I. (B) is in the care of or dependent upon another

2 of such individuals,

3 shall be regarded as a. family for purposes of this part and

4 parts A, 0, and E. A parent (of a child living in a place

5 of reidcnce referred to in paragraph (2)), or a spouse of

6 such a parent, who is determined by the Secretary to be

7 temporarily absent from such place of residence for the

8 purpose of engaging in or seeking employment or self-

9 employment (including military service) shall nevertheless

10 be considered (for pur.poses of paragraph (2)) to be living

11 in such place of residence.

12 "Definition of Child

13 "(h) For purposes of this part and parts 0 and E, the

14 term 'child' means an individual who is (1) under the age

15 of eighteen, or (2) under the age of twenty-one and (as

16 determined by the Secretary tinder regulations) a student

17 regularly attending a school, college, or university, or a

18 course of vocational or technical training designed to prepare

19 him for gainful employment.

20 "Determination of Family Relationships

21 "(c) In determining whether an individual is related

22 to another individual by blood, marriage, or adoption, appro-

23 priate State law shall he applied.

24 "Income and Resornces of Noncontributing Adult

25 "(d) For purposes of determining eligibility for and the
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1 amoimt of family assistance benefits for any family there shall

2 be excluded the income and resources of any individual,

3 other than a parent of a child (or a spouse of a parent),

4 which, as determined in accordance with criteria prescribed

5 by the Secretary, is not available to other members of the

6 family; and for such purposes such individual—

7 "(1) in the case of a child, shall be regarded as a

8 member of the family for purposes of determining the

9 family's eligibility for such benefits but not for purposes

10 of determining the amount of such benefits, and

11 "(2) in any other case, shall not be considered a

12 member of the family for any purpose.

13 "Recipients of Aid to the Aged, Blind, and

14 Disabled Ineligible

15 "(e) If an individual is receiving aid to the aged, blind,

16 and disabled uiider a State plan approved under title XVI, or

17 ii his needs are taken into account in determining the need of

).8 another person receiving such aid, then, for the period for

19 which such aid is received, such individual shall not be re-

20 garded as a membei of a family for purposes of determining

21 the amount of the family assistance benefits of the family.

22 "PAYMENTS AND PROCEDURES

23 "Payments of Benefits

"Sec. 446. (a) (1) Family assistance benefits shall be

25 paid at such time or times and in such' installments as the
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1 Secretary determines will best effectuate the purposes of this

2 title.

3 "(2) Payment of the family assistance benefit of any

4 iamily may be made to any one or more members of the

5 ifamily, or, if the Secretary deems it appropriate, to any

6 person, other than a member of such family, who is in-

7 terested in or concerned with the welfare of the family.

8 "(3) The Secretary may by regulation establish ranges

of incomes within which a single amount of family assistance

10 benefit shall apply.

11 "Overpayments and 'EJnderpayments

12 "(b) Whenever the Secretary finds that more or less

13 than the correct amount of family assistance benefits has

14 been paid with respect to any family, proper adjustment or

15 recovery shall, subject to the succeeding provisions of this

16 subsection, be made by appropriate adjustments in future

17 payments to the family or by recovery from or payment to
18 any one or more of the individuals who are or were members

19 thereof. The Secretary shall make such provision as he finds

20 appropriate in the case of payment of more than the correct
21 amount of benefits with respect to a family with a view to
22 avoiding penalizing members of the family who were without

23 fault in conneetion with the overpayment, if adjustment or

recovery on account of such overpayment in such case would

25 defeat the purposes of this part, or be against equity or
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1 good conscience, or (because of the small amount involved)

2 impede efficient or effective administration of this part.

3 "Hearings and Review

4 "(c) (1) The Secretary shall provide reasonable notice

5 and opportunity for a hearing to any individual who is or

6 claims to be a member of a family and is in disagreement

7 with any determination under this part with respect to

8 eligibility of the family for family assistance benefits, the

9 number of members of the family, or the amount of the

10 benefits, if such individual requests a hearing on the matter

in disagreement within thirty days after notice of such deter-

12 mination is received. Until a determination is made on the

13 basis of such hearing or upon disposition of the matter
14 through default, withdrawal of the request by the individual,

15 or revision of the initial determination by the Secretary, any

16 amounts which are payable (or would be payable but for the

17 matter in disagreement) to any individual who has been
18 determined to be a member of such family shall continue to

19 be paid; but any amounts so paid for periods prior to such

20 determination or disposition shall be considered overpay-
21 ments to the extent they would not have been paid h&I such

22 determination or disposition occurred at the same time as
23 the Secretary's initial determination on the matter in
24 disagreement.

25 "(2) Determination on the basis of such hearing shall be
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1 made within ninety days after the individual requests the

2 hearing as provided in paragraph (1).

3 "(3) The final determination of the Secretary after a

4 hearing under paragraph (1) shall be subjeot to judicial

5 review as provided in section 205 (g) to the same extent

6 as the Secretary's final determinations under section 205;

7 except that the determination of the Secretary after such

8 hearing as to any fact shall 'be final and conclusive and not

subject to review by any court.

10 "Procedures; Prohibition of Assignments

11 "(d) The provisions of sections 206 and 207 and sub-

12 sections (a), (d), (e), and (1) of section 205 shall apply

13 with respect to this part to the same extent as they apply

14 in the case of title II.

15 "Applications and Furnishing of Information by Families

16 "(e) (1) The Secretary shall prescribe regulations ap-

17 plicable to families or members thereof with respect to the

18 filing of applications, the furnishing of other data and mate-

19 rial, and the reporting of events and changes in circumstances,

20 as may be necessary to determine eligibility for and amount

21 of family assistance benefits.

22 "(2) In order to encourage prompt reporting of events

23 and changes in circumstances relevant to eligibility for or

24 amount of family assistance benefits, and more accurate

25 estimates of expected income or expenses by members of
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i families for purposes of such eligibility and amount of bene-

2 fits, the Secretary may prescribe the cases in which and the

3 extent to which—

4 "(A) failure to so report or delay in so reporting, or

5 "(B) inaccuracy of information which is furnished

6 by the members and on which the estimates of income or

7 expenses for such purposes are based,

will result in treatment as overpayments of all or any

9 portion of payments of such benefits for the period involved.

10 "Furnishing of Information by Other Agencies

ii "(f) The head of any Federal agency shall provide

12 such information as the Secretary needs for purposes of

13 determining eligibility for or amount of family assistance

14 benefits, or verifying other information with respect thereto.

15 "REGISTRATION AND REFERRAL OF FAMILY MEMBERS FOE

16 MANPOWEg SERVICES, TRAINING, AND EMPLOYMENT

17 "SEc. 4-47. (a) Every individual who is a member of

18 a family which is found to be eligible for family assistance

19 benefits, other than a member to whom the Secretary finds

20 paragraph (1), (2), (3), (4), or (5) of subsection (b)

21 applies, shall register for manpower services, training,

22 nd employment with the local public employment office

23 of the State as provided by regulations of the Secretary of

24 Labor. If and for so long as any such individual is found by

ELR. 16311 2
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1 the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to have

2 failed to so register, he shall not be regarded as a

3 member of a family but his income which would otherwise

4 be counted under this part as income of a family shall be so

5 counted; except that if such individual is the oniy member

6 of the family other than a child, such individual shall be

7 regarded as a member for purposes of determination of the

8 family's eligibility for family assistance benefits, but not

9 (except for counting his income) for purposes of determina-

10 tion of the amount of such benefits. No part of the family

11 assistance benefits of any such family may be paid to such

12 individual during the period for which the preceding

13 sentence is applicable to him; and the Secretary may, if

14 he deems it appropriate, provide for payment of such bene-

15 fits during such period to any person, other than a member

16 of such family, who is interested in or concerned with the

17 welfare of the family.

18 "(b) An individual shall not be required to register

19 pursuant to subsection (a) if the Secretary determines that

20 such individual is—

21 "(1) unable to engage in work or training by

22 reason of illness, incapacity, or advanced age;

23 "(2) a mother or other relative of a child under

24 the age of six who is caring for such child;

25 "(3) the mother or other female caretaker Of a
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1 child, if the father or another adalt male relative is in

2 the home and not excluded by paragraph (1), (2),
3 (4), or (5) of this subsection (unless the second sen-

4 tence of subsection (a), or section 448 (a), is applicable

5 tohim);

6 "(4) a child who is under the age of sixteen or

7 meets the requirements of section 445 (b) (2)
; or

8 "(5) one whose presence in the home on a sub-
9 stantially continuous basis is required because of the ill-

10 ness or incapacity of another member of the household.

11 An individual who would, but for the preceding sentence,

12 be required to register pursuant to subsection (a), may, if
13 he wishes, register as provided in such subsection.

14 "(a) The Secretary shaii make provision for the fur-
15 nishing of child care services in such cases and for so long
16 as he deems appropriate in the case of (1) individuals reg-

17 istered pursuant to subsection (a) who are, pursuant to such

18 registration, participating in manpower services, training, or

19 employment, and (2) individuals referred pursuant to sub-
20 section (d) who are, pursuant to such referral, participat-
21 ing in vocational rehabilitation.

22 "(d) In the case of any member of a family receiving
23 family assistance benefits who is not required to register
24 pursuant to subsection (a) because of such member's in-
25 capacity, the Secretary shall make provision for referral of



1 such member to the appropriate State agency administering

2 or supervising the administration of the State plan for vo-

3 cational rehabilitation services approved under the Vocational

4 Rehabffitation Act, and (except in such cases involving per-

5 manent incapacity as the Secretary may determine) for a

6 review not less often than quarterly of such member's inca-

7 pacity and his need for and utilization of the rehabilitation

8 services made available to him under such plan. If and for so

9 long as such member is found by the Secretary to have re-

10 fused without good cause to accept rehabilitation services

11 available to him under such plan, he shall be treated as an

12 individual to whom subsection (a) is applicable by reason

13 of refusal to accept or participate in employment or training.

14 "DENIAL OF BENEFITS IN CASE OF REFUSAL OF I1ANPOWBR

15 SEBVI0E, TRAINING, OR EMPLOYMEN

16 "SEa. 448k (a) For purposes of determining eligibility

17 for and amount of fAmily assistance benefits under this part,

18 an imlividual who hits registered as required under section

19 447 (a) shall not be regarded as a member of a family, but

20 his income which would otherwise be counted as income of

21 the family under this part shall be so counted, if and for so

22 long as he has beeii found by the Secretary of Labor, after

23 reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing (which shall

be held in the same manner and subject to the same conditions

25 asahearingunderseotiOfl446(e) (1) and (2)), to have
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1 refused without good cause to participate or onnnue to par-

2 ticipate in manpower services, training, or employment, or

3 to have refused without good cause to accept employment

4 in which he is able to engage which is offered through the

5 public employment offices of the State, or is otherwise offered

6 by an employer if the offer of such employer is determined

7 by the Secretary of Labor, after notification by such em-

8 ployer or otherwise, to be a bona fide offer of employment;

9 except that if such individual is the only member of the

10 family other than a child, such individual shall be regarded

as a member of the family for purposes of determination of

12 the family's eligibility for benefits, but not (except for

13 counting his income) for the purposes of determination of

14 the amount of its benefits. No part of the family assistance

15 benefits of any such family may be paid to such individual

16 during the period for which the preceding sentence is ap-

17 plicable to him; and the Secretary may, if he deems it

18 appropriate, provided for payment of such benefits during

19 such period to any person, other than a member of such

20 family, who is interested in or concerned with the welfare

21 of the family.

22 "(b) No family shall be denied benefits under this

23 part, or have its benefits under this part reduced, because

24 an individual who is (or would, but for subsection (a), be)
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1 a member of such family refuses work under any of the

2 following conditions:

3 "(1) if the position offered is vacant due directly

4 to a strike, lockout, or other labor dispute;

5 "(2) if the wages, hours, or other terms or con-

6 ditions of the work offered are contrary to or less than

7 those prescribed by Federal, State, or local law or are

8 substantially less favorable to the individual than those

9 prevailing for similar work in the locality;

10 "(3) if, as a condition of being employed, the in-

11 dividual would be required to join a company union

12 or to resign from or refrain from joining any bona fide

13 labor organization; or

14 "(4) if the individual has the demonstrated capa-

15 city, through other available training or employment

16 opportunities, of securing work that would better enable

1 7 him to achieve self-sufficiency.

18 "TRANSFER OF FUNDS FOR ON-TJIE-JOB

19 TRAINING PROORAMS

20 "SEc. 449. The Secretary shall, pursuant to and to the

21 extent provided by agreement with the Secretary of Labor,

22 pay to the Secretary of Labor amounts which he estimates

23 would be paid as family assistance benefits under this part to

24 individuals participating in public or private employer corn-
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1 pensated on-the-job training under a program of the Secre-

2 tary of Labor if they were not participating in such training.

3 Such amounts shall be available to pay the costs of such

4 programs.

5 "PART E—STATE SUPPLEMENTATION OF FAMILY

6 ASSISTANCE BENEFITS

7 "PAYMENTS UNDEII TITLES IV, V, XVI, AND XIX

8 CONDITIONED ON SUPPLEMENTATION

9 "SEC. 451. In order for a State to be eligible for pay-

10 ments pursuant to title V, XVI, or XIX, or part A or B

11 of this title, with respect to expenditures for any quarter

12 beginning on or after the date this part becomes effective

13 with respect to such State, it must have in effect an agree-

14 ment with the Secretary under which it will make supple-

15 mentary payments, as provided in this part, to any family

16 other than a family in which both parents of the child or

17 children are present, neither parent is incapacitated, and the

18 male parent is not unemployed.

19 "ELIGIBILITY FOR AND AMOUNT OF SUPPLEMENTARY

20 PAYMENTS

21 "SEc. 452. (a) Eligibility for and amount of supple-

22 mentary payments under the agreement with any State under

23 this part shall, subject to the succeeding provisions of this

24 section, be determined by application of the provisions of,
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1 and rules and regulations under, sections 442 (a) (2), (c),

2 and (d), 443 (a), 444, 445, 446 (to the extent the Seere-

3 tary deems appropriate), 447, and 448, and by application

4 of the standard for determining need under the plan of such

5 State as in effect for January 1970 (which standard complies

6 with the requirements for approval under part A as in effect

7 for such month) or, if lower, a standard equal to the applicable

8 poverty level determined pursuant to section 453 (C) and in

effect at the time of such payments, or such higher standard

10 of need as the State may apply, with the resulting amount

11 reduced by the family assistance benefit payable under part

12 D and further reduced by any other income (earned or un-

13 earned) not excluded under section 443 (b) (except para-

14 graph (4) thereof) or under subsection (b) of this section;

15 but in making such determination the State may impose urn-

16 itations on the amount of aid paid to the extent that such limi-

17 tations (in combination with other provisions of the plan) are

18 no more stringent in result than those imposed under the plan

19 of such State as in effect for such month. In the case of any

20 State which provides for meeting less than 100 per centum of

21 its standard of need or provides for considering less than 100

22 per centum of requirements in determining need, the Score-

23 tary shall prescribe by regulation the method or methods for

24 achieving as nearly as possible the results provided for under

25 the foregoing provisions of this subsection.
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1 "(b) For purposes of determining eligibility for and

2 amount of supplementary payments to a family for any period

3 pursuant to an agreement under this part, in the case of earned

4 income to which paragraph (4) of section 443 (b) applies,

5 there shall be disregarded $720 per year (or proportionately

6 smaller amounts for shorter periods), plus—

7 (1) one-third of the portion of the remainder of

8 earnings which does not exceed twice the amount of the

9 family assistance benefits that would be payable to the

10 family if it had no income, plus

11 (2) one-fifth (or more if the Secretary by regula-

12 tion so prescribes) of the balance of the earnings.

13 For special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico, the Virgin

14 Islands, and Guam, see section 1108 (e).

15 "(c) The agreement with a State under this part shall—

16 "(1) provide that it shall be in effect in all political

17 subdivisions of the State;

18 "(2) provide for the establishment or designation

19 of a single State agency to carry out or supervise the

20 carrying out of the agreement in the State;

21 "(3) provide for granting an opportunity for a fair

22 hearing before the State agency carrying out the agree-

23 ment to any individual whose claim for supplementary

24 payments is denied or is not acted upon with reasonable

25 promptness;
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1 "(4) provide (A) such methods of administration

2 (including methods relating to the establishment and

3 mainteianoe of personnel standards on a merit basis, ex-

4 cept that the Secretary shall exercise no authority with

5 respect to the selection, tenure of office, and compensa-

6 tion of any individual employed in accordance with

7 such methods) as are found by the Secretary to be

8 necessary for the proper and efficient operation of the

agreement in the State, and (B) for the training and

10 effective use of paid subprofessional staff, with par-

11 ticular emphasis on the fall- or part-time employment of

12 recipients of supplementary paynients and other persons

of low income, as community services aides, in carrying

14 out the agreement and for the use of nonpaid or partially

15 paid volunteers in a social service volunteer program

16 in providing services to applicants for and recipients of

17 supplementary payments and in assisting any advisory

18 committees established by the State agency;

'19 "(5) provide that the State agency carrying out

20 the agreement will make such reports, in such form and

21 containing such inforination, as the Secretary may from

22 time to time require, and comply with such provisions

23 as the Secretary may from time to time find necessary

24 to assure the correctness and verification of such reports;

25 "(6) provide safeguards which restrict the use or
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1 disclosure of information concerning applicants for and

2 recipients of supplementary payments to purposes di-

3 reetly connected with the administration of this title;

4 and

5 "(7) provide that all individuals wishing to make

6 application for supplementary payments shall have op-

7 portunity to do so, and that supplementary payments

8 shall be furnished with reasonable promptness to all

9 eligible individuals.

10 "PAYMENTs TO STATES

11 "Sc. 453. (a) (1) The Secretary shall pay to any

12 State which has in effect an agreement under this part, for

13 each fiscal year, an amount equal to 30 per centum of the

14 total amount expended during such year pursuant to its

15 agreement as supplementary payments to families other than

16 families in which both parents of the child or children are

17 present, neither parent is incapacitated, and the male parent

18 is not unemployed, not counting so much of the supple-

19 mentary payment made to any family as exceeds the amount

20 by which (with respect to the period involved) —

21 "(A) the family assistance benefit payable to such

22 family under part D, plus any income of such family

23 (earned or unearned) not disregarded in determining

24 the amount of such supplementary payment, is less than
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1 "(B) the applicable poverty level as promulgated

2 and in effect under subsection (c).

3 "(2) The Secretary shall also pay to each such State

4 an amount equal to 50 per centum of its administrative costs

5 found necessary by the Secretary for carrying out its agree-

6 ment.

7 "(b) Payments under subsection (a) shall be made at

8 such time or times, in advance or by way of reimbursement,

9 and in such installments as the Secretary may determine;

10 and shall be made on such conditions as may be necessary

11 to assure the carrying out of the purposes of this title.

12 "(c) (1) For purposes of this part, the 'poverty level'

13 for a family group of any given size shall be the amount

14 shown for a family group of such size in the following table,

15 adjusted as provided in paragraph (2):

'FAMILY SIZE: BASIC AMOUNT

One $1,920

Two 2,460

Three 2,940

Four 3,720

Five 4,440

Six 4,980

Seven or more 6,120

16 "(2) Between July 1 and September 30 of each year,

17 beginning with 1970, the Secretary (A) shall adjust the

18 amount shown for each size of family group in the table in

19 paragraph (1) by increasing such amount by the percent-

20 age by which the average level of the price index for the
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1 months in the calendar quarter beginning April 1 of such

2 year exceeds the average level of the price index for months

3 in 1969, axid (B) shall thereupon promulgate the amounts

4 so adjusted as the poverty levels for family groups of various

5 sizes which shall be conclusive for purposes of this part for

6 the fiscal year beginning July 1 next succeeding such

7 promulgation.

8 "(3) As used in this subsection, the term 'price index'

9 means the Oonsumer Price Index (all items—United States

10 city average) published monthly by the Bureau of Labor

11 Statistics.

12 "FAILuRE BY STATE TO COMPLY WITH AGREEMENT

13 "Sw,. 454. If the Secretary, after reasonable notice and

14 opportunity for hearing to a State with which he has an

15 agreement under this part, finds that such State is failing to

16 comply therewith, he shall withhold all, or such portion as he

17 deems appropriate, of the payments to which such State is

18 otherwise entitled under this part or part A or B of this title

19 or under title V, XVI, or XTX; but the amounts so with-

20 held from payments under such part A or B or under title

21 V, XVI, or XIX shall be deemed to have been paid to the

22 State under such part or title. Such withholding shall be

23 effected at such time or times and in such installments as the

24 Secretary may deem appropriate.
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1 "PART F—ADMINISTRATION

2 "AGREEMENTS WITH STATES

3 "Snc. 461. (a) The Secretary may enter into an agree-

4 ment with any State under which the Secretary will make,

5 on behalf of the State, the supplementary payments provided

6 for under part E, or will perform such other functions

7 of the State in connection with such payments as may be

8 agreed upon, or both. In any such case, the agreement shall

9 also (1) provide for payment. by the State to the Secretary

10 of an amount equal to the supplementary payments the State

11 would otherwise make pursuant to part E, less any payments

12 which would be made to the State tinder section 453 (a), and

13 (2) at the request of the State, provide for joint audit of pay-

14 ments under the agreement.

15 "(b) The Secretary may also enter into an agreement

16 with any State under which such State will make, on behalf

17 of the Secretary, the family assistance benefit payments

18 provided for under part D with respect to all or specified

19 families in the State who are eligible for such benefits or will

20 perform such other functions in connection with the adminis-

21 tration of part D as may be agreed upon. The cost of carry-

22 ing out any such agreement shall be paid to the State by the

23 Secretary in advance or by way of reimbursement and in

24 such installments as may be agreed upon.
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1 "PENALTIES FOR FRAUD

2 "SEc. 462. The provisions of section 208, other than

3 paragraph (a), shall apply with respect to benefits under

4 part D and allowances under part C, of this title, to the same

5 extent as they apply to payments under title II.

6 "REPORT, EVALUATION, RESEARCH AND DEMONSTRATIONS,

7 AND TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

8 "SEC. 463. (a) The Secretary shall make an annual re-

9 port to the President and the Congress on the operation and

10 administration of parts D and E, including an evaluation

11 thereof in carrying out t.he purposes of such parts and recorn-

12 inendations with respect thereto. The Secretary is authorized

13 to conduct evaluations directly or by grants or contracts of

14 the programs authorized by such parts.

15 "(b) The Secretary is authorized to conduct, directly or

16 by grants or contracts, research into or demonstrations of

17 ways of better providing financial assistance to needy per-

18 sons or of better carrying out the purposes of part D, and

19 in so doing to waive any requirements or limitations in such

20 part with respect to eligibility for or amount of family

21 assistance benefits for such family, members of families, or

22 groups thereof as he deems appropriate.

23 "(c) The Secretary is authorized to provide such
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1 technical assistance to States, and to provide, directly or

2 through grants o contracts, for such training of personnel

3 of States, as he deems appropriate to assist them in more

4 efficiently and effectively carrying out their agreements

5 under this part and part E.

"(d) In addition to funds otherwise available therefor,

7 such portion of any appropriation to carry out part D or E

8 as the Secretary may determine, but not in excess of $20,-

9 000,000 in any fiscal year, shall be available to him to carry

10 out this section.

11 "OBLIGATION OF DESERTING PARENTS

12 "SEc. 464. In. any case where an individual has de-

13 serted or abandoned his spouse or his child or children and

14 such spouse or any such child (during the period of such

15 desertion or abandonment) is a member of a family receiv-

16 ing family assistance benefits under part D or supplementary

17 payments under part E, such individual shall be obligated

18 to the United States in an amount equal to—

19 "(1) the total amount of the family assistance bene-

20 fits paid to such family during such period with respect

21 to such spouse and child or children, plus the amount paid

22 by the Secretary under section 453 on account of the

23 supplementary payments made to such family during
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1 such period with respect to such spouse and child or chil-

2 dren, reduced by

3 "(2) any amount actually paid by such individual

4 to or for the support and maintenance of such spouse

5 and child or children during such period, if and to the

6 extent that such amount is excluded in determining the

7 amount of such family assistance benefits;

S except that in any case where an order for the support and

9 maintenance of such spouse or any such child has been

10 issued by a court of competent jurisdiction, the obligation of

11 such individual under this subsection (with respect to such

12 spouse or child) for any period shall not exceed the amount

13 specified in such order less any amount actually paid by such

14 individual (to or for the support and maintenance of such

15 spouse or child) during such period. The amount due the

16 United States under such obligation shall be collected (to the

17 extent that the claim of the United States therefor is not other-

18 wise satisfied), in such manner as may be specified by the

19 Secretary, from any amounts otherwise due him or becoming

20 due him at any time from any officer or agency of the United

21 States or under any Federal program. Amounts collected under

22 the preceding sentence shall be deposited in the Treasury as

23 miscellaneous receipts.

II.R. 16311 3
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1 "TREATMENT OF FAMILY ASSiSTANCE BENEFITS AS INCOME

2 FOR FOOD STAMP PURPOSES

3 "SEC. 465. Family assistance benefits paid under this

4 title shall be taken into consideration for the purpose of de-

5 termining the entitlement of any household to purchase food

6 stamps, and the cost thereof, under the food stamp program

7 conducted under t1e Food Stamp Act of 1964."

8 MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, EMPLOYMENT, CHILD

CARE, AND SUI'PORTIVE SERVICES PROGRAMS

1(3 Sic. .1 02. Part C of title IV of the Social Security Act

11 (42 U.S.C. 630 et seq.) is amended to read as follows:

12 "PART C—MANPOWER SERvICEs, TRAINING, EMPI4oY-

13 NENT, CHILD CARE, AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES PEG-

14 GRAMS FOR RECIPIENTS OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE

15 BENEFITS OR SUPPLEMENTARY PAYMENTS

16 "PURPO8E

17 "SEC. 430. The purpose of this part is to authorize pro-

18 vision, for individuals who are members of a family receiving

19 benefits under part P or supplementary payments pursuan

20 to part E, of manpower services, training, employment,

21 child care, and related supportive services necessary to train

22 such individuals, prepare them for employment, and other-

23 wise assist them in securing and retaining regular employment

24 and having the opportunity for advancement in employment,

25 to the end that needy families with children will be restored



1 to self-supporting, independent, arid useful roles in their

2 communities.

3 "OPERATION OF MANPOWER SEW VICES, TRAINING, AND

4 EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS

5 "Sec. 431. (i) The Secretary of Labor shall, for each

6 person registered pursuant to part D, in accordance with

7 priorities prescribed by him, develop or assure the develop-

8 ment of an employability plan describing the manpower

9 services, training, and employment which the Secretary of

10 Labor determines each person needs in order to enable him

1 to become self-supporting and secure and retain employment

12 and opportunities for advancement.

13 "(b) The Secretary of Labor shall, iii accordance with

14 the provisions of this part, establish and assure the provision

15 of manpower services, training, and employment programs

16 in each State for persons registered pursuant to part D or
17 receiving supplementary payments pursuant to part E.
18 "(c) The Secretary of Labor shall, through such pro-

19 grams, provide or assure the provision of manpower services,

20 training, and employment an opportunities necessary to
21 prepare such persons for and place them in regular employ-

22 ment, including—

23 "(1) any of such services, training, employment,
24 and opportunities which the Secretary of Labor is author-

25 ized to I)rovide under any other Act;
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1 "(2) counseling, testing, coaching, program orienta-

2 tion, institutional and on-the-job training, work experi-

3 ence, upgrading, job development, job placement, and

4 follow up services required to assist in securing and re-

taming employment and opportunities for advancement;

6 "(3) relocation assistance (including grants, loans,

and the furnishing of such services as will aid an involun—

8 tarily unemployed individual who desires to relocate to do

so in an area where there is assurancc of regular suitable

1(1 employment, offered through the public employment of-

11 flees of the State in such area, which will lead to the

12 earning of inCome sufficient to make such individual and

13 his family ineligible for benefits under part D and supple-

14 mentary payments under part E) ; and

15 "(4) special work projects.

"(d) (1) For purposes of SU1)SCCtiOfl (c) (4), a 'special

work project' is a project (meeting the requirements of this

18 subsection) which consists of the performance of work in the

public interest through grants to or contracts with public or

20 nonprofit private agencies or organizations.

21 "(2) No wage rates provided under any special work

22 project shall be lower than the applicable minimum wage for

23 the particular work concerned.

24 "(3) Before entering into any special work project

25 under a program established as provided in subsection (b)
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1 the Secretary of Labor shall have reasonable 'assurances

2 that.—

3 "(A) appropriate standards for the health, safety,

4 and other conditions applicable to the performance of

5 work and training on such project are established and

6 will be maintained,

7 "(B) such project will not result in the displace-

8 ment of employed workers,

9 "(C) with respect to such project the conditions of

10 work, training, education, and employment are reason-

11 able in the light of such factors as the type of work, geo-

12 graphica.l region, and proficiency of the participant,

13 "(D) appropriate workmen's compensation pro-

14 tection is provided to all participants, and

15 "(E) such project will improve the employability

16 of the participants.

17 "(4) With respect to individuals who are participants

18 in special work projects under programs established as pro-

19 vided in subsection (b), the Secretary of Labor shall period-

2() ically (at least once every six months) review the employ-

21 ment record of each such individual while on the special work

22 project and on the basis of such record and such other infor-

23 mation as he may acquire determine whether it would be
24 feasible to place such individual in regular employment or in

25 on-the-job, institutional, or other training.
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1. "ALLOWANCES FOR INDWTDUALS IINI)EROOINO TRAINING

2 "SEC. 432. (a) (1) The Secretary of Labor shall pay to

3 each individual who is a member of a family and is partici-

4 pating in manpower training under this part an incentive

5 allowance of $30 per iiioiith. If one or more members of a

6 family are receiving training for which training allowances

7 are payable under section 203 of the Manpower Development

S and Training Act a.nd meet the other requirements under

9 such section (except subsection (1) (1) thereof) for the re—

10 ceipt of allowances which would be in excess of the sum of

11 the family assistance benefit under part P and supplementary

12 payments pursuant to part E payable with respect to such

13 month to the family, the total of the incentive ailowa.nce.s per

14 month under this section for such members shall be equal to

15 the greater of (1) the amount of such excess or, if lower,

16 the amount of the excess of the training allowances which

17 would be payable under such section 203 as in effect on

March 1, 1970, over the sum of such family assistance bene-

19 fit and such supplenwntary payments, and (2) $30 for each

- such member.

21 "(2) The Secretary of Labor shall, in accordance with

22 regulations, also pay, to any member of a family particIpat-

23 ing in manpower training under this part, allowances for

24 transportation and other costs to hini which are necessary to

;ind directly relatc(l to his 1 rticiJ)atmn in training.
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1 "(3) The Secretary of Labor shall by regulation provide

2 for such srna]ier allowances under this subsection as he deems

3 appropriate for individuals in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Is-

4 lands, and Guam.

5 "(b) Allowances under this section shall be in lieu of

6 allowances provided for participants in manpower training

7 programs under any other Act.

8 "(c) Subsection (a) shall not apply to any member

9 of a family who is participating in a program of the See-

1.0 retary of Labor providing public or private employer com-

11 pensated on-the-job training.

12 "UTILIZATION OF OT11ER PROGRAMS

13 "SEc. 433. In providing the manpower training and

14 employment services and opportunities required by this part

15 the Secretary of Labor, t.o the maximum extent feasible, shall

16 assure that such services and opportunities are provided in

17 such manner, through such means, and using all authority

18 available to him under any other Act (amid subject to all

19 duties and responsibilities thereunder) as will further the
20 establishment of an integrated and comprehensive manpower

21 training program involvlug all sectors of the economy and all

22 levels of government and as will make maximum use of exist-

23 lug manpower and manpower related programs and agencies.

24 To such end the Secretary of Labor may use the funds appro-

25 priated to him under this part to provide the program9
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1 required by this part through such other Act, to the same

2 extent and under the same conditions as if appropnated tinder

3 such other Act and in making use of the programs of other

4 Federal, State, or local agencies, public or private, the Sec-

5 reta.ry may reimburse such agencies for services rendered to

6 persons under this part to the extent such services and oppor-

7 tunities are not otherwise available on a nonreimbursable

8 basis.

9 "RULES AND REGULATIONS

10 "SEc. 434. The Secretary of Labor ma.y issue such rules

11 and regulations as he finds necessary to carry out his respon-

12 sibiities under this part.

13 "APPROPRIATIONS; NONFEDERAL SHARE

14 "SEc. 435. (a) There is authorized to be appropriated to

15 the Secretary of Labor for each fiscal year a sum sufficient

16 for carrying out the purposes of this part (other than sections

17 436 and 437), including payment of not to exceed 90 per

18 centum of the cost of manpower services, training, and

19 employment and opportunities provided for individuals reg-

20 istered pursuant to section 447. The Secretary of Labor shall

21 establish criteria to achieve an equitable apportionment

22 among the States of Federal expenditures for carrying out

23 the programs authorized by section 431. In developing these

24 criteria the Secretary of Labor shall consider the number of

25 registrations under section 447 and other relevant factors.
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1 "(b) If a non-Federal contribution of 10 per centum of

2 the cost specified in subsection (a) is not made in any State

3 (as required by section 402 (a) (13) ), the Secretary of

4 Health, Education, and Welfare may withhold any action

5 under section 404 on account thereof and if he does so he

6 shall instead, aft.er reasonable notice and opportunity for

7 hearing to the appropriate State agency or agencies, with-

8 hold any payments to be made to the State under sections

9 403 (a), 453, 1604, and 1903 (a) until the amount so with-

10 held (including any amounts contributed by the State pursu-

11 ant to the requirement in section 402 (a) (13)) equals 10

12 per centum of such costs. Such withholding shall remain

13 in effect until such time as the Secretary of Labor has assur-

14 ances from the State that such 10 per centum will be contrib-

15 uted as required by section 402 (a) (13). Amounts so with-

16 held shall be deemed to have been paid to the State under

17 such sections and shall be paid by the Secretary of Health,

18 Education, and Welfare to the Secretary of Labor.

19 "CHILD CARE

20 "SEC. 436. (a) (1) For the purpose of assuring that

21 individuals receiving benefits under part D or supplemeTitary

22 payments pursuant to part E will not he prevented from

23 participating in training or employment by the unavail-

24 ability of appropriate child care, there are authorized to

25 be appropriated for each fiscal year such sums a may be
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1 necessary to enable the Secretary of Health, Education,

2 and Welfare to make grants to any public or nonprofit private

agency or organization, and contracts with any public or

4 private agency or organization, for part or all of the cost of

U projects for the provision of child care, including necessary

6 transportation and alteration, remodeling, and renovation

7 of facilities, which may be necessary or appropriate in order

S to better enable an individual who has been registered pur-

) suant to part D or is receiving supplementary payments

10 pursuant to part E to undertake or continue manpower

11 training or employment under this part, or to enable an

12 individual who has been referred pursuant to section 447

11 (d) to participate in vocationa.l rehabilitation, or to enable a

14 member of a family which is or has been (within such pe-

15 nod of time as the Secretary may prescribe) eligible for bene-

16 fits under such part P or payments pursuant to such part E

17 to undertake or continue manpower training or employment

IS under this part; or, with respect to the period prior to the

19 date when part P becomes effective for a State, to better

20 enable an individual who is receiving aid to families with

21 dependent children, or whose needs are taken into a.ccount in

22 determining the need of any one claiming or receiving such

23 a.id, to participate in manpower training or employment.

24 "(2) Such grants or contracts for the provision of

25 child care in any area may be made directly, or through
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1 grants to any public or nonprofit private agency which is

2 designated by the appropriate elected or appointed official or

3 officials in such area and which demonstrates a capacity to

4 work effectively with the manpower agency in such area (in-

5 luding provson for the stationing of peisonnel with the

6 manpower team in al)propriate cases). To the extent appro-

7 priate, such care for children attending school which is pro-

8 vided on a group or institutional basis shall be provided

9 through arrangements with the appropriate local educational

10 agency.

11 "(3) Such projects shall provide for various types of

12 child care needed in the light of the different circumstances

13 and needs of the children involved.

14 "(b) Such sums shall also be available to enable the

15 Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to make grants

16 to any public or nonprofit private agency or organization,

17 and contracts with any public or private agency or orga-

18 nization, for evaluation, training of personnel, technical

19 assistance, or research or demonstration projects to determine

20 more effective methods of providing any such care.

21 "(c) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare

may provide, in any case in, which a family is able to pay

23 for part or all of the cost of child care provided under a
24 project assisted under this section, for payment by the family
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1 of such fees for the care as may be reasonable in the light of

2 such ability.

3 "SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

4 "Sno. 437. (a) No payments shall be made to any State

5 under title V, XVI, or XIX, or part A or B of this title,

6 with respect to expenditures for any calendar quarter begin-

fling on or after the date part D becomes effective with re-

8 spect to such State, unless it has in effect an agreement with

the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare under

10 which it will provide health, vocational rehabilitation, coun-

11 seling, social, and other supportive services which the Sec-

12 retary under regulations determines to be necessary to per-

13 mit an individual who has been registered pursuant to part

14 D or is receiving supplementary payments pursuant to part

15 E to undertake or continue manpower training and employ-

16 ment under this part.

17 "(b) Services under such an agreement shall be pro-

18 vided in close cooperation with manpower training, and em-

19 ployment services provided under this part.

20 "(c) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare

21 shaM from time to time, in such installments and on such con-

22 ditions as he deems appropriate, pay to any State with which

23 he has an agreement pursuant to subsection (a) up to 90

24 per centuin of the cost of such State of carrying out such

25 agreement. There are authorized to be appropriated for each
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1 fiscal year such sums as ma.y be necessary to carry out this

2 section.

3 "ADVANCE FUNDING

4 "Sic. 438. (a) For the purpose of affording adequate

5 notice of funding available under this part, appropriations

6 for grants, contracts, or other payments with respect to mdi-

7 viduals registered pursuant to section 447 are authorized to

8 be included in the appropriation Act for the fiscal year

9 preceding the fiscal year for which they are available for

10 obligation.

ii "(b) In order to effect a transition to the advance fund-

12 ing method of timing appropriation action, subsection (a)

13 shall apply notwithstanding that its initial application will

14 result in enactment in the same year (whether in the same

15 appropriation Act or otherwise) of two separate appropria-

16 tions, one for the then current. fiscal year and one for the

succeeding fiscal year.

18 "EVALUATION AND RESEARCH; REPORTS TO CONGRESS

19 "SEc. 439. (a) (1) The Secretary shall (jointly with
20 the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare) provide

21 for the continuing evaluation of the manpower training and
22 employment programs provided under this part, including
23 their effectiveness in achieving stated goals and their impact
24 on other related programs. The Secretary may conduct re-
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1 search regarding, and demonstrations of, ways to improve

2 the effectiveness of the manpower training and employment

3 programs so provided and may also conduct demonstrations

4 of improved training techniques for upgrading the skills of

the working poor. The Secretary may, for these purposes,

6 contract for independent evaluations of and research regard-

7 ing such programs or individual projects under such pro-

8 grams, and establish a data collection, processing, and

9 retrieval system.

10 "(2) There are authorized to be appropriated such

11 sums, not exceeding $15,000,000 for any fiscal year, as

12 may be necessary to carry out paragraph (1).

13 "(b) On or before September 1 following each fiscal year

14 in which part D is effective with respect to any State—

15 "(1) the Secretary shall report to the Congress on

16 the manpower training and employment programs pro-

17 vided under this part in such fiscal year, and

18 "(2) the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-

19 fare shall report to the Congress on the child care and

20 supportive services provided under this part in such fiscal

21

22 CONFORMING AMENDMENTS RELATING TO ASSISTANCE

23 FOR NEEDY FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN

24 Sic. 103. (a) Section 401 of the Social Security Act

25 (42 U.S.C. 601) is amended—
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1 (1) by striking out "financial assistance and" in

2 the first sentence; and

3 (2) by striking out "aid and" in the second sen-

4 tence.

5 (b) (1) Subsection (a) of section 402 of such Act (42

U.S.C. 602) is amended—

7 (A) by striking out "aid and" in the matter pre-

8 ceding clause (1)

9 (B) by inserting, before "provide" at the be-

10 ginning of clause (1), "except to the extent permitted

11 by the Secretary,";

12 (0) by striking out clause (4)

13 (D) (i) by striking out "recipients and other

14 persons" in clause (5) (B) and inserting in lieu thereof

15 "persons", and

16 (ii) by striking out "providing services to ap.
17 plicants and recipients" in such clause and inserting ij

18 lieu thereof "providing services under the plan";

19 (E) by striking out clauses (7) and (8);
20 (F) by striking out "aid to families with dependent

21 children" in clause (9) and inserting in lieu thereof
22 "the plan";

23 (0) by striking out clauses (10), (11), and (12)
24 (H) (1) by striking out "section 406 (d)" in clause
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1 (14) and inserting in lieu thereof "section 405 (c) ",

2 (ii) by striking out "for each child and relative

3 who receives aid to families with dependent children, and

4 each appropriate individual (living in the same home as

5 a relative and child receiving such aid whose needs

6 are taken into account in making the determination

7 uxider clause (7) )" in such clause and inserting in lieu

8 thereof "for each member of a family receiving assist-

9 ance to needy families with children, each appropriate

10 individual (living in the same home as such family)

ii whose needs would be taken into account in determining

12 the need of any such member under the State plar (ap-

13 proved under this part) as in effect prior to the enact-

14 nent of part D, and each individual who would have

15 been eligible to receive aid to families with dependent

16 children under such plan", and

17 (iii) by striking out "such child, relative, and in-

18 di.vidua.l" each place it appears in such clause and insert-

19 ing in lieu thereof "such member or individual";

20 (I) by striking out clause (15). and inserting in

21 lieu thereof the following: "(15) (A) provide for the

22 development of a program, for appropriate members

23 of such families and such other individuals, for prevent-

24 ing or reducing the incidence of births out of wed]ock

25 and otherwise strengthening family life, and for imple-
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1 menting such program by assuring that in all appropriate

2 Oases family planning services are offered to them, but

3 acceptance of family planning services provided under

4 the plan shall be voluntary on the part of such members

5 and individuals and shall not be a prerequisite to eligi-

6 bility for or the receipt of any other service under the

7 plan; and (B) to the extent that services provided

8 under this clause or clause (8) are furnished

9 by the staff of the State agency or the local agency

10 administering the State plan in each of the political

11 subdivisions of the State, for the establishment of a

12 single organizational unit in such State or local agency,

13 as the case may be, responsible for the furnishing of such

14 services ;"

15 (J) by striking out "aid" in clause (16) and

16 inserting in lieu thereof "assistance to needy families

17 with children";

18 (K) (i) by striking out "aid to families with de-

19 pendent children" in clause (17) (A) (i) and inserting

20 in lieu thereof "assistance to needy families with chil-

21 dren",

22 (ii) by striking out "aid" in clause (17) (A) (ii)

23 and inserting in lieu thereof "assistance", and

24 (ill) by striking out "and" at the end of clause

H.R.16311 4
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1 (i), and adding after clause (ii) the following new

2 clause:

3 "(iii) in the case of any parent (of a child

4 referred to in clause (ii) ) receiving such assistance

5 who has been deserted or abandoned by his or her

6. spouse, to secure support for such parent from such

7 spouse (or from any other person legally liable

8 for such support), utilizing any reciprocal arrange-

9 ments adopted with other States to obtain or enforce

10 court orders for support, and";

11 (L) by striking out "clause (17) (A)" in clause

12 (18) and inserting in lieu thereof "clause (11) (A)";

13 (M) by striking out clause (19) and inserting in

14 lieu thereof the following: "(19) provide for arrange-

15 ments to assure that there 'will be made a non-Federal

16 oontriution to the cost of manpower services, training,

17 and employment and opportunities provided for mdlvi-

18 du&ls registered pursuant to section 447, in cash or kind,

19 equal to 10 per centuin of such cost;";

20 (N) by striking out "aid to families with depend-

21 ent children in the form of foster care in accordance

22 with section 408" in clause (20) and inserting in lieu

23 thereof "payments fr foster care in accordance with

24 section 406";

25 (0) (1) by striking out "of each parent of a
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1 dependent child or children with respect to whom aid

2 is being provided under the State plan" in clause (21)

3 (A) and insert3ng in lieu thereof "of each person who

4 is the parent of a child or children with respect to

5 whom assistance to needy families with children or

6 foster care is being provided or is the spouse of the

7 parent of such a child or children",

8 (ii) by striking out "such child or children" in
9 clause (21) (A) (i) and inserting in lieu thereof "such

10 child or children or such parent",

11 (iii) by striking out "such parent" each place it

12 appears in clause (21) (B) and inserting in lieu thereof

13 "such person", and

14 (iv) by striking out "section 410;" in clause (21)

15 (0) and inserting in lieu thereof "section 408; and";
16 (P) (i) by striking out "a parent" each place it
17 appears in clause (22) and inserting in lieu thereof "a

18 person",

19 (II) by striking out "a child or children of such
20 parent" each place it appears in such clause and inserting

21 in lieu thereof "the spouse or a child or children of such

22 person",

23 (iii) by striking out "against such parent" in such

clause and inserting in lieu thereof "against such per-
25 son", and
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1 (iv) by striking out "aid is being provided under

2 the plan of such other State" each place it appears in

3 such clause and inserting in lieu thereof "assistance to

4 needy families with children or foster care payments are

5 being provided in such other State"; and

6 (Q) by striking out "; and (23)" and all that

7 follows and inserting in lied. thereof a period.

8 (2) Clauses (5), (6), (9), (13), (14), (15), (16),

(17), (18), (19), (20), (21),and. (22) of section402

10 (a) of such Act, as amended by paragraph (1) of this

11 subsection, are redesignated as clauses (4) through (16),

12 respectively.

13 (c) Section 402 (b) of such Act is amended to read as

14 follows:

15 "(b) The Secretary shall approve any plan which ful-

16 fills the conditions specified in subsection (a), except that

17 he shall not approve any plan which imposes, as a condition

18 of eligibility for services under it, any residence requirement

19 which denies services or foster care payments with respect

20 to any individual residing in the State."

21 (d) Section 402 of such Act is further amended by

22 striking out subsection (c).

23 (e) (1) Subsection (a) of section 403 of such Act (42

24 U.S.C. 603) is amended—

25 (A) by striking out "aid and services" and insert-
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1 mg in lieu thereof "services" in the matter preceding

2 paragraph (1);

3 (B) by striking out paragraph (1) and inserting in

4 lieu thereof the following:

5 "(1) an amount equal to the sum of the following

6 proportions of the total amounts expended during such

7 quarter as payments for foster care in accordance with

8 section 406—

9 "(A) five-sixths of such expenditures, not

10 counting so much of any expenditures with respect

11 to any month as exceeds the product of $18 multi-

12 plied by the number of children receiving such

13 foster care in such month; plus

14 "(B) the Federal percentage of the amount

15 by which such expenditures exceed the maximum

16 which may be counted under subparagraph (A),

1 not counting so much of any expenditures with

18 respect to any month as exceeds the product of

19 $100 multiplied by the number of chiMren receiv-

20 ing such foster care for such month;";

21 (0) by striking out paragraph (2);

22 (D) (i) by striking out "in the case of any State,"

23 in the matter preceding subparagraph (A) in para-

graph (3),

(ii) by striking out "or relative who is receiving aid
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1 under the plan, or to any other individual (living in the

2 same home as such relative and child) whose needs

3 are taken into account in making the determination

4 under clause (7) of such section" in clause (i) of sub-

5 paragraph (A) of such paragraph and inserting in lieu

6 thereof "receiving foster care or any member of a family

7 receiving assistance to needy families with children

8 or to any other individual (living in the same home

9 as such family) whose needs would be taken into ac-

10 count in determining the need of any such member

11 under the State plan approved under this part as in

12 effect prior to the enactment of part D",

13 (iii) by striking out "child or relative who is apply-

14 lug for aid to fcmi1ies with dependent children or" in

15 clause (II) of subparagraph (A) of such paragraph

16 and inserting in lieu thereof "member of a family",

17 (iv) by striking out "likely to become an applicant

18 for or recipient of such aid" in clause (ii) of subpara

19 graph (A) of such paragraph and inserting in lieu

20 thereof "likely to become eligible to receive such

21 assistance", and

22 (v) by striking out "(14) and (15)" each place It

23 appears in subparagraph (A) of such paragraph and

24 inserting in lieu thereof "(8) and (9) ";

25 (B) by striking out all that follows "permitted"
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in the last sentence of such paragraph and inserting in

2 lieu thereof "by the Secretary; and.";

3 (F) •by striking out "in the case of any State," in

4 the matter preceding subparagraph (A) in paragraph

5 (5);

6 (G) by striking out "section 406 (e)" each plaoe

7 it appears in paragraph (5) and inserting in lieu thereof

8 "section 405(d)"; and

9 (II) by 'striking out the sentences following para-

10 graph (5).

ii (2) Paragraphs (3) and (5) of section 403 (a) bf

12 such Act, as amended by paragraph (1) of this subsection,

13 are redesignated a paragraphs (2) and (.3), respeothely.

14 (f) Section 403 (b) of such Act is amended—

15 (1) by striking out "(B) records showing the

16 number of dependent children in the State, and (C)"

17 in paragraph (1) and inserting in lieu thereof "and

18 (B)"; and

19 (2) by striking out "(A)" in paragraph (2), and

20 by striking out ", and (B)" and all that follows in such

21 paragraph and inserting in lieu thereof a period.

22 (g) Section 404 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 604) Is

23

24 (1) by striking out "(a) In the case of 'any State
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1 plan for aid and services" and inserting in lieu thereof

2 "In the case of any State plan for services"; and

3 (2) by striking out subsection (b).

4 (h) Section 405 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 605) is

5 repealed.

6 (i) Section 406 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 606) is redes-

7 ignated as section 405, and as so redesignated is amended—

8 (1) by striking out subsections (a) and (b) and

inserting in lieu thereof the following:

10 "(a) The term 'child' means a child as defined in see-

11 tion445(b).

12 "(b) The term 'needy families with children' means

13 families who are receiving family assistance benefits under

14 part D and who (1) are receiving supplementary payments

15 under part E, or (2) would be eligible to receive aid to fam-

16 ilies with dependent children, under a State plan (approved

17 under this part) as in effect prior to the enactment of part D,

18 if the State plan had continued in effect and if it included

19 assistance to dependent children of unemployed fathers pur-

20 suant to section 407 as it was in effect prior to such enact-

21 ment; and 'assistance to needy families with children' means

22 family assistance benefits under such part B, paid to such

23 families.";

24 (2) by striking out subsection (c) and redesignat-
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1 ing subsections (d) and (e) as subsections (c) and

2 (d), respectively;

3 (3) (A) by striking out "living with any of the

4 relatives specified in subsection (a) (1) in a place of

5 residence maintained by one or more of such relatives

6 as his or their own home" in paragraph (1) of subsec-

7 tion (d) as so redesignated and inserting in lieu thereof

8 "a member of a family (as defined in section 445 (a) ) ",
9 and

10 (B) by striking out "because such child or rela-

11 tive refused" and inserting in lieu thereof "because such

12 child or another member of such family refused".

13.
(J) Section 407 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 607) is

14 repealed.

15 (k) Section 408 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 608) is re-

16 designated as section 406, and as so redesignated is

17 amended—

18 (1) by striking out everything (including the head-

19 ing) which precedes paragraph (1) of subsection (b)

20 and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

21 "FOSTER CARE

22 "SEc. 406. For purposes of this part—

23 "(a) 'foster care' shall include only foster care which is

24 provided in behalf of a child (1) who would, except for his
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1 removal from the home of a family as a result of a judicial

2 determination to the effect that continuation therein would

3 be contrary to his welfare, be a member of such family re-

4 ceiving assistance to needy families with children, (2) whose

5 placement and care are the responsibility of (A) the State

6 or local agency administering the State plan approved under

7 section 402, or (B) any other public agency with whom the

8 State agency administering or supervising the administration

9 of such State plan has made an agreement which is still in

10 effect and which includes provision for assuring development

11 of a plan, satisfactory to such State agency, for such child as

12 provided in paragraph (e) (1) and such other provisions as

13 may be necessary to assure accomplishment of the objectives

14 of the State plan approved under section 402, (3) who has

15 been placed in a foster family home or child-care institution

16 as a result of such determination, and (4) who (A) received

17 assistance to needy families with children in or for the month

1.8 in which court proceedings leading to such determination

19 were initiated, or (B) would have received such assistance

20 to needy families with children in or for such month if appli-

21 cation had been made therefor, or (0) in the case of a child

22 who had been a member of a family (as defined in section

23 445 (a)) within six months prior to the month in which such

24 proceedings were initiftted, would have received such assist-

25 ance in or for such month if in such month he had been a
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1 member of (and removed from the home of) such a family

2 and application had been made therefor;

3 "(b) 'foster care' shall, however, include the care de-

4 scribed in paragraph (a). only if it is provided—";

5 (2) (A) by striking out "'aid to families with de-

6 pendent children'" in subsection (b) (2) and inserting

in lieu thereof "foster care",

8 (B) by striking out "such foster care" in such sub-

9 sotion and inserting in lieu thereof "foster care", and

10 ((J) by striking out the period at the end of such

11 subsection and inserting in lieu thereof "; and";

12 (3) by striking out subsection (o) and redesignat-

13 ing subsections (d), (e), and (f) as subsections (c),

14 (d), and (e), respectively;

15 (4) by striking out "paragraph (f) (2)" and "see-

16 tion 403 (a) (3) " in subseotioli (o) (as so redesignated)

17 and inserting in lieu thereof "paragraph (e) (2) " and

18 "section 403(a) (2)" respectively;

19 (5) by striking out "aid" in subsection (d) (as

20 so redesIgnated) and inserting in lieu thereof "services";

21 (6) by 8trlklng out "relative specified in section

22 406 (a) " in subsection (e) (1) (as so redesignated) and

23 inserting in lieu thereof "family (as defined in section

24 445(a))";and
25 (7) by striking out "522" and "part 3 of title V"
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1 in subsection (e) (2) (as so redesignated) and inserting

2 in lieu thereof "422" and "part B of this title", re-

3 spectively.

4 (1) (1) Section 409 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 609) is

5 repealed.

6 (m) Section 410 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 610) is re-

7 designated as section 407; and subsection (a) of such section

8 (a$ so redesignated) is amended by striking out "section 402

9 (a) (21)" and inserting in lieu thereof "section 402 (a)

10 (15)".

11 (n) (1) Section 422 (a) (1) (A) of such Act is amended

12 by striking out "section 402 (a) (15)" and inserting in lieu

13 thereof "section 402 (a) (9) ".

14 (2) Section422(a) (1) (B) of such Actis amended by

15 striking out "provided for dependent children" and inserting

16 in lieu thereof "provided with respect to needy families with

17 children".

18 (o) References in any law, regulation, State plan, or

19 other document to any provision of part A of title IV of the

20 Social Security Act which is redesignated by this section

21 shall (from and after the effective date of the amendments
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2 provision as so redesigiutted.

3 CHANGES IN HEADINGS

4 SEC. 104. (a) The heading of title IV of the Social

5 Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601, et seq.) is amended to read

6 asfollows:

7 "TITLE TV—FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS,

8 STATE SUPPLEMENTARY PAYMENTS, WORK

9 INCENTIVE PROGRAMS, AND GRANTS TO

10 STATES FOR FAMILY AND CHILD WELFARE

11 SERVICES".

12 (b) The heading of part A of such title IV is amended

13 to read as follows:

14 "PAnT A—SERVICES TO NEEDY FAMILIES WITH

15 CHILDREN".

16 TITLE IT—AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND

17 DISABLED

18 GRANTS TO STATES FOR AID TO TEE AGED, BLIND, AND

19 DISABLED

20 SEc. 201. Title XVI of the Social Security Act (42

21 U.S.C. 1381 et seq.) is amended to read as follows:
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1 "TITLE XVI—GRANTS TO STATES FOR AID TO

2 THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

3 "APPROPRIATIONS

4 "Sec. 1601. For the purpose of enabling each State to

5 furnish financial assistance to needy individuals who aie

6 sixty-five years of age or over, blind, or disabled and for the

7 purpose of encouraging each State to furnish rehabilitation

8 and other services to help such individuals attain or retain

9 capability for self -support or self-care, there are authorized

10 to be appropriated for each fiscal year sums sufficient to

11 carry out these purposes. The sums made available under this

12 section shall 'be used for making payments to States having

13 State plans approved under section 1602.

14 "STATE PLANS FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE AND SERVICES

15 TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

16 "So. 1602. (a) A State plan for aid to the aged, blind,

17 and disabled must—

18 "(1) provide for the establishment or designation

19 of a single State agency to administer or supervise the

20 administration of the State plan;

21 "(2) provide such methods of administration as are

22 found by the Secretary to be necessary for the proper and

23 efficient operation of the plan, including methods relatr

24 ing to the establishment and maintenance of personnel

25 standards on a merit basis (but the Secretary shall exer-



63

1 cise no authority with respect to the selection, tenure of

2 office, and compensation of individuals employed in

3 accordance with such methods);

4 "(3) provide for the training and effective use of

5 social service personnel in the administration of the plan,

6 for the furnishing of technical assistance to units of State

7 government and of political subdivisions which are fur-

8 nishing financial assistance or services to the aged, blind,

9 and disabled, and for the development through research

10 or demonstration projects of new or improved methods

11 of furnishing assistance or services to the aged, blind,

12 and disabled;

13 "(4) provide for the training and effective use of

14 paid subprofessional staff (with particular emphasis on

15 the full-time or part-time employment of recipients and

16 other persons of low income as community service aides)

17 in the administration of the plan and for the use of non-

18 paid or partially paid volunteers in a social service vol-

19 unteer program in providing services to applicants and

20 recipients and in assisting any advisory committees

21 established by the State agency;

22 "(5) provide that all individuals wishing to make

23 application for aid under the plan shall have opportunity

24 to do so and that such aid shall be furnished with reason-

25 able promptness with respect to all eligible individuals;
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1 "(6) provide for the use of a simplified statement,

2 coiiforming t& standards prescribed by the Secretary, to

3 establish eligibility, and for adequate and effective meth-

4 ods of verification of eligibility of applicants and recip-

5 ients through the use, in accordance with regulations

6 prescribed by the Secretary, of sampling and other

7 scientific techniques;

8 "(7) provide that, except to the extent permitted

9 by the Secretary with respect to services, the State plan

10 shall be in effect in all political subdivisions of the State,

11 and, if administered by them, be mandatory upon them;

12 "(8) provide for financial participation by the

13 State;

14 "(9) provide that, in determining whether an in-

15 dividual is blind, there shall be an examination by a

16 physician skilled in the diseases of the eye or by an

17 optometrist, whichever the individual may select;

18 "(10) provide for granting an opportunity for a

19 fair hearing before the State agency to any individual

20 whose claim for aid under the plan is denied or is not

21 acted upon with reasonable promptness;

22 "(11) provide for periodic evaluation of the op era-

23 tions of the State plan, not less often than annually, in

24 accordance with standards prescribed by the Secretary,

25 and the furnishing of annual reports of such evaluations



1 to the Secretary together with any necessary modifica-

2 tions of the State plan resulting from such evaluations;

3 "(12) provide that the State agency will make such

4 reports, in such form and containing such information,

5 as the Secretary may from time to time require, and

6 comply with such provisions as the Secretary may from

7 time to time find necessary to assure the correctness

8 and verification of such reports;

9 "(13) provide safeguards which restrict the use or

10 disclosure of information concerning applicants and re-

11 cipients to purposes directly connected with the adminis-

12 tration of the plan;

13 "(14) provide, if the plan includes aid to or on
14 behalf of individuals in private or public institutions, for

15 the establishment or designation of a State authority or
16 authorities which shall be responsible for establishing and

17 maintaining standards for such institutions;

18 "(15) provide a description of the services which

19 the State makes available to applicants for or recipients

20 of aid under the plan to help them attain self-support or
21 self-care, including a description of the steps taken to

22 assure, in the provision of such services, maximum
23 utilization of all available services that are similar or
24 related; and
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1 "(16) assure that, in administering the State plan

2 and providing services thereunder, the State will observe

3 priorities established by the Secretary and comply with

4 such performance standards as the Secretary may, from

5 time to time, establish.

6 Notwithstanding paragraph (1), if on January 1, 1962,

7 and on the date on which a State submits (or submitted) its

8 plan for approval under this title, the State agency which

9 administered or supervised the administration of the plan of

10 such State approved under title X was different from the

11 State agency which administered or supervised the admin-

12 istration of the plan of such State approved under title I and

13 the State agency which administered or supervised the ad-

14 ministration of the plan of such State approved under title

15 XIV, then the State agency which administered or supervised

16 the administration of such plan approved under title X may be

17 designated to administer or supervise the administration of

18 the portion of the State plan for aid to the aged, blind, and

19 disabled which relates to blind individuals and a separate

20 State agency may be established or designated to administer

21 or supervise the administration of the rest of such plan; and

22 in such case the part of the plan which each such agency

23 administers, or the administration of which each such agency

24 supervises, shall be regarded as a separate plan for purposes

25 of this title.
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1 "(b) The Secretary shall approve any plan which

2 fulfills the conditions specified in subsection (a) and in

3 section 1603, except that he shall not approve any plan

4 which imposes, as a condition of eligibility for aid under the

5 plan—

6 "(1) an age requirement of more than sixty-five

7 years;

8 "(2) any residency requirement which excludes

9 any individual who resides in the State;

10 "(3) any citizenship requirement which excludes

11 any citizen of the United States, or any alien lawfully

12 admitted for permanent residence who has resided in

13 the United States continuously during the five years im-

14 mediately preceding his application for such aid;

15 "(4) any disability or age requirement which ex-

16 chides any persons under a severe disability, as deter-
17 mined in accordance with criteria prescribed by the
18 Secretary, who are eighteen years of age or older; or
19 "(5) any blindness or age requirement which ex-

20 cludes any persons who are blind as determined in
21

accordance with criteria prescribed by the Secretary.
22 In the case of any State to which the provisions of section
23 344 of the Social Security Act Amendments of 1950 were
24 applicable on January 1, 1962, and to which the sentence
25 of section 1002 (b) following paragraph (2) thereof is
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1 applicable on the date on which its State plan was or is

2 submitted for approval under this title, the Secretary shall

3 approve the plan of such State for aid to the aged, blind, and

4 disabled for purposes of this title, even though it does not

5 meet the requirements of section 1603 (a), if it meets all

6 other requirements of this title for an approved plan for aid

7 to the aged, blind, and disabled; but payments to the State

8 under this title shall be made, in the case of any such plan,

9 only with respect to expenditures thereunder which would

10 be included as expenditures for the purposes of this title

11 under a plan approved under this section without regard

12 to the provisions of this sentence.

13 "DETERMINATION OF NEED

14 "Sw). 1603. (a) A State plan must provide that, in

15 determining the need for aid under the plan, the State agency

16 shall take into consideration any other income or resources

17 of the individual claiming such aid as well as any expenses

18 reasonably attributable to the earning of any such income;

19 except that, in making such determination with respect to

20 any individual—

21 "(1) the State agency shall not consider as re-

22 sources (A) the home, household goods, and personal

23 effects of the individual, (B) other personal or real prop-

24 erty, the total value of which does not exceed $1,500,

25 or (C) other property which, as determined in accord-
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1 ance with and subject to limitations in regulations of the

2 Secretary, is so essential to the family's means of self-

3 support as to warrant its exclusion, but shall apply the

4 provisions of section 442 (d) and regulations thereunder;

5 "(2) the State agency may not consider the

6 financial responsibility of any individual for any appli-

7 cant or recipient unless the applicant or recipient is the

8 individual's spouse, or the individual's child who is tinder

9 the age of twenty-one or is blind or severely disabled;

10 "(3) if such individual is blind, the State agency

11 (A) shall disregard the first $85 per month of earned

12 income plus one-half of earned income in excess of $85

13 per month, and (B) shall, for a period not in excess of

14 twelve months, and may, for a period not in excess of

15 thirty-six months, disregard such additional amounts of

16 other income and resources, in the case of any such mdi-

17 viduul who has a plan for achieving self-support ap-

18 proved by the State agency, as may be necessary for the

19 fulfillment of such plan;

20 (4) ii such individual is not blind but is severely

21 disabled, the State agency (A) shall disregard the

22 first $85 per month of earned income plus one-hall of

23 earned income in excess of $85 per month, and (B)

24 shall, for a period not in excess of twelve months, and

25 may, for a period not in excess of thirty-six months, dis-
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1 regard such additional amounts of other income and re-

2 sources, in the case of any such individual who has a plan

3 for achieving sell-support approved by the State agency,

4 as may be necessary for the fulfillment of the plan, but

5 only wit'h respect to the part or parts of such period dur-

6 ing substantially all of which he is undergoing vocational

7 rehabilitation;

8 "(5) if such individual has attained age sixty-five

9 and is neither blind nor severely disabled, the State

10 agency may disregard not more than the first $60 per

11 mmth of earned income plus one-half of the remainder

12 thereof; and

13 "(6) the State agency may, before disregarding any

14 amounts under the preceding paragraphs of this subsec-

15 tion, disregard not more than $7.50 of any income.

16 For requirement of additional disregarding of income of

17 OASDI recipients in determining need for aid under the

18 plan, see section 1007 of the Social Security Amendments

19 of 1969.

20 "(b) A State plan must also provide that—

21 "(1) each eligible individual, other than one who

22 is a patient in a medical institution or is receiving insti-

23 tutional services in an intermediate care facility to which

24 section 1121 applies, shall receive financial assistance

25 in such amount as, when added to his income which is
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I not disregarded pursuant to subsection (a), will provide

2 a minimum of $110 per month;

3 "(2) the standard of need applied for determining

4 eligibility for and amount of aid to the aged, blind, and

5 disabled shall not be lower than (A) the standard ap-

6 plied for this purpose under the State plan (approved

7 under this title) as iii effect on the date of enactment of

8 part D of title IV of this Act, or (B) if there was no

9 such plan in effect for such State on such date, the stand-

10 ard of need which was applicable under—

11 "(i) the State plan which was in effect on such

12 date and was approved under title I, in the case of

13 any individual who is sixty-five years of age or older,

14 "(ii) the State plan in effect on such date and

15 approved under title X, in the case of an individual

16 who is blind, or

17 "(iii) the State plan in effect on suchdate and

18 approved under title XTV, in the case of an individ-

19 ual who is severely disabled,

20 except that if two or more of clauses (i), (ii), and (iii)

21 are applicable to an individual, the standard of need

22 applied with respect to such individual may not be lower

23 than the higher (or highest) of the standards under the

24 applicable plans, arid except that if none of such clauses

25 is applicable to an individual, the standard of need
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1 applied with respect to such individual may not be lower

2 than the higher (or highest) of the standards under the

3 State plans approved under titles I, X, and XIV which

4 were in effect on such date; and

5 "(3) no aid will be furnished to any individual

6 under the State plan for any period with respect to

7 which he is considered a member of a family receiving

8 family assistance benefits under part D of title IV or

9 supplementary payments pursuant to part E thereof, or

10 training allowances under part 0 thereof, for purposes of

111. determining the amount of such benefits, payments, or

12 allowances (but this paragraph shall not apply to any

13 individual, otherwise considered a member of such a

14 family, if he elects in such maimer and form as the Sec-

15 retary may prescribe not to be considered a member

16 of such a family).

17 "(c) For special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico,

18 the Virgin Islands, and Guam, see section 1108 (e).

19 "PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR AID TO THE AGED, BLIND,

20 AND DISABLED

21 "SEc. 1604. From the sums appropriated therefor, the

22 Secretary shall pay to each State which has a plan approved

23 under this title, for each calendar quarter, an amount equal
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1 to the sum of the following proportions of the total amounts

2 expended during each month of such quarter as aid to the

3 aged, blind, and disabled under the State plan—

4 "(1) 90 per centum of such expenditures, not

5 counting so much of any expenditures as exceeds the

6 product of $65 multiplied by the total number of recipi-

7 cuts of such aid for such month; plus

8 "(2) 25 per centum of the amount by which such

9 expenditures exceed the maximum which may be counted

10 under paragraph (1), not counting so much of any

11 expenditures with respect to such month as exceeds the

12 product of the amount which, as determined by the Sec-

13 retary, is the maximum permissible level of assistance per

14 person in which the Federal Government will partici-

15 pate financially, multiplied by the total number of recipi-

16 ents of such aid for such month.

17 In the case of any individual in Puerto Rico, the Virgin

18 Islands, or Guam, the maximum permissible level of assist-

19 ance under paragraph (2) may be lower than in the case

20 of individuals in the other States. For other speciail provisions

21 applicable to Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam, see

22 section 1108 (e).
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1 "ALTERNATE PROVISION FOR DIRECT FEDERAL PAYMENTS

2 TO INDIVTI)1TALS

3 "Sec. 1605. The Secretary may enter into an agreement

4 with a State under which he will, on behalf of the State,

5 pay aid to the aged, blind, and disabled directly to individuals

6 in the State under the State's pian approved under this title

7 and perform such other functions of the State in connection

8 with such payments as may be agreed upon. In such case

9 payments shall not be made as provided in section 1604

10 and the agreement shall also provide for payment to the

11 Secretary by the State of its share of such aid (adjusted to

12 reflect the State's share of any overpayments recovered under

13 section 1606).

14 "OVERPAYMENTS AND IJNDERPAYMENTS

15 "SEc. 1606. Wbtmever the Secretary finds that more or

16 less than the correct amount of payment has been made to

17 any person as a direct Federal payment pursuant to section

18 1605, proper adjustment or recovery shall, subject to the

19 succeeding provisions of this section, be made by appropriate

20 adjustments in future payments of the overpaid individual

21 or by recovery from him or his estate or payment to him.

22 The Secretary shall make such provision as he finds appro-

23 priate in the case of payment of more than the correct amount

24 of benefits with a view to avoiding penalizing individuals

25 who were without fault in connection with the overpayment,
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1 if adjustment or recovery on account of such overpayment

2 in such case would defeat the purposes of this title, or be

3 against equity or good conscience, or (because of the small

4 amount involved) impede efficient or effective administration.

5 "OPERATION OF STATE PLANS

6 "SEC. 1607. If the Secretary, after reasonable notice and

7 opportunity for hearing to the State agency administering

8 or supervising the administration of the State plan approved

9 under this title, finds—

10 "(1) that the plan no longer complies with the

11 provisions of sections 1802 and 1603; or

12 "(2) that in the administration of the plan there is

13 a failure to comply substantially with any such provision;

14 the Secretary shall notify such State agency that all, or such

15 portion as he deems appropriate, of any further payments

16 will not be made to the State or individuals within the State

17 under this title (or, in his discretion, that payments will be

18 limited to categories under or parts of the State plan not af-

19 feeted by such failure), until the Secretary is satisfied that

20 there will no longer be any such failure to comply. Until he

21 is so satisfied he shall make no such further payments to the

22 State or individuals in the State under this title (or shall

23 limit payments to categories under or parts of the State plan

24 not affected by such failure).
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1 "PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR SERVICES AND

2 ADMINISTRATION

3 "Sc. 1608. (a) If the State plan of a State approved

4 under section 1602 provides that the State agency will make

5 available to applicants for or recipients of aid to the aged,

6 blind, and disabled under the State plan at least those services

7 to help them attain or retain capability for self-support or

8 self-care which are prescribed by the Secretary, such State

9 shall qualify for payments for services under subsection (b)

10 of this section.

11 "(b) In the case of any State whose State plan ap-

12 proved under section 1602 meets the requirements of sub-

13 section (a), the Secretary shall pay to the State from the

14 sums appropriated therefor an amount equal to the sum of

15 the following proportions of the total amounts expended dur-

16 ing each quarter, as found necessary by the Secretary for the

17 proper and efficient administration of the State plan—

18 "(1) 75 per centum of so much of such expendi-

19 tures as are for—

20 "(A) services which are prescribed pursuant to

21 subseotion (a) and are provided (in accordance

22 with subsection (c)) to applicants for or recipients

23 of aid under the plan to help them attain or retain

24 capability for self-support or self-care, or

25 "(B) other services, specified by the Secretary
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1 as likely to prevent or reduce dependency, so pro-

2 vided to the applicants for or recipients of aid, or

3 "(0) any of the services prescribed pursuant to

4 subsection (a), and any of the services specified in

5 subparagraph (B) of this paragraph, which the

6 Secretary may specify as appropriate for individuals

7 who, within such period or periods as the Secretary

8 may prescribe, have been or are likely to become

9 applicants for or recipients of aid under the plan,

10 if such services are requested by the individuals and

ii are provided to them in accordance with subsection

12 (c),or

13 "(D) the training of personnel employed or

14 preparing for employment by the State agency or

15 by the local agency administering the plan in the

16 political subdivision; plus

17 "(2) one-half of so much of such expenditures (not

18 included under paragraph (1)) as are for services pro-

19 vided (in accordance with subsection (c)) to applicants

20 for or recipients of aid under the plan, and to individuals

21 requesting such services who (within such period or

periods as the Secretary may prescribe) have been or

23 are likely to become applicants for or recipients of such

24 aid; plus

25 "(3) one-half of the remainder of such expenditures.
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1 "(c) The services referred to in paragraphs (1) and

2 (2) of subsection (b) shall, except to the extent specified

3 by the Secretary, include only—

4 "(1) services provided by the staff of the State

agency, or the local agency administering the State plan

6 in the political subdivision (but ho funds authorized

under this title shall be available for services defined as

8 vocational rehabilitation services under the Vocational

Rehabilitation Act (A) which are available to individ-

10 uals in need of them under programs for their rehabiita-

11 tion carried on under a State plan approved under that

12 Act, or (B) which the State agenc.' or agencies admin-

13 istering or supervising the administration of the State

14 plan approved under that Act are able and willing to

15 provide if reimbursed for the cost thereof pursuant to

16 agreement under paragraph (2), if provided by such

17 staff), and

18 "(2) subject to limitations prescribed by the See-

19 retary, services which in the judgment of the State

20 agency cannot be as economically or as effectively pro-

21 vided by the staff of that State or local agency and are

22 not otherwise reasonably available to individuals in need

23 of them, and which are provided, Pursuant to agreement

24 with the State agency, by the State health authority or

25 the State agency or agencies administering or supervis-
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1 ing the administration of the State plan for vocational

2 rehabilitation services approved under the Vocational

3 Rehabilitation Act or by any other State agency which

4 the Secretary may determine to be appropriate (whether

5 provided by its staff or by contract with public (local)

6 or nonprofit private agencies).

7 Services described in clause (B) of paragraph (1) may be

8 provided only pursuant to agreement with the State agency

9 or agencies administeriiig or supervising the administration of

10 the State plan for vocational rehabilitation services approved

11 under the Vocational Rehabilitation Act.

12 "(d) The portion of the amoant expended for admin-

13 istration of the State plan to which paragraph (1) of

14 subsection (b) applies and the portion thereof to which
15 paragraphs (2) and (3) of subsection (b) apply shall be
16 determined in accordance with such methods and procedures

17 as may be permitted by the Secretary.

18 "(e) In the case of any State whose plan approved
19 under section 1602 does not meet the requirements of

20 subsection (a) of this section, there shall be paid to the
21 State, in lieu of the amount provided for uiider subsection
22 (b), an amount eqaal to one-half the total of the sums
23 expended during each quarter as found necessary by the
24

Secretary for the proper and efficient administration of the
25

State plan, including services referred to in subsections (b)
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2 those subsections.

3 "(1) In the case of any State whose State plan in-

4 cluded a provision meeting the requirements of subsection

5 (a), but with respect to wbioh the Secretary finds, after

6 reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing to the State

agency administering or supervising the administration of

8 the plan, that,—

9 "(1) the provision no longer complies with the

10 requirements of subsection (a), or

11 "(2) in the ailministration of the plan there is a

12 failure to comply substantially with such provision,

13 the Secretary shall notify the State agency that all, or such

14 portion as he deems appropriate, of any further payments

15 will not be made to the State under subsection (b) until

16 he is satisfied that there will no longer be any such failure

17 to comply. Until the Secretary is so satisfied, no such fur-

18 ther payments with respect to the a1ministration of and

19 services under the State plan shall be made, but, iinste&l,

20 such payments shall be made, subject to the other provisions

21 of this title, under subsection (e).

22 "COMPUTATION OF PAYMENTS !t) STA!rES

23 "Sio. 1609. (a) (1) Prior to the beginning of each

quarter, the Secretary shall estimate the amount to which a

25 State will be entitled under sections 1604 and 1608 for
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1 that quarter, such estimates to be based on (A) a report

2 filed by the State containing its estimate of the total sum

3 to be expended in that quarter in accordance with the pro-

4 visions of sections 1604 and 1608, and stating the amount

5 appropriated or made available by the State and its political

6 subdivisions for such expenditures in that quarter, and, if

7 such amount is less than the State's proportionate share of the

8 total sum of such estimated expenditures, the source or

9 sources froni which the difference is expected to be derived,

10 and (B) such other investigation as the Secretary may find

11 necessary.

12 "(2) The Secretary shall then pay in such installments

13 as he may determine, the amount so estimated, reduced or

14 increased to the extent of any overpayment or underpay-

15 ment which the Secretary determines was made under this

16 section to the State for any prior quarter and with respect

17 to which adjustment has not already been made under this

18 subsection.

19 "(b) The pro rata share to which the United States is

20 equitably entitled, as determined by the Secretary, of the

21 net amount recovered during any quarter by a State or

22 political subdivision thereof with respect to aid furnished

23 under the State plan, but excluding any amount of such aid

24 recovered from the estate of a deceased recipient which is not

H.Th 16311 6
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1 in excess of the amount expended by the State or any political

2 subdivision thereof for the funeral expenses of the deceased,

3 shall be considered an overpayment to be adjusted under

4 subsection (a) (2).

5 "(c) Upon the making of any estimate by the Secre-

6 tary under this section, any appropriations available for

7 payments under this title shall be deemed obligated.

8 "DEFINITION

9 "SEc. 1610. For purposes of this title, the term 'aid to

10 the aged, blind, and disabled' means money payments to

11 needy individuals who are 65 years of age or older, are blind,

12 or are severely disabled, but such term does not include—

13 "(1) any such payments to any individual who is

14 an inmate of a public institution (except as a patient in

15 a medical institution) ; or

16 "(2) any such payments to any individual who has

17 not attained 65 years of age and who is a patient

18 in an institution for tuberculosis or mental diseases.

19 Such term also includes payments which are not included

20 within the meaning of such term under the preceding sen-

21 tence, but which would be so included except tha.t they are

22 made on behalf of such a needy individual to another mdi-

23 vidual who (as determined in accordance with standards

24 prescribed by the Secretary) is interested in or concerned

25 with the welfare of such needy individual, but oniy with
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I respect to a State whose State plan approved under section

2 1602 includes provision for---

3 <'(A) determination by the State agency that the

4 needy individual has, by reason of his physical or mental

5 condition, such inability to manage funds that making

6 payments to him would be contrary to his welfare and,

7 therefore, it is necessary to provide such aid through pay-

8 ments described in this sentence;

9 "(B) making such payments only in cases in which

10 the payment will, under the rules otherwise applicable

11 under the State plan for determining need and the

12 amount of aid to the aged, blind, and disabled to be paid

13 (and in conjunction with other income and resources),

14 meet all the need of the individuals with respect to whom

15 such payments are made;

16 "(0) undertaking and continuing special efforts to

17 protect the welfare of such individuals and to improve,

18 to the extent possible, his capacity for self-care and to

19 manage funds;

20 "(D) periodic review by the State agency of the

21 determination under clause (A) to ascertain whether

22 conditions justifying such determination still exist, with

23 provision for termination of the payments if they do not

24 and for seeking judicial appointment of a guardian, or

25 other legal representative, as described in section 1111,
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1 if and when it appears that such action will best serve

2 the interests of the needy individual; and

3 "(E) opportunity for a fair hearing before the State

4 agency on the determination referred to in clause (A)

5 for any individual with respect to whom it is made.

6 Whether an individual is blind or severely disabled shall be

7 determined for purposes of this title in accordance with

8 criteria prescribed by the Secretary."

9 REPEAL OF TITLES I, X, AND XIV OF THE SOCIAL

10 SECURITY ACT

11 SEC. 202. Titles I, X, and XIV of the Social Security

12 Act (42 U.S.C. 301 et seq., 1201 et seq., and 1351 et

13 seq.) are hereby repealed.

14 ADDITIONAL DISREGARDING OF INCOME OF OASDI RECIPI-

15 ENTS IN DETERMINING NEED FOR AID TO THE AGED,

16 BLIND, AND DISABLED

17 SE0. 203. Section 1007 of the Social Security Amend-

18 ments of 1969 is amended by striking out "and before July

19 1970".

20 TRANSITION PROVISION RELATING TO OVERPAYMENTS

21 AND UNDERPAYMENTS

22 SEc. 204. In the case of any State which has a State

23 plan approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI of the Social

24 Security Act as in effect prior to the enactment of this sec-

25 tion, any overpayment or underpayment which the Secretary
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I determines was made to such State under section 3, 1003,

2 1403, or 1603 of such Act with respect to a period before

3 the approval of a plan under title XVI as amended by this

4 Act, and with respect to which adjustment has not already

5 been made under subsection (b) of such section 3, 1003,

6 1403, or 1603, shall, for purposes of section 1609 (a) of such

7 Act as herein amended, be considered an overpayment or

8 underpayment (as the case may be) made under title XVI

9 of such Act as herein amended.

10 TRANSITION PROVISION RELATING TO DFiFINIPIONS OF

11 BLINDNESS AND DISABIlITY

12 $EO. 205. In the case of any State which has in operation

13 a plan of aid to the blind under title X, aid to the permanently

14 and totally disabled under title XIV, or aid to the aged, blind,

15 or disabled under title XVI, of the Social Security Act as

16 in effect prior to the enactment of this Act, the State plan of

17 such State submitted under title XVI of such Act as amended

18 by this Act shall not be denied approval thereunder, with

19 respect to the period ending with the first July 1 which

20 follows the close of the first regular session of the legislature

21 of such State which begins after the enactment of this Act,

22 by reason of its failure to include therein a test of disability

23 or blindness different from that included in the State's plan

24 (approved under such title X, XIV or XVI of such Act)

25 as in effect on the date of the enactment of this Act
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1 TITLE Ill—MISCELLANEOUS CONFORMING

2 AEINDMENTS

3 AMENDMEIT OF SECTION 228(d)

4 SEC. 301. Section 22S (d) (1) of the Social Security Act

5 is amended by striking out "I, X, XIV, or", and by striking

6 out "part A" and inserting in lieu thereof "receives pay-

7 ments with respect to such month pursuant to part D or E".

8 AMENDMENTS TO TITLE XI

9 Sw,. 302. TItle XII of the Social Security Act is

10 amended—

11 (1) by striking out "I,", "X,", and "XIV," in sec-

12 tion 1101 (a) (1);

13 (2) by striking out "I, X, XIV," in section 1106

14 (c)(1)(A);
15 (3) (A) by striking out "I, X, XIV, and XVI"

16 in section 1108 (a) and inserting in lieu thereof "XVI",

17 and

18 (B) by striking out "section 402 (a) (19)" in sec-

19 tion 1108 (b) and inserting in lieu thereof "part A of

20 title IV";

21 (4) by striking out the text of section 1109 and

22 inserting in lieu thereof the following:

23 "SEC. 1109. Any amount which is disregarded (or set

24 aside for future needs) in determining the eligibility for and

25 amount of aid or assistance for any individual under a State
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1 plan approved under title XVI or XIX, or eligibility for

2 and amount of payments pursuant to part D or E of title

3 IV, shall not be taken into consideration in determining the

4 eligibility for and amount of such aid, assistance, or payments

5 for any other individual under such other State plan or such

6 part D or E.";

7 (5) (A) by striking out "I, X, XIV, and" in see-

8 tion 1111, and

9 (B) by striking out "part A" in such section and

10 inserting in lieu thereof "parts D and E";

11 (6) (A) by striking out "I, X, XIV," in the mat-

12 ter preceding clause (a) in section 1115, and by strik-

13 ing out "part A" in such matter and inserting in lieu

14 thereof "parts A and E",

15 (B) by striking out "of section 2, 402, 1002,

16 1402," in clause (a) of such section and inserting in lieu

17 thereof "of or pursuant to section 402, 452,", and

18 (C) by striking out "3, 403, 1003, 1403, 1603,"

19 in clause (b) of such section and inserting in lieu thereof

20 "403, 453, 1604, 1608,";

21 (7) (A) by striking out "I, X, XIV," in subsec-

22 tions (a) (1), (b), and (d) of section 1116, and

23 (B) by striking out "4, 404, 1004, 1404, 1604,"

21 in subsection (a) (3) of such section and inserting in

25 lieu thereof "404, 1607, 1608 ";
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1 (8) by repealing section 1118;

2 (9) (A) by striking out "I, X, XIV," in section

3 1119,

4 (B) by striking out "part A" in such section and in-

5 serting in lieu thereof "services under a State plan ap-

6 proved under part A", and

7 (C) by striking out "3(a), 403(a), 1003(a),

S 1403 (a), or 1603 (a)" in such section and inserting in

9 lieu thereof "403 (a) or 1604"; and

10 (10) (A) by striking out "a plan for old-age assist-

11 ance, approved under title I, a plan for aid to the blind,

12 approved under title X, a plan for aid to the permanently

13 and totally disabled, approved under title XIV, or a plan

14 for aid to the aged, blind, or disabled" in section 1121

15 (a) and inserting in lieu thereof "a plan for aid to the

16 aged, blind, and disabled", and

17 (B) by inserting "(other than a public nonmedical

18 facility)" in such section after "intermediate care facili-

19 ties" the first time it appears.

20 AMENDMENTS TO TITLE XVIII

21 SEc. 303. Title XVIII of the Social Security Act is

22 amended—

23 (1) (A) by striking out "title I or" in section 1843

24 (b) (1),
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1 (B) by striking out "all of the plans" in section

2 1843 (b) (2) and inserting in lieu thereof "the plan",

3 and

4 (C) by striking out "titles I, X, XIV, and XVI, and

5 part A" in section 1843 (b) (2) and inserting in lieu

6 thereof "title XVI and under part E";

7 (2) (A) by striking out "title I, X, XIV, or XV1

8 or part A" in section 1843 (f) both times it appears and

9 inserting in lieu thereof "title XVI and under part E";

10 and

1.1 (B) by striking out "title I, XVI, or XIX" in such

12 section and inserting in lieu thereof "title XVI or XIX";

13 and

14 (3) by striking out "I, XVI" in section 1863 and

15 inserting in lieu thereof "XVI".

16 AMENDMENTS TO TITLE XIX

17 SEc. 304. Title XIX of the Social Security Act is

18 amended—

19 (1) by striking out "families with dependent chil-

20 dren" and "permanently and totally" in clause (1) of

21 the first sentence of section 1901 and inserting in lieu

22 thereof "needy families with children" and "severely",

23 respectively;

LR. 16311 7
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1 (2) by striking out "I or" in section 1902 (a) (5)

2 (3) (A) by striking out everything in section 1902

3 (a) (10) which precedes clause (A) and inserting in

4 lieu thereof the following:

5 "(10) provide for making medical assistance

6 available to all individuals receiving assistance to

7 needy families with children as defined in section

8 405 (b), receiving payments under an agreement

9 pursuant to part E of title IV, or receiving aid to the

10 aged, blind, and disabled under a State plan ap-

11 proved under title XVI; and—", and

12 (B) by inserting "or payments under such part E"

13 aftem "such plan" each time it appears in clauses (A)

14 and (B) of such section;

15 (4) by striking out section 1902 (a) (13) (B) and

16 inserting in lieu thereof the following:

17 "(B) in the case of individuals receiving assist-

18 aiice to needy families with children as defined in

19 section 405 (b), receiving payments under an agree-

20 ment pursuant to part E of title IV, or receiving aid

21 to the aged, blind, and disabled under a State plan

22 approved under 'title XVI, for the inclusion of at

23 least the care and services listed in clauses (1)

24 through (5) of section 1905(a),and";

25 (5) by striking out "aid or assistance under State
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I plans approved under titles I, X, XIV, XVI, and

2 part A of title IV," in section 1902 (a) (14) (A) and

3 inserting in lieu thereof "assistance to needy fanillies with

4 children as defined in section 405 (b), receiving pay-

5 ments under an agreement pursuant to part E of title IV,

6 or receiving aid to the aged, blind, and disabled under a

7 State pian approved under title XVI,";

8 (6) (A) by striking out "aid or assistance under the

9 State's plan approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI, or

10 pert A of title IV," in somuch of section 1902 (a) (17)

11 as precedes clause (A) and inserting in lieu thereof

12 "assistance to needy families with children as defined in

13 section 405 (b), payments under an agreement pursuant

14 to part E of title IV, or aid under a State plan approved

15 under title XVI,",

16 (B) by striking out "aid or assistance in the

17 form of money payments under a State plan approved

18 under title I, X, XIV, or XVI, or part A of title

19 IV" in clause (B) of such section and inserting in

20 lieu thereof "assistance to needy families with children

21 as defined in section 405 (b), payments under an agree-

22 ment pursuant to part E of title IV, or aid to the aged,

23 blind, and disabled under a State plan approved under

24 title XVI", and

25. (0) by striking out "aid or assistance under such
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1 plan" in suoh clause (B) and inserting in lieu thereof

2 "assistance, aid, or payments";

3 (7) by striking out "section 3 (a) (4) (A) (1)

4 and (ii) or section 1603 (a) (4) (A) (i) and (II)" in

5 section 1902 (a) (20) (C) and inserting in lieu thereof

6 "section 1608(b) (1) (A) and (B)";

7 (8) by striking out "title X (or title XVI, insofar

8 as it relates to the blind) was different from the State

9 agency which a1ministered or supervised the &lrninis-

10 tration of the Stath plan approved under title I (or title

11 XVI, insofar as it relates to the aged), the State agency

12 which administered or supervised the administration of

13 such plan approved under title X (or title XVI, insofar

14 as it relates to the blind)" in the last sentence of see-

15 tion 1902 (a) and inserting in lieu thereof "title XVI,

16 insofar as it relates to the blind, was different from

17 the agency which administered or supervised the ad-

18 ministration of such plan insofar as it relates to the aged,

19 the agency which administered or supervised the admin-

20 istration of the plan insofar as it relates to the blind";

21 (9) by striking out "section 406 (a) (2)" in seo-

22 tion 1902 (b) (2) and inserting in lieu thereof "section

23 405(b)";

(10) .by striking out "I, X, XIV, or XVI, or part

A" in section 1902 (c) and inserting in lieu thereof
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1 "XVI or under an agreement under part E";

2 (11) by striking out "I, X, XIV, or XVI, or part

3 A" in section 1903 (a) (1) and inserting in lieu thereof

4 "XVI or under an agreement under part E";

5 (12) by repealing section 1903 (a);

6 (13) by striking out "highest amount which would

7 ordinarily be paid to a family of the same size without

8 ny income or resources in the form of money payments,

9 under the plan of the State approved under part A of

10 title IV of this Act" in section 1903 (f) (1) (B) (i) and

11 inserting in lieu thereof "highest total amount which

12 would ordinarily be paid under parts D and E of title IV

13 to a family of the same size without income or resources,

14 eligible in that State for money payments under part E

15 of title IV of this Act";

16 (14) (A) by striking out "the 'highest amount

17 which would ordinarily be paid' to such family under the

18 State's plan approved under part A of title IV of this

19 Act" in section 1903 (f) (3) and inserting in lieu thereof

20 "the 'highest total amount which would ordinarily be

21 paid' to such family", and

22 (B) by striking out "section 408" in such section

23 and inserting in lieu thereof "section 406";

24 (15) by striking out "I, X, XIV, or XVI, of
25 part A" in section 1903 (f) (4) (A) and inserting in
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I lieu thereof "XVI or under an agreement under part

2 E";and

3 (16) (A) by striking out "aid or assistance under

4 the State's plan approved under title I, X, XIV,

5 or XVI, or part A of title VI, who are—" in the

6 matter preceding clause (i) in section 1905 (a) and

7 inserting in lieu thereof "payments under part E of title

8 IV or aid under a State plan approved under title XVI,

9 who are—",

10 (B) by striking out clause (ii) of such section and

11 inserting in lieu thereof the following:

12 "(ii) receiving assistance to needy families with

13 children as defined in section 405 (b), or payments pur-

14 suant to an agreement under part E of title IV,",

15 (C) by striking out clause (v) of such section and

16 inserting in lieu thereof the following:

17 "(iv) severely disabled as defined by the Secretary

18 in accordance with section 1602 (b) (4) ," and

19 (D) by striking out "or assistance" and "I, X,
20 XIV, or" in clause (vi), and in the second sentence of

21 such section.

22 TITLE TV—GENERAL

23 EFFECTIVE DATE

24 SEC. 401. The amendments and repeals made by this Act

25 shall become effective, and section 9 of the Act of April 19,
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1 1950 (25 U.S.C. 639), is repealed effective, on July 1,

2 1971; except that—

3 (1) in the case of any State a statute of which

4 (on July 1, 1 971) prevents it from making the supple-

5 mentary payments provided for in part E of title IV of

6 the Socia.1 Security Act, as amended by this Act, and

7 the legislature of which does riot meet in a regular ses-

8 sion which closes after the enactment of this Act and on

9 or before July 1, 1971, the amendments and repeals

10 made by this Act, and such repeal, shall become ef-

11 fective with respect to individuals in such State on the

12 first July 1 which follows the close of the first regular

13 session of the legislature of such State which closes after

14 July 1, 1971, or (if earlier than such first July 1 after

15 July 1, 1971) on the first day of the first calendar quar-

16 ter following the date on which the State certifies it is

17 no longer so prevented from making such payments; and

18 (2) in the case of any State a statute of which (on

19 July 1, 1971) prevents it from complying with the

20 requirements of section 1602 of the Social Security Act,

21 as amended by this Act, and the legislature of which

22 does not meet in a regular session which closes after the

23 enactment of this Act and on or before July 1, 1971,

24 the amendments made by title II of this Act shall be-
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1 come effective on the first July 1 which follows the

2 close of the first regular session of the legislature of

3 such State which closes after July 1, 1971, or (subject

4 to paragraph (1) of this section) on the earlier date

5 on which such State submits a plan meeting the require-

6 ments of such section 1602;

7 and except that section 436 of the Social Security Act, as

8 amended by this Act, shall be effective upon the enactment

9 of this Act.

10 SAVING PROVISION

11 SEC. 402. (a) The Secretary shall pay to any State

12 which has a State plan approved under title XVI of the Social

13 Security Act, as amended by this Act, and has in effect an

14 agreement under part E of title IV of such Act, for each

15 quarter beginning after June 30, 1971, and prior to July 1,

16 1973, in addition to the amount payable to such State under

17 such title and such agreement, an amount equal to the excess

18 of—

19 (1) (A) 70 per centum of the total of those pay-

20 ments for such quarter pursuant to such agreement which

21 are required ander sections 451 and 452 of the Social

22 Security Act (as amended by this Act), plus (B) the

23 non-Federal share of expenditures for such quarter re-

24 quired under title XVI of the Social Security Act (as

25 amended by this Act) as aid to the aged. blind, and



97

1 disabled (as defined in subsection (b) (1) of this

2 section), over

3 (2) the non-Federal share of expenditures which

4 would have been made during such quarter as aid or

5 assistance under the plans of the State approved under

6 titles I, IV (part (A)), X, XIV, and XVI had they

continued in effect (as defined in subsection (b) (2) of

8 this section).

9 (b) For purposes of subsection (a) —

10 (1) the non-Federal share of expenditures for any

11 quarter required under title XVI of the Social Security

12 Act, referred to in clause (B) of subsection (a) (1),

13 means the difference between (A) the total of the ex-

14 penditures for such quarter under the plan approved un-

15 der such title as aid to the aged, blind, and disabled which

16 would hlLve been included as aid to the aged, blind, or dis-

17 abled under the plan approved under such title as in effect

18 for June 1971 plus so much of the rest of such expendi-

19 tures as is required (as determined by the Secretary) by

20 reason of the amendments to such title made by this Act,

21 and (B) the total amounts determined under section
22 1604 of the Social Security Act for such State. with re-

23 spect to such expenditures for such quarter; and

24 (2) the non-Federal share of expenditures which
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1 would have been made during any quarter under ap-

2 proved State plans, referred to in subsection (a) (2),

3 means the difference between (A) the total of the cx-

4 penditures which would have been made as aid or assist-

5 ance (excluding emergency assistance specified in see-

6 tion 406 (e) (1) (A) of the Social Security Act and

7 foster care under section 408 thereof) for such quarter

8 under the plans of such State approved under title I,

9 IV (part A), X, XIV, and XVI of such Act and in

10 effect in the month prior to the enactment of this Act

11 if they had continued in effect during such quarter and

12 if they had included (if they did not already do so) pay-

13 ments to dependent children of unemployed fathers au-

14 thorized by section 407 of the Social Security Act (as in

15 effect oil the date of the enactment of this Act), and (B)

16 the total of the amounts which would have been deter-

17 mined under sections 3, 403, 1003, 1403., and 1603, or

18 under setion 1118, of the Social Security Act for such

19 State with respect to such expenditures for such quarter.

20 SPECIAL PROVISIO?TS FOR PUERTO RICO, TEE VIRGIN

21 ISLANDS, AND GUAM

22 $EC. 403.. Section 1108 of the Social Security Act is

23 amended by adding at the end thereof the following new

24 subsection:

25 "(e) (1) In applying the provisions of sections 442 (a)
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1 and (b), 443(b) (2), 1603 (a) (1) and (b) (1), and

2 1604 (1) with respect to Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,

3 or Guam, the amounts to be used shall (instead of the $500,

4 $300, and $1,500 in such section 442 (a), the $500 and

5 $300 in such section 442 (b), the $30 in clauses (A) and

6 (B) of such section 443 (b) (2), the $1,500 in such section

7 1603(a) (1), the $110 in such section 1603(b) (1), and

8 the $65 in section 1604 (1)) beai the same ratio to such

9 $500, $300, $1,500, $500, $300, $30, $1,500, $110, and

10 $65 as the per capita incomes of Puerto Rico, the Virgin

11 Islands, and Guam, respectively, bear to the per capita

12 income of that one of the fifty States which has the lowest

13 per capita income; except that in no case may the amounts

so used exceed such $500, $300, $1,500, $500, $300, $30,

15 $1,500, $110, and $65.

16 "(2) (A) The amounts to be used under such sections

17 in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam shall be pro-

18 mulgated by the Secretary between July 1 and September

19 30 of each even-numbered year, on the basis of the average

20 per capita income of each State and of the United States for

21 the most recent calendar year for which satisfactory data are

22 available from the Department of Commerce. Such promul-

23 gation shall be effective for each of the two fiscal years in the

24 period beginning July 1 next succeeding such promulgation.

25 "(B) The term 'Tjpited States', for purposes of sub-
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1 paragraph (A) only, means the ftfty States and the District

2 of Columbia.

3 "(3) If the amounts which would otherwise be promul-

4 gated for any fiscal year for any of the three States referred

5 to in paragraph (1) would be lower than the amounts pro-

6 mulgated for such State for the immediately preceding period,

7 the amounts for such fiscal year shail be increased to the ex-

8 tent of the difference; and the amounts so increased shall

9 be the amounts promulgated for such year."

10 MEANING OF SECRETARY AND FISCAL YEAR

11 Sno. 404. As used in this Act and in the amendments

12 made by this Act, the term "Secretary" means, unless the

13 context otherwise requires, the Secretary of Health, Educa-

14 tion, and Welfare; and the term "fiscal year" means a period

15 beginning with any July 1 and ending with the close of the

16 following June 30.

Passed the House of Representatives April 16, 1970.

Attest: W. PAT JENNINGS,
Clerk.
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AN ACT
To authorize a family assistance plan providing

basic benefits to low-income f,mi1ie with
children, to provide incentives for employ-
ment and training to improve the capacity
for employment of members of such fam-
ilies, to achieve greater uniformity of treat-
ment of recipients under the Federal-State
public assistance programs and to otherwise
improve such programs, and for other
purposes.

APSIL 21,1970
Under the order of Apr11 20, 1970, received, considered

as having been read twice, and referred to the
Committee on Finance
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FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1970
Mr. 818K. Mr. Speaker, by direction of

the Committee on Rules, I cail up House
Resolution 916 and ask for its imxnedi-
ate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. Rm. l6
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this

resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself Into the Committee
of the Whole Rouse on the State of the
Union 'foe 'the consideration of the bill (H.R.
16311) to authorize a family assistance plan
providing basic benefits to low-income lam-
ilies with children, to provide Incentives for
employment and 'ainlng to Improve thecapacity for employment of members of
such families, to achieve greater uniformity
of treatment of recipients under the Pederal-

State public aedstance programs and to oth-
erwise Improve suth programs, and for other
purposes, and any point of order against
s&id bill pursuant to clause 3, Rule xm, is
hereby waived. Alter general debate, which
shall be confined to the bill and shall con-
tinue not to exceed six hours, to be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Ways and Means, the bill shall be consid-
ered as having been read for amendment.
No amendment shall be in order to said bill
except amendments offered by direction of
the Committee on Ways and Means, and said
amendments shall be in order, any rule of
the House to the contrary notwithstanding.
Amendments offered by direction of the
Committee on Ways and Means may be of-
fered to any section of the bill at the con-
clusion of the general debate, but said
amendments shall not be subject to amend-
ment. At the conclusion of the consideration
of the bill for amendment, the Committee
shall rise and report 'the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted, and the previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without Inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
California Is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. 518K. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 min-
Utes to the gentleman from California
(Mr. 8Mm!), pending which I yield my-
self 7 mInutes.

Mr. Speaker, this begins the considera-
tion of one of the most Important pieces
of legislation which this House will con-
sider during the 91st Congress, because it
very specifically represents what I be-
lieve to be the breaking of new ground in
the field of social legislation, Particularly
as it pertains to welfare and to those
who fall In the category of the poor.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 916 pro-
vIdes a closed rule with 6 hours of gen-
eral debate for consideration of H.R.
16311, to authorize a family assistance
plan providing basic benefits to low in-
come families with children, to provide
Incentives for employment and training
to Improve the capacity for employment
of members of such families, to achieve
greater uniformity of treatment of re-
cipients under the Federal-State public
assistance programs, and to otherwise
improve such programs, and for other
purposes. The resolution also waives any
point of order against the bill pursuant
to clause 3, rule XflI—_which, of course,
Is the Ramseyer rule.

The bill, H.R. 16311, is designed to
amend the Social Security Act to pro-vide incentives for employment and
training of certain members of needy
families, to Improve the adult assistance
programs and to Improve the public as-
sistance programs,

Assistance for more than 2 million
families who make up the "working
poor" Is included In this legislation with
the idea of helping them achieve sJJ-
suclency rather than dependency upon
welfare In the future, Training and work
opportunities are provided as incentives
to millions of families who would other-
wise be locked into the welfare system for
generaUo and the Federal Govern-
ment, under this legislation, would make
a contribution toward relieving the 11-
nancial burden of welfare payments by
State governmen,
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So, Mr. Speaker, there are two- main
objectives of H.R. 16311. The first is to
encourage every dependent family in
America to stay together, free from the
economic pressures which might split
them apart. Second, the bill is intended
to convert the existing programs, which
in too many situations have encouraged
dependency, to an integrated program
which will encourage people to become
independent and self-supporting through
incentives to take training and enter
employment.

The Committee on Ways and Means,
which reported this legislation, testified
that this measure would make major im-
provements and reforms in the provi-
sions of the Social Security Act relating
to the programs which aid needy families
with children, Including coverage of the
working poor; the programs which aid
the aged, blind, and disabled; and the
programs which provide manpower serv-
ices, training, employment, and child
care to welfare recipients.

It is estimated that in the first year
of operation, It will cost the Federal Gov-
ernment $4 billion-plus above the costs
required by the various welfare programs
now In existence.

In fiscal year 1972 the cost Is estimated
to be something over $12 billion In addi-
tion to what the States will spend.

Mr. Speaker, this Is a very controver-
sial and complicated piece of legislation
which some claim will change the philos-
ophy of our family assistance program,
but It is a bill which has been endorsed
by the overwhelming majority of the
members of one of the greatest commit-
tees in the House. So on that basis, Mr.
Speaker, I urge the adoption of the reso-
lution in order that the Committee on
Ways and Means may be permitted to
debate this Issue and to explain the de-
tails of the bill.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman from California yield?

Mr. SISK. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

I have the usual question: What valid
reason is there for bringing this bill be-
fore the House under a completely closed
rule?

Mr. 515K. I believe the fairest answer
I can give my friend from Iowa Is that
I have no basic argument to make to jus-
tify It.

This was a request by the Committee
on Ways and Means. I would not as-
sume it was unanimously agreed to by
the members of the Committee on Ways
and Means, but at leasi It was a request
from the very distinguished chairman
of that committee, the gentleman from
Arkansas (Mr. MILLS), and the distin-
guished ranking minority member, the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. BvRNES),
for a closed rule.

Of course, It does deal with a very
complex and complicated issue.

I might say, there was a difference of
opinion in the Committee on Rules. I
found myself in the situation where I felt
compelled to vote for a closed rule on
this bill.

I am not In a position today to at-
tempt to defend that vote to any great
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extent, because, I might say to my good
friend, in spite of my great respect.—
and there is no Member of the House I
have greater respect for than the gentle-
man from Arkansas, who I see is now on
his feet—I have reservations about this
bill, and strong reservations. In fact, to
be honest about It, if I had to vote right
now I would vote against the passage of

this bill.
I am for the rule. I am here support-

ing the rule. I am supporting the right
of the committee to debate the issue. I
am terribly, concerned about the impli-
cations In this bill. I do believe the dis-
tinguished members of the committee
are entitled to discuss the issues before
the House and to debate the merits and
the demerits, because theer are two sides
to the issue. Then we can vote it up or
down.

I might say to my good friend, that is
not necessarily an answer to his ques-
tion, but that is the best I can give him
at the moment.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. SISK. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Arkansas for any com-
ment he might wish to make.

Mr. MILLS. On the question raised by
my friend from Iowa, it is my informa-
tion that this bill would be subject to
amendment, without the closed rule, not
just for the many titles which are in-
volved in the bill itself—and that Is a
great number—but even for other titles
of the Social Security Act.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. SISK. I yield further to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman does not
even talk in terms of a modified closed
rule to limit it to the subject m'tter of
the bill, to the titles or sections or any-
thing else.

Is it just simply fashionable? Is ft a
fashion that cannot be broken? Even
mini skirts, apparently, are going to
change; they are going to get longer.
Even fashions do change.

Is it just fashionable that the Ways
and Means Committee comes in with
every bill under a closed rule, or almost
every bill? Is it because of fashion, or
what?

Mr. 515K. Seriously, let me say to
my good friend from Iowa, I believe it
is a rather complicated bill. There was
serious consideration given to a modified
rule. It was a proposal made, for a modi-
fied rule; that is, a rule which would
make in order certain amendments.

The problem we were confronted with,
as an example, was that the gentleman
from Florida was desirous of offering an
amendment having to do with food
stamps, and the gentleman from Geor-
gia and the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BURLESON) were interested In making in
order a bill which they have which elim-
inates the so-called guaranteed annual
Income provision and the working poor.

There were some other proposals. It
came down to this situation. Frankly, I
can tell my friend from Iowa my position
is, if you are going to open it up for one
Individual or one group to offer amend-
ments, then It Is unfair to deny the op-
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portunity to others. So really our deci-
sion was finally made that, all right, if
you are going to come down here with a
wide open rule or a closed rule, thell you
should make it that for everyone. Gen-
erally, Mr. MILLS and Mr. BYRNES and
others who discussed it made it pretty
evident that In all fairness, for good pro-
cedure, we had probably better stick with
the closed rule, and that was the decision
that was made. Maybe it was a bad judg-
ment, but, at any rate, that was our de-
cision In the committee.

Mr. GROSS. I do not care to pursue
this very much further, because obvious-
ly, or It seems to me obviously, nothing
is going to be done about it and the rule
will be adopted, although I think it ought
to be defeated and this bill opened up
to amendment on the part of Members.
The House ought to have an opportunity
to work its will on It. The point is we
might as well adopt the rule and vote
on the bill, because I think we are all
reasonably well acquainted with the con-
tents of it. Why waste 6 hours of time
debating something that you cannot
amend or do anything with? The gentle-
man from California himself says that
as of now he thought he would be pre-
pared to vote against the bill. I feel the
same way about it. I do not see much
point in wasting 6 hours of time, If it
can be called wasted, in listening to it.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has again expired.

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

Let me say quickly that this is a very
complex proposition. There are various
philosophies involved. There are some
innovative things in this bill. I am con-
cerned about possible precedents and
the direction in which we are going. I
question as to whether or not there has
been a case made for work incentives In
this bill. I think the facts and arguments
and discussions were brought before the
Committee on Rules which raised the
question as to whether there was work in-
centive in It. It is my understanding that
Mr. MILLS, Mr. BYRNES, and I are con-
cerned about getting a work incentive
that will cause people to want to work
and go out and improve their economic
conditions and support their families. I
am concerned that there is not sufficient
incentive In this bill to do that. I want
to listen, and I hope and urge Members
to stay on the floor during the 6 hours
of debate, because I think It could be very
beneficial. There will be people here rais-
ing very important questions on this
matter. If I could be convinced that the
work Incentive Is in here to the extent
that I know in all sincerity my friend,
Mr. MILLS, feels It Is in It, then I will
support the bill, but I do have grave
reservations about it and about the im-
plications and philosophy of having a
guaranteed national wage. I have always
opposed it, because I think It contrary to
our whole philosophy and to the private
enterprise system in this country. That
is why I am getting a lot of mail against,
and I am sure that other Members are,
also. It will be a very controversial Issue
as we go down the road in this discus-
sion of this bill between now and the
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time when something may be done In
connection with enacting a law.

Mr LATFA. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. 818K. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. LArFA. As a member of the Corn-
nlittee on Rules, I do not think we should
leave the impression stand here that the
Committee on Rules was powerless to
write a rule that would take care of the
objection raised by the gentleman from
Arkansas (Mr. MILLS). We could cer-
tainly have written a rule that would
have permitted the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LANDRTJM) to offer his bill
and also one that would have permitted
the gentleman from Florida to offer his
substitute on the food stamp plan with-
out putting the rest of the bill with the
entire social security system In jeopardy.
I want that on the RECORD so we do not
leave that Impression here.

Mr. 818K. Let me say to my good
friend from Ohio that I agree with him.
There is no question we could have writ-
ten such a rule as I Indicated to my
good friend from Iowa. It was a matter
of judgment on the part of the Commit-
tee on Rules, and the majority of the
committee. It was not a unanimous vote
by any means.

It was not a unanimous vote by ny
means.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from California has again ex-
pired.

Mr. 818K. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
3 additional minutes.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. 818K. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman yielding. I have only one
question for the purpose of Information
only. Do I understand from House Reso-
lution 916 as written only points of or-
der pursuant to the Ramseyer rule are
waived?

Mr. 818K. The gentleman is exactly
correct. We waived It only on that
point.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, If the gen-
tleman will yield further, then we will
be able, Is it fair for me to assume, to
make other points of order within other
rules of procedures of this House which
would stand on their own merits If pre-
sented against the bill?

Mr. 818K. The gentleman states it ex-
actly as I understand it.

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

Mr. 818K. I shall be glad to yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. GONZALEZ. I thank the gentle-
man from California for yielding.

This Is coming up under a closed rule;
Is that correct?

Mr. 818K. That Is correct
Mr. GONZALEZ, That Is, no one who

belongs to this House who Is not a
member of the Ways and Means Corn-
nlittee or for that matter the Rules Com-
mittee will have a chance to really offer
anything meaningful in the way of
amendments or modifications to the bill
as put forth by the committee?

Mr. 818K. The gentleman speaks the
facts as I understand them.
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Mr. GONZALEZ. Will the gentleman
explain to me why?

Mr. 818K. I would rather permit the
gentleman from Arkansas and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. BYRNES) to
explain that. This was a request by the
Committee on Ways and Means, and the
Committee on Rules, after considerable
discussion and after several other pro-
posals had been offered, finally voted, In
Its wisdom, to grant a 6-hour closed rule.
It might not have been the proper tbjng
to do, but that is what was done.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, If the
gentleman will yield further, I do not
mean to put the gentleman as an Indi-
vidual on the spot. This is a very perti-
nent question. I think every conscien-
tious Member of the House asks himself
is there a special attribute that sur-
rounds the Ways and Means Committee,
since. I am sure other committees would
like to get closed rules?

Mr. 518K. No. Let me say, generally I
do not think that Is true. The facts are
that the subject matter with which the
Committee on Ways and Means deals
covers taxes and social security which
are extremely complicated matters. This
does not mean that every Member of the
House cannot be knowledgeable. But the
facts are that it does deal with matters
of balance where a minor amendment or
what appeared to be a minor amend-
ment in connection with either social
security payments or tax law could
throw the whole program out of bal-
ance. I think it has been generally con-
sidered a very difficult situation to at-
tempt to amend or change tax laws or
social security laws. These are, of course,
the primary subjects with which the
Committee on Ways and Means deals
They are not covered by this blanket
rule.

Let me say that legislation coming
from the Committee on Ways and Means
Is privileged legislation and I am sure
my friend from Texas knows that they
do not need a rule in order to bring a
bill to the floor of the House for con-
sideration. They can bring a bill to the
floor any time they are ready, whether
the Rules Committee looks at it or not
because it Is privileged. But the point is
that they come to us for a closed rule.

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

Mr. 818K. I yield to the gentleman
from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, there are .78
pages in the compilation of the social
security laws alone. I do not know but
what there are, perhaps, 3,000 or 4,000
social security bills that are pending be-
fore the Ways and Means Committee, all
of which might be In order under an open
rule. There are broad references to this
Internal Revenue Code within the Social
Security Act itself that couldor could
not open up the. entire Revenue Code.

The purpose of the Committee on Ways
and Means In asking for a closed rule,
historically on tax matters and social
security matters, is to as best we can pro-
vide for an orderly procedure for the con-
sideration of the legislation presented be-
fore the House. That Is the only reason.

The gentleman from California re-
members that In the other body they
operate without a closed rule.

H 3071

And I mean to tell you they operate.
The last Social Security Act contained
better than 500 amendments to the social
security bifi, and every one of them cost
a devil of a lot more than we had in the
House-passed bill, and It was the respon-
sibility of the House conferees to take
the brunt of the criticism to get those
amendments out In the conference.

(Mr. GONZALEZ asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point In the RECORD and to Include extra-
neous matter.)

[Mr. GONZALEZ' remarks will appear
hereafter In the Extensions of Remarks.]

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 12 minutes.

(Mr. SMITH of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield to me to clarify a point of
jurisdiction?

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania for a
question.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, under this
rule could the right be denied to a com-
mittee If It feels that its jurisdiction has
been usurped by the conditions of this
bill?

For instance, let me read:
This bill will contain a new program for

manpower training employment services to
be administered by the Secretary of Labor
through the State employment offices.

Am I right or wrong In that—that that
is strictly the jurisdiction of the Commit-
tee on Labor?

Mr. SMITH of California. We will get
Into some discussion on that, I am cer-
tain, in the general debate, but I am not
going to yield all of my time on this
rule. We have 6 hours to discuss this
whole matter.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak-
er, House Resolution 916, the resolution
on the rule, provides for 6 hours of de-
bate with a closed rule except for com-
mittee amendments, and waives points
of order so far as the Ramseyer Rule is
concerned. No one except members of
the Committee on Ways and Means—
and I would assume that to mean the
chairman himself, and probably with
the agreement of the ranking minority
member—could or would offer an
amendment.

It means that none of us who are not
on the Committee on Ways and Means,
including those of us on the Committee
on Rules, can do so. We are apparently
not capable of having sufficient Infor-
mation or ability to offer amendments
or suggestions to this new program.

The rule was requested by the distin-
guished chairman, by the distinguished
ranking pilnority member, by the ad-
ministration and by HEW. There was
concern as to the fact that It might
open up the entire subject.

Accordingly, the majority of us on
the Committee on Rules voted for a
closed rule.

One of the arguments was that If the
rule is open, or If a special rule Is made
to open up the so-called guaranteed an-
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nual Income payments, that they would
probably be Increased on the floor of
the House. One Member testified before
the Committee on Rules that he would
like to have the rule open so that the
amount -could be increased, and one In-
dividual who was a visitor In the com-
mittee the first day during the entire
day's session—and who was on televi-
sion that night—stated that she thought
It was a good program, but she thought
it was not enough—that they want $5,500
a year to any needy family.

So apparently there is some feeling to
increase the amount over and above the
$1,800 for a family of four. I believe that
after the bifi Is passed it will start grow-
ing a year from then, and from then
on the sky will be the limit.

As to the bill Itself, according to what
the report states, the purpose of H.R.
16311 Is to repeal the current jumble of
federally assisted welfare programs, and
to replace them with a unified program
of aid to the Nation's poor.

This new program will provide finan-
cial assistance based unpon a formula to
be applied nationwide.

Also included is a program of work
training for those who require it, and
child care, day-care centers to enable
mothers to work.

Since 1980 the number of recipients
within the welfare system has Increased
from $2.4 million to about $0.7 million
and minor children make up most of this
increase.

In this same period costs of the pro-
gram have tripled to about $7.8 billion.

The Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare estimates that the costs
could double In the next 5 years under
the present system.

This bill restructures that entire sys-
tem. It places Increased stress on work-
training programs and the development
of child day-care centers. It requires all
of the adult recipients to register at em-
ployment centers and accept suitable
work; and sets a nationwide scale of as-
sistance payments to all eligible families.

Each family with children whose In-
come is less than the family benefit
level—computed at $500 each for the
first two members of the family and
$300 for each additional member—would
be eligible to receive a payment. To qual-
ify to receive such assistance, members
of the family must meet the registra-
tion for work or training requirements.
The amount of payment each family re-
ceives will be based on the difference be-
tween the family benefit level and the
amount of income earned by the family.
For example, the family of four with no
income would be eligible to receive $1,-
600—$500 plus $500 plus $300 plus $300.

Every needy family In the Nation
would be eligible to receive assistance,
but a family with $1,500 or more In re-
sources,- excluding Its home and house-
hold goods and personal effects, would
not be eligible for any assistance. Cer-
tain types of income would bi excluded
In determining the total Federal benefit
level. Excludlble income includes:

First, the first $120 per year of each
adult member of the family, plus one-
half of the remainder.
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Second, food stamps and other public
or private charity, Including veterans'
pensions.

Third, all earnings of a child In school.
Each family member would be required

to register for employment or work train-
ing with a public employment office. Ex-
ceptions to this rule are children under
21 who are in school, those who are Ill
or disabled, a mother with a child under
the age of 6, one who Is caring for an
ill family member, or whose husband Is
registered under the program.

Any individual who refuses to register
or to accept vocational rehabilitation
will not be counted In determining the
amount of the family benefit.

The several States will have to sup-
plement the family assistance payments
up to the level of their aid for dependent
children programs or the poverty level—
whichever Is lower—in order to be eli-
gible for Federal funds under medicaid
and other welfare programs. States will
not, however, have to supplement Federal
payments to the working poor.

An appeals procedure Is provided. Any
person who disagrees with any decision
relating to his eliglbIlIt for, or the
amounts of his family assistance pay-
ments may obtain a hearing. Any final
determination can be reviewed in the
local district court, where factual deter-
minations previously made by the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare
would be conclusive.

The bill terminates the present work
incentive program and creates a new one
operated by the Secretary of Labor.
Training would be provided all regis-
trants who need It. Concurrently, State
welfare agencies would be required to
provide health and other benflts to facili-
tate the participation of individuals In
the training program. Federal appropria-
tions are authorized to cover up to 90
percent of the costs of the new training
program WIth the State responsible for
the remaining 10 percent. If a State fails
to provide its 10 percent, Federal assist-
ance to other welfare programs WIthIn
such State would be reduced by the
amount of the State's deficit. Each per-
son in the training program will receive
an allowance of $30 per month for inci-
dental and travel expenses. Funds to
cover such costs as transportation and
other costs directly connected with the
training program can also be paid out by
the Secretary of Labor.

Day-care centers for minor children
are to be provided. The Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare Is au-
thorized to make grants covering up to
100 percent of the costs to public and
private nonprofit agencies to assure that
such assistance Is provided for all train-
ing program participants who require it.

The present separate assistance pro-
grams for the aged, blind, needy, and
disabled are eliminted. In their place, a
new combined Federal-State unified pro-
gram Is Instituted to cover the same
groups of people. Following federally set
definitions and qualifications, the State
will be required to provide a payment
sufficient to bring an individual's total
Income up to at least $110 per month.
No restrictions such as residency or cUt-
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zenship requirements could be instituted.
The Federal Government would pay 90
percent of the first $65 of the average
monthly payment, and 25 percent of
the remainder, up to the limits set by
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare. Fifty percent of all State ad-
ministrative costs would also be paid by
the Government.

The effective date Is July 1, 1971, with
special provisions for States with stat-
utes which prevent them from comply-
ing by that date.

The cost of the bill to the Federal
Government in Its first year of operation
Is approximately $4.4 billion above the
costs required by the present welfare
programs. The total Federal outlay in
fiscal. 1972, the first year of the new
program, is estimated to be approxi-
mately $12.2 billion with the States ex-
pending another $5.5 billion. The cost
of the bill Is about the same as that pro-
posed by President Nixon. The major
change Is that the reported bill treats
the States differently, and in so doing
will reduce the overall State expendi-
tures by some $567,600,000. This results
from a change In State matching sup-
plemental payments which help States
with higher benefit levels, nd the In-
creased minimum Income standards
which require States with low support
levels to Increase their fiscal effort.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BuatEsoN), introduced
HR. 16600 on March 23 as a substitute.
The Rules Committee did not make that
bill In order as a substitute, so the pro-
visions of that bill will not be before the
House. It contains much of the language
of the present bill, with the exception of
certain guaranteed income payments.

It seems to me the Idea that Is pre-
sented in HR. 16311 has been around
here for a number of years. It has been
dusted off a little bit and some frosting
put on It. It has been Introduced as a
welfare program. If it had been intro-
duced by the last administration In the
form It Is in, many Republican Members
would have opposed it very bitterly.

Almost everyone agrees that we need
some welfare reform, that the present
system Is not working. But is this wel-
fare reform?. I believe It was introduced
originally as welfare reform, but I do not
think it turned out to be a welfare reform
program. In my opinion, It is more of
a welfare expansion program.

It has been estimated that the bill
would add approximately 15 millIon peo-
ple to the welfare rolls of the United
States. The California State Department
of Social Welfare has not been able to
estimate the cost to the State of the wel-
fare program.

Now, some of the problems: I refer you
to pages 21 and 22 of the bill, whera the
conditions are set forth and the extep-
tlons are set forth and I particularly
refer to the question of what Is suitable
employment. The person has to take suit-
able employment. What Is suitable em-
ployment? Who Is going to determine
what suitable employment Is?

Suppose an Individual Is trained and
he Is told to take a job 1 mile away. There
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is no transportation, public or private. He
must travel 1 mIle -each way. He says:

I can't walk that far. I can only walk
two miles a day, one mile to work and one
mile back.

Would that be suitable employment?
And after training, would he then go
back on the well are program? I do not
know, and there is no language in the
bill that will help definitely to deter-
mine that question.

Suppose a person does not like the
Job to which he Is sent. In some plants
employees cannot smoke. In plants
manufacturing aircraft they haive 15-
minute breaks twice a day so that em-
ployees can go outside to certain areas
where they can smoke. Suppose an In-
dividual does not like the job. He stays
out 22 minutes. His foreman or super-
visor says, "Where have you been?" He
says, "I took a little extra time."

Suppose he does not like the work and
throws a monkey wrench in the ma-
chinery and breaks it.

How long are the employers going to
have to keep these people there If they
do not like the job and think It Is not
suitable? It seems to me that we must
have more definite, more specific lan-
guage as to what suitable employment Is
going to be and who is going to enforce
It and what we do if the Individual who
is trained will not take the employment.
We have to have more specific iangge
in this bill to tell us what we will do If
this employment Is not considered suit-
able.

Take domestics. In my area we .cannot
get domestic workers. I have some fami-
lies where the father and mother both
are working, one where they have three
children, one of whom Is semi-handi-
capped. They cannot get anybody to take
the job. The State employment agency
does not have anybody. No private em-
ployment agencies have. We have tried
to get a woman in from Mexico who was
willing to come up here. They cannot get
certification from the Labor Depart-
ment. They always place an "x" In the
box that says there are plenty of avail-
able people. People apparently do not
want to be domestic workers.

Are we going to train them for that?
Will that be considered suitable employ-
ment, if they do not want that employ-
ment?

Take the engineers. Some have lost
their jobs because of the shortage of
contracts. They want jobs but there are
not any. What do we do about those peo-
ple? It seems to me we have to have
some jobs available for these engineers
who are out of work now.

I have talked to brokerage firms In
New York, I talked to the'heads of two
of them yesterday. They told me. that
at the present time they are just barely
able to keep their heads above water.
They said, "ALLmI, why don't you solve a
crisis in Washington?" I said, "What
crisis do you have In mind?" They said,
"Well, solve Vietnam or something, be.
cause we cannot keep going as we are."

I think the administration Is trying to
solve Vietnam, but It Is not as easy as
that.

I have two plants In my area, two cor-
porations which a year or 2 ago sent
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in proposals saying that they were will-
ing to train 200 people. This is not on-
the-job training. They will have facili-
ties, counselors, and teachers and all that
is necessary to determine what work the
people can do. They guaranteed they
would train 200 people per year and
guaranteed them jobs if the Government
would simply pay half the cost of the
expenses. I could not get a nickle down-
town in the last administration or In
this one. Yet the two corporations were
perfectly willing to spend their own
money to do that.

I think we have some problems from
that standpoint, and I thought those two
fine companies would have interesting
pilot programs. They were interested in
doing it.

I was talking to some executives the
last time I was home, in a plant which is
a subsidiary in my district, and they said
they are scared to death because there
are so many Imports coming In they do
not know how they can keep going unless
conditions get better.

Now, What about the professional
poor? There are a million or a million
and a half of them. We will not let them
starve. We do not believe in that. So If
they will not work and they take the
program and they register once, what
are we then going to do about that?

I only mention these things because It
seems to me the bill ought to be more
clear. The proponents claim this will
create Incentives to work and keep fami-
lies together. I certainly hope so, but I
doubt It very much. None of us has a
crystal ball. We cannot look into the
future. They say, "Lat us try the pro-
grain." But wemust keep in mind that
we have other programs which are
spending money In education, In clean
air, water pollution, environmental con-
trol, veteran problems, Vietnam, and on
and on. This program Is going to cost
more and-more money.

Will we have to increase the debt be-
fore June 30? Will we have to have an
extension of the surtax? People feel now
that they are being taxed to death. If we
keep on, they are liable to say, "Throw
all the rascals out in Washington and
replace the whole Congress."

This starts a Federal means test for
the first time. I do not know whether
that is good or bad. The facts will be
placed into a computer, The answer
comes out that the father does not make
enough money to support his children.
Do we then tell the children that your
father Is not capable of supporting them?
Is that for tlt good of the children?

It starts a guaranteed income program,
I am all for a guaranteed work program,
but I am opposed to a guaranteed income
program. There will be statements made
by Member after Member that we now
have a guaranteed annual income which
was written into the law some years ago.
From a practical standpoint, that may be
true with the State programs and the
social welfare, and so forth, and maybe
there is a certain amount that certain
families actually will receive.

But this Is the first time to my knowl-
edge that we will actually write Into the
Federal law that we will guarantee a
family a certain amount of money per
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year depending upon that family. I be-
lieve the US. Treasury Is liable to be
opened wide for the first time In our his-
tory to pay people a certain amount of
money.

I believe that this bill needs more
study. I am all for Improving the pro-
gram, as everybody Is, but I would hope
that the committee would give considera-
tion to further studying this program, to
figuring out what suitable work Is and
who Is going to decide It, what it Is going
to cost, and then come In here, and per-
haps have a little better legislation than
we will have under a strictly closed rule,
if this bill reaches that point.

So far as I am concerned, I Intend
to vote against the bill In Its present
form.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. RosrENKowsKI),

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

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, Mr. Speaker,
on March 11, I joined with my colleagues
on the Committee on Ways and Means
in reporting HR. 16311. This bill sym-
bolizes a great step forward in provid-
ing a basic level of financial assistance
throughout the Nation to needy families
with children. In addition, the bill Is
intended to convert the existing public
assistance program from one which re-
sults In people remaining in dependency
to one which will encourage people to
become Independent and self-support-
ing through incentives to take training
and enter employment.

SInce 1960, the number of recipients
receiving aid under AFDC programs has
Increased from 2.4 million to about 6.7
million. Moreover, the proportion of
children receiving assistance has been
rapidly increasing—from 30 children per
1,000 in 1955 to about 60 children per
1,000 in 1970. In addition the costs of
these programs have more than tripled
during the last 10 years—to about $4
billion at present. Estimates made by
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare indicate these costs could
more than double again during the next
5 years unless action Is taken now to
deal with the underlying causes of this
crushing increase In both costs and num-
bers of recipients.

It Is clear that the type of welfare leg-
islation that has been enacted In recent
years has not been very effective in deal-
ing with the massive problems that are
plaguing the welfare programs. It Is
equally clear that a new direction must
be taken to handle these problems.

As reported by the Committee on Ways
and Means, HR. 16311 represents just
such a new direction for family assist-
ance. It Is designed, to carry out the com-
mittee's intent to reduce dependence on
assistance and restore more families to
employment and self-reliance. It Is my
firm belief that this will gradually re-
verse the present trend of spiraling cost
and Increasing dependence upon welfare.

Basically, the family assistance plan
provides that each family with children
under 18—or under 21 If attending



H 3074

school—whose nonexcludable Income Is
less than $500 per year for each of the
first two family members and $300 per
year for each additional family member,
and whose resources—other than those
excluded—the home, household goods,
personal effects, and so forth, are less
than $1,500 would be eligible to receive
a family assistance benefit.

Unlike present law, the family assist-
ance plan contained In the bill includes
needy families where the father is in
the home and fully employed. The bill
provides a uniform earnings exemption
which is equally applicable to families
with male and female heads and well as
those who are fully and partially em-
ployed.

For purposes of Federal benefits under
the family assistance plan, the first $60
a month In earnings would be disre-
garded plus one-half of the remainder.
A family of four would therefore be able
to receive some benefits under the pro-
gram until Its Income reaches $3,920.

Under the program, a family without
other Income will receive $500 per year
for each of the first two family members,
plus $300 per year for each additional
family member. These payment rates es-
tablish a Federal income maintenance
floor which in most States will be In-
creased by required State supplementa-
tion for all families except the working
poor. The bill provides that each State'
that was making AFDC payments higher
than the new family assistance benefit,
would be required to maintain the levels
of payments In effect as of January 1,
1970, or, If it Is lower, a level correspond-
ing to the poverty level as defined in the
bill.

In order to assist the States In mak-
ing supplementary payments, H.R. 16311
provides that the Federal Government
generally would pay a State 30 percent of
the amount expended by the State In
making such payments each fiscal year,
not including any supplementary pay-
ments made to the working poor. How-
ever, there would be no Federal payment
for that part of the supplementary pay-
ment which exceeds the difference be-
tween the applicable poverty level and
the sum of the family assistance pay-
ment and any income of the family not
disregarded In computing the supple-
mentary peyments.

H.R. 16311 also provides much needed
assistance to the States In meeting the
costs of their public assistance pro-
grams. Under present law, In flllnols the
coats of family programs of assistance
were $158.1 million in 1968. The Federal
Government bore $78.9 million of this
cost, and the State paid $79.2 million.
Under HR. 16311, for 1968, these total
costs would have been $173.6 million. The
Federal Government's share would have
been $127.4 million and the State's share,
$46.2 million. Thus, HR. 10311 would
provide a total increase In assistance to
families In Illinois of $15.5 million while
decreasing the costs of the program to
the State bY $33 million.

I am also Dleased that the Committee
on Ways and Means Included In HR.
16311 signIficant Improvements In the
programs which assist the aged, blind,
and disabled. The bill provides for corn-

bining the present categories for assist-
ance to these groups into one combined
adult assistance program and for uni-
form requirements for all States for eli-
gibility factors such as the level and
type of resources allowed and degree of
disability or blindness.

More Importantly, under HR. 16311,
States must assure that each aged, blind,
or disabled adult will receive assistance
sufficient to bring his total income up to
$110 a month. In addition, incentives are
provided for the States to enter Into
agreements for Federal administration
of the combined program and a simpli-
fied Federal matching formula which will
result in generdily more favorable Fed-
eral participation In the cost of the pay-
ments. For Instance, in my home State
of Illinois, the difference between exist-
ing law and HR. 16311 for the year 1968
would result In a savings of $6.7 million
for Illinois and an Increase in expendi-
tures by the Federal Government of $11.5
million. The Increase In payments of as-
sistance under the adult categories in
Illinois would be $4.8 million.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I would
like to state my strong support of, this
bill and urge the House to take prompt
action on its approval. Overall, the bill
will provide equitable treatment of work-
ing poor families; reduction In financial
Incentives for family breakup; reduction
of variations in payment levels among
the States through the introduction of a
Federal floor for family assistance pay-
ments; establishment of a strength€ned
manpower training program; and tin-
provements In the level of help and ef-
fectiveness of the adult assistance pro-
grams.

Mr. 815K. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 mIn-
utes to the distinguished gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LANDRUM).

Mr. LANDR.UM. Mr. Speaker, I find
myself today In a most awkward position,
yet awkward as It Is I am not uncom-
fortable.

It Is awkword for meto find myself In
opposition to the distinguished chairman
of my committee, and one of the most
distinguished men of the Congress.

It Is likewise awkward to find myself
opposing the distinguished minority
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means, the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. Bms).

But, as I said, It Is not uncomfortable.
1! such an Incongruity as that statesnent
Implies appears to be 1mpoble of as-
ceptance, then allow me to ask the Mem-
bers to study carefully during the next 6
hours of debate and discussion on this
floor the Incongruities In this piece of
legislation, and what I just said will seem
as compatible as a newly married couple.

In reflecting upon the provisions of
this legislation and what I see In it for
the future of this country, if the leglsla-
tion becomes law, there comes to my mind
the opening lines of Charles Dickens'
"Tale of Two Cities." I hope the Mem-
bers will indulge me If I recall those
opening lines.

It was the beat of times, it was the worst
of tgmes, it was the age of wisdom, it was the
age of foolishness. it was the epoch of beSet,
it was the epoch of incredulity. it was the
asason of light, it was the season of darkness,
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it was the spring of hope, It was the winter
of despair, we had everything before us, we
had nothing before us, we were all going di-
rect to heaven, we were all gotng direct the
other way—tn ehort., the period was so far
Like the present period, that some of its
noisiest authorities tnsleted on Is being re-
ceived, 'for good or for evil, in the superlative
degree of comparison only.

Now, in this bill we have some of the
very best things. No Member of this
House, and certainly no member of the
Committee on Ways and Means who
heard the testimony, can disagree with
the fact that we need reform in all of
our welfare programs and in our welfare
legislation. But, In its entirety the bill Is
not really reform but revolutionary
change that ought to be subjected to
amendments which this rule precludes.

And, when you study carefully the in-
novations in this bill to bring about that
reform, I think we must, of necessity,
come to the conClusion that some of the
worst things ever proposed to this Con-
gress are contaIned in It, and one of
them Is a guaranteed annual income.

Make no mistake about It, ladles and
gentlemen—make no mistake about it—
you vote this eg1slatton Into law and
you go down the road of no return, be-
cause you have guaranteed an Income
out of public funds to people employed
and to people unemployed. To me that Is
not the age of wisdom; that Is the age of
foolishness; that is the age of reckless-
ness.

Tb think that I must confront auch a
proposition with my responsibility as a
Member of this body and report to my
constituents that I am foreclosed from
offering an amendment In the House of
Representatives to give this bQdy a
chancet.ovoteonlt,Ihavetosay, as
Dickens said, "This Is the age of de-
spair." That is because I cannot offer
an amendment here under this rule to
take out this objectionable feature of
the guaranteed Income. I have to swsi-
low It if I want to vote for the Im-
provements that are In this bill for aid to
dependent children, for the aged, for the
blind, and for the unfortunate of this
country. So I despair to have to come
here today and admit to myself that we
are foreClosed by the leadership of this
House and the leadership of this com-
mittee by the demand for a closed rule.

Incidentally, I was not a part of that
request for a closed rule. I voiced my
objections to It, as the chairman will re-
call, when the request was made In the
committee.

The leadership of this House says,
bring this on under a closed rule. Now,
what Is wrong with any Representative
In this House facing up to an amendment
that affects the course of welfare legls-
lation of this country and changes the
fundamental structure of our Nation
more than any other single piece of leg-
islation In the 18 years that I have been
a Member of Congress?

What does a guaranteed Income prom-
ise? Let us take two worklngmen, two
wage earners, working side by side, with
equal skills, drawing the same Identical
woge. We will just. use $2 an hour as an
example. One, being rather prolific him-
self and perhaps having a prolific mate,
has a large family, let us say five or six.
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And the other, not being so inclined or
so constructed, has probably one or two.
Yet, the one with the large family will
draw from the Federal Government, just
like the employees of the Federal Gov-
ernment, a check every month to sup-
plement his income to bring him up to
the level of income the Government says
a family of his size should have. And,
mind you, it will come from the wages
of the man working alongside him sim-
ply because the man working alongside
him chose to have a family of smaller
proportions and does not receive from
his Government a subsidy payment. But
he pays his tax.

You cannot deny that, gentlemen. The
leadership of this House cannot deny it,
if they have studied this bill. My distin-
guished friends in the Committee of
Ways and Means with their great capac-
ity as legislators and as statesmen can-
not deny It because they know It Is here.

Moreover, Mr. Speaker, I cannot offer
an amendment designed to stop provi-
sions in the bill which will add literally
hundreds of thousands of employees to
the employment rolls of the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare. Why?

Mr. Speaker, we now have about 2
million people on the welfare rolls as I
understand It—perhaps, a little less—but
we are with this bill about to add 15
million as a minimum estimate, but as
a maximum estimate in my judgment
between 25 mIllion and 30 mIllion. And to
administer the law for all these new wel-
fare recipients literally thousands of
new employees will be required. We are
going to be saying in law as the distin-
guished gentleman from California said
awhile ago, "Listen, fellow, your daddy
is working; your daddy has got five chil-
dren; you have got four brothers and sis-
ters; your daddy has got a wife and there
are severi In your family." In other words,
he Is working and he Is making $6,120.
To my way of thinking that fellow has a
pretty substantial pride In his family
relationship and In his accomplishments.
He Is not going to be able to furnish each
one of those children two pairs of shoes
all the time, the best cuts of meat all
the time, two suits and he Is not going
to ride in Cadillacs, even though it might
be a "welfare Cadillac," But his children
have pride In the fact that their father
is making them a living. Yet, we are
coming in here on page 28 of this bill and
saying to that man because he makes less
than $6,120 and has that many children,
he is In poverty. And, we are saying to
those children, "Your daddy is in poverty.
Your Government is going to keep you
up."

Mr. Speaker, by doing this we will de-
stroy the motivation of that child, we
will destroy the incentive of that man to
improve his skill. Further, we are pro-
posing a statute, that does somethii'ig we
have never done before by telling a
workingman—not a loafing man—telling
a man working that because you make
less than so much you are in poverty and
the Government is going to take public
money and pay you a subsidy.

That will require great sums of money.
New revenue must be found. Surtaxes will
be added and increased—not reduced or
eliminated as now planned. Budget de-
ficits will grow—not decline and all be-
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cause we take the tragic step proposed
in this bill of guaranteeing to a man—
whether or not he works—annual income
equal to a figure the Government decides
he should have.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Georgia has expired.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr. LANDRtJM. Mr. Speakers this
bill puts the benefits in this order: Cash,
food, and work. So long as we keep the
priorities In that order, gentlemen, we
are going to be faced with the welfare
recipient saying, "No; I am not going to
work because I have already got that
cash and I have also got my food."

Now, if you turn it around the other
way and put work first and cash last,
then we will get along the road that
seems to me more American.

Mr. Speaker, I am perfectly willing to
tax every man and woman In this coun-
try for what is necessary to take care of
the aged and to take care of the unfortu-
nates and to take care of those who can-
not take care of themselves. But I am
unwilling to levy a single copper of tax
in America to take care of any person
who simply will not work. And, that Is
exactly what you are doing with this
bill.

Mr. Speaker, if I had the opportunity
to amend it, I would take that out and
vote for the other, but not having that
chance to, I must say to my distinguished
chairman and my distinguished friend
from Wisconsin and my friends in the
House, despite my concern for the train-
Ing programs that are provided for in
this bill, as well as other fine programs,
I will have to oppose this bill because In
my view we are going down the road of
no return.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
I yield briefly to the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. LANDGREBE).

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

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, there
has been no discussion at all on how the
Supreme Court's March 23 ruling on
welfare is going to affect this program.

Briefly stated, the High Court ruled
that it is unconstitutional for States and
cities to stop welfare payments until
they give recipients a chance to defend
their rights to the benefits.

The Court ruled that a welfare recipi-
ent is entitled to a hearing before his
payments are cut off and the hearing
must include these four features:

First. The needy person must be heard
In person. A written statement on his
behalf is no longer good enough.

Second. The recipient must be allowed
the opportunity to confront and to ques-
tion any witnesses who say that he is
ineligible.

Third. If the recipient wishes, he may
have a lawyer at the hearing but this
is not required,

Fourth. The official deciding eligibility
must write out the reasons why he made
his decision and cite evidence he relied
upon.

Now, what does this ruling have to do
with FAP The answer Is: No one Is sure.

We do know that under the family
assistance program, a person receiving
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Payments' has his allotment scaled down
as he makes more money. As for the
so-called working poor, the same is true
with a definite cutoff point at a certain
level beyond which no more FAP money
is given the recipient. What the Supreme
Court ruling has at least made a possi-
bility is that FAP recipients can now
demand a full evidentiary hearing If the
Government eithe cuts off or scales
down their welfare payment.

Chief Justice Warren Burger alluded
to this possibility in his dissent in the
case when he said:

Aside from the administrative morass which
today's decision could well create, the Court
should also be cognizant of the legal prece-
dent It may be setting. The majority holding
raises intriguing possibilities doncerning the
right to a hearing at other stages in the
welfare process which effect the total sum of
assistance, even though the action taken
might fall short of complete termination. For
example, doss the Court's holding embrace
wel.fare reductions or the denial of increases
as opposed to terminations, or decision con-
cerning initial applications or requests of
special assistance. The Court supplies to dis-
tinguishable considerations and leaves these
crucial questions unanswered.

In a footnote to his dissent, Chief Jus-
tice Burger noted that Los Angeles
County alone employs 12,500 welfare
workers to process grants, to 500,000
people under various welfare programs.
He said:

The record does not reveal how many more
employees will be required to give this newly
discovered "due process" to every welfare
recipient whose payments are terminated for
fraud or other factors of ineligibility or those
whose initial applications are denied.

But the outlook is not good.
Ohio State Welfare Director Denver

White says the Court ruling is, quote,
"terrible."

It Is going to cause a taxpayers revolt. Now
we must have)nore scrutiny of anyone apply-
ing for welfare. Last month, we closed 3,000
cases. . . now we would have to have hear-
ings on all of these. . . and that's 36,000 cases
a year.

The New York Post the day after the
Court ruling, reported that because of It
New York State welfare officials may face
the possibility of a huge administrative
logjam because up until now they have
given welfare recipients only a chance to
reply In writing to contest their payment
termination.

An additional danger of this Court
ruling is that it will give welfare rights
militants such as George Wiley, head of
the National Welfare Rights Organiza-
tion, a powerful new legal tool to combat
and harass Government efforts to en-
force welfare work requirements.

With FAP adding some 15 million ad-
ditional individuals to the welfare rolls,
the opportunity will now be greatly en-
hanôed for militant welfare organizers
to bog down the system by simply de-
manding hearings on every welfare. er-
inination, reduction, or denied applica-
tion.

And there should be no doubt as to the
way these groups feel about welfare work
requirements. George Wiley was quoted
recently In the Philadelphia Inquirer as
saying:

We're going to fight against forcing people
to work In order to get welfare. We're pro-
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pared to beat it in the streets. We're pre-
pared to refuse to take jobs that are given us.

The goal of the welfare militants, Mr.
Chairman, has always been to break
down the present welfare system and
substitute in its place a guaranteed an-
nual income. As long ago as June of 1966,
Joseph Loftus reported in the New York
Times:

Activists who are impatient with the John-
son antipoverty campaign are firing up a
campaign of their own. The objective, simply
stated, is a uaranteed, Federerally financed
annual income. The strategy of the activists
is to demand welfare payments for all who
qualify . . . to . . . double the welfare rolls,
and Impel the politicians to accept a guar-
anteed income as a solution.

In short, the latest Supreme Court rul-
ing on welfare coupled with the family
assistance program, could open a Pan-
dpra's box of hundreds of thousands of
frivolously requested welfare hearings
which, in turn, could lead to a complete
and total breakdown of the present wel-
fare system.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. AlmsssoN).

(Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of the rule that
would make in order the Family Assist-
ance Act of 1970.

Most of the time thus far consumed
under the rule has been spent I think
In attacking the provisions of this legis-
lation. I was not privileged to be a Mem-
ber of this body back in 1935 when we
adopted social security-legislation. I feel
quite sure that many of the fears and
trepidations that assailed the Members
of Congress at that time about the wis-
dom of embarking on so sweeping and
far-reaching and novel a program as
that, that many of those same doubts
exist in this Chamber today.

Yet, I want to say that I think this
afternoon of that night when I listened
tO the President of the United States In
August of 1968 when he unveiled his idea
of a new federalism, something that
would refurbish and restore new strength
and vigor to the institutions of this
country.

At that time he spoke of the keystone
in that arch as the reform of the welfare
program. And those of you who believe
In the federal system, if you want to
nourish and reinvigorate the roots of
federalism in this country, cannot Ignore
the problem that we face with respect to
the welfare system in our country today.

I am not going to discuss the substan-
tive details of that legislation. Let me
-in this time pay tribute to the distin-
guished chairman and the distinguished
ranking minority member, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. BYRNES) who
for three days sat patiently before the
Commitee onules and gave us ample
evidence of their complete expertise in
this area. And I would hope our time this
afternoon and toinorrow will not be
wasted in 6 hours of debate in listening
to those gentlemen and the rationale
that they give you in support of this

program. But I would suggest that if we
really want to do something to reform
this program we have to take a close look
at this program, because really what It
is is synergistic—I think that is the
word—in its effect: That is, the sum
total of this legislation, the impact that
it can have on this country, is much
greater than simply the suth total of the
various parts.

That is precisely why the Committee
on Rules gave a closed rule; not merely
because, of precedent, because there is
ample precedent to do that, not simply
because of the complexity of the legisla-
tion with which we deal, although it is
complex, but because I think we ought to
take the bit between our teeth and vote
this bill up or down one way or another.

If we accept the premise tht I do, that
it can lead to real reform in this country,
to the basic Institutions In our country,
then we ought to be proud to cast our
vote for this legislation.

With respect to what my distinguished
friend and colleague, the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LANDRUM) has said, "We
are going to be levying a tax, we are going
to load the already overburdened tax-
payer of this country still more, and tax
him for those who simply will not work."
Well, If I can understand the very clear
and concise English with which the
chairman and the ranking minority
Member spoke, that is just not so; be-
cause If a man wants to qus.llfy for this
program, under this legislation he Is
going to be registered, he is going to be
willing to work, he is going to be willing
t6 take training, and he is going to be
willing to do all of those things to qualify
for a single penny, and I would submit
we are not taxing—

Mr. LANDRUM. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman ylld?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I will yield to the gentleman if
I have time.

Let me suggest In the very few minutes
remaining that I have that It would be
utterly illusory this afternoon to assume
that our job is done when we pass this
legislation.

I would again salute the members of
the Committee on Ways and Means for
their complete candor in discussing this
legislation with us when they said they
could not give us any guarantee that it
is going to work perfectly. I would in-
deed suppose that we will have to come
back many times with amendments to
this legislation perhaps In the light of
experience and in the light of what we
are able to do under this bill, and pro-
vide more training slots, make It easier
for people to get the kind of training
that will qualify them for the job market.

But it is a beginning. It is more than
just a small beginning. It Is a very large
step in the direction that we want to go.

I talked to the Illinois director of pub-
lic aid the other day when he was in
Washington, and he said that next. yr
In his State they are going to spend 6
million just on public aid, an increase of
$186 million In 1 year alone. And he said
more than half of the 18 percent Increase
In the public assistance rolls of Illinois,
more than half of the people who were

going to be added to those rolls, are going
to be fathers who have deserted their
families. And if there Is one thing—

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, can the gentleman yield me
additional time?

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker
I yield 30 addItional seconds to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

?'Ir. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, if there is one thing that Im-
presses me about this bill It is the fact
that the basic thrust is to try to hold
that family together, to keep the father
from deserting his wife and children, and
to preserve the very basic unit of Ameri-
can society.

For that reason alone—for that rea-
son alone I think we will make history,
and the right kind of history, If we adopt
this legislation today.

I strongly feel that the administration's
plan Is the only sound and viable alter-
native to the colossal welfare mess which
now exists. I do not think there Is any-
one in this Chamber who would defend
the existing welfare system; there Is gen-
eral agreement among people of all po-
litical and Ideological persuasions that
It has been an enormous failure and that
It Is In drastic need of a complete over-
haul.

The merit of a welfare system can be
determined by the extent to which It
helps those who are unable to help them-
selves and promotes eventual self-reli-
ance and independence among those who
are able to help themselves. Existing wel-
fare schemes have failed the reclflent
on both counts: they have failed to ade-
quately meet the needs of the perma-
nently dependent and have Also failed
to elevate the potentially Independent. In
the decade of the sixties welfare costs
doubled and the welfare rolls have swol-
len from 5.8 mIllion to 10 millIon people.
If nothing is done to change the present
aid to dependent children program—
AFDC—it is estimated that by 1975 Its
total cost will soar from today's $4.3 bil-
lion to $12 billion, and the poor will be
just as entrenched and dependent as ever
before, only In greater numbers. This
can hardly- be termed genuine and effec-
tive welfare; It is institutionalized pov-
erty. President Nixon described this
monumental mess best In his August 11,
1969, welfare message:

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 mak-
ing it more attractive to go on welfare than
to go to work.

The bill before us today provides for
a comprehensive rform of the welfare
system and goes to the very heart of the
glaripg deficiencies and failures of pres-
ent programs. President Nixon has char-
acterized the family assistance plan as,
"a new approach that will make It more
attractive to go to work than to go on
welfare, and will establish a nationwide
minimum payment to dependent families
with children." Again, to quote the Presi-
dent:

This would be total welfare reform—the
transformation of a 8ystem frozen in failure
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and frustration into a system that. would
work and would encourage people to work.

Let me explain briefly how the family
assistance plan would work and how it
would encourage people to work. The
family assistance plan would replace

AFDC programs and would establish a
basic Income for all parents who cannot
adequately support their families. For
example, the Federal payment to a fam-
ily of four with no more than $720 an-
nual Income would be $1,600. FAP pay-
ments would be uniform throughout the
Nation and thus eliminate the gross dis-
parities and 4nequlties which exist in
different States under present programs.
As a family's income Increases, it would
continue to receive Federal Income sup-
plements In reduced amounts until the
family has climbed above the poverty
line. For example, that same family of
four with an annual income of $2,000
would receive a supplementary payment
of $960.

Another provision In FAP would re-
quire States having AFDC payment
levels—as of January, 1970—which are
higher than family assistance leveisT to
supplement the family assistance level
up to that level or the poverty level,
whichever Is lower, In order to continue
eligibility under medicaid and other wel-
fare programs. Federal matching funds
for the State supplement would be avail-
able at a rate of 30 percent, except for the
working poor. The State would not be
required to supplement payments to the
working poor.

For example, in my own State of Il-
linois, current AFDC payments to a f am-
ily of four—-one parent and three chil-
dren—are $3,228. Under the FAP for-
mula, a family of four with $2,000 an-
nual income would receive a $960 Fed-
eral supplement and a $1,415 State sup-
plement provided that the family is clas-
sified as nonworking poor, that Is, a
family In which no member worked over
30 hours a week. The total supplemented
income of that family would be $4,375
per year.

So, to those who claim that the $1,600
Federal floor Is too low a minimum bene-
fit, I would like to point out that welfare
recipients In 42 of our 50 States will also
be receiving these State supplementary
payments; and, in addition, families will
also be eligible for Federal food stamps.
So, our family of four having no income
would not only receive a $1,600 annual
Federal payment, and in most cases a
State supplement, but $864 per year In
food stamps as well.

Now let me move on to what I consider
to be the real heart of this welfare re-
form proposal, the work requirements
and the work Incentives. As I pointed out
previously, under the present welfare
system, there Is little or no incentive for
a welfare family to become a workfare
family. In my own State of fllinols a sur-
vey has demonstrated that while a large
percentage of the mothers on welfare
would like to work and would much pie-
far to work, they are disinclined to do so
because they are getting a much better
deal financially on welfare than they
would In taking a job and thereby for-
f$tlng welfare beneflt.&
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The family assistance plan contains a
requirement to register for work and
strong Incentives to accept training and
employment. If a person falls to register
for work, he will not receive the benefits;
and If he refuses a suitable lob or train-
ing, his benefits will be canceled. Only
carefully defined groups would be ex-
empted from the registration require-
inent. I know that some critics of FAP
claim that the work incentive approach
will not work and they cite the WIN pro-
gram as an example. I think it Is Im-
portant at this point to say why certain
WIN programs were less than successful,
and to show how the FAP approach will
avoid these pitfalls. Under the WIN pro-
gram, a great deal of discretionary power
was put in the hands of State social
workers to define who was appropriate
for referral to manpower training pro-
grams and employment. In the words of
Jerome M. Rosow, the Assistant Secre-
tary of Labor for policy:

Many state welfare agencies circumvented
the intent of the law by refusing to refer
clients to the manpower program, or re-
ferred such small numbers as to seriously
hamper training efforts to reduce the we1-
fare rolls.

Because of the wide latitude In discre-
tionary powers left to State welfare
agencies, we find great disparities in
the percentage of AFDC adults deemed
appropriate for referral from State to
State. In our two largest States, for ex-
ample, New York and California, this
poInt is borne out. In New York, where
there were 703,000 potentially eligible
people on AFDC, only 6.9 percent
were deemed appropriate for referral. In
California, on the other hand, where
there were 200,000 potentially eligible
people on AFDC, 35.8 percent were
deemed appropriate for referral. And
looking at one of our smaller States, Ne-
braska, where there were 52 potentIally
eligible people on AFDC, 100 percent were
deemed appropriate for referral to man-
power training.

The family assistance plan would
strengthen the work requirement now
in effect under WIN by completely
eliminating these wide discretionary
powers of referral. Instead, a new Fed-
eral agency would determine who Is to
register, and the guidelines on exemp-
tion would be explicit rather than
discretionary and would be strictly en-
forced. Once a person has registered. with
the Employment Service, an individual
employability plan would be worked
out specifying what steps are necessary
to insure permanent attachment to the
labor force. And a team of specialists
would be responsible for the follow-
through on that plan. Job place-
ment would be followed by the nec-
essary coaching designed to prevent a
high rate of job dropouts. -

As I mentioned earlier, the family as-
sistance plan couples work requirements
with work Incentives. The strongest work
,Incentives, of course, are the natural
market benefits which accrue to a wage
earner. But there are other incentives
built into the plan. Thee Include the
following:

First, there would be no reduction in
benefits for the first $720 in earnings.
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This is double the present earning
disregards.

Second, States would be required
under Federal law to disregard earnings
in computing benefits. The present sys-
tem operating in 23 States for unem-
ployed fathers still taxes 100 percent of
Income. Under FAP the incentive to
work would not be choked off by
this procedure since fathers would re-
ceive the same treatment on reten-
tion of earnings as mothers now on wel-
fare.

Third, two new factors would increase
the incentive to enter training programs.
First, the amount of extra training bonus
has been raised; and secondly, the man-
power agency would reimburse trainees
for the cost of attending training pro-
grams, such as transportation, clothes,
and supplies.

Fourth, the family assistance plan
provides for child care which will make
training and employment possible for a
large number of mothers. An additional
450,000 child care opportunities would be
available in the first year.

And finally, the family assistance plan
provides for additional training slots for
weLl are recipients—an additional 250,-
000 slots in the first year.

Let me turn now to a controversial
feature of the family assistance plan, the
inclusion of the working poor. I realize
that there are some who object to this
on the grounds that we would be adding
another 10 million people to the welfare
rolls. And yet, it is my firm conviction
that the Inclusion of the working poor
is the real key to the success of PAP.
Let me quote from a question answer
sheet issued jointly by the Departments
of Labor and Health, Education, and
Welfare:

By providing help for the first time to
fathers who work full time but for poverty
wages, we reverse the present policy of
penalizing work and rewarding non-work.
No longer will a man have to quit his job
or leave his family in order for his family
to receive assistance. Rather, we offer a boost
to the man who is already trying to climb
toward ultimate Independence and self-
rellauce.

Mr. Speaker, earlier I pointed out that
one of the two criteria of an effective
and successful welfare program is the
extent to which we help those who are
able to help themselves climb out of pov-
erty. By assisting the working poor we
would be rewarding rather than penaliz-
ing work and providing a ladder to en-
able the working poor to climb out of
poverty.

I totally reject the argument that in-
cluding the working poor under family
assistance will create a new and perma-
nent breed of welfare recipient. To quote
agaIn from Jerome M. Rosow:

One fact to bear in nlinci about the work-
ing poor is that they are not likely to be-
come long-term recipients of assistance pay-
ments. Because of rising wage scales due to
increased productivity, about 200,000 of the
vork1ng poor rise above the poverty line
every year. Upgrading efforts on the part of
the manpower agency will increase this
movement to self-sufficiency.

Finally, In ôonnection with the work-
fare approach, let me address myself to
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what some critics call the myth of em-
ployability among the welfare popula-
tion. These critics contend that very few
welfare recipients are either capable or
willing to take employment. Allow me to
explode that myth by citing a recent
study done by the Department of Labor
In collaboration with the Urban Insti-
tute. That study concludes that, of those
adults who would be covered by the Fam-
ily Assistance Plan, 3.2 million or 47
percent of the adults covered could be
made employable. The study goes on to
point out that of the 1.4 million male
family heads classified as employable,
only an estlmited 30,000 have done no
work at all during a 12-month period.
And even among the female family
heads, some 60 percent have work ex-
perience during part of the year. In the
words of Jerome Rosow:

The employment goals of the Family As-
sistance Plan are neither unreasonable or
unobtainable.

To make these work goals a complete
success, It is obvious that we must rely
heavily on the private sector to play Its
part. There is already substantial evi-
deñce that the private sector is willing
and able to play such a social role. The
JOBS program of the National Alliance
of Businessmen is one such example of
the way In which business and govern-
ment can work together to satisfy man-
power needs. We will soon be considering
the administration's Comprehensive
Manpower Training Act which Is aimed
at consolidating and Improving Federal
training programs and eventually turn-
ing them over to States and localities.
I am proud to be a cosponsor of the
Comprehensive Headstart Child Devel-
opment Act of 1970 which would further
expand child care opportunities which
are so important to the working mother.
All these programs and services will cer-
tainly complement what we' are trying to
accomplish under the family assistance
plan which Is a transition and transfor-
mation from welfare to workiare.

Mr. Speaker, I submit that if we do
not come to grips with this problem now
by adopting this comprehensive reform
of our welfare system, the next time
around we may be so helplessly and
hopelessly bogged down In this welfare
mire that we will be unable to take even
one step in the direction of reform, and
we will be guilty of assigning millions of
Americans to a permanent state of
poverty and dependency.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 4 mInutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. LATTA).

Mr. LATI'A. Mr. Speaker, let me say
that I am opposed to a closed rule on this
bill. I voted against a closed rule in the
Committee on Rules and there were sev-
eral other members on our committee
who voted likewise, and for a modified
open rule. I favor a modified open rule.
I think it Is pretty well known that the
very able chairman of our committee
favored a modified rule so that the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. LDRuM)
might have had the opportunity to sub-
mit his bill as a substitute. I do not think
Members of this House should be pre-
cluded from amending such an Impor-
tant piece of legislation. They would
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have no opportunity to do so under a
closed rule and would have only one
vote—for or against the bill as reported
by the Ways and Means Committee.

By voting for a modified open rule, we
would not be opening up the complete
Social Scurlty Act, for amendment as
has been suggested.

I happen to believe that Members of
this House should have the same oppor-
tunity to amend this bill as Members of
the Senate will have when the matter Is
considered on the Senate floor. They will
not be debating this bill under a closed
rule and we should not be doing so in the
House.

Mr. Speaker, there is a way left which
will give us an opportunity to amend it
on the floor. Vote down the previous
question and •then the Issue will be
opened up giving us an opportunity to
amend this bill. I would urge that this
be done.

Let me say, we have heard a lot on
our side of the aisle that this is an ad-
ministrative bill. Let me say, I do not
take a back seat to anyone In my support
of the Presidentof the United States. I
am one of those who suported him long
before Miami, and I will support him
long after this bill passes.

Let me say, this guaranteed income
idea was not conceived In this admin-
Istration. It has been kicked around by
the ADA for many years. The only real
difference being that they want to start
at a much higher figure.

Back in 1966, if you please, a Presi-
dential commission under President
Johnson recommended a $3,000 guaran-
teed annual income. It got exactly no-
where.

So what do we have here today? We
have a guaranteed annual income being
presented to us under a different name—
the fauil' assistance plan. You are going
to have t register for work and for train-
ing. This Is a joke when one reads the
section dealing with employment and
then looks at the past record on retrain-
ing.

It was pointed out before the Commit-
tee on Rules, that It had only 81,000 In
training or retraining last year—a mere
drop in the ocean of need, If you please.

Let us not kid ourselves. Let us not
kid the American people that Govern-
ment is going to train or retrain the mil-
lions of people who will come under this
program. Also, let us not kid ourselves or
the American people that you are going
to get these people all working under the
terms of this bill because you have
seven—mark this—seven escape hatches
on page 21 and page 22.

If you will turn with me to page 21,
let me read them to you. They do not
have to go to work unless It is sultable
employment. Look for a minute at this
matter of suitability, on line 21 of page
21:

In determining whether any employment
is suitable for an individual for purposes of
subsection (a) and part C, the Secretary of
Labor shall consider—

(1) The degree of risk to such individual's
health and safety.

(2) HIs physical fitness for the work.
(3) Ifis prior training and experience.
(4) HIs prior earnings.
(5) The length of his unemployment.
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(6) His realistic prospects for obtaining
work based on his potential and the avail-
ability of training opportunities.

(7) The distance of the available work
from his residence.

If that Is not enough—let us look at
subsection (2), If you please, which says:

In no event shall any employment be con-
sidered suitable for an individual—

"(A) if the position offered is vacant due
directly to a strike, lockout, or other labor
dispute;

"(B) if the wages, hours, or other terms or
conditions of the work offered are contrary
to or less than those prescribed by Federal,
State, or local law or are substantially less
favorable to the individual than those pre-
vailing for similar work in the locality; or

"(C) if, as a condition of being employed,
the individual would be required to join a
company union or to resign from or refrain
from joining any bona fide labor organiza-
tion.

And I stress "company unlon"—it says
nothing about joining an international
union. Why require a person to join an
international union as a matter of law?
What about our right-to-work States, if
you please? What does this language do
to those States? Why, if a man in a
bona fide way Is referred for work In a
plant having an international union and
says, "I haven't ever joined a union. It
is against my conscience," should he be
precluded from benefits by such
language?

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Ohio has expired.

Mr. 818K. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr. LATrA. I appreciate my friends
yielding me this time.

Let me say there are many provisions
in this bill which will require more than
6 hours debate time to explain. We have
heard about the goodies in this bill for
the benefit of those not working. We have
not heard anything about the burdens
the taxpayers of this Nation—the little
people the gentleman from Georgia
talked about—are going to have to carry
to pay the cost of such a program. We
have not heard—nor will we hear at
present—anything about the taxes
which will have to be collected to support
the 15 million additional people this bill
will put on welfare.

We have a lot of proud people, hard-
working people, in the Fifth Congres-
sional District of Ohio who will never—
never ask for a dime under this bill, but
are earning less than $6,000 a year, with
the requisite number of children placing
them in the poverty classification under
this bill. Nevertheless, these individuals
will have to dig deeper into their pock-
ets to pay thisbill.

In conclusion, let me say that as I lis-
tened to the testimony before the Rules
Committee and heard all about the good-
ies in this bill and what the Government
ought to do I could not help but be re-
minded of a statement by the late Presi-
dent John F. Kennedy:

Ask not what your country can do for you,
but what you can do for your country.

I fear not only what this bill could
do to the country but what it could do to
the incentive of a great many people to
better their economic status In life on
their own initiative and through their
own labors.
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Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,

I yIeld 11/2 minutes to the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. DENrns) the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. 818K. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gen-
tleman 1 addItional minute.

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

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise In opposition to the
rule. I do it reluctantly, but I do it be-
cause I believe with the poet that "to sit
in silence when you should protest makes
cowards out of men," and this is such
an occasion. We are being asked here to-
day, Mr. Speaker, to adopt one of the
most far-reaching measures we have
ever been asked to adopt in this House.
It Is a measure which provides a direct
subsidy out of the Federal Treasury for
every poor family in the Nation. It Is a
measure which extends Federal relief
for the first time to the working poor.
It is a measure which abolishes and
abandons the philosophy of welfare as an
emergency relief, and enshrines It as a
fundamental American right.

It is a measure which starts welfare
reform by doubling the welfare rolls, and
it is a measure which, to a large extent,
if not completely, adopts the principle
of the guaranteed annual income.

Now, I am not prepared to adopt a
measure as sweeping as this without a
lot more public consideration and debate
than It has yet had, and I am not pre-
pared to do it without a fair opportunity
to debate it and amend it in this body.
We are being asked to adopt a measure
of this sweeping and fundamental char-
acter under a closed rule, with no possi-
bility of being usefully heard or of chang-
ing a single thing on the floor. In my
short time here I have conceived a great
affection for this body and its Members
and its procedures; but I tell you, we like
to say we are the greatest deliberative
body in the world, but when we come to
consider a measure of this kind without
any meaningful deliberation and with-
out any opportunity to engage In debate
which will lead to any signifloant action,
we do not deserve the name of a delibera-
tive body. To treat us like this is to deni-
grate the office of U.S. Representative.
The procedure offends me.

It makes a rubberstamp out of Repre-
sentatives. What are we here for If we
cannot usefully debate a measure of this
magnitude and consider It on its merits,
but just have to take It as it is and vote
it up or down?

I submit to the Members, in all good
humor, that to take up a measure of this
character and of this importance under a
closed rule is practically to treat the
Members of this honorable body as the
idiot children of the whole political proc-
ess. I do not think we ought to do it. I
think we ought to debate this here with
some chance to take some action if we
want to.

Maybe—maybe If we did that, some-
body could persuade me that this meas-
ure was entitled to my support. They
cannot do it under this procedure. I In-
tend to vote no. I hope Members will vote
down the rule;

Mr. SCHADEBERO. Mr. Speaker, I am
totally opposed to a closed rule on HR.
16311, the Family Assistance Act of 1970.
It is my firm opinion that any legisla-
tion as far reaching as this bill Is, If
passed or rejected, must reflect the will
of the majority of the Members of the
House and not merely the majority of
one of its constituted committees.

Unless the House of Representatives is
given the opportunity to clarify certain
language in the bill; unless we can be
assured that there are no other alterna-
tives to correcting the ovehwhelmlng in-
consistencies and failures of the present
welfare system than this massive pro-
gram which would add 15 million Ameri-
cans to the present welfare load; and
unless we have the opportunity to make
constructive amendments that could
prevent this Nation from galloping down
the road to a guaranteed annual income,
I cannot either in conscience, or in the
best interests of my hard working, tax
paying constituents, vote for the final
passage of the legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I was a cosponsor of the
original family assistance legislation. On
two separate occasions I requested the
assistance of my entire constituency in
corresponding with me on the matter of
welfare reform. I received several hun-
dred informative letters. I made special
efforts to meet with groups and organi-
zations, both private and government, In
order to give them the opportunity to
make recommendations which would
strengthen the bill and work out prob-
lem areas In welfare programs.

I corresponded and met with members
of the Wisconsin Legislature in order to
find out how various proposals would af-
fect the State's programs and the State's
financial obligations. I have been look-
ing forward to the, opportunity when I,
as a Member of the House of Representa-
tives, coul4 represent these views in open
debate on welfare reform legislation.

The closed rule on the Family Assist-
ance Act of 1970 will preclude me from
adequately representing the many peo-
ple I have contacted, whose expressions
have been made on the assumption that
they could be brought to the House to
be incorporated into Federal legislation.
Instead of an open rule, under which I,
and other Members of the House not on
the Ways and Means Committee, could
express the will of the people of the Na-
tion, who will be required to pay for and
comply with welfare reform proposals,
the closed rule Insures that the will of
a majority of a committee must either
be accepted or rejected.

Mr. Speaker, I cannot see the wisdom
or the justice In denying the entire mem-
bership of the House of Representatives
the privilege of improving this bill.
When this legislation comes before the
other body of Congress, its Members will
be permitted to work their will. This will
leave us with only two alternatives when
the conference report comes before us
for consideration: First, to accept the
Senate version of a bill we in the House
were not permitted .to Improve; and
second, to vote against any possible im-
provement of a welfare system we all
know is in need of correction.

If the House accepts a closed rule, I

will be forced to vote against the passage
of the bill. My constituents, who have
expressed overwhelming support for re-
sponsible welfare reform, have in the
past received my assurances that I would
work for reform. I regret to say that the
irresponsibility of a closed rule precludes
me from doing just that. The entire
membership of the House of Representa-
tives will have been denied the constitu-
tional obligation of contributing our will
and that of the people who have elected
us to legislate In the most responsible
manner possible.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, I in-
tend to vote against the rule under which
the House will consider H.R. 18311. My
principle reason for this is because the
rule is a closed rule, and no amendments
whatsoever can be offered from the floor.

Those of us who are on record as op-
posed to proposals for a guaranteed an-
nual income will not be afforded any op-
portunity to consider and debate amend-
ments which would remove provisions
which essentially enact guaranteed in-
come provisions in this bifi.

For a long time, Mr. Speaker, I have
concerned myself with congressional re-
form. It Is regrettable that this body,
which we sometimes refer to as the
greatest deliberative body in the world,
has been so reluctant to bring its proce-
dures up to date. It seems to me that
this Is a good example as to why our
procedures are in serious need of reform.

This legislative proposal has been her-
alded as a welfare reform measure. It
seems incongrous that legislation thus
heralded would be considered by the
House under a closed rule which makes
it Impossible to offer amendments, to
consider amendments, to debate amend-
ments, or to vote on amendments. It is
true that welfare needs reform. It is even
more true that the House needs reform.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, I intend
to oppose the adoption of the resolution
which would provide a closed rule with
6 hours of debate to consider the Family
Assistance Act of 1970,

In nearly every instance I support the
rule which sets the time and terms of
debate for bills to be considered on the
floor of the House. The reason is, I be-
lieve every Member should have the op-
portunity for open and adequate debate.
However, it should be clearly recalled
nearly all of the rules or resolutions
which are presented for our approval
or rejection by the Committee on Rules
are what we call open rules under which
the opportunity exists to offer multiple
amendments which In many instances
make good legislation after amendment
out of poor or bad legislation as we
first receive it on the floor of the House.

A closed rule such as we are asked to
accept today denies Members an oppor-
tunity to offer amendments. Even to refer
to such a rule as closed Is too respectful
and Is being overgenerous. Such a rule
should be labeled according to its true
description and referred to as a gag rule.
Because that is exactly what It Is. Unfor-
tunately, it seems that we Members of
the House have visited against us these
kind of gag rules only at the request ot
the Committee on Ways and Means.

For some reasons the members of this
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The question was taken; and there
204, nays 183, not votIng 43,

[Roll No. 771

YEAS—204
Ford, Gerald H. Nedzl
Fraser Nix
Frelinghuysen Obey
Friedel O'Hare
Pulton, Tenn. O'Konski
Gallagher Olsen
Garmata O'Neill, Mass.
Gaydos Patten
Giaimo Pelly
Gibbons Pepper
Gilbert Perkins
Gray Pettis
Green, Pa. Philbin
Grilfltha P1mb
Gubser Podell
Gude Pollock
Halpern Prayer. N.C.
Hammer- Price, Ill.

schmidt Pryor, Ark.
Hansen, Idaho Pucinaki
Hansen, Wash. Quie
Harrington Railsback
Harsha Rees
Harvey Reid, N.Y.
Hastings Reifel
Hathaway Reuse
Hawkins Rhodes
Heckler, W. Va. Robison
Relatoski Rodiflo
Holifleld Rogers, Cob.
Hosmer Rooney, N.Y.
Howard Rooney, Pa.
Johnson, CaUf. Rosenthal
Jones, Ala. Rostenkowskl
Karth Roybal
Kastenmeier Ruppe
Keith ' Ryan
Kluczynski St Germain
Koch St. Onge
Kuykendail Saylor
Kyros Scheuer
Leggett Sebellua
Lloyd Sisk
Mccarthy Slack
McClory Smith. Iowa
McCufloch Smith, N.Y.
McDade Springer
McFaU Stafford
Macdonald, Staggers

Mass. Stanton
Madden Steed
Mathtas Steiger, Ariz.
Matsunaga Stokes
Mayne Thompson, N.J.
Meeds Tiernan
Melcher Udali
Meekfll Van Deerlin
Miller, Ohio Vanik
Mills Vigorito
Minish Watts
Mink Weicker
Monagan Whalen
Morgan Widnall
Morse Wilson, Bob
Morton Wilson.
Moaher Charles H.
Moss Wyatt
Murphy, fll. Yates
Murphy. N.Y. Zablocki
Hatcher

NAYS—183
caffary
camp
casey
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clausen.

Don H.
Clawson. Del
Cleveland
OollIns
Colmer
Cramer
Crane
Daniel, Va.
Davis, Ga.
Delaney
Denney
Dennis
Dent
Derwlneki
Devine
Dickinson
Dowdy
Downing
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Mann Skubitz
Marsh Smith, Calif.
Martin Snyder
Michel Stephens
Minshall Stratton
Mizeli Stubblefleld
Montgomery Sullivan
Myers Symlngton
Nelsen Talcott
Nichols Taylor
O'Neal, Ga. Teague, Tex.
Paseman Thompson, Ga.
Pickle Thomson, Wis.
Pike Uilman
Poage Vander Jagt
Poff Waggonnei
Price, Tex. Waldie

• Purcell Wampler
QuUlen Watkins
Randall Watson
Rarick Whalley
Reid, Ill. Whitehurst
Rivers Whitten
Roberts Wiggins
Roe Williams
Rogers, Fla. Winn
Roth Wold
Roudebush Wolff
Ruth Wright
Sandman Wyciler
Satterfield Wylie
Schadeberg Wyman
Scherle Yatron
Scott Young
Shipley Zion
Shriver Zwach
Sikes

NOT VOTING—43
Fulton, Pa. Misc
Hanna Mollohan
Heckler, Mass. Moorhead
Kee Ottinger
Kiwan Patman
Langen Powell
Lennon Riegle
Lowenstein Schneebeli
Lukens Schwengel
McMillan Steiger, Wia.
MacGregor Stuckey
Mallulard Taft
May Teague, Calif.
Mlkvs Tunney
Miller, Calif. White

Until further notice:
Mr. Moorhead with Mr. Bell of California.
Mr. Brown of California with Mrs. Heckler

of Massachusetts.
Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr. Mize.
Mr. Patman with Mr.'Rlegle.
Mr. William D. Ford with Mr. Dellenback.
Mr. Kirwan with Mr. Teague of California.
Mr. Lowenstein with Mr. Diggs.
Mr. Kee with Mr. Powell.
Mr. Mollohan with Mailliard.
Mr. Langen with Mrs. May.
Mr. Tunney with Mr. MacGregor.
Mr. de La Oarza with Mr. Schwengel.
Mr. Burton of Utah with Mr. Taft.
Mr. Schneebeli with Mr. Lukens.
Mr. Pulton of Pennsylvania with Mr.

Steiger of Wisconsin.
Mr. STRAT1'ON and Mrs. GREEN of

Oregon changed their votes from "yea"
to •1nay.1

Mr. MADDEN and Mr. FINDLEY
changed their votes from "nay"to "yea."

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.
A motion to reconsider ws laid on the

table.

Hall
Hamilton
Hanley
Hays
Hébert
Henderson
Hicks
Hogan
Horton
Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Kazen
King
Kleppe
Kyl
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latin
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Luan
McCloskey
McClure
McDonald,

Mich.
McEwen
McKneally
Mahon

Abbitt
Anderson,

Tenn.
Bell, Calif.
Brown, Calif.
Burton, Utah
Cabell
Daddario
Dawson
de Ia Garra
Dellenback
Diggs
Feighan
Ford,

William D.
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distinguished committee invariably Insist
upon the procedure of a closed rule. Now,
I have great confidence In the Committee
on Ways and Means but I know of no
reason that the other Members of this
body must accept In total or reject In
total the legislative judgment of the 25
members that make up that committee.
I know I speak like many Members of
this House who regularly vote against a
closed rule as an expression that they do
not intend to abdicate to the members of
the Commitee on Ways nd Means our
responsibility to legislate for the people
of the congressional district which each
of us represent.

Is It necessary to recall that should
the Family Assistance Act pass the
House, which I sincerely hope does not
happen, and the bill goes to the other
body of the Congress, Members of that
body will have carte blanche to make
any changes to the amending process
which the persuasion of the Member
offering the aznndment can accom-
plish.

Who on our side of the Congress can
fall to recall the monstrosities the other
body have sent back to us as a result of
floor amendments from the north side
of the Capitol on tax legislation on which
we In the House were gagged, muzzled,
and muted in the matter of amend-
ments?

Oh, I suppose there could be some
sllght justification argued In behalf of
a closed rule In purely tax matters,
particularly those which are intended
to raise revenue but that Is not the case
In th1s Instance. This is a welfare bill
and has entirely to do with the expendi-
ture of revenue. There Is no reason for a
closed rule. Those who support such a
gag rule in effect are voting to limit to
8 percent of the total membership of this
House, which is the percentage of the
membership on the Committee on Ways
and Means bears to the total member-
ship, the rights and responsibilities to
legislate on a matter that will affect In
one way or another all the people we
represent.

Mr. SMITh of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanli3lóus consent that all
Members desiring to speak on the rule
may have the opportunity to extend their
remarks In the Rzoosn.

The SPEAKER. Without. objection, It
Is so ordered.

There was n objection.
Mr. 818K. Mr. Speaker, I urge adop-

tion of the resolution.
Mr. Speaker, I move the previous

question on the resolution.
The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER. The question Is on the

resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have It.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject 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. Evidently a quorum Is
not present

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members and the Clerk will cell the roll.

were—yeas
as follows:

Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, fll.
Andrews.

N.Dak.
Annunzio
Mends
Ashley
Aspinall
Ayres
Barrett
Beall. Md.
Betta
Biester
Binghani
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Boiling
Bow
Brasco
Broomfleld
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Mass.
Burton. Calif.
Bush
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wia,
Carey
Carter
Cederberg
Ocher
Chamberlain
Chisholm
Clay
Cohelan
Coliler
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corbett
Corman
CoughIIn
Cowger
Culver
Cunningham
Daniels, N.J.
Davis, Wis.
Dingeil
Donohue
Dorn
Dulaki
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Each
Pallon
Farbetein
Fascefl
Pindley
Fish
Flood
Foley

Abernathy
Adair
Alexander
Andrewa, Ala.
Aahbrook
Baring
Belcher
Bennett
Berry
BevIU
Blaggi
Blackbu*fl
Blanton
Brademas
Bray
Brinkly
Brock
BrooksBrotan
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, NO.
Burke, Via.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Button

So the resolution was agreed to.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote
Mr. Daddarlo for, with Mr. White against.

Mr. Feighan for, with Mr. Lennon against.
Mr. Mlkva for, with Mr. Cabell against.

Mr. Ottinger for, wit Mr. McMllban

against
Mr. Henna for, with Mr. Stuckey against.
Mr. Miller of California for, with Mr.

Abbitt against.

Duncan
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, La.
Eshleman
Evans, 0010.
Evins, Tenn.
Fisher
Flowers
Flynt
Foreman
Fountain
Frey
Fuqua
Oali5anakis
Oettys
Goldwater
Oonralezong
Green, Orog.
Griffin

GraM
Grover
Hagati
Haley
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Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve Itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of
the bill (KR. 16311) to authorize a
family assistance plan providing basic
benefits to low-income families with chil-
dren, to provide Incentives for employ-
ment and training to Improve the capac-
ity for employment of members of such
families, to achieve greater uniformity
of treatment of recipients under the Fed-
eral-State public assistance programs
and to otherwise Improve such programs,
and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.
IN 'rIlE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the conld-
eration of the bill HR. 16311, with Mr.
DINGELL in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
By unanimous consent, the first read-

ing of the bill was dispensed with.
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the

gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. Mfl.Ls)
will be recognized for 3 hours, and the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. Bwzs)
will be recognized for 3-hours.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 20 mInutes.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 16311 is one of the
most important bills this Congress will
consider.

I recognize there is probably a great
deal of feeling about the bill outside of
the Congress.

I also believe there Is a great deal of
misunderstanding about the bill outside
of the Congress. One organization, for
example, took a position opposed to the
bill 2 weeks before the committee re-
ported it, not knowing, of course, what
amendments had been adopted in the
committee or what the language was, and
then evidently expects Members to fol-
low Its recommendations on that kind
of a basis. It Is beyond me how they can
do so.

Mr. Chairman, let me talk first about
our committee consideration of the mat-
ter, the present situation, and what we
are trying to do.

The committee conducted 4 weeks of
hearings on social security legislation,
principally in the area of welfare reform,
last October and November. CommencIng
m January 19, the day Congress recon-
vened, the committee met regularly in
executive session over a period of 7 ull
weeks in drawing up this legislation, and
In studying the administration and the
operation of the programs providing cash
assistance for the needy, and the exist-
ing work-training and day-care pro-
grams for -AFDC recipients. During its
deliberations, the committee had the
benefit of hearing from a number of
State and local officials engaged In run-
ning our welfare and training programs
and others who have studied particular
areas of those programs. Through this
process, we gained many valuable In-
sights into the problems that exist and
what should be done to correct them.

Mr. Chairman, this bill Is essentially
patterned after the bill presented by the
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administration but with some major
changes, tightening, sharpening and Im-
proving many of the specific provisions.
The committee also added some provi-
sions of Its own. Some of these changes
are very Important, as I will delineate
later.

At the present time we have categories
of assistance known as the old age as-
sistance program, the program for aid
to families with dependent children and
unemployed fathers, the disability pro-
gram, and the program for the blind.

The program of old-age assistance, the
program for the disabled, and the pro-
gram for the blind have not in recent
years presented any serious problems to
the Ways and Means Committee or to
the Congress, The number of people on
the old-age assistance program has de-
clined. It could have been expected It
would be reduced as more and more of
our people became eligible for social se-
curity benefits.

The program we added, allowing a
social security cash payment to those
who had become disabled and who had
a work record, has naturally reduced the
number who would be eligible for and
want the welfare program known as the
disability program, or the program for
the blind.

Also it is significant to note that In the
case of a widow whose husband has died
and left her with minor children, the
numbers who go on AFDC from that
category do not rise, because of the sur-
vivorship benefits of the social" security
program.

The number of children in male-
headed families has not risen over the
years, and has remained essentially
static for some 25 years, In fact.

Mr. Chairman, the program that has
risen most, however, of all of these pro-
grams is that part of AFDC that has
to do with children in female-headed
families, where the father for some rea-
son Is absent from the home or, as a
matter of fact, where there has never
been a marriage with respect to that
home.

Now let me talk to you a little bit
about the runaway growth In case loads,
and costs under AFDC. In 1935 the orig-
inal act was passed. By 1950 there was
a total cost in the program of some $500
million. In 1969, for the fiscal year, which
Is the last year I have figures on, the
number of families—and this Is fami-
lies—who were on AFDC has risen to 1.7
million and the total cost of providing for
this program was approximately $45
billion. The cost of that program has
doubled in 3 years. Think of that. If you
project down the road this present cost
on the basis of the way it has been rising
in recent years, by the year 1975 it will
be well over $8 billion, and some people
within the Department think it could be
as much as $12 billion.

The proportion of children in this
country dependent on welfare has
doubled over the last 15 years. Today, six
children in every 100 are on AFDC, and
the rate Is still increasing, In some States
the rate is almost double the national
rate.

Now, that is the existing program we
have. The level of spending is not deter-
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mined by the Federal Oovernment; It Is
determined by the State governments.
Under existing law, we match the State
of New York or any other State not less
than 50 percent of the cost of this pro-
gram regardless of where they fix the
level. If you want an example of an
open-ended proposition where we are
completely helpless to put any restraints,
controls, or limitations on It or make
any improvements to it, it is in this pres-
ent program.

Mr. Chairman, this program worries
me greatly insofar as the cost is con-
cerned, but there Is another matter of
concern tome. The AFDP program en-
courages family breakup. Do not think
for 1 mInute that It has not made a
contribution to many, many fathers leav-
ing their fazñlljes In order that the fam-
ily could eat and have clothing to wear.
Yes. Take my word for It. The present
AFDC program puts a premium and an
Incentive on the breakup of a home.

Yet, the Federal Oovernment and the
taxpayers in your State are paying the
amounts provided under these various
State formulas whether they pay the
same amount in that particular State or
not. There is one State that pays In the
range from zero. to $49 a month for a
family of four under APDC.

Mr. Chairman, there are two States
that pay as much as $250 to $299. Some
of these States actually pay a family of
four on AFDC, which is not, of course,
subject to any tax, more money thin a
man working at a job can make at the
minimum wage, working practically full
time, all year long.

Not only Is there this incentive to
break up the family, this Incentive in
many States now for the person who Is
working to quit his job and go on
AFDC—and do not think for a minute
that does not happen. The Director of the
program in the city of New York said
that women quit Jobs at department
stores as salesladies and went immedi-
ately on welfare because they had minor
children and could receive more than
they could earn while engaged in that
type of employment in the city of New
York.

But, what else does the present pro-
gram do? The present AFDC program is
a tremendous disincentive for anyone to
work. I shall try to give you some facts
about this situation.

Many of you feel like there ought to
be a reform, but when a reform comes
down the road there are questions about
It. Did you know that there was not
one solitary substantive alternative of-
fered in the Committee on Ways and
Means during the course of the public
hearings and In the executive sessions—.
and we were In executive sessions for
days and weeks on end on this program—
nothing of substance was offered by any-
one In substitution for this program
which President Nixon hopes to breathe
life into. His administration hss tried
to breathe some life into this welfare
program we now have.

Mr. Chairman, the Members of the
House know I have not been satisfied
with the present program. We passed
amendments in 1962 in the direction of
trying to provide some Inducement for
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people on welfare to get off it. Why?
Because, as I said before, 60 out of every
1,000 of our child population nationwide
are on welfare. Ask anyone that is on
it if that Is a preferable way to raise a
child. In a home where there are no
work habits, in a home where there is
hardly enough to eat, in a home where
there are not enough clothes to wear
and not enough to pay the rent. You
will find there is very little incentive on
the part of that parent to see to It, even
though the State law may require it, that
that child even goes to grade school.

Mr. Chairman, in 1967 we tried again
and we provided an incentive. We put the
mandate on the States to see to it that
these unfortunate people who had no
training or who had no jobs would be
given an opportunity for such training if
they were qualified to absorb the training
and then be given a job in keeping with
that training. Some of the States did a
fair job. The State of California has done
one of the best jobs of all States. The
State of New York did not even start its
program In a substantial way until a very
few months ago. Whereas California has
referred about 30 percent of the people
on AFDC for training, New York has re-
ferred less than 7 percent. Why? Be-
cause certain people did not think it ap-
propriate for any of these people to be
assigned.

Why do I feel so strongly about this?
Alter a woman gets her youngest child
to the age of 18 and she is on welfare,
what Is left for her? In most States she
may be 45 years of age at that time. She
has no training. Of course, she, knows
how to sweep the house, but she has no
Industrial training nor anything to com-
mend her for a job and no work habits.
She is past the age where people want to
employ a person for the first time. I think
that is one of the greatest tragedies that
perhaps exists on the domçstic scene in
the United States today—that we have
not tried to do something to help that
person to help herself, to learn some oc-
cupation before It becomes time for her
to lose all opportunity for work and for
training.

So what happens? She has to move Into
the home of one of her daughters who
has minor children, and who is on wel-
fare. This is why It Is that In some States
where a 'welfare program was initiated
before the Federal program was enacted
that you have as many as four genera-
tions, one after the other, four genera-
tions on welfare. Since the adoption of
the welfare program in many States
there is a percentage—yes, it is small,
but a. disturbing percentage to me even
if it is one or two people—that represent
the third generation on welfare.

So we thought it was high time In 1962
and In 1967 to try to do something about
this because of the disincentive to work,
because of the fact that it was conducive
to the breaking up of homes, because of
the States' variation In payments, be-
cause of the overall rising cost of this
program.

NOw, if there Is a man or woman Mem-
ber of this House on the floor today who
is satisfied with the present operation of
the welfare program in his or her State,
I would be glad to yield so that they
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can tell me why it Is so good, and why It
is so perfect.

No, you cannot say It is, and I know It.
Thusshouid we not repeal It? Should we
not repeal it? That Is what we are doing
in this bill. We are repealing the welfare
program as It has 'been known up to now.
'The 1st of July, 1971, there will no
longer be a program of AFDC, there will
no longer be a program of old-age as-
sistance, or aid to the blind, or aid to the
disabled.

What have we done? We have repealed
three programs applicable to adults, and
we have placed them under one program,
and we apply the same formula of Fed-
eral assistance across the board In all
three categories. And what are we doing?
We are saying In the case of these adult
programs under this bill that we in Con-
gress think that the bare minimum of in-
come that a man 65 years of age or older,
who has no other income, needs to sub-
slston, Is $110 a month. And wesay to the
States, every one of them, by July 1, 1971,
you are going to pay those people who
are 65 years of age and older, enough so
that their total income will reach $110 a
month and the same for the blind and the
disabled.

We say we will pay 90 percent out of
the Federal Treasury of the first $65 of
the average payments to needy adults,
and then we will pay 25 percent of that
which remains above the $65—up to a
limit set by the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare.

We are placing a limitation on our
participation, but we are also placing a
floor for the first time In Federal legisla-
tion to see to it that these people, these
unfortunates referred to in the course of
the debate on the rule, have enough to
live on.

All right; that covers the adult part
of the program, but it Is a major part,
in my opinion, of this bill, the care of
these unfortunate aged, bllnd, and dis-
abled Individuals.

What do we do with the AFDC pro-
gram? We repeal It completely, and we
drastically change the approach and the
concept. Why? Because many of the
States found It impossible to even agree
to the mandate of the Federal law on oc-
casion, or even to avail themselves of op-
portunity to try to help these unfor-
tunate people when we gave them that
opportunity in 1962.

The 1st of July 1971, there will be a
new Federal program replacing the
States program known as AFDC.

This new Federal program will be
called the family assistance plan.

Yes, we established Federal standards
of eligibility—we changed It from top to
bottom, because the Federal Government
will pay the first $1,800 of benefits under
that program, In all of the States, In
cases of a family of four, provided they
do the same thing.

What do they have to do under pres-
ent law? They go to the welfare office
and sign up. The Supreme Court says
that If a man and his wife and chil-
dren—because in my State we have not
taken care of the unemployed fathers—
if he cannot find a job in Arkansas, he
can go to California where they have
the unemployed father program and can
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apply for benefits the first day he lands
in California. An individual can go from
any State where benefits are low to a
State where the benefits are higher.

You talk about a drain on the State
treasuries? I do not know of any greater
drain that we can experience on the
domestic scene than the migration of
people under the present program to
those States that have been more gen-
erous with these unfortunate citizens.

There is another group—the so-called
working poor. This Is perhaps the bone
of contention In this whole bill. I had
serious doubts about covering them In
the beginning. As I said publicly, the ad-
ministration's new approach to family
assistance was good in every respect in
my mind except the fact that It mIght
add 10 million or so people to the 10 mil-
lion peonle already on welfare and that
it would cost an additional $4.4 billion
a year to do it.

But I became convinced that this was
the 'right hinq to do. Let me tell you how
I reached that conclusion.

Where do the people who go on AFDC
come from in the first place? Do they
come from good-paying jobs that enable
them to own a home or to live in a very
fine apartment In your cities or In your
rural areas? Where do they come from?
They come from this group of people
that we have grown accustomed to call-
ing the working poor. As. fast as we have
been able, under the present WIN pro-
gram, adopted in 1967, to train people
presently on AFDC, there have been two
and three and four or more families
added to the rolls 'in these States for
every one that we have taken off.

So, that looks to me like you are mak-
ing progress—retrogressively. We are
making progress, but going backward at
the same time in reducing the cost and
reducing the numbers on the rolls.

Back in 1987, I had many, many let-
ters from all over the United States. I
had letters from New York City and from
Chicago and-from the bigger cities and
from the rural areas. They were so
pleased that the Congress then was mov-
ing in the direction of trying to provide
some work incentive to try to get people
who are on relief back to jobs.

These women, whose husbands had
divorced them or deserted them, and who
described themselves by race and all In
their letters to me, described their situa-
tions. They were living In an apartment
house. They were working and had four
children. But another woman who lived
on the same floor around the corner from
them had four children and they were
on welfare and did not work.

In essence they were saying to me: "I
think it is asking too much of me to work
to support my children and pay my
taxes—and some of my taxes go to keep
up this lady and her children when she
was further along in school when she
quit than I was—and .when she Is just
as able to work as I am."

It Is getting pretty bad when a person
points out the difference in status be-
tween neighbor and neighbor.

You can call this bill anything you
want to, If you do not want to vote for
changing the present system. I can make
a good argument against the bifi if I
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wanted to do so, because I used to debate
and all of us who did had to be able to
debate both sides of the question. I could
make a better argument against this bill
than any argument I have yet heard
made by any of you, I believe, because
the thoughts I heard expressed went
through my mind, too, to debate against
it. I think I could do it. Certainly I could
make a plausible argument against it.

Those of you who say that you are
never going to vote for a guaranteed an-
nual income, let me talk to you a minute.
I have said the same thing, and I will
say the same thing, and when I vote for
this bill I am not voting for a guaranteed
annual income. What I am voting for is
an amount, cail it whatever you want
to—subsidy, relief, income, whatever you
want to call it—I am voting for a sup-
plement to the income of the Individual
who is working and not making enough
to supply his family with the ordinary
needs of life, but who is not now on wel-
fare. Why? Because I tell him, "I will do
that for you, Mister, if you will go down
to your nearest Employment Security
Offices" and we have them In every
county of the United States, in every
State of the United States—"go down
there, sign up for work, and see first,
whether they can find a job that pays you
more. If they do not, let them counsel
with you. Go through their diagnosis.
Let them prescribe a course of training
for you that they think you have the
ability to absorb, that will enlarge your
capacities and make it possible for you to
earn more money."

But, second, I will pay this supple-
ment and get this man to the employ-
ment office because I am convinced that
within that man's lifetime, if something
is not done, he will be one of the addi-
tional millions that will be added to the
AFDC program.

Oh, you say, "They will not accept it
in my district."

I want to talk to my southern friends.
I said this in the Rules Committee. Who
are the working poor? What are they
like? Over 50 percent of the working
poor families covered under the bill live
in the South; only 12 percent live in the
Northeast. A high proportion of such
familles live In rural areas and on small
farms. Seventy percent of them are
whIte; 30 percent are nonwhite.

I have said to chambers of commerce
and every group I could talk to in my
own congressional district and In my own
State that I am willing to pay any rea-
sonable amount to help anyone in that
position, to help him to improve so that
he can better help his family.

What do I think about most in this
whole affair? I think about the sad plight
of many of these children. They have
had nothing to do with the ability of
their father and mother to earn, or the
willlngess of their father or mother to
take a job. They have had ndthing to do
with that. They have had nothing what-
soever to do with whether the father has
left home in order that they might go on
welfare. But they are the ones who suf-
fer in the long run.

Malnutrition and lack of medical at-
tention from conception to 6 ye'krs of age,
doctors tell me, can reduce a normally
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born child to the same mental condislon
as that of a child who was born with an
injured brain.

What is the future for such children
as these? Nothing but more AFDC.

Members can say what they want to
about the, definitions of suitable work. I
could find 101 things in .this bill I could
fuss about if I wanted to. I have never
told this House that any piece of legisla-
tion I have ever supported which comes
from the Ways and Means Committee
was perfect. But do not be misled. The
term "suitable work" is mentioned in the
unemployment compensation laws. That
is one thing. We do not requIre a carpen-
ter who goes to the employment security
officer In our State, in Members' States
or In mine, to get his unemployment
check to lay aside his carpentry and take
a job as a common laborer. No; that Is
not suitable employment within the defi-
nition of that act.

What does suitable employment mean
here In this bill? Let me tell Members.
It means employment that is suitable to
that particular man's capabilities and his
training, along with some other obvious
things like the state of his health.

There is talk about all these ways we
have left the door open for people to get
out of the requirements to take work or
training under the program. Well, Mem-
bers can say a mother with children un-
der 6 years of age ought to go to work.
The committee did not. We felt that dur-
ing those years before the child goes to
school, the mother should not be re-
quired to take training, but when that
child goes to school, then she will take
training and she' will take training
knowing that the child of hers is receiv-
ing just as good care or better care dur-
ing the time she Is absent from It that
day, in a day-care center.

We are going to arrange for this care
with the schools, we are going to arrange
It with private organizations, with non-
profit organizations. We are going to get
the very best of day care possible for
these children.

This lady with a child under 6 can, If
she wants to, volunteer for training. Do
Members know that In the State of Cal-
ifornia they have had more people with
children under 6, volunteer for 'training
than they have had with any other group
of citizens?

So do not tell me these people do not
want training. Do not tell me these peo-
ple do not want a lifting hand to help
them lift themselves up out of their eco-
nomic circumstances.

Yes, we have a few people that, do not
work as hard as others. I have known
doctors and lawyers and businessmen,
who I could say did not work as hard
as others in their profession. There are
people in my district that do not think
I work as hard, for example, as the gen-
tleman from Virginia, DICK P0FF,,pr the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. PER-
KINS), whom I see here In front of me.
Oh, yes, they get critical of us some-
times because they do not think we
work as hard as another or the same
hours as others, even though we get an
equal amount of pay. Of course, many
people do not know I have earned a
great deal of overtime since I have been
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in Congress for which I do not get paid—
and I know other Members have.

But, as I say, do not characterize these
people generally as being lazy or shift-
less or without motivation or desire. Most
of them are without training. That Is
why they are where they are. So It Is
important, I think, that we pass this
legislation and repeal what we have and
start over anew.

If there had been any better way to do
it than the way President Nixon gave us,
we would have adopted it, but no sug-
gestions came from within the commit-
tee or from the general public either
about how to deal with it. This is largely
the President's plan.

During its deliberations the principal
efforts of the Committee on Ways and
Means were In the direction of strength-
ening the provisions of the legislation to
assure the establishment of an effective
work and training program, building
upon the groundwork that has been laid
in putting the existing work Incentive
program into operation. It Is the clear
intention of the committee, based upon
assurances given by the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare and the
Secretary of Labor, that the work and
training program wifi provide a method
of guaranteeing that all adult members
of families receiving assistance under the
family assistance plan will receive all
available training and employment serv-
ices and other supportive services, in-
cluding child care, necessary to assist
them in obtaining employment and ulti-
mately attaining self-support.

I cannot emphasize too strongly that
all adult family assistance recipients,
except for those specifically e'empted by
the bill, must register for training or
employment. Contrary to the adminis-
tration's proposal, under. the committee
bill this requirement applies to the work-
ing poor as well as to those who are
Unemployed or working part time. This
is an essential difference and a material
Improvement In the bifi. Under this
modification, the employment status of
many of the working poor parents will
be improved and upgraded.

I would like to emphasize In the
strongest possible terms, Mr. Chairman,
that the Commitee on Ways and Means
and its staff Intends to monitor, con-
stantly and closely, the operation of the
work and training provisions of this leg-
islation. We are relying heavily upon
these provisions to take substantial num-
bers of families off of welfare or sub-
stantially reduce their dependency.

We placed reliance upon the provi-
sions of the 1967 amendments establish-
ing the work incentive program and were
disappointed with the records of achieve-
ments In many of the States. I think we
have at least gained much useful ex-
perience under the WD program which
we will benefit from In putting the work
and training provisions of this bill Into
operation. For instance, we have learned
that it Is necessary to have a mandatory
registration provision, requiring all those
adult recipients who are not specifically
excluded under the bill to register. We
will no longer tolerate the situation In
some States where the philosophical in-
clinations of social workers and admlxi-
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istrators have replaced the basic Intent
of Congress.

I believe that the present WIN opera-
tions can be very easily adapted to the
provisions of this bill, and I fully expect
early and encouraging results. I also ex-
pect that the Committee on Ways and
Means will be kept informed as to the
progress that Is made in the work and
training program. The nature and extent
of the information the committee has
received concerning the WIN program
has not been sufficient for it to do the
oversight job it deems necessary, and
the committee expects that an Improve-
ment In the WIN information systems
will be forthcoming.

Mr. Chairman, another significant con-
tribution of the committee in develop-
ing the legislation was the addition of
a provision holding parents who abandon
their families responsible for Federal as-
sistance received by their families. This
provision was added to the bill to act as
a brake upon parental desertion and
births out of wedlock, two of the most
significant problems that plague the
present AFDC program. This new ap-
proach plus greater emphasis by the
Federal Government and the States In
implementing the determination of pa-
ternity, the location of absent parents,
and the enforcement of support pro-
visions of the 1967 SocIal Security
Amendments should have some effect in
reducing the growth of the assistance
rolls.

I think it well to remind that we did
enact such provisions that were ap-
proved just a little over 2 years ago on
January 2, 1968. In a sense, this legisla-
tion is building upon the welfare reforms
we started at that time. These provi-
sions have just recently been put into
operation in most States and their effects
are just starting to be felt. The commit-
tee discussed their operation with rep-
resentatives of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare in ex-
ecutive session and received assurances
that they will be vigorously applied In
the future. As I said with respect to the
work and training provisions a moment
ago, I repeat with respect to these pro-
visions that the committee will be look-
ing closely at their operation aid expects
to be kept fully informed concerning
them.

The greatest loss of resources that we
have in the United States, that we have
had throughout our history In the United
States, is the loss of that individual
trained to the maximum of his ability.

I would hope that the House would
pass this bill, finding it, as I am sure
the Members will as they study it, far
preferable to the provisions of existing
law.

I have said very frankly I cannot give
anyone any guarantee as to what is going
to happen under it. I thought in 1962
there would be more people put to work
when we gave the States the responsibil-
ity to administer the work-training pro-
gram. I thought in 1967 there would be
more put to work when we told the States
certain recipients had to participate, but
the States did not find enough of them
suitable for training and work. That Is
why, under the bill before us, they have
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lost the opportunity to be copartners with
us in this enterprise.

My friends from the South, I would
urge you above anybody else in this
House to be for this legislation. It will
do more, in my opinion, for-the South-
ern States than any proposition I have
ever had the privilege of supporting or
being for on the floor of the House. Think
of it: 50 percent of the total number of
all of these poor working families are
in our several Southern States.

SUMMARY OF PROVISIONS OF HR. 16311

Mr. Chairman, let me now briefly de-
scribe •the principal provisions of the
bill, including those which I have al-
ready mentioned.

This bill is introduced on behalf of
myself and the gentleman from Wis-
consin at the direction of the committee.
I want to take occasion, Mr. Chairman,
to express my appreciation for the at-
tendance, cooperation, and assistance
given us in the.committee by every mem-
ber of the committee, on both sides, in
the development of the provisions of the
bill.

This bill makes amendments in those
programs of the Social Security Act
that provide for cash public assistance
payments to needy individuals and f am-
ilies. Specifically It provides major
amendments in the public assistance
programs under titles I, IV, X, XIV,
and XVI of the Social Security Act;
most significantly, in the program of aid
to families with dependent children.

The bill consists, as Members can see
from reading it, of four titles. Title I
revises and Improves the assistance pro-
gram for needy families—part A of title
IV of the Social Security Act, or
"AFDC." This part of the bill replaces
the existing AFDC program with the
basic Federal family assistance plan for
all needy families, including the working
poor, and a program for State supple-
mental payments. This title includes
new and expanded work incentives and
requirements and an expanded and im-
proved program for clild care and sup-
porting services. It also includes provi-
sions under which the States could agree
to have direct Federal administration
of all of the cash assistance programs.

Title II provides for a mInimum pay-
ment level of $110 a month for each re-
cipient under the federally assisted adult
public assistance program; a new Fed-
eral matching formula wlth respect to
adult assistance which is more favorable
to the States; and other Improvements
in the public assistance programs for the
aged, blind, and disabled, consolidating
titles I, X, and XIV in a revised title
XVI.

Titles III and VI contain miscellane-
ous and conforming provisions and cer-
tain general provisions.

FAMILY ASSISTANCE

The bill would make basic reforms In
the program which furnishes assistance
to needy families with children by pro-
viding:

First, a new basic Federal family as-
sistance plan, with federally assisted
State supplementation, for poor families
with children in place of the present pro-
gram of aid to families wIth dependent
children, but including for the first time
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coverage of poor families regardless of
the work status of the father. The States
would not be required to supplement
payments to the working poor;

Second, requirements that, as a pre-
requisite to receipt of benefits, every
adult In the assisted families—except
those who are specifically exempted, such
as mothers with preschool children or
persons who are ill or of advanced age
but Including -adults already working—
must register at the employment office
foi work or training or sign up for voca-
tional rehabilitation If handicapped;

Third, uniform, nationwide eligibility
re4uirements and payment procedures,
both for the basic Federal family assist-
ance plan and the State supplementary
payments; and

Fourth, new provisions holding 4esert-
Ing parents responsible for Federal pay-
ments made to their families under the
family assistance or State supplementary
plans.

WORK AND TRAiNINO

The bill Improves the program of em-
ployment and training services and of
other services—including child care—
needed by recipients who are registered
at employment offices by providing:

First, a new program of manpower,
training, and employment services to be
administered by the Secretary of Labor
through the State employment offices;

Second, a Federal program of full-
cost grants and contracts for child care
services to enable mothers who are re-
quired to register for training and em-
ployment,—as well as those who regis-
ter on a voluntary basis—to participate
in work or training;

Third, a new system of providing
services to support training or employ-
ment through agreements between the
Federal Government and the States;
and

Fourth, a more equitable, uniform,
and effective system of incentive allow-
ances and reimbursement of work ex-
penses.

ADULT ASSISTANCE

The bill would substantially improve
the effectiveness of the adult assistance
programs under the Social Security Act
by providing:

First, that the States assure that each
aged, blind, or disabled adult will receive
assistance sufficient to bring his total in-
come up to $110 a month; and

Second, a simplified Federal match-
ing formula which will result in gen-
erally more favorable Federal participa-
tion in the cost pf payments.

I think, we all would agree, Mr. Chair-
man, that the adult public assistance re-
ciplents—the old, the halt, and the
blind—are most deserving of any addi-
tional help we can give them.

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

The bill also contains a number of
miscellaneous and conforming amend-
ments that are necessary in order for
the family assistance plan to work in
smoothly with the provisions of 'pres-
ent law. While there are certain refer-
ences to the medicaid program and to
the parts of the law dealing with serv-
ices for needy families, the committee is
not making any substantive amend-
ments to these programs at this time.
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OTHSZ SOCIAL SECtJRTIT LEGISLATION PENDING

BEFORE THE COMMPrrEE

The committee Is enrrently consider-
ing additional amendments to the Social
Security Act relating to the medicare and
medicaid programs and we expect to con-
sider amendments to the social security
casE benefits program soon. And, the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
I are has Indicated that It hopes to soon
forward proposals relating to the social
services provisions of the Social Security
Act for our consideration. The bill be-
fore us today relates essentially only to
cash welfare payments—It Is not directed
to issues relating to services for welfare
recipients.

Some of you may recall that last win-
ter, when we were considering the 15-
percent social security cash benefit In
crease that was enacted In December, I
Indicated that we hoped to have addi-
tional amendments to the social security
cash benefits program ready for consid-
eration by the House by the end of March
of thIs year. However, as I have said be-
fore, when we reconvened thIs January,
It was the Department's wish—as -ex-
pressed by Under. Secretary John G.

The new welfare proposal does ease
the costs of welfare to most of the States,
shifting a greater burden to the Federal
Government. Overall, according to esti-
mates of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, the bill deVel-
oped by the committee shows slightly
greater fiscal relief to the States than
the bill that was originally Introduped
by the President. In general, the effect
of the committee changes In the admin-
istration bill is to give more savings to
those States which have been making
greater fiscal effort in their welfare pro-
grams.

It Is estimated that the combined Im-
pact of the family assistance plan and
the program for adults will be a net re-
duction In State expenditures for cash
assistance in all but about nine States.
With regard to the States whose expend!-
tures would be Increased, there Is a spe-
cial saving provision in the bill which
provides that, for the first 2 fiscal years
under the program, the Federal Govern-
ment will meet any additional State
costs that result from the enactment of
the family assistance plan or the pro-
posed new title XVI for the needy aged,
blind and disabled.
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Veneman—that we first consider the
welfare reform proposals. And, as I have
indicated, our work on the welfare re-
form proposals has been very time con-
suming.

COST AND FISCAL IMPACT

Mr. Chairman, the American people
want to be certain, and should be able
to be certain, that when, of necessity,
money is spent for assistance payments,
it is spent in such a way as to promote
the public interest, and the public well-
being of our people. While this bill does
entail substantial increases in Federal
expenditures for welfare payments in
the short run, I think we have built into
the bill, for the long run, provisions that
will mean that we can begin to hold the
line in the future. For example, the De-
partment of Health, ducation, and Wel-
fare estimates that over the period 1971—
75, Federal payment costs under present
law would increase by about 62 percent,
yhereas under HR. 16311 they are ex-
pected to increase by only about 15 per-
cent. This data is set forth in table lx
on page 53 of the committee report,
which I insert at this point in the
RECORD:

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, this bill deals with a
most controversial subject. It will not
please everybody; it would be impossible
to do so. Some will say that by providing
benefits to working poor families, we
would be starting down the road to a
guaranteed income program. I do not
agree, because the bill also requires the
employable adults In these poor fain-
ilies—working or otherwise—to register
for training or employment services, thus
bringing them under a program that will
assist them in Improving their skills and
increasing their Income. My uriderstarçI-
Ing of a guaranteed income system is
one that gives an individual a choice of
not working and settling at a certain
income and living standard, the standard
that is guaranteed. This the bill certainly
does not do. It offers no such choice. It
says to the employable adult-members of
assisted families: "You must accept suit-
able employment or training or lose your
welfare payment, and if need be have the
payments to your family made to some-
one outside the family." There is a great
difference between this legislation and a
guaranteed annual income.

It cannot be expected that this wel-
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fare reform proposal can solve all of our
country's grevlous social problems. But
there Is reason to think that It will be a
highly significant step forward. It Is de-
signed to promote individual integrity
and efforts toward self-help. It is de-
signed to help to stabilize poor families.
These are important goals, and if we
start to attain them, we will have made
a valuable contribution toward improving
the lives of the needy people of this
country.

The CHAIRMAN. The time yielded by
the gentleman from Arkansas has again
expired.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 additional minutes for the pur-
pose of answering questions.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for one question?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. ASHBROOK).

Mr. ASHBROOK. There will be many
questions raised later In the debate, but
there is one point which I believe would
help to clarify this at this time.

First I should like to thank the gen-
tlemen from the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, speaking as a person not in favor
of this bl,Jl, for I would say the com-
mittee has been 100 percent helpful In
providing information to me which I
hope I can use to help In this debate to
shed light on the subject.

I note that the gentleman in his re-
marks mentioned the situation under
the present law where a family on wel-
fare could get more than a family work-
ing full time at the minimum wage or
near minimum wage, referred to.

I am sure the gentleman would not
want to leave the impression this early
in the debate that this bill would cosn
pletely alleviate that situation.

Mr. MILLS. It may not in some States.
Mr. ASHBROOK. It would narrow the

situation, rather than bring about a
situation where there would be an abso-
lute work incentive In every case.

Mr. MILLS. It would not cover all
cases.

The gentleman very kindly gave me a
copy of his figures. What he is doing in
his figures Is including many things that
are not within this bifi.

There is a reference to medicaid. The
medicaid program may be available both
under the welfare program and for the
working poor, depending entirely on the
State law.

The food stamp program may or may
not be utilized by these people. It is not
utilized by all of them. If It were it would
cost several more billion a year, some-
one told me, and we do not appropriate
anything like that amount for it now.

What I am talking about is what the
individuals have In cash as a result of
being on welfare, working and receiving
this supplemental payment under the
family benefit program.

Mr. ASHBROOK. On that point, will
the gentleman not agree, regardless of
whether he has another set of figures
or what the case might be, nonetheless,
even If this bill were to be fully imple-
mented it would not totally alleviate the
situation he referred to, where there Is
In some cases the ability to get as much

TABLE IX.—POTENT1AL FEDERAL COSTS UNDER COMMITTEE BILL COMPARED TO EXISTING LEGISLATION, 1971—75*

tin billions of dollarsi

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975

Committee bill:
Payments to families with children
30 percent matching of State supplementals. -

Subtotal
Federal share of adult category cost

Total

Existing legIslatIon:
Federal share of AFDC
Federal share of adult categories

Total

3.8
.8

3.8
.9

3.7
1.0

3.6
1.2

3.5
1. 3

4.6
2.7

4.7
2.9

4.7
3.2

4.8
3. 4

4.8
3.6

7.3 7. 6 7.9 8. 2 8.4

2.5
2. 0

2.9
2. 3

3.4
2.5

3.9
2.7

4.5
2. 8

4.5 5.2 5.9 6.6 7.3

A5me that, with Constant benefit levels, family assistance gross payment decline slightly. Other cost items are assumed to
screase at the same rate as they have during the last 3 years (see discussion in text above).
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or more when one is on welfare, as
against when working. The gentleman
told me they worked to narrow the dis-
incentive.

Mr. MILLS. There is no question about
the total.

Mr. ASHflROOK. Even if the bill
passes, it could not be said we had a1
leviated the situation, where there would
not be a situation where a nonworking
welfare family would receive more.

Mr. MILLS. That is true. We are only
helping them up to the poverty level, and
It is my recollection that at least one
State has a line of assistance under
AFDC which is quite a bit above the
poverty level and some of the other
States have payments, depending on the
size of the family in those States, that
would be above the poverty level. So we
are not going to help the States under
this with levels above the poverty level.
We help them up to that poverty level.

Mr. ASHBROOK. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. ICHORD. I want to thank the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Arkansas for
his usually excellent presentation.

First of all, I want to state that I do
not think there has ever been a bill in
the Congress in the 10 years that I have
been here that I have personally had
more difficulty on in making up my mind
as to how to vote.

I have two questions of the gentleman
from Arkansas.

You mentioned the fact that the AFDC
program had doubled in cost during the
last 2 years previous.

Mr. MILLS. Three years, I say.
Mr. ICHOR.D. There are now 1.? mil-

lion families drawing AFDC.
Mr. MILLS. That is approximately 10

million individuals all together on all
welfare programs.

Mr. ICHORD. The gentleman did not
break that 1.7 million families down into
those where the father, the male, had
left the home for some reason or where
there had been no marriage in the fam-
ily. Would the gentleman advise me as
to what part of this 1.7 million families
fall In that latter category?

Mr. MILLS. About 75 percent where
the father Is not in the home. About 75
percent .of the total number are in that
category and about 25 percent In the
remaining part.

Mr. ICHORD. One more question I
would like to have the gentleman an-
swer. The gentleman in his presentation
has only spoken as to income require-
ments. Are there any asset requirements
for eligibility under this?

Mr. MILLS. Oh. yes. We have asset
requirements.

Mr. ICHORD. What are those?
Mr. MILLS. We disregard assets up to

$1,500. A home or personal effects do
not count against the $1,500 limitation.
That Is done in many States, anyway,
under present law.

Mr. ICHORD. You mean the home
would be exempt and not counted aa
part of the $1,500?

Mr. MILLS. That is right.
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Mr. ICHORD. I thank the gentleman.
Mr. MILLS. I now yield to the gen-

tleman from Pennsylvania.
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-

tleman has again expired.
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself 2 additional minutes.
I yield to the gentleman from Penn-

sylvania (Mr. DENT).
Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I want the

gentleman to understand my vote on the
previous question does not indicate my
final vote on the legislation one way or
another. I voted in that instance because
I would have liked to have seen an open
rule in that we are studying the min-
imum wage laws. We are faced with
the problem of creating a new base for
that. However, under the minimum wage
law and all of the major unioiDcontracts
that I have seen there is no such thing
as a family consideration for the pay-
ment of wages or income based on the
number of children in the family and
the number of dependents. The only pro-
gram that was anywhere near like this
program that I knew about was when
we were studying the national levels of
income ,with low rates. We found in
France that they have a program where-
by all employers paid into a fund but all
paid the same wage. However, for each
child over and above two in that family
they had a common pool which would
pay back into the family or to the head of
the family enough money to give them
an income, such as we are doing here.
If a person has two children or four
children, he would have a guaranteed
minimum income under this law of $3,-
900.

Mr. MILLS. No. He would not have
that much.

Mr. DENT. I am not talking about re-
lief. I understand this better than some
of my colleagues who have been con-
demning my vote on this. It gives a guar-
anted minimum income for relief—

Mr. MILLS. That is right.
Mr. DENT. But it does not increase

the relief payment one cent. It might
help the treasury of a State that does
not have a higher payment.

Mr. MILLS. That is right.
Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-

tleman will yield further, what will hap-
pen is that those who are not working
now under the present minimum wage
law, if they worked 52 weeks a year and
every eligible work day in that calendar
year which they could work, if they have
a family of 4, 6, 8, or 10, they can earn
$3,338 total income under this bill. But
we are saying that we have recognized
that to be too small and I want you to
know that I think It is too small at this
time.

Mr. MILLS. It is the level to which one
refers as the poverty level.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, I want it clearly
understood that we are now studying the
minimum wage and we have to take a
completely new view of it because in our
consideration of the minimum wage we
had to take into consideration the basic
income and what would be the poverty
level. Since these guidelines are in here
we will have to establish the minimum
wage on the same basis as the guidelines
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of a dependent child in the family, or
else—

Mr. MILLS. What we are trying to do,
if I may interject, to state the facts of
the bill—what we are trying to do is to
take care of a whole lot of people that
do not even get your present-day mini-
mum wage.

Mr. DENT. I understand that. I will
say to the gentleman from Arkansas, but
I want to explain clearly that if we do
not do that, if we establish a minimum
wage for a family of four on the basis of
what you have established it here—and
that is as high as you could probably
go without creating a great deal of op-
position at this time—if that same per-
son happens to have four children will he
be subsidized from the Government
through the employer who is only pay-
ing the minimum wage?

What I want to do is to provide lan-
guage in here with a percentage base
over the poverty level rather than a per
child dependent figure. Tjnder that pro-
cedure, I think there would be an Incen-
tive for a worker who is working at the
present minimum because he will not be
able under any minimum wage law to
keep from working for an employer if
he has 10 chilren and working at a mini-
mum wage.

Mr: MILLS, We provide for training
here, as the gentleman knows, but we
still must have a program under any
concept of relief which Is based upon the
size of the family and the needs of the
family. We maintain that concept here.

Mr. DENT. I understand that and I
compliment you, because something
must be done about it. But what do I do
about the minimum wage? What do I
establish for a family of 4, 6, 8, or 10?
What do we pay out of the Treasury?
That is what I want to know.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Arkansas has again expired.

Mr. MILLS, Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 addltonal minutes.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

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

Mr. MAHON. As the gentleman knows
I have great admiration and respect
for the ability of the gentleman from
Arkansas and for his dedication.

Mr. MILLS. I know It Is not my argu-
mentative ability, and, as the gentleman
knows, I have the greatest respect for
him, and especially so when the gen-
tleman and I are together on these
matters.

Mr. MAHON. The thing that concerns
nie, and I believe many others, is that at
times we pass legislation incurring addi-
tional expenditures without adequately
considering whether or not the revenues
are available.

Mr. MILLS. I am glad the gentleman
brings that up.

Mr. MAHON. I would like to take a
moment, if I may, to pursue this further.
As the gentleman knows, under the ad-
ministrative budget which was In use
prior to fiscal year 1969, the budget for
the current fiscal year would be in the



ApriL 15, 1970
red by the estimated sum of about $8
billion. -

We have just voted for a pay increase
for Federal civilian and military em-
ployees, and so forth. Many are very
much interested In more money for edu-
catioü and more money with which to
fight pollution. I, personally, cannot see
how we can carry out these programs
without raising additional revenue.

My question is this: Does the gentle-
man see any way that we can finance
these programs without raising addi-
tional revenue? It Is easy to get spend-
ing bills through but It Is hard to get
revenue-raising bills through, as the
gentleman knows better than I.

I wish the gentleman would explain
whether or not he thinks that the pend-
Ing bill is going to cause additional
spending, and cost additional revenue?
And In view of the whole environment,
the whole atmosphere, the trend of the
times, Is. it inevitable that we will have
to raise taxes, and probably early?

Mr. MILLS. Let me answer the gen-
tleman this way. First of all, this does
not affect the upcoming fiscal situation
for fiscal year 1971 except to the extent
that some day-care centers may be estab-
lished, which are already provided for
under existing law, to help care for the
children of the mothers who will avail
themselves of the WIN training pro-
grams which were established in 1967.

None of this goes into effect, none of
it, In this proposed program, none of it,
even the enlarged payments to the el-
derly, until July 1, 1971. That is the first
day that any part of this can go into
effect.

There are two reasons for this. First
of all, all of the States will have to amend
their laws in order to comply with the
new adult assistance program; and, sec-
ond, we are trying to do even better than
the President himself was doing by not
imposing any of those costs upon what
I thought was already a very tight budget
situation for the 1971 fiscal year. He did
actually budget expense for some of this
to go into effect In fiscal year 1971, but
the committee decIded.we would let no
part of it go into effect until 1971. And
we have been criticized in some quarters
because of that.

But to me this whole thing of Federal
spending is a question of priorities, as
I know the gentleman knows.

I will tell you one thing: I think some
of these problems we have at home, and
some of the trends that we have at home
that can be corrected and improved by
some new program that may ost some
additional amount in the immediate fu-
ture, must be related in importance to
some of the programs that we perhaps
have had on the books for many, many
years. We have to determine whether or
not those programs which have eaten
deeply into the Treasury, are worth-
while programs, or whether there Is
something new we should adopt.

If we took the position that the budget
was so tight because of all of our old
programs that we could never do any-
thing new, we would never solve any
problems that might be on the horizon.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has again expired.
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Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 additional minutes.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. MILLS. Let me carry on just brief-
ly, because I have not answered the
gentleman fully.

You must also compare this new pro-
gram, and what is capable of being done
under it through proper attention and
proper administration, with what will
occur under existing programs, which,
as I said, some people within the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare predicted for aid to families with
dependent children and other elements
of cash welfare, that it will cost around
$12 billion Just 4 fiscal years from now.

This new program altogether will be
a material amount of money. It will cost
somewhere in the neighborhood of $8
billion by fiscal year 1975, all added to-
gether. But I think the program under
present law, contrary to some tables that
we have in the report, even will cost us
at least $4 billion more by fiscal 1975
because recipients will not be taken off
and put to work under the existing law,
and they will be under this program.

Mr.. MAHON. Let us assume that this
has very little Impact in fiscal 1971—

Mr. MILLS. It does not have any.
Mr. MAHON. But there are many other

programs not related to this.
Mr. MILLS. I am not in favor of delay-

ing or stopping this program because the
gentleman's committee may want to add
$1 billion to something else. I might vote
against that $1 billion amendment. I
think this program Is entitled to a very
high priority, just as I think the e4uca-
tion of our children enjoys a very high
priority.

Mt MAHON. Can we do the things
that we are going to want to do without
providing additional revenue?

Mr. MILLS. We are not providing for
one penny of cost over the program that
the President submitted to us.

The President mentioned this pro-
gram as the first matter of legislation
when he appeared here and gave us his
state of the Union message. Welfare re-
form was the first thing he wanted done.

To me welfare is one of the most im-
portant domestic Issues that faces us. If
we can ever get out of Vietnam—if 'we
ever get out of that problem we must
avoid what the Department of Defense
was able to do when we found with re-
spect to the 1970 budget that we could
cut back the dollar cost of Vietnam by
$34 billion. Who got It? You know who
got it under the President's budget.—
both Presidents' budgets. What the Con-
gress made available—the President did
not spend it all—we gave right back to
the Department of Defense for other pur-
poses. I will say, I am not going to argue
on priority here. But I do not know but
what this has about as much priority as
the solution of some of the things for
which we spend the taxpayer's dollars
today. I am not talking about defense,
but I am talking about some domestic
programs.

Mr. LANDRUM, Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.
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Mr. LANDRUM. Mr. Chairman, the

gentleman, In response to a question
propounded by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. MAHON) has not, in my judg-
ment, answered categorically what ought
to be stated here. It seems to me, the
answer ought to be, "Yes, we are going
to have to raise more money."

Mr. MILLS. No; I am not going to say
that. If it becomes necessary, I will say
I will be out on the House floor sup-
porting it.

Mr. LANDRUM. Will the gentleman
permit me to say one sentence further?

Mr. MILLS. Go ahead.
Mr. LANDRUM. Immediately follow-

ing the disclosures last summer by Pres-
ident Nixon on television of his welfare
reform proposal, there came on the
screen a panel of folks in this field of
welfare and among them was former
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, Mr. Wilbur Cohen, and Mr. Moyni-
han of the White House—and Mr. Moyni-
han said, as I recall it, as we had all dur-
ing our committee sessions, that this bill
would cost no more than $4 billion or
$5 billion additional money.

Mr. Cohen, who supports this program
and who is a part of its genesis—

Mr. MILLS. No, no.
Mr. LANDRUM. I am not talking

about the bill—I am talking about the
program and I am talking about the
philosophy of it.

Mr. MILLS. Oh, yes.
Mr. LANDRUM. He Is a part of its

genesis and we know that. We may as
well admit that he is a brilliant m.an in
his field. He said, "No, not $4 '/ billion
or $5 billion, but it Is much closer to $14
billion or $15 billion." I am talking of
the fiscal year 1971, I am talking about
this program that Is on the way and there
Is not going to be any revision of the
surtax.

Mr. MILLS. My friend, the gentleman
from Georgia, has I think been misled
by a lot of statements made by a lot of
people. If Wilbur Cohen said that, he
does not know what he is talking about.
He does not know what he is talking
about in some of these programs with
respect to the costs—and he is a great
friend of mine. Just do not be misled by
that—do not be misled, I mean, by fol-
lowing just everything that Wilbur says.
I just never could follow everything he
said. But you ask him if he would not go
further with this program and I will
guarantee that h will say—yes. Maybe
what he wanted was a program which
cost $14 or $15 billion.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. I am one of
those who Is seeking guidance on this. I
have not made up my mind one way or
another.

Mr. MILLS. Before the gentleman asks
me his question, would you not admit
that the greatest loss of resources that
we have is the idleness of these people?

Mr. LONG of Maryland. I agree with
that, sir. That has a bearing on my ques-
tion. The gentleman has Indicated that
one of the reasons why this bill might
not coat us much as present programs, as
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many people think, Is because there are
incentives here to put people to work in
other programs. It has been my under-
standing, and I have not made a study of
this, but only heard of cases, that there
has been a pilot program on the question
of whether theáe guaranteed annual In-
come programs would give people the
incentive to work. My understazding Is
they have been generally Inconclusive
and do not show anything much in one
way or another.

I wonder if the gentleman would throw
some light on that?

Mr. MILLS. You do not want ever to
draw a conclusion from an experiment
like this conducted over, say, a year's
time or some such limited period. A man
conducting it will want 'you to give him
2 or 3 years to report on experiences
under it. But the experience so far in
connection with the New Jersey-Penn-
sylvania project, which Is the one to
which the gentleman is referring—and
there is one about to begin In North Car-
olina if It has not already started—Is
that It indicates that their final report
will indicate the success of that experi-
ment. They have had suocees in differ-
ent income levels up to date. But they
could go on In the next month and
something could reverse it. So far they
have had no reversals.

Let me read just exactly what they
say In the report. These are the
preliminary results of the New Jersey
experiment.

We believe that these preliminary data
suggest that fears that a family assistance
program would result in extreme, unusual,
or unanticipated responses are unfounded.
There Is no evidence that work effort de-
clined among those receiving Income support
payments. On the contrary, there Is an in-
dication that the work effort of participants
receiving payments increased relative to the
work effort of those not receiving payments.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Obviously, the key to
the success or failure of this program
are the child care centers.

Mr. MILLS. Yes, I would agree to that,
plus the attention you give to training.

Mr. PUCINSKI. The question I have,
Mr. Chairman, because obviously the
largest number of recipients under these
programs are mothers with small chil-
dren, Is this: Is there an override In
this legislation where a federally fi-
nanced day care center which falls to
meet local zoning codes or building codes
can operate? One of the problems across
the country, one reason why the pro-
gram has been a failure, Is that churches
want to participate—

Mr. MILLS. There Is no question but
what churches and schools can have day-
care centers. They have them. They can
operate day-care centers. Schools can
operate day-care centers. As I said
earlier, nonprofit organizations can set
them up. They can be set up by any
group,

The Secretary has the authority to see
to it that they are operated under sound
health and safety rules.

Mr. PUCINSKI. If they fail to meet a
local building code—
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Mr. MILLS. If they do not meet a
local building code you do not think the
Secretary would qualify them, do you?
If they cannot meet 'the present State
standards, he will not talk to them. But
If the State does not have any standards,
then, of course, he can make up his own
mind whether the program is operated in
a healthy and safe manner.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. VANIK. I appreciate the gentle-
man's thorough explanation of the bill,
and I support the bill. I would like to
inquire whether a fully trained unem-
ployed worker covered by unemploy-
ment benefits with three dependents,
who exercised his unemployment com-
pensation benefits for prolonged unem-
ployment, for better than a year, whether
such a person would be permitted to par-
ticipate in the program without dispos-
ing of his equity In his home or his
equity in his automobile.

Mr. MILLS. He would. That Is also
true In the States that disregard the own-
ership of a home and take care of the
family with an unemployed father. The
gentleman knows about 50 percent of
them do that now.

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. CAREY. I wish to commend the
gentleman in the well, the Chairman,
for the way In which he has exonerated
my reasoning and rationale on the old
bill, the 1967 amendments that you
brought forth. At that time I had a col-
loquy with the distinguished chairman
and I predicted that with the rate of in-
crease of beneficiaries coming on the rolls
In New York City, the cost of the pro-
gram would triple. I wish r had not been
so accurate.

Mr. MILLS. I wish it had merely trip-
led. It Is more than that.

Mr. CAREY. We could foresee that.
Mr. MILLS. We did not offer enough

incentive, I guess, for the city to refer
welfare recipients to work and training'
programs.

Mr. CAREY. Let me indicate why I
think we are on the right track on this
bill.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, aside from
the experiment the chairman referred to,
in New York City, acting on our own
Initiative, faced with an Increase of 20,-
000 new cases a month coming on the
rolls, we undertook some experiments in
allowing the workers to keep certain In-
come from the welfare benefit, coupled
with an incentive, to Work, and the re-
quirement to take upgrading training.
We found the flow of cases to the wel-
fare rolls was beginning to decrease from
20,000 to 7,000 a thonth. We have seen
movement off the rolls for the first time.

So much of what the gentleman 18
describing has been experImented with
favorably in New York City. Therefore
I think it deserves a chance.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, let us see
where we would be If we decided not to
pass this legislation In the House, and
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I will leave It In the hands of Members
and to their good judgment. We will b:
without any change in the present wel-
fare system, because the committee and
those on the outside, in looking at this
whole matter, have been unable to come
up with any other changes that we could
make that would offer any hope of cur-
tailing the rising costs of some of these
programs. This Is all we could think of.

We could not possibly get back to the
floor any tIme this year with something
new unless somebody who has not talked
about it in the past would come forward
with something new.

I think we ought to give them a
chance to have this program. 'I think it
can work. As I said to those in the ad-
ministration, I hope they will give it the
amount of attention required. They must
see to it that the employment offices
give to It the amount of attention needed
in counseling these people and in diag-
nosing them and in training them and
in offering them a job.

But, as we told the departments, let
us not train these people for employment
that does not exist. Let us not train them
for jobs that have disappeared. Let us
take the business community into this
and let us find out what jobs within an
area are going begging—and they are
going begging, my friends. Let us find
out what they are. Let us 'train people
for these jobs. The worst thing we can
do from the point of view of the morale
of these people is to spend 6 months
training them only to have them find,
when they walk up and down the streets,
that nobody wIll employ them. Let us
not have that happen. If we do not let
It happen, then the program can succeed.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chairman ad-
vises the gentleman from Arkansas he
has consumed 58 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
f rem Wisconsin.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 15 minutes. Mr.
Chairman, I know of no more complex
or serious problem, among the numerous
problems that require solution, than the
problem of dealing with our present Fed-
eral-State-local welfare program

If we could find the perfect solution
by waving a magic wand to insure that
no families with children remain below
the poverty level, we would all feel much
happier. But that Is not the situation we
face. Instead, we have the existing pro-
gram of aid to families with dependent
chlldren—AFDC—that was designed to
assist families with children who have
been deprived of parental support by
death, Incapacity, or continued absence
from the home and who do not have suf-
ficient income or resources to keep body
and soul together, to provide food, cloth-
ing, and shelter. But we know that this
AFDC program is a mess, is a can of
worms.

This program is out of hand. It Is ac-
compllshlng little while experiencing
dramatic Increases In the number of
recipients and the costs incurred by the
Federal, States, and local governments.

I Would repeat what the chairman has
said. I do not believe there Is a single In-
dividual In this House who would defend
the continuation of the program as It Is
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now constituted. I do dot believe there
Is a soul who would defend the status
quo.

Those who oppose this bill certainly
are not doing so on the theory that what
we have Is sound, that we need not be
concerned about the present program,
that we should not adopt this legislation
because what we have is appropriate,
also let us recognize that we are going to
be able to find questions and to be con-
cerned about any new approach. I was
concerned from the beginning. I am
stifi concerned about the need to make
this program work.

But my first concern prescinds from
my knowledge that the present system
will not work, because it does not reflect
the philosophy that people should be
transferred from the welfare rolls to the
employment rolls and that individual ef-
forts to achieve self-sufficiency, should be
a prerequlsiteto assistance.

What is the underlying philosophy of
the present AFDC program? It Is sim-
ply a guaranteed annual income. The
States simply establish need levels for
various family sizes and pay each f am-
Ily a cash payment equal to all or part
of its needs. These payments, which to-
day range from a low of $828 to a high
of $4,164 annually for a family of four,
are made with little or no regard for the
efforts of the adult family members to
achieve self-sufficiency through work or
training.

This, Mr. Chairman, is a guaranteed
annual Income. The amount of the
guarantee varies from State to State in
accordance with the standards they have
established. Let me give you some exam-
ples to illustrate the level of the present
Income we are guaranteeing. A family
of four presently receives a guaranteed
annual income of $2,220 In Alaska, $2,124
In Arizona, $2,292 in Colorado, $3,684 In
Massachusetts, $3,468 in Minnesota, and
$2,376 In my own State of Wisconsin.

We have all of the States listed, and
this Is available to the Members. That
is the level of guaranteed income that
we now have. If the Family Assistance
Act simply extended the guaranteed an-
nual income to more people, we would
not be making any progress at all, and
I would be unalterably opposed to the
bill, Instead we are converting the pre-
sent guaranteed annual income our wel-
fare program provides to a system that
condition assistance on individual efforts
to work and take training.

This is an entirely different proposal
from the one recommended by the com-
mission that Mr. LANDRUM referred to.
He was the gentleman who said that a
commission under the last administra-
tion made a proposal that was the genesis
of this bill. Were there any conditions
Imposed on the cash assistance provided
under that proposal. Absolutely not.
There was no condition that able-bodied
adults had to take'tralnlng or go to work.
The basic concept involved a guaranteed
income whereby frhe Government would
make -up the difference- between the
families Income and their needs over a
given period of time.

Our program Is fundamentally dif-
ferent from both that proposal and ex-
isting law. Under this program we are
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no' longer going to have a guaranteed
annual income. Under this bill, society's
assistance will be conditioned on the
head of a family doing everything to
help himself and his family that he Is
capable of doing. He must take train-
ing; get a job, and go to work.

If we are going to be honest with
ourselves and with. the public, we should
stop talking about this bill making a
radical change by introducing a guar-,
anteed annual income. People who favor
a guaranteed annual income may think
the work requirements in this bill are a
step backwards, and we have heard this
position argued. The work and training
requirements, which form the backbone
of this legislation, are the big difference.

Let me say to you if this bill were
only for the purpose of paying more
money to more people, I would be up here
opposing It with as much sincerity as I
come here to support it today. But that
Is not the philosophy of this bill. The
philosophy of this bill is to get people
off the treadmill of welfare—dependency
upon a government check—and enable
them to become sell-sufficient partici-
pants in the American economic system.

Nearly everyone from whom I have
heard during our consideration of this
bill has agreed that we should put the
emphasis on work. I agree 100 percent.

Mr. Chairman, one of the opponents of
this legislation, in a speech before this
House, uttered words that I would adopt
as my own. He said:

It is essential that we recognize that
occupational rehabilitation is the Only cor-
rective mutually beneficial solution to the
problem of able-bodied, needy American
adults with a work potential, and the con-
clusion is—that only a program leading to a
job and self sufficiency can succeed in reduc-
ing the welfare burden.

Mr. Chairman, that Is the objective of
this bill. That is where this legislation
differs from the programs we have today.

Mr. Chairman, let me review with
the Members some of my reasoning in
becoming convinced that the present sys-
tem is unworkable. The present sys-
tem simply keeps people on the welfare
treadmill, receiving welfare checks Into
the second and third generations. In my
opinion it is the worst thing in the world
for a child to grow up in a household
where no one gets up and goes to work in
the morning, but just, goes down to a
welfare office and picks up a check once
a week. That is the poorest example
you can establish. The best individual
and family, therapy In the world for
these children is to Imbue them with the
American philosophy that there is a
correlation between Individual effort and
economic well-being.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired.

!r. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 10 additional min-
utes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Wisconsin is recognized for 10 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I became convinced that the con-
cept of work is a' fundamental ingredi-
ent in welfare reform. The present sys-
tem rewards Idleness and penalizes work.

If you are in a nonworkins poor tam-
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fly, If you do not work, If you do not
have a job, you are eligible for assist-
ance In these States—about half of
them—that cover the unemployed par-
ent.

But If the family head Is working,
then the family Is not eligible for bene-
fits In any jurisdiction, even though the
family income is below the needs stand-
ard established for welfare in the State.

How can you encourage unemployed
people, to whom you are paying assist-
ance, to go to work If you are going to
penalize them by making them ineligibl
for assistance when they do go to work?
If you want to move people from the
nonworking poor Into employment, you
have to provide them with assistance or
your attempts will be futile.

The present program keeps an individ-
ual and his family welfare as long as
they are unemployed. But If they get up
In the morning, go through the extra
expense of working and come home tired
at night, they are no longer eligible for
assistance. They are no longer nonwork-
ing poor individuals, they are earning
something, and the present law says we
are not going to take care of them.

Now that Issue—providing coverage
for the working poor—is the fundamen-
tal issue before us today.

This is the group of additional in-
dividuals we will be providing assistance
to—some 19 mIllion who would be under
the new Program as against 7 millIon in-
dividuals who are covered through the
aid to families with dependent children
program. This added group is funda-
mentally what we call the working poor.

Falling tio cover e,working poor re-
sults in two inherent detects of the pres-
ent system. The first defect Is the incen-
tive for family break-up, the father
leaving the home, If he was the bread-
winner there, because his family would
be economically better off if he deserted
them and qualified them for assistance
as an AFDC family. The second defect
Is the disincentive' to work for those in-
tact families where the father Is unem-
ployecl—the problem I discussed earlier.

Let me just ask why a poor family with
minor children should be ineligible for
any assistance just because there is a
man in the house who Is working? Why
should that automatically make a family
Ineligible for any assistance, even though
their income Is less than the need stand-
ard the State has established for AFDC
families, to enable them to keep body
and soul together.

Why should work make you ineligible
for assistance In meeting your needs?
We cannot give an answer to that. No
one can give an answer to that.

That is why we covered the working
poor. That Is why I became convinced
of the need to cover this group—to dis-
courage family disintegration, to foster
family stability, and to enóourage work.

Let me take a simple Illustrative case,
using figures from 'a conservatiy aüd
moderate State, the State of Wiséonsin.
The figures in States like New Jersey
would provide a more compelling cure,
because their welfare payments are
higher, but I am selecting a moderate
State' to Illustrate my point.

Take a fanlily in the State of Wiscon-
sin, with the male In the home working
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at $1.50 an hour. He has a wife and
three children. His gross Income at $1.50
an hour on a monthly basis is $260. If
you deduct from these earnings his work
expenses—such as transportation costs,
social security tax, and special clothes
that he has to have, all of which are esti-
mated by the Department of Labor to be
about $60 a month—he will have a net
income of $200 a month for himself, his
1fe, and his three children. He Is not
eligible for any assistance under the aid
to 'families with dependent children pro-
gram.

But the AFDC family consisting of a
mother and three children would get
$189 a month from welfare under the
Wisconsin program of aid to families
with dependent children. This is prac-
tically as much as the family with the
employed male gets in net income at
the end of the month. Yet, the family
with the mother and three children, re-
ceiving $189, has one less mouth to feed,
one less person to shelter, and one less
person to clothe. Economically, they are
better off?

The family with the employed male
would be ahead economically, if the f a-
ther left and qualified them for AFDC.

This Is the family breakup incentive
the present program provides. There Is
an economic inducement for the father
to leave. Certainly this is not the only
reason for family breakups, but we are
on unsound ground to continue a pro-
gram which provides an economic Incen-
tive to the breadwinner to leave home,
creating a fatherless household with no
one working.

If we take the case of an individual
with a wife and three children who Is
working at below the minimum wage—
and there are betseen 6 and 7 mIllion
Individuals working full time at below
the minimum wage in this country—the
Incentive for family breakup Is even
greater. A man earning $1.25 per hour
would have gross monthly wages of $215,
and an economic Income, after deducting
work expenses, of $155 a month. He is
not eligible for assistance because we
do not cover the working poor. In this
particular case the family is $48 better
off if he leaves home, and there Is stifi
one mouth less to feed, one person less
to clothe, and one person less to shelter.
Can we continue a program that has
these kinds of results? I do not'think we
can.

Let me give you some figures as to
what an individual must earn in various
States in order for his family of four to
be as well off as a family of four on wel-
fare.

In flhinois he must be earning $1.85 an
hour for his family of four to be better
off than a family of four on welfare. In
Massachusetts, it is $2.16; Michigan,
$1.95. In Wisconsin, as I Indicated, It is
$1.50. This is the encouragement we pro-
vide today for family disintegration. And
these are the disincentives we provide
for work. We must cover the working
poor if we are going to avoid this.

Let me give you another case in my
own State, and this could occur in about
half of the States. Consider that intact
family, which we have already discussed,
with the father earning, after work ex-
penses, $200 a month. The family is not

eligible for assistance because the father
Is working. Then consider another fam-
ily of four, with the father unemployed.
Yet because he Is not working, he be-
comes eligible immediately for'a family
benefit, In the State of Wisconsin, of $220.
In this case it put $20 into his pocket to
be unemployed.

Where is the incentive to work when
we penalize work in a simple case like
this? As I said, you can make cases in
some States with higher welfare stand-
ards that involve a greater disincentive to
work.

Does this system make sense? Of
course not. What do we have to do? I
think we have to adopt the underlying
philosophy of this bill. We have to cover
the working poor.

Additionally, we have to provide in-
centive to the individual to work. We do
that In this bill in two ways. First, we
let him keep the first $720 he earns an-
nually—or $60 per month—without sat-
fering a diminution In benefits In order
to cover his work expenses.

Second, we let the man keep 50 cents
out of every additional dollar he earns,
reducing his assistance by only 50 per-
cent of his earnings up to the break-even
point—$3,920 for a family of four re-
ceiving a basic benefit of $1,600. This
provides encouragement for him to get a
job and go to work, and to continue work-
Ing and improving himself.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, this is a
little bit technical business, which the
gentleman knows more about than I do,
so I hope the gentleman bears with me.
But the work incentive Is one of the very
important things in this bill.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. In my
judgment, it Is very Important.

Mr. DENNIS. All right. That comes
basically from the idea that after this
first $720, the man Is allowed to keep 50
percent of whatever additional he may
earn? Is that correct?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. That is
correct. Yes, a 50-percent income disre-
gard Is provided.

Mr. DENNIS. Is it correct, according
to the people In this field, that we have
to have the rate that low at least, that
we cannot take away from him much
more than 50 percent and retain any
substantial incentive?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Let me be
honest with the gentleman. I do not
know that we can say with any certainty
that there is anything magic about the
50 percent.

Mr. DENNIS. At any rate, the gentle-
man will agree with that?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. There are
those who contend, as we have heard the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. AsHBR00K),
that the income diSregard is too low, that
we do not provide enough incentive, par-
ticularly when we calculate the disrerard
under cases that will involve State sup-
plementation. If the limitation In the
value of food stamps with increased in-
come is included, the disregard is some-
what smaller, or conversely, the "mar-
ginal rate" Is somewhat higher.

Mr. DENNIS. But at any rate, If we
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take away more than half of what he
earns In addition, this reduces his In-
centive to work. We have to agree on

BYRNES of Wisconsin. Yes, or It
Increases his Incentive to become un-
employed, if he Is working.

Mr. DENNIS. Yes. This is the technical
part, but Is it not a fact that under the
provisions of the bill where the allotment
for food stamps and so forth Is affected
and Is reduced by the amount he Is al-
lowed to keep, that as a matter of fact,
although we talk about 50 percent, we
are keeping him from retaining sub-
stantlally more than that?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. That Is
why I responded that there are those
who suggest that the total Incentive may
be lnsucIent. But the incentives pro-
vided In the disregard included In this
bill are an improvement over existing
law, so that the bill Cannot be challenged
because we have not gone far enough In
taking care of the working poor.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield furt1er?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, is It true
that actually the rate gets up In the sev-
enties and above rather than in the fiftIes
when we calculate the food stamp al-
lowance?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. There are
cases where that wIll be true, but again
we cannot generalize because in the first
place food stamps are not available In
all areas. For Instance, I have many
counties In my congressional district that
do npt have food stamps. I do not know
if or when they will have them, but not
every area has food stamps. We cannot
fault this legislation because of pro-
visions that are In the Food Stamp Act.

Mr. DENNIS. But we have to consider
everything together to find out what we
are talking about taking away from tine
man and what our taxes come to.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I will agree
there are cases where the marginal rate
Is above 7) percent, but for most Income
levels it Is substantially below that. We
must compare that with the greater
disincentives found In present law.

Mr. DENNIS. But the gentleman Is
more than doubling the welfare rolls, to
begin with. His hope of a future reduc-
tion—that Is all it can be now, a hope—
depends on this Incentive. I am suggest-
ing to the gentleman, If the incentive Is
In fact much less than we generally con-
tend, the hope decreases materially.

I believe It is fair to point out that
certain knowledgeable people, such as
Professor Friedman, testified to that
effect before the committee.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Professor
Friedman did feel that we were taking
away too much of the Individual's earn-
ings that we had not made the disregard
high enough when we included food
stamps and other factors.

What is done by thIs Is to fault the
bifi on the basis that we are not spending
more money than Is proposed under this
bill, that we are not enlarging it beyond
what the bill calls for, that we are not
doing more for the working poor than
what we have done In this bill. But some
Individuals are contending we should not
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even cover the working poor. We must
do this, It seems to me, If we are to get
rid of the underlying concept of the
present program and implement the
philosophy that people should go to work.

That is the only argument I can make
in favor of the incentive we have here,
that it is much more than we have today.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from flhinois.

Mr. McCLORY, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I want to compliment the gentleman on
this very clear statement and the descrip-
tion of this legislation. I agree generally
with the philosophy in the bill.

There is one question I have. In con-
nection with the inducements to secure
employment and to receive training for
employment I question the provision
with regard to the exemption of women
who have children under 6 years of age.
I wonder whether it is not possible that
a woman might continue to have children
one after another so that she would have
one or more children under 6 years of
age for an extended period of time, and
thus defeat this inducement we are try-
ing to develop through this legislation.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I doubt
that we will find many people who will
think they can come out ahead at the
end of the year on a basis of a $300 bonus,
if that Is what one wants to call it, for
an additional child.

We have had a lot of correspondence
recently saying that a $600 deduction In
the income tax was not enough to take
care of the cost of a child and that we
were not making the proper allowance.
So in the last tax bill we did try to move
In the direction of an Improvement In
that situation.

I do not believe we will find that any-
one is going to look at it as an economic
incentive to have more children to get
the amount of the allowance we provide
In this bill for each Individual child.

The CHAIRMAN. The time yielded
by the gentleman from Wisconsin has
expired.

The Chair advises the gentleman from
Wisconsin that he has consumed 40
minutes.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I hope
before he concludes the gentleman will
allude to one matter In the bill I did
not refer to; that is, these special works
projects we have Included in the bill for
the purpose of seeing that people who
do not find jobs in regular employment
may have the opportunity to get work
in those projects.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Arkansas yield time to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin?

Mr. MILLS. I will yield time to the
gentleman, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 5 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Wisconsin is recognized for an additional
5 minutes.

I dwelt on the work Incentives because
this is tied in to the fact that you cannot
just deal with the problem of the non-
working poor. If you are going.- to move
In the direction of getting people to work,
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to become self-sufficient, you cannot then
turn your back on them as soon as they
become working poor. That is why we
have this Incentive and this -encourage-
ment to work built into the bill.

Let me point out another Important
provision in this bill that is not In pres-
ent law. Under present law we require
the States to refer "appropriate indi-
viduals" to the employment service for
work training and work. Who makes
that determinations? The social worker,
the welfare Worker. What has been the
result? It has varied all over the lot be-
tween States, but in too many cases the
social worker has decided that it was not
appropriate, for a mother with children
to work. Not only have they said, I
would say to my good friend from Illi-
nois, that it is not appropriate for a
woman with preschool children to work,
but they say it Is not appropriate for any
woman with children to work.

We do not use the word "appropriate"
In this bill to determine who shall be re-
ferred for work and training. We say
everyone shall be required to register
and take training and work, with a few
exceptions specifically written into the
law—such as mothers with children un-
der 6 and the disabled. But even in the
case of the disabled we require them to
register with the rehabilitation agency to
see If their disability can be corrected.

We encourage mothers of preschool
children to volunteer and provide them
with child care. We direct the employ-
ment service and the Department of La-
bor to train these people and to give
them equal opportunities even though
their participation Is voluntary.

By spelling outS the exceptions in the
statute we do not leave to the discre-
tion of some welfare worker whether an
individual should be referred to work
and training. The emphasis In this
bill is on employment, so we charge the
employment service with this responsi-
bility under carefully specified condi-
tions. The responsibility Is with our prin-
cipal manpower and employment agen-
cy—right where It belongs.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. CLEVELAND. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding. I have some questions
concerning this legislation. I have been
told the only pilot project which has been
conducted for precisely this type of pro-
gram for workers on welfare Is one In
New Jersey. I understami It was carried
on under the auspices of the Office of
Economic Opportunity. I was further In-
formed It was based on an enrollment of
80 to 90 families and 'that only 1 year
of the project was considered, and it had
another 2 years to go. Is that rather
sketchy information correct?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Not en-
tirely. I do not recognize the figures you
refer to as being those associated with
that study. We can make available to
the gentleman the conclusions of this
study, because we did call in the group
that conducted the study, and they are
developing further Information now.

But this study was not concerned with
welfare cases. It had to do with the per-
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son who is currently working, and
whether a supplement to these families
would discourage them from working and
Improving themselves. Their conclusion
was that there was an incentive to work
even though there was some assistance
being given to this Individual,

Mr. CLEVELAND. Am I right that this
was a New Jersey study under the aus-
piáes of the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. The Office
of Economic Opportunity participated in
it and the overall contract was under
their auspices.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield further, am I
correctly advised that the study has not
been fully completed?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Oh, no, it
has not been fully completed, but It has
gone to the point that they were able to
draw conclusions.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me at that point?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. COLLIER. I would like to add
something to that. The idea of providing
incentive and encouraging people to work
Is not new. This Is not a new program.
For years out in my State where general
welfare assistance and welfare programs
were conducted by the various township
supervisors and administrators of gen-
eral assistance, this was a common prac-
tice. I happened to have served in that
capacity for 4 years In a township. It
was not unusual at all to help a lower
income family by getting them either a
part-time job or by getting them training,
whether It was tç work in a local gas sta-
tion or what not. It worked, I can tell
you that. It worked In more than one
town. This is not a new concept. It Is just
as basic as apple le.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further,

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Yes, I yield
further to the gentleman.

Mr. CLEVELAND. I do not wish to get
Into a debate on this precise point. But I
have had experiences with the earning
limitation on social security. I know
about that and I hope to goodness that
the members of the Committee on Ways
and Means know that many people when
they get up to the earnings limitation,
they stop work even if they could still, get
$1 out of every $2 earned after that
limitation.

Another question; what would be the
chance of a college student who Is mar-
ried and, perhaps, has one or two chil-
dren, with no earnings income or no
assets? Would he or would he not qualify
as one of the families under this pro-
gram?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. The indi-
vidual, If my memory serves me correctly,
and correct me If I am wrong here—
would probably be eligible on the basis
that he was the head of a household
taking training.

Mr. CLEVELAND. And this would be
so regardless of wheth€- his father was
a millionaire or not? In uther words,- do
you go Into the family background to
see If there is sufficient Income to take
care of this particular Situation? Do you
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stop right there with the new young fam-
ily itself?

Mr. BYRNES of -Wisconsin. We do not
Impose a father's responsibility for an
adult child. But we do have a minor
child provision. In fact, there Is a new
provision In this bill. To the degree that
that the Federal Government Is paying
family assistance to any child or the wife
of an Individual, he now has a financial
liability to the Federal Government for
the amount that has been paid by the
Federal Government to support his fam-
ily. 1 assume this is an independent
household with, perhaps, a child. We
would look into that individual's re-
sources.

Mr. CLEVELAND. I am talking about
the family case where the college stu-
dent is married and has a couple of chil-
dren and maybe is In postgraduate school
because his family has been able to ar-
range for him to continue education,
start a family, and stay out of the draft
by providing postgraduate training.
There he sits as an independent family.
I am wondering whether he is entitled
to these benefits or not.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. The clues-
tion Is, are the resources of this parent
available to this child. If they are, then
this child will not be eligible.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, would the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the distinguished Chairman.

Mr. MULS. Mr. Chairman, on the
point raised by the gentleman from
New Hampshire (Mr. CLEVELAND), first
of all I would to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. BYRNES), that we must
bear in mind that the individual was re-
quired to make himself available through
the employment office, to call there for a
job. Of course, he most likely would not
be in need of any training, and if they
found a job for him he would have to
take that jab. if he could not earn
enough to bring his income up to the
standard he might get some supplement-
ation but in that particular case I do
not think there is any real possibility
that he would be eligible for benefits.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I do not
think a graduate student would be cov-
ered, but the Individual who is still an
undergraduate might be, because he
might be considered in training.

Mr. CLEVELAND. And would It be
true for a technical or vocational school
or how about college or an engineering
school?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. If It Is con-
sidered to be part of the appropriate
training for this Individual.

Mr. MILLS. That is right.
Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. For work.
Mr. CLEVELAND. That is why people

want to go to college, and why we want
everybody to go to college, to get an edu-
cation and prepare for work.

Another question; how about a couple
on social security, and they adopt a
grandchild or even have had a child?
Would they be eligible for relief under
this?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has again expired.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 5 additIonal m1nute.
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Mr. Chairman, in reply to the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire, I think
that they could be.

Mr. CLEVELAND. My reading of the
bill, which I admit Is somewhat cur-
sory, leads me to believe they might be,
because if the peraon were in need and
had a dependent In the family under 21
years of age, and that would be the
adopted person or child I am referring
to, they would be eligible.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I think
the gentleman Is correct. Of course,
their social security Income would re-
duce their family assistance benefit dol-
lar for dollar, as there Is no Income
disregard applicable to unearned income.
The registration and work requirements
would a]so be applicable to this individ-
ual unless he was unable to engage in
work by reason of his advanced age.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, even though
a person may be in training he cannot
prescribe his own type of training and
then run down to the welfare office, and
say "I am in training, so send me a
check." He must undertake that course
of training prescribed by the employ-
ment office. The employment office must
say to the fellow that as part of the train-
ing we think appropriate for him he is
going to the vocational school. If he does
not go, then he would not be eligible.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Continuing the
suggestion that the chairman has given
us, if we take this young married per-
son, if he has two children and a wife,
and he goes down to the employment
office, and if he tells the employment of-
fice "I might be. able to go to college if
I can get a little help for the family,"
are you telling me -the employment of-
fice would not approve that, as going in-
to training?

Mr. MILLS. Ido not know what they
would do because It is not intended to
supply money for those in school. Let us
get that point clear. But It might be that
the employment office would decide that
In order to train a person who Is already
on AFDC that It would be necessary for
them to at least complete another year
of school, but this program is not in-
tended to apply to people going to col-
lege, whatsoever.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman says this
has no application to a person to go to
college?

Mr. MILLS. That is right.
Mr. GROSS. No application whatever

•to the person under this program?
Mr. MILLS. They are not available

for full-time work in the first place.
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, will

the gentleman yield?
My BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to

the gentleman from Florida.
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I would

like to point out in regard to the ques-
tion raised by the gentleman from New
Hampshire that you Just cannot do it
under this program, there is not enough
money in this whole project. We are talk-
ing about 80 cents a day to feed a child.
You are not going to be able to feed
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one for that price unless you are willing
to do something else to earn Income. And
we are only talking about for adults a
little more than that per day, so there
Is just not enough money In the whole
program to do the kind of things the
gentleman is pointing out even if It were
legally possible.

Mr. LATI'A. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. LATI'A. To me, the gentleman's
argument on this bill is based on the
fact that you are attempting to keep the
father In the home and keep the family
together so that he does not have to
absent himself from the family In order
for them to get some relief. Is that not
one of the purposes of the bill?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. That is
one of the problems encouraged by the
present law and this bill attempts to
correct It.

Mr. LATI'A. Let me give you a hypo-
thetical situation under this bill and see
whether or not by splitting up a family
of a husband and wife and four children,
the way this bill Is now written, you
would not come up with more money.

Take a family of a husband, wife, and
four children. Under the terms of this
bill, they would get $2,200. It would be
easy to figure under the composition of
a family as set forth on page 11 and 12.
If you are really looking out for dollars
and cents, which you are trying to get
away from through the present systen,
under the provision of this bill the
father could talce two children and the
mother could take two children and each
set up a home and so get $2,600 as op-
posed to $2,200.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. As a mat-
ter of economics, If you get down to the
precise figures there are additional costs
in setting up a completely separate
household rather than staying in one
household. I do not think you have a
very good case when you consider the
additional cost they are going to Incur.

Mr. LA'YrA. That Is the same argu-
ment, however, that the gentleman is
using and that the proponents of this
bill are using against the present welfare
system, where the husband would stay
away from his home State. or go to an-
other place to live and go where he
could get more money But now you are
saying you cannot use those same argu-
ments against this situation. I would
suggest to the gentleman to clear up the
language of this bill and prevent this
situation from happening when It goes
to conference.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman from Ohio
in the Committee on Rules raised the
question about the language of the bill,

As I said in my opening remarks, I am
certainly not going to contend that every
word in this bill Is perfect. But I do not
see, if we made even one mistake or two
In the bill, that that Is any excuse for
killing the whole- theory of the redirec-
tion of this program.

Actually, I do not think we have made
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all these mistakes. But, if we have, this
legislation will be amended just as all
other legislation is amended.

In the instance that the gentleman
mentions where the father is In the
household, he would have to register for
work and en.ployment. Whereas now both
the father and the mother would have to
do that.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. -Addition-
ally, the father would have a liability to
Uncle Sam for the amount of Federal
funds paid to his wife and child as a
result of the father leaving them. I doubt
that he would find this would be a very
advantageous situation.

Mr. LATTA. Is the gentleman inferring
that there is no liability now?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. There is
no Federal liability.

Mr. LATTA. I know that. But how
about State liability?

Mr. BYEtNES of Wisconsin. There Is
to the extent the State enforces It. But
now we make it a Federal responsibility.
We do this to make sure that there Is
proper enforcement and also to assist in
the problem that occurs when a father
absents himself from the State and It
becomes difficult for the local authorities
to trace him Into another State. This is
new under this legislation—the lmpos-
tion of the Federal responsibility.

Mr. LATI'A. If the gentleman will yield
for just one further question—as has
been pointed out by the gentleman from
Arkansas and the gentleman from Wis-
consin, that this not only requires the
husband to go out and seek employment
but also puts the responsibility on the
mother In the case where she has chil-
dren above the age of 6.

Mr. BYRNS of Wisconsin. Right.
Mr. LATIA. As I pointed out before

the Committee on Rules, as the gen-
tleman remembers, I am very much op-
posed to this because I think a mother's
place Is In the home when they have
children 6 and 7 years of age.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Well, you
differ with the gentleman from Illinois
who Is criticising the bill because we
do not make the mother with children
under 6 register. That shows the diffi-
culty we have In trying to reach a happy
medium.

Mr. LATFA. My friend, the gentleman
from Illinois, does not cast my vote nor
does he think for me.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I know
that.

Mr. LATTA. But I am stressing the
fact, and I am hoping your great com-
mittee, when you get this matter Into
conference will give a little thought
about keeping the mother In the home,
as well as the father. -

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. think It
Is most Important to. respond- to that.
First, If there are no children under 6 It
means that the children are In school
during the daytime. The mother In this
case does not have to be there during
the daytime to take care of these chil-
dren. Why should she not be at work.

Second, It' seems to me the greatest
therapy for these kids Is to lave them
see somebody get up In the morning
and go to work' and not just grOw up In
a family that has had to rely on a wel-

fare check. So as far as my particular
viewpoint is concerned, I see nothing
wrong at all in requiring mothers with
children who are over 6 years old to
register to take training and to take
work. That is why I disagree with the
gentleman.

I must yield the floor at this time.-
Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-

man from Virginia (Mr. BROYBILL) such
time as he may require.

(Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 16311
because I believe It is a move in the
right direction.

If there appears to be a suggestion of
some hesitancy in my voice, there is. But
the engulfing welfare mess we are now
in has convinced us all that the pres-
ent welfare system has failed. While I
do not have the confidence that the fam-
ily assistance plan will lead us quickly
from our dilemma, It is a new approach,
a new hope, that can lead those caught
In welfare and the poverty cycle to the
greener pasture of seif-suliiciency and
off welfare rolls onto tax rolls.

For those who are concerned, as I am,
about guaranteed annual wage, the fain-
fly assistance plan is not that. It adds
to the current "guaranteed Income," If
you will, of present welfare handouts,
the condition that qualified ablebod.Ied
members register—take - training—and
get to work or improve themselves for a
better job. By contrast, the Helneman
Commission report contains no such con-
dition to its income maintenance pay-
ments.

I am convinced that too long we have
heard the voice of the social theorists
overpersuading poverty level persons
that they have a right to welfare, that
the almighty Government owes them a
living whether they work or not. I am
against force that destroys human dig-
nity as much as the social theorists. But
studies now bear me out that this cod-
dling attitude has been wrong all along.
If we listen to the mothers on welfare
and to the majority in the poverty cycle,
they want to work, If they can have some
help on child-care needs and training.

Even In this bill, mothers with chil-
dren under age 6. are exempt from the
registration requirement, though such
persons may voluntarily register and
enter a training program, utilizing dày-
care assistance.

How many of us know families in the.
middle income, and even affluent group,
who have working parents, with chil-
dren under age 6 at home or In special
facilities? Why must we continue to force
a coddling attitude on those on welfare,
when. they prefer to respond to oppor-'
tunity. A survey in Nb'W York City among
welfare mothers showed -that six out of
10, who had children under age 6, said
they would prefer. to work if they had
child-care help.

We need to get rid of the overkill ap-
proach to welfare. Even in the family as-
sistance plan there Is this lurking ele-
ment in the day-care plan. Federal
funds will provide 100 percent of the
rehabilitation ad renovation of the prO-
posed day-care centers. The emphasis In

meeting the day-care needs appears to
be directed toward elaborate centers
with specially qualified professional
persons.

But it does not require a genius to take
care of a child. One study showed that
retarded children reared by women with
IQ of less than 80, became productive
workers, while a controlled group of--sim-
ilar retarded children left behind in
the care of an institution never became
productive in their lifetime.

Without denying the value and need
of such day-care centers, It is my ap-
prehension that the emphasis of the
administrative professionals is to go
heavy In this direction. This is despite
the fact a majority of welfare and work-
ing mothers would prefer to make their
own child-care arrangements, either with
a relative or neighbor, rather than trans..
port their child to a more distant elab-
orate center. The working families who
live In your neighborhood and my neigh-
borhood do not have a day-care super-
visor for their children with a master's
degree.

What the poverty families want is not
overkill. They are not demanding a Cad-
illac, but they could use a compact. They
want basic help, opportunity for train-
ing for a job that exists after taking that
opportunity, and some financial help
with day care while taking that training
and working.

I also am concerned that disappoint-
ment may set In when it Is realized that
the task of providing training for jobs
that exist cannot be met overnight for
all those for whom this program Is In-
tended to serve. We are taking a big
bite that .will take us longer than we
think to digest.

But I do like the more positive ap-
proach to this program. It has been
shown that rising economy itself re-
duces gradually the number of persons
In the poverty levels of income, yet our
welfare rolls have Increased with this
burdgeoning economy.

I am glad that this plan recognizes
the working poor—the folks who have
been wearing the white hats. It is time
that we give a helping hand to those
who have not shirked in their effort to
break out of the poverty cycle,, despite
the present incentive to join their more
affluent neighbors on welfare.

It Is a program designed to help fam-
ilies stay together.

It establishes Federal standards to re-
duce the flow of welfare-oriented fam-
ilies to the urban areas.

It seeks to do something about hold-
ing deserting fathers—and mothers—fl-
nánclally responsible for their families.

It raises the level of adult assistance
for the aged, blind, and disabled to $110
a month.

It brings a measure of financial relief
to the States.

'And, Importantly, It places a lid on
the cellingless Federal payments that
have been growing by leaps and bounds
for aldto families of dependent children.

Mr. Chairman, I -recommend the bill.
Mr. MILLB. Mr. Chairman, I yield

such time as he may consume to the gen-
tieman from New York' (Mr GItBERT).

(Mr. GILBERT asked and was given
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permission to ievise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in full and complete support of the Fain-
ily Assistance Act of 1970. As a member
of the Committee on Ways and Means
who helped formulate the bill before
us today, I commend my chairman (Mr.
MILLS), as well as the ranking minority
member (Mr. BYRNES). I believe the bill
as it is before us today represents a sub-
stantial improvement in the proposal
submitted by President Nixon to Congress
last year.

The bill offers a meaningful step for-
ward toward easing the burdens of wel-
fare in this Nation, not only for those
who desperately need assistance but for
those citizens who must pay the bill.

I commend the committee particularly
for important improvements in categories
relating to assistance for the aged, the
ill, the handicapped, and the blind.

Mr. Chairman, none of us are ever
completely satisfied with a bill when it
leaves the rnittee, and this bill, no
matter how revchitionary, is no excep-
tion. I, among others, strongly urged the
committee to raise the minimum levels
per family. I believe the proposed allot-
ments now in the bill of $500 for the first
two members of a family and $300 for
each additional member, are simply not
adequate to provide a satisfactory base.

I would hcpe that once this program
is implemented, It will become clear to
the administration that minimum levels
must be raised In the next fiscal budget.
Nevertheless, I view the bill in Its present
form as an Important first step that must
be taken and I am hopeful that a maj-
ority of the House will so agree.

This bill Is, of course, as controversial
as any that will come before this body
this year. But let me discuss briefly just
several of the provisions In the bill that,
to me, make Its passage essential.

The bill will extend family assistance
coverage from 7 million persons to 20
million Americans. And in the critical
area of programs for the aged, the blind,
and the handicapped, coverage will be
extended from 3 mIllion to 4 mIllion
persons.

And for the first time, our social wel-
fare program will encourage, rather than
discourage, a male head of household to
remain in the home and help provide
needed balance to his family.

For the first time, welfare is recog-
nized as a national rather than a local
problem. This bill will not only ease the
overwhelming financial burden on local
governments, It will at last put an end
to the need for the heartbreaking migra-
tion of untrained rural citizens to our
Nation's cities.

Mr. Chairman, my own city of New
York has long carried out the most liberal
of family assistance programs. And as
the costs grew ever more awesome, at-
tempts were made periodically to "weed
out" the sb-called welfare cheats. But,
even though there have been some spec-
tacular exceptions, the general conclu-
sions of these investigations proved sim-
ply that a great many people had valid
cause to be on welfare rolls.

The Inescapable fact is that a great
many of our citizens do need assistance
if they are to survive. I believe it is the
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responsibility of Government to offer
that assistance until such time as they
can be helped to become self-supporting
citizens once again.

If I may, Mr. Chairman, let me close
with these simple thoughts. Our Nation
is one of wealth and abundance. In less
than 200 years we have fashioned the
most progressive, forward-looking Na-
tion ever to exist. We believe devoutly in
fundamental freedoms, in justice, equal-
ity, and opportunity. We have shared
our riches with many nations; indeed, we
have often been more generous abroad
than we have at home. Let us now use
part of our resources to help our own
people. I believe It is an investment this
Nation will look back on with pride, for
after all, It is an Investment In our own
future.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. ULLMAN).

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, It grieves
me to find myself in opposition to my
chairman and my friend from Wisconsin.
The chairman was reminiscing to me the
other day about the two greatest mis-
takes he made since he was in the Con-
gress, and I would say to the chairman
that, compared to what you are doing to-
day, those others will fade into insignifi-
cance.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the distin-
guished chairman.

Mr. MILLS. I have been praying the
Lord that he will deliver me from all of
these many mistakes I have made.

Mr. T.JLLMAN. I am hopeful, too, Mr.
Chairman.

The chairman very eloquently pointed
out the deficiencies of the present wel-
fare system, and I think most of us would
cOncur. But I would say you do not have
to adopt this remedy to cure the deficien-
cies that he pointed out. For example, the
problem of the family breakup. All it
would take would be a simple Federal
standard requiring unemployed fathers
to be covered In all States. Obviously
that would cure that problem.

With respect to the problem of the
WIN program referrals, all we would
have to require here is the Federal stand-
ard making it mandatory to refer whom-
ever we saw fit to the employment agen-
cies. But at any rate, the big problem
we have here today is trying to under-
stand a complex piece of legislation. I
hope this Committee will not, just be-
cause there are deficiencies in the present
program, go headlong into a new pro-
gram that is so totall untried and so
full of pitfalls that I will attempt to out-
line very briefly here today.

Mr. Chairman, today we are consider-
ing one of the most' far-reaching pieces
of legislation to come before Congress In
recent years.

Passage of this welfare reform bill
would mark a turning point in American
social and economic history. The Federal
Government would embrace the philos-
ophy that American citizens are entitled
to a guaranteed annual income. It is true
that we limit that guarantee to those
with limited assets, those with families
and those who register at the employ-
ment office. -But within those limitations
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the taxpayers of the Nation will be
charged with permanent income mainte-
nance for all.

Because I disagree with this basic con-
cept as well as many spc1fic provisions
of the bill, I oppose its passage. I am not,
however, an opponent of welfare reform.
In my judgment, it is possible to devise an
effective Federal program that will bring
meaningful help to the poor. It Is not,
however, possible through this bill. I have
great compassion for the poor. I believe
that we can eliminate poverty and that
should be one objective.

The action of this bill is to dispense
cash. There is a great deal of talk about
work incentives. But the bill offers little
that is new in the employment area ex-
cept the basic proposition that everybody
on welfare who is eligible to work must
register to work. Once registered, the
poor will face most of the same frustra-
tions and disillusionments they now en-
counter under the present welfare-work
system. Few Improvements would be in-
stituted. The significant difference is that
3 million more heads of families would
be registered for the course In frustra-
tion and disillusionment.

The administration Indicates that l
will provide for an increase In funding
for job training and child care In the
first full year of the family assistance
program. But the increase Is not enough
to overcome the Inadequacies of the exist-
ing programs, much less enough to meet
the demands of a greatly expanded new
program.

Mr. Chairman, we have before us a bill
with Imposing consequences and serious
deficiencies. It deserves the full under-
standing and careful consideration of the
Congress before action is taken.

We cannot afford to say simply: "Any-
thing is better than the present system."
The stakes are too high.

will vote for a straight recommittal
of the bill. The committee can produce a
bill that is responsive to the need, yet
preserves the integrity of the system.

I would like to take a few minutes now
to describe some of the questions that
this bill has raised in my mind during
the 6 months It has been before the com-
mittee. In my judgment, these questions
still need to be answered.

Before us is a complex bifi that over-
night would nearly triple the size of the
Nation's welfare rolls to 25 mifilon and
double the- Federal cost of welfare to
more than $8 billion a year.

The cost of the family assistance pro-
gram is to be met by open-ended appro-
priation of the Congress from general
tax revenues. The administration says
the first-year cost of the new program to
the Federal Government will be an added
$4.4 billion. The committee proposes leg-
islation that on top of total coverage of
the Federal floor, would commit the
Federal Government to pay 30 percent
of the supplemental costs of the States,
up to the limits of the poverty level.

This, of course, Is only a beginning.
Ax extra $4 billion for Federal floor bene-
fits In the early 1970's wIll easily become
an extra $8 billion by the late 1970's. A
30-percent share in supplemental pay-
ments will undoubtedly be increased to
60 percent or higher within a few years.
Congress will face annual presspre until
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the total cost of the welfare system Is
assumed by the Federal GOvernment.
This bill goes a long way toward federal-
izing the cost of the welfare system. The
few steps remaining after its passage
would merely be a matter of time.

The bill places a Federal floor under
the adult categories in the system—the
aged, the blind, and the disabled. Here
there is no controversy. The increases in
benefits that will result from the new
floor are necessary to help those locked
into a fixed income to meet the erosions
of inflation on their benefit dollar. The
system will continue to be operated in
a conventional manner by the States.

Beneficiaries in these adult categories
comprise less than 30 percent of the total
number of persons receiving welfare
checks. Their number has remained
relatively level in recent years.

In the other major welfare category,
family assistance, families are strictly
defined. A minimum family requires two
persons, an adult and a child under 18
or if he is a student, under 21. Single
persons and couples without children are
not eligible under the bill. This provision,
incidentally, strikes me as one of the
bill's most glaring anomalies. How can
one accept the principle of guaranteed
income for families and refuse to do it
for single persons and couples?

Aid to families, of course, is the source
of our mushrooming welfare costs, with
the number of persons enrolled under the
existing program having nearly tripled
In the past decade. Later I will discuse
how this total cost will mushroom In the
future. But cost alone Is not a sufficient
reason for opposition.

What does this program do? First and,
of course, the most important signifi-
cant thing that It does, and the thing
that has most of the Members of the
Congress greatly concerned, within cer-
tain limitations It does prescribe for the
first time in the history of this country
a guaranteed family Income program. I
am going to cover that In a bit of detail
later on. But we have never had this
kind of• family guAranteed income pro-
gram under any circumstances In this
country before.

Second—and I think this is very lxii-
portant—the United 8tates under this
program does directly assume the full
responsibility for the welfare program,
for determination of basic eligibility for
all family welfare recipients.

That goes to the determination of in-
come, to the determination of assets.
The U.S. Government will administer
the means test to the family status, and
any other requirements under the pro-
gram.

In assuming this responsibility the
United States will be charged with the
responsibility for that welfare determi-
nation, the determination of eligibility,
as well as making the payments. These
welfare payments across the land In
every community and In every State
will be paid directly out of the Federal
Treasury. This Includes all the 1.7 mIl-
lion families now on the AFDC program
as well as this broad new designation
that we call the working poor. So this
bill would add 2.9 mIllion new families—
and that amounts to 15 millIon new peo-
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pie—to the welfare rolls in this country
on a 100 percent Federal basis.

I was horrified in the committee In
listening to the witnesses from the ad-
ministration tell us how this program
will work. I want to say it is an adminis-
trative monstrosity, that It does not
eliminate any of the bureaucracy, but it
just adds another layer. This, I think, is
tremendously significant. I had hoped,
personally, that when we had a proposal
to reform welfare, we would use that op-
portunity tO clean up the mess of bu-
reaucracy we have operating in this
whole area of poverty.

The Family Assistance Act moves to-
ward nationalization of the welfare sys-
tem, but it does not simplify the adminis-
tration of the system.

A new Federal agency will have to be
established in the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare to administer
the family assistance plan. A whole new
bureaucracy would be born.

The payment program would operate
essentially on a declaration basis. The
prospective beneficiary would declare his
basis for eligibility under the uniform
standards, and once approved and regis-
tered in the employment office, he would
begin to receive a benefit check. The dec-
laration system is already in use at
some New York City welfare centers, re-
placing personal interviews and investi-
gation as the basis fot eligibility. It Is
viewed by many welfare experts as a ma
jor step In the shift from a work-oriented
welfare system to an income mainte-
nance system.

Spot àhecklng of a sampling of Initial
declarations is planned to ensure accu-
rate reporting of Income. This Is clearly
an inadequate safeguard against abuse
of the system.

The Federal Government will have Its
hands full coping with the high turnover
of families In need, and the fluctuation
of Income In the poverty level. Under the
existing program, In 1988 some eight mu..
lion separate persons received welfare
checks, even though the average monthly
number of recipients in that year was
only 5.7 millIon. Determining the amount
of the monthly check for the working
poor will be extremely difficult. As one
expert witness told the committee during
hearings:

There Is a very large amount of up and
down In the Income of people In these low
income levels, and In percentage terms It Is
Immense. FIfty percent. 60% varIations are
not at all uncommon.

There will be critical administrative
problems under the work registration
requirements of the bill, too. The Secre-
tary of Labor has the full responsibfflty
under the bill to develop program for
manpower services, training, and em-
ployment, and Is expected to utilize
State employment services In many cases
to implement these programs. According
to the Secretary of Labor's Own descrip-
tion before the 'cothmlttee, his depart-
ment would work on a joint basis with
State and local agencies to develop man-
power and employability plans for re-
cipients. The Secretary would get guide-
lines for these plans, but actual Imple-
mentation, In his words, would go "office
by office." The failure of State agencies
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to use imaginative, innovative ap-
proaches In placing welfare beneficiaries
in training programs Is a major source of
concern about the existing system.

The food stamp program, which is
billed as an Integral part of PAP's at-
tack on poverty, will in fact remain very
much outside FAP for administrative
purposes, continuing under the direction
of the Department of Agriculture. The
committee recognizes the Inefficiency
and potential Ineffectiveness of this divi-
sion of the poverty program.

Thus, we will keep much of the
bureaucratic mess we have. On top of It
we will add a new layer of Federal
bureaucracy operating both in Washing-
ton and in hundreds of American cities.

Mr. LATrA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LJILMAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman had some testimony before his
committee on the administration of this
program. I just wonder If the gentle-
man had any testimony on how much it
will cost to administer this program.

Mr. ULMAN. It would be a guess,
whatever we said. The administration
had some figures as to what It would
cost, but they are not based upon any-
thing In the world of reality at all. If we
are talking about proper administration,
if we are talking about a real determina-
tion of assets and not just opening up
the Federal Treasury to everybody who
fills out a form, then the administration
costs would be cozhpletely beyond any-
thing that has been proposed by the ad-
ministration.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. KYL Mr. Chairman, I think the
gentleman Is making a fine statement.
My major concern about this whole pro-
cedure is thIs The first time the matter
came before the Congress which would
try to enforce making a person work be-
fore she or he could get welfare, I am
convinced tthls body would turn Its back
on the philosophy of this program and
say we just cannot force a person to go
to work to get welfare, and we would be
right back where we were except we will
have the guaranteed annual wage on top
of this program.

Mr. ULLMAN. I think the gentleman
Is absolutely right.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DILMAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, do I un-
derstand from my friend, the gentleman
from Iowa, that he Is disappointed be-
cause the bill requires these people to
take training, to go to work?

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, what I am
saying Is with the socIs system In the
United States and with the court system
working as It is In the United States, no
one Is going to force anyone in the final
analysia to go to work, no matter how
lofty or honorable a goal it would be.



H 3096

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman assures us
that is not the case, that there are 3
million, 200 thousand of these people
who either possess training or are capa-
ble of training and after training go to
work. Would the gentleman like to see
them working?

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, If the gentle-
man will yield further, I would ask the
gentleman from Arkansas this question:
Did not this Congress a few years ago
adopt a policy which would have forced
the ADC mothers, for instance, to go to
work?

Mr. MILLS. No, we did not. We put
the onus on the States to see to It that
they had training.

The States decided that none of them
were "appropriate for training." They
got out of it In practically every State.

Now we are taking over the program,
and we will have Federal employees
making that decision under the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare.
The Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare must assume the responsibil-
ity if the program is not administered
properly.

Mr. T.JLLMAN. Mr. Chairman, let me
proceed with an analysis very quickly of
this work requirement. In my jtdgment
this Is the most overrated provision In
this whole bill.

The administration has sold the family
assistance plan on the proposition that
its program will achieve this goal. The
fanfare for "workfare" raises the ex-
pectations of hundreds of thousands of
Americans that new and better jobs will
develop under FAP. But the program
neither lays the foundation for these jobs
nor provides adequate funding for train-
ing and child care to make working
feasible.

This is the problem. It takes money
to train people. There Is not that kind
of money in the President's budget, to
even break the surface of the overall
problem.

I havC a chart here indicating 1969,
1970, 1971, and 1972, indicating what the
funding provisions In the bill are, and
at the break what the problem Is. We
are not even beginning to cope with the
problem of training these people. It Is
an extremely expensive proposition.

When we say we are going to refer
them to the Employipent Bureau, the em-
ployment agencies will have a hard time
just handling the paperwork of register-
ing them. Insofar as the training and
work placement are concerned, I see
nothing In the bill that would implement
those programs.

The key work program for welfare
beneficiaries now Is the work incentive
program—WIN. Authorized In 1967 by
Congress, WIN got off to a 40w start
but has gained momentum steadily In
the recent months. Although there are
many defects In the program, WIN has
its strong supporters. The director of
California's WIN program, Aaron Levln,
who Is a veteran administrator of four
succeeding Federal manpower programs,
told the committee that WIN is "to me
he most heart warming, the most com-
prehensive, the most flexible program I
have ever seen for training and employ-
ment of welfare recipients."
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Leylh observed that WIN brings to-
gether the three major systems required
for a successful program—education, la-
bor and welfare. It Is tailored at the
State and local level to meet the special
needs of local and regional problems. It
employs a unique team approach to solv-
ing Individual cases, including coaching
by other welfare beneficiaries already en-
rolled in the program.

An important deficiency in WIN has
been the lack of adequate funding for
the program.

In fiscal 1969, Federal outlays for WIN
totals only $33 million to cover 81,000
slots. Budgets for fiscal 1970 and 1971
call for sizable Increases but not nearly
enough to meet demand in many areas.
For example, New York City has 9,600
training slots In fiscal 1970. But officials
told the committee that the need Is for
48,000 slots.

Nothing like this kind of a quantum
jwnp is planned under FAP. WIN Is to
be repealed by PAP, and replaced ap-
parently by a program much like it. The
administration plans In the first full year
to open up 150,000 new training slots
and to provide training to upgrade skills
of 75,000 of the 3 mIllion newly regls'
tered working poor at a total cost of $210
million. The scope of the proposed pro-
gram is clearly inadequate.

There are, in fact, a long list of prob-
lems with FAP that thust be solved if
work Incentives are to be anything but
hollow rhetoric. These include:

First. Transportation. A marked shift
in the makeup of the welfare population
will occur under PAP from urban to
rural, largely because of the addition of
the working poor. Most of the working
poor live in nonurban areas.

Among the existing welfare popula-
tion, 73 percent live in urban areas, 27
percent in nonurban areas. According to
one stvy presented before the commit-
tee, the AP population will break down
almost 50-50 between urban and non-
urban. Among the nonurban FAP popu-
latlón, 75 percent will live in towns of
less than 2,500 population.

Besides making job training programs
more uneconomical, the shift in the wel-
fare population toward nonurban areas
presents a transportation problem. Lack
of adequate transportation is already a
serious concern under existing programs.
In rural areas, enrollees in the WIN pro-
gram are stranded miles from program
centers without cars or access to public
transportation facilities.

FAP's nonsolution Is a cruel one. Per-
sons living In rural areas where private
or public transportation opportunities
are not available will be required to
register for FAP, but will not be required
to participate in the program. These peo-
ple will not be considered priority cases
under FAP. Government public trans-
portation services will receive low-prio-
rity attention, Labor Department officials
admit.

Special works projects: This current
program could be one of the most fruit.-
ful In finding jobs in the public sector
when they are not available In private
Industry. The program would employ
welfare recipients through Federal,
State, and local public and nonprofit
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agencies, offering particular usefulness in
times of high unemployment in the pri-
vate sector.

Adequate financial incentives to par-
ticipate In this program have not been
forthcoming, and public agencies have
virtually ignored the program. Only
about 765 slots have been activated, with
75G In one State, West Virginia. Fund-
ing is running below $1 million a year.

The committee calls for a renewed em-
phasis on this program in its report, and
expresses the hope that there will hence-
forth be "wide implementation of special
work projects."

But It should be noted that the admin-
istration's original bill barely mentioned
special projects, and no estimates of fu-
ture funding are available. In my judg-
ment, there are no grounds for optimism
that this important vehicle for expand-
ing employment opportunities for wel-
fare workers will be utilized any more
effectively than it has been in the past.

CHILD CARE

A critical area if any new welfare pro-
gram Is to succeed is child care. FAP
would expand the federally aided day-
care program by adding 450,000 more
children. This is an important step for-
ward.

But more can and should be done In
child care. Among the adult family wel-
fare population, there are 750,000 women
with recent full- or part-time work ex-
perience. This Labor Department statis-
tic suggests the need for at least a fur-
ther doubling of day-care slots and fund-
ing beypnd the FAP proposal.

The FAP annual unit costs allocated
per child of $1,600 for full-time day care
and $400 for part-time care fall below the
"acceptable" level of child care as de-
fined by experts before the committee.
These unit costs are only marginally
above the ininlntum level of care, where
the health and safety of the child are
the• primary concerns, and little atten-
tion can be given to developmental needs.
Many experts in this field observe that
the disadvantages to children of a mini-
mum level of care far outweigh the ad-
vantages of having mothers work.

Token funds of $24 million would be
authorized in the first full yea* for
renovation and remodeling of child-care
centers. No money Is earmarked for con-
struction of new day-care facilities. This
Is considered a serious shortcoming un-
der the present program, and will obvi-
ously prove more serious under a greatly
expanded program.

Beyond these specific problems, there
are broad defects In the job provisions
of FAP. A basic fault of this entire exer-
cise In so-called fundamental welfare re-
form is the administration's failure to
attempt some streamlining of the myriad
nuiner of Federal programs now operat-
ing, and daily overlapping, In the man-
power development area.

The Department of Labor praiented
an exhibit to the committee that showed
there are 24 federally assisted manpower
number of Federal programs now operat-
erating—Some under the Labor Depart-
ment, others under HEW, Defense, Com-
merce, and HtJD.

Critics of this bureaucratic nightmare
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who appeared before the committee
spoke of "unproductive competition
among manpower programs," and "re-
dündant calls to personnel managers," to

_________

mention only a couple of comments.
9000The provisions of the FAP program k500

aimed at consolidation amount to fine $8,000

tuning, not major adjustment. In my
judgment, most of the 24 programs $8500
should be consolidated under a single
welfare-experienced agency.

Another major problem area that FAP
does not, solve is where the new and im- '500
proved jobs will be found at the end of $3,000
the training programs. .

• study by the Auerbach Corp. of slsoo
Philadelphia presented to the committee
stressed that "much more needs to be $500
known about the actual availability" of
jobs related to Federal manpower pro- 0
grams. The study recommended that a
job analysis, on a site-by-site basis,
should be made with particular emphasis
on the relative potential of the public and
private sectors of the economy to supply
jobs.

A manpower program for the poor has
to be developed around the existing mar-
ket, not merely assumptions that jobs will
be available at the end of the training
program. The size of local welfare man-
power programs is presently determined
by the size of the welfare population. As
the Auerbach study rightfully points out;

It would make some sense to let the
project size be gó,erned by actual job
availability.

The study adds:
Labor market analysis would also ensure

that training programs were suitable for
existing jobs.

There Is no hint that FAP will correct
these errors. There Is only every indica-
tion that the program will carry the
Nation further into the mire by a mas-
sive expansion of the work-registration
rolls without any knowledge of the possi-
bilities for placement in new or improved
jobs.

We have had some talk about the
penalties, that if one does not work he
will lose his welfare payment. What is
the situation? If the family head refuses
to work the only penalty here that we
Impose upon him is a loss of $300 a year
in the amount of the payment. His wife
would then get $500 and the first child
would get $500, and it would be $300 for
each child beyond that. So the only
penalty we are imposing for refusing to
work is $300 a year.

I have, a chart here I will show In a
moment which indicates the magnitude
of what we are talking about in terms of
Federal assistance.

Let us look very briefly at how this
guaranteed income program works. I
want to point out, this is sofllethlng new.
We have never had it under any guise
as a program In this country.

I believe the best way to illustrate how
It would work is to show the Members a
table. I am sorry you are not able to read
the numbers. I will insert it in the RECORD
for your study. This Is the kind of table
that will obviously be available to every
so-called working-poor family in this
country. All. one has to do Is to get a
copy of It.

Let us take a couple of examples. First
let us go down to the $720 level. Anyone
in the country could earn $720 and still
get 100 percent of family assistance pay-
ments under this program. So a family
of two would get $1,300 and a family of
three $1,600, and on up to a family of
10, which would get $4,000 under this
program, assuming all they earned was
$720. But where it gets more complicated
Is the 2.9 million new families of work-
ing poor that we are putting under the
program. We assume a lot of them have
never been on welfare. But suppose they
are making $2,500 a year and have a
family of six children. You go up the
column and you find the Federal Gov-
ernment then would start paying them
$1,910 every year. They would start get-
ting a check for that amount the next
month. If you will take a larger family,
you could go up to $5,000 In income. Take
a family of nine children. The Federal
Government would pay them $1,560 every
year. They would start getting that check
the next month. Of course, this assumes
the means test will be passed, which Is
$1,500 in assets. Remember, though, that
the home is exempt and whatever assets
are required to hold down a job. Presum-
ably an automobile that would be used
to travel back and forth to the job would
be also exempt.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mrs. GRLirrHS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentleman 5 additional minutes.

Mr. ULLMAN. Insofar as the State
supplements are concerned, we are going
to pay up to the poverty level 30 per-
cent of all of the costs of State supple-
mentation on top of this all-Federal pro-
gram. Adding it up, this program opens
up the Treasury of the United States in
a way that it has never been opened up
before in our history. An individual fills
out a form and says "I have $1,500 of
assets and I have so much income." He
fills It out and sends the form In to
Washington. It presumably runs through
a computer to see if the man has re-
ported his income correctly or not. Then
this table Is consulted to determine how
much he Is eligible for. Then the check
goes out. Every 100 persons or some such
figure will be spot checked. However, I
want to remind you that it Is terribly
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expensive in a program like this to check.
There Is not sufficient money here for
any kind of adequate check on the pay-
ments. Remember we are talking about
2.9 million new family heads that will
begin receiving checks from the Federal
Government on top of the existing 1.7
million welfare recipients already receiv-
ing checks from the State.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ULLMAN. Yes. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. HUNGATE. The report mentioned
reform in here. Is there any place that
this would reduce the number of those
on welfare? Is there any contention by
the gentleman to that effect?

Mr. ULLMAN. Of course this would
not reduce It. This would add 2.9 million
families. And the people who talk about
an incentive to get off of welfare are just
talking about pie in the sky. Everybody
who Is a realist knows that it will not
happen. If you look at this kind of a table,
there is nothing in there to induce any-
body to get off of it, in my judgment.

Mr. HUNOATE. On that Issue of re-
form, is there any place that you can re-
duce the cost of the welfare programs to
the Government?

Mr. ULLMAN. In this program?
.Mr. HUNGATE. Yes.
Mr. ULLMAN. No. This would add on

top of all the welfare costs we have today
well over $4 billion, but I think it would
be far beyond that by the time the pro-
gram gets into operation.

Let me goon very quickly.
Let us look at the integrity of social

security. For years we have had a basic
principle that you do not mix welfare and
social security.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Oregon has again ex-
pired.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentleman 5 additional min-
utes.

Mr. ULLMAN. But, uflder this pro-
gram we are putting the Social Security
Administration Into the welfare busi-
ness.

Further, and contrary to what has
been said, It will not stop desertions or
reunite families. The statistics are very
clear. Many States that do Include Un-

SCHEDULE OF ANNUAL FEDERAL BENEFITS UNDER FAP

o
810 i0 610
260 560 860

$210 510 810 1,110
$160 480 760 1,060 1,360

$110 410 710 1,010 1,310 1,610
$60 360 660 960 1,260 1,560 1,860

$10 310 610 910 1.210 1,510 1,810 2,110
260 560 860 1,160 1,460 1,760 2,060 2,360

$210 510 810 1,110 1,410 1,710 2,010 2,310 2,610
$160 460 760 1,060 1,360 1,660 1,960 2,260 2,560 2,860

410 710 1,010 1,310 1,610 1,910 2,210 2,510 2,810 3,110
660 960 1,260 1,560 1,860 2,160 2,460 2,760 3,060 3,360
910 1,210 1,510 1,810 2,110 2,410 2,710 3,010 3,310 3,610

1,160 1,460 1,760 2,060 2,360 2,660 2,960 3,260 3,560 3,860
1,300 1,600 1,900 2,200 2,500 2,800 3,100 3,400 3,700 4000
1,300 1,600 1,900 2,200 2,500 2,800 3,100 3,400 3,700 4,000
1,300 1,600 1,900 2,200 2,500 2,800 3,100 3,400 3,700 4,000

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Number of children
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employed fathers like New York have
a much higher rate of desertion than
States that do not include them. You
cannot find a correlation between the
two.

The work requirement is a delusion.
There Is not an3' question about it. You
would have to give the poor $2 billion
that you have for the working poor and
put it all Into work training and child
care to even make a dent in the problem
of taking care of the people already on
welfare, let alone these 2.9 million new
families that we are adding to the wel-
fare rolls.

Now, Mr. Chairman, there are all
kinds of loose ends in this program. The
first thing that I think Members are
beginning to feel already is the pressure
to increase the $1,600 base.

These pressures are going to grow
by leaps and bounds. There is no anchor
in this program. We have got a movable
feast of figures. There Is no rationale.
Once we pass this bill, then I think all
the stops are out, and we are on our way,
and in place of a, $5 billion program,
this Is going to wind up a $20 billion pro-
gram.

Mr. YRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
m,. will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TJLLMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I do not want to interrupt the
train of thought of the gentleman, but
I understand the gentleman says that
this is going to be administered as part
of the Social Security Old-Age and Sur-
vivors Insurance Act, or Social Scour-
ity Administration, as we think of It in
those terms.

Mr. ULLMAN. I said by the Social Se-
curity Administration. The Social Se-
curity Administration will administer
the act.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. But I think
the gentleman should recognize that the
committee made it clear that is exactly
what we do not want done. If the gen-
tleman will turn to page 27 of the re-
port, he will see where we say:

It is the intent of your committee that a
new agency would be established In the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare to administer the family assistance
plan.

We also say—and I will not read the
whole paragraph, but we also say:

Por example, while the administration of
the family assistance plan would be com-
pletely separate and distinct from the so-
cial insurance programs, the committee
would expect that the computer equipment
and other capabilities of the Social Secu-
rity Administration would be utilized in the
administration of the family assistance plan
to the extent It Is economical and efficient
to do so.

So we make it very clear It is not go-
ing to be administered by the Social Se-
curity Administration.

Mr. ULLIIAN. I will say to the gen-
tleman—

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. If the
gentleman will yield further, I say that,
as I think the gentleman remembers,
that I, too, had that concern If you
would Intermingle this plan with the
administration of the old-age and sur-
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vivors insurance system by the Social Se-
curity Administration, and that it would
be Inadvisable. And It was the result of
those concerns that I had, and others
had, that we put this language specifi-
cally into the report.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. iJLLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I won-
der if I may have 2 additional minutes
to respond?

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Oregon. -

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for the additional time.

Mr. Chairman, all I can say Is this:
Time after time in our hearings, and in
our executive sessions, Mr. Ball, the Ad-
ministrator of the Social Security Ad-
ministration, indicated that In some in-
stances this would be handled in the so-
cial security offices, and others it would
not. Be that as it may, then that you are
saying is that we are going to have a com-
pletely new welfare office in every com-
munity across this land.

Now, on top of everything else, on top
of all the bureaucratic mess, we have
these new welfare offices all across the
land.

Mr. Chairman, let me summarize:
First. The bill does not achieve funda-

mental reform. Reform should be built
on the solid foundation of experience,
and should be backed by clearly defined
principles understood by all. In my judg-
ment, the bill is deceptive in nature and
clearly understood by very few. The heart
of welfare reform should be human re-
habilitation, There is little of that in this
bill.

Second. The bill does not provide a
sound work incentive program. It raises
the expectations of the poor for jobs
through a universal work registration
requirement, and then dashes them by
grossly underfinancing the programs
needed to make the jobs possible.

Third. The bill means more bureauc-
racy, hot less. It gives sweeping authority
to the Secretaries of Health, Education.
and Welfare and of Labor to direct the
new program, but provides little guid-
ance for 'administrative reform. The
mess of the existing system will be com-
pounded under the new program.

Fourth. The bill establishes the basis
for a guaranteed annual Income through
a negative tax formula. It would per-
manently consn more than 10 percent
of our national population to welfare
handouts.

The expansion of the Federal welfare
rolls to include 3 million families classi-
fied as the "working poor" Is a risky ex-
periment based on an untried formula.
We know next to nothing about the ef-
fects of guaranteeing the annual income
of low-wage earners. The administration
has trumpeted results of tests it has con-
ducted in this area as evidence that the
effect is positive, and that the desire to
work Is not destroyed by supplemental
cash handouts.

While there are some encouraging as-
pects to these tests, It would be a grave
mistake to use them as any kind of prec-
edent for this legislation. The evidence
so far is at best fragmentary. The OEO
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project in New Jersey Involves a few
hundred families and has been under-
way for only about a year, The director
of this project, Harold Watts, told the
committee earlier this year that his team
has so far achieved "very incomplete
and preliminary findings about low-in-
come work behavior." He uses completely
different criteria and the program Is
overburdened with administrative costs.

He also told the committee that the
$64 question remains unanswered: Will
cash handouts motivate low-income
workers to increase their skills and make
it on their own after the payments end?
Much more research is needed on mat-
ters of this magnitude.

In my judgment, there is a strong pos-
sibility that the grand design for the
working poor under FAP may go badly
awry, and in fact result in a disincentive
rather than an incentive to work. Cash
handouts from the Federal Government
to raise their earned incomes could re-
place the desire to earn additional
wages. Tax-free Federal benefits and ac-
cess to food stamps could in many cases
provide a strong incentive for remaining
In the low-income group and on the wel-
fare rolls.

Without question, there is need for
real reform of our welfare system. We
need to make a real effort to streamline
and consolidate the administrative net-
work that operates the national welfare
system. When we have cut down the
bureaucracy, we could hope to apply suc-
cessfully uniform standards for welfare
eligibility and uniform procedures for
dispensing benefits.

Above all, we need to expand greatly
our federally aided programs aimed at
employing welfare workers. These in-
clude the work incentive program, the
special projects program for employment
in the public sector, the JOBS program
coordinated with the business commun-
ity, and child care. We need to launch
an organized effort to ensure thit jobs
for the trained welfare beneficiary will
be available when he is ready- to go to
work.

The extra billions to be spent on wel-
fare should go In this direction, not to-
ward larger and larger cash payments
for millions of Americans. This bill would
pretend to go both ways at the same time.
This Is Impossible. If work Is to be em-
phasized, we cannot also underwrite a
broad system of cash payments. If we
accept the cash payment approach as
proposed by this bill, then we have be-
gun to move away irrevocably from work
incentives to solve our poverty problems.
A choice of this magnitude should not
be made lightly.

I would say in conclusion that this bill
should be recommitted. This bill will not
eliminate poverty. It Is only going to in-
stitutionalize It, and it Is going to lead to
unending problems year after year for
every Member of this body.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, as
a member of the Rules Committee, I was
privileged to listen to the pros and cons
on the bill (H.R. 16311) to authorize a
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family assistance program providing
basic benefits to low-income families
with children, to an extensive degree.

I voted to grant a rule to permit the
consideration of this measure by the full
House. I will' vote again for the passage
of H.R. 16311 because I believe that In
theory it is a step In the right direction.
I am especially pleased to note the in-
clusion of an incentive program designed
to encourage those now on the welfare
rolls to seek employment, and where
not trained for employment to be pre-
pared for employment under a proposed
training program. However, as I ob-
served during the Rules Committee
hearings, I doubt very much that the
program as outlined in the pending bill
will succeed. I say this because the ad-
ministration appears to be headed in
the opposite direction where the_unem-
ployment situation is concerned.

On the one hand, the administration is
proposing that those now on relief be
trained for jobs to become self-sustain-
ing. On the other hand, the administra-
tion appears bent on Increasing the un-
employment rate to as much as 5.5 per-
cent In its effort to stem the tide of in-
flation. In the view of many economists,
with whom I agree, the administration
is acting on a mistaken theory. How can
the administration hope to place newly
trained workers into jobs when it Is do-
ing nothing to create jobs into which
they can be placed. Instead, the admin-
istration, by Its economic policy, is now
eliminating jobs and Increasing the un-
employment roll to such an extent that
those previously employed will be com-
peting with the newly trained former
welfare recipients for the limited num-
ber of jobs available, if any.

Mr. Chairman1 unless the President
reverses his present position, in the
realization that his policy of stemming
Inflation through increased unemploy-
ment is a failure, and unless the Presi-
dent awakens to the fact that Inflation is
not a necessary complement to full em-
ployment, his so-called workfare pro-
gram embodied in the pending bill can
never be successfully launched. I repeat,
Mr. Chairman, H.R. 16311 is a step In
the right direction in theory, but in prac-
tice the program which It proposes will
fail miserably unless the President's
policy on unemployment is altered. In
voting for this measure, I will do so in
the fervent hope that the President will
take Immediate action to alter his policy
to insure the success of this program.

Mr. BETrS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I hesitate to follow my
chairman and my ranking minority
leader. After the very brilliant and com-
prehensive statements they have made in
support of this bill, I feel that anything
I may say will be anticlimax. I certainly
want to associate myself with their
remarks.

Mr. Chairman, to me some of the prob-
lems we have had in trying to resolve this
issue is the same we have had with re-
spect to any number of bills. In other
words, the complaints I get are, "I am for
welfare reform, except—." It Is the same
situation we had on the tax reform bill—
"I am for tax reform—except--—." It Is
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the same we have when It comes to econ-
omy in government—"I am for economy
in government, except so long as it does
not affect me."

I want to repeat what the chairman
said. I sat throughout all of the hearings,
and I attended a majority of the execu-
tive sessions. I failed to hear anybody
present any other welfare reform meas-
ure then. The only testimony we had in
our committee, so far as I am able to
recall—and I am willing to be corrected
if I am wrong—were statements either
for the bill or against the bill and noth-
ing constructive, so far as any substitute
program is concerned.

So that makes the problem of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means just a little
bit difficult.

This is a complicated and comprehen-
sive bill. I do not want to appear to be
oversimplifying It, but my only purpose
is to make a few brief observations and
sort of pinpoint some of the answers to
the objections that we have received
along the lines the chairman and the
minority leader have expressed on the
floor.

The first objection we hear is that It is
a guaranteed income. Let me say in re-
sponse to that that It Is no more a guar-
anteed Income than present welfare pro-
grams which are simply Federal contri-
butions to State programs, for welfare
payments on the basis of poverty levels
or payment levels or some other assur-
ance that people on welfare are going to
get definite relief.

Now the classic definition of guaran-
teed income is an Income which assures
income regardless of work or need or
earnings. This present formula of $1,600
Is exactly the opposite. In my opinion, it
is a ceiling instead of an assurance of a
minimum. It places a ceiling up to which
the Federal Government Is going to con-
tribute, taking into consideration all the
other factors of work and of earnings and
need. So really, and I think the chair-
than made this very plain as well as the
minority leader, that In no sense of the
word so far as the classic definition is
concerned is this a guaranteed Income.

Second, there Is the complaint about
costs. This is In a sense repetition, but I
think it Is worth It and It is in the re-
port if you have read it.

In the last 10 years the number of peo-
ple on the payroll as recipients under the
present. welfare programs has Increased
from 2.4 million persons to 6 mIllion per-
sons—in 10 years.

Also, the cost of the present welfare
program in the last 5 years has tripled
to $4 billion. The plain fact is simply
this: If you want to continue a program
such as that, a good way to do It Is to
vote against this bill, because that would
be assurance that you are going to con-
tinue a program which has been tripling
its expenses every 4 years.

The main thrust of this bill Is grafted
to an attempt to reduce these costs. Some
of you may have read in the last few
days, or at least a couple of weeks-I
think it came to the office of every Mem-
ber—a statement from the National
Association of Manufacturers, which Is
certainly not regarded as a liberal orga-
nization, analyzing, I think in a friendly
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way, the possibility of teduclon of costs
In this welfare proposal, It says, simply
stated, that in spite of the fact that there
will certainly be an Increase In the cost of
this program immediately, that It had
the potential of ultimate reduction In
cost.

I was very much interested and almost
Intrigued by a statement which appeared
in the February Issue of the New England
Letter, which Is put out by the First Na-
tional Bank of Boston, and which I
assume also is certainly not a liberal or-
ganization. I wish to quote from It:

The goal of employment rather than de-
pendency is widely acclaimed, as is the pros-
pect that welfare families would Stay put
rather than flock to the states and cities with
the most generous payments. The present sys-
tem is so hated by recipient and taxpayer
alike that the estimated cost of an added $4
billion per year is less of a hurdle even at this
time of budget stringency. As the plan moves
into Congressional debate much sniping can
be expected, and such adjuncts or alterna-
tives as family allowances and a negative
income tax or promise of a small guaranteed
income will receive attention. Liberals and
conservatives will find it difficult to oppose
these improvements in a welfare system
which has become increasingly out of step
with reality.

The third objection is the one of add-
ing the working poor. I think the figure
usually given Is 12 millIon without taking
into consideration the fact that these are
simply temporary additions until the
program gets underway, after which the
whole philosophy, the whole purpose, the
whole main thrust Is to remove people
from the welfare programs and reduce
the cost.

I took It upon myself last Monday to
take the floor and to address myself to
the opposition, which I think was pretty
widespread, and all Members of Congress
were well aware of It, of the U.S. Cham-
ber of Commerce to this bill. I pointed
out In a 1-minute speech last Monday
that the chamber of commerce last fall
had taken a poll of Its members and 86
percent of them had responded in favor
of this bill, citing the work Incentive pro-
gram as the reason for their support. I
said I did that on Monday so, in fairness,
the chamber of commerce could reply
before the bill was brought up for debate.
And they did, In a letter to me dated
April 14, which I have permission to put
into the RECORD at the end of my
remarks.

But I want to read this one paragraph
from this letter, which I think Is Iinpor-
tant from the point of view of the House
Members considering who Is and who Is
not In opposition to this bill and how
much.

The National Chamber supports welfare
reform and believes that some parts of the
House bill are progressive. Our objection is
directed only at the part of the bill that
commits taxpayers to begin guaranteeing an
income to families with fully employed
fathers. Once this concept Is established, we
can visualize it would not be long before
one-third or more of the Naitiorjal population
would be receiving income sajpplemente, at a
oost of $20 billion or more annually.

As I read this letter from an organiza-
tion which was widely reputed to have
been In opposition to this bill. But, and
I repeat, It says that ts opposition Is
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limited to the concept of the guaranteed
income as it applies only to the working
father or to the working poor.

The concept of the working poor, as
has been well explained by the chairman
and by the ranking minority member, Is
part of the main thrust of this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Ohio has expired.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield the gentleman from OhIo 10
additional minutes.

Mr. BET'FS. Mr. Chairman, the bulk of
all the complaints I have received over
the years to welfare programs is that
too many people under the present pro-
grams are allowed to work and receive
welfare at the same time. it is this cur-
rent exclusion of the working poor fami-
lies which makes it possible for the work-
ing people to be better off by getting
welfare than by working. The very thing
this bill does, is to remove this objection.

The third objection is, of course, the
work incentive, and there seems to have
been a great deal of comment about a
New Jersey plan and about this work In-
centives program Is a complete failure.
As I sat In the committee and listened
to all these people testify, as far as I
know nobody spoke against the program.
They did explain—and I can be corrected
if I am wrong—that there are many
aspects that could be improved.

That is the main thrust of their testi-
mony, but nobody as I can recall has
said that the WIN program Is a failure.

Let me call the attention of Members,
to a statement made by the Ohio Gover-
nor, James A. Rhode not long ago, and
I am reading now from a clipping which
appeared In a newspaper circulated
widely In Ohio.

Governor James A. Rhodes last week praised
the 20 counties which are making use of
the Work Incentive Program to help get in-
dividuals in jobs and families off welfare
rolls.

The Governor said that from Jan. 1, 1969.
through Jan. 28, 1970, these counties have
placed 892 enrolleesof the Work Incentive
(WIN) Program in meaningful employment
and that welfare rolls have been reduced as
a result by a total of 4,480 persons.

This has resulted in a monthly savings of
$247,643 In welfare payments, he noted.

I mention this, not only because It
comes from my State but also because it
is pretty concrete proof that If this WIN
program is given an opportunity to work,
it will.

As I said, I do not want to oversimplify
the Issues here, but I simply want to try
to pinpoint some of the answers to the
objections to the bill.

In conclusion I want to point out this
to the Members of the House. The Presi-
dent of the United States and two execu-
tive departments, the Department of
Health, Eduction, and Welfare and the
Department of Labor, have spent hours
and months trying to come up with some
solution to the age-old complaints about
the present welfare programs. This Is
their answer. The Ways and Means Com-
mittee has spent hours and days and
weeks of deliberations and has, with re-
fining amendments, approved this pro-
posal overwhelmingly.

On the basis of this tremendous amount
of work, honest and conscientious effort
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to answer the objections which have been
made to the present welfare program over
the years, I do not hesitate to ask the
House to support this bill.

Mr. Chairman, at this point I Insert
the letter I referred to earlier from the
Chamber of Commerce dated April 14,
1970:

CHAMBER OF C0MERcE OF THE UNITED
-STATES,

Washington, D.C., April 14,1970.
Hon. JACKSON E. BETIS,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR Ma. BE'rrs: I was sorry to learn, from
your statement In the Congressional Record
of April 13, that you apparently have some
trouble reconciling the National Chamber's
current opposition to H.R. 16311 wIth the
resulte of the informal poll conducted last
fall at our Urban Action Forums in 15 cities,
which seemed to show support for the Presi-
dent's welfare reform proposal.

Actually, the poll did not deal with the
welfare issue as it stands today.

The poll, taken of our members and others
in atendance at the meetings, showed 86.5%
in favor of "welfare reforms" promised by the
Administration. But at that time, the Ad-
ministration's program was not recognized
as something that would guarantee on in-
come for many families with fully employed
fathers.

Of the 2,163 persons poled. 47% saId that
what they wanted most was "to require
welfare recipients who can do so, to take
work or take training." Another 81% said
they wanted most "to make taxpayers out of
many welfare recipients." Clearly, majority
opinion in the poll was foe' substituting
workfare for' welfare, where possible.

But when the legislation came along, it
provided for welfare expansion. not,reform,
by tripling the number of persons on wel-
fare. It would add to the welfare rolls some
3 million more families (15 million persons),
all headed by fathers already working full
time.

This provision had been thoroughly cam-
ouflaged in earlier discussions of the pro-
grain, and no wonder, because it's the entry
wedge for the guaranteed annual income. It
extends the guarantee, as a starter, to lam-
Ilies with fully employed fathers. If any
head of such a family refused to work, or
to take a better paying job If he was already
working, his share ($300 a year) would be
deducted from the family welfare allotment,
but the rest of the family allotment is
guaranteed, with nothing required and no
questions asked about how the money Is
spent.

Once a program like that got started,
where would It end? Even at the outset,
large families with Incomes of more than
$7,000 would qualify for this new federal
relIef. The average worker's pay Is $6,000.
A family with seven children, earning $6,000
would get $460 a year in tax-free welfare.
Businessmen polled last fall had no hint
that anything like this was In the works.

Our position relative to the pending wel..
fare issue was developed only after long and
careful consideration. It was recommended
by a Special Committee on Welfare Programs
and Income Maintenance, made up of 14
distinguished top business executives Who
studied the welfare problem for more than a
year. Our Board of Directors, whose 64 mem-
bers come from all types of business in all
parts of the country, formulated our policy,
based on the committee's recommendations,
in February. 1969. Our Board received a
progress report In November. 1969 and reaf-
firmed our posItion In February, 1970.

The National Chamber Federation com-
prises 2,700 local, state and regional cham-
bers and American chambers abroad, 1,100
trade and professional associations and 37.-
000 business firma and individuals,
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It should be no surprise that the Cham-
ber opposes the concept of a guaranteed in-
come. We believe this Is In accord wIth pub-
lic sentiment. A Gallup Poll in 1968 revealed
58% opposed, 36% In favor, and 6% wIth no
opinion.

The National Chamber supports welfare
reform and believes that some parts of the
House bill are progressive. Our objection is
directed only at the part of the bill that
commits taxpayers to begin guaranteeing
an income to families with fully employed
fathers, Once this concept is established, we
visualize it would not be long before one-
third or more of the National population
would be receiving income supplements, at
a cost of $20 billion or more annually.

Considering the potential impact of this
legislation on taxpayers, it does seem ap-
propriate that the bill come before the House
on April 15 or thereabouts.

I would appreciate your placing thIs letter
in the Congressional Record, as our answer
to your statement.

Cordially,
HILTON DAVIS,

General Manager, Legislative Action.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BETI'S. I yield to the gentleman.
(Mr. BUSH asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BUSH. Mr. Chairman, In my view
the family assistance bill reported out of
the Ways and Means Committee Is a
meaningful breakthrough In welfare
legislation. It addresses Itself to the
ethical and financial realities of work In
America today. The heritage of this
country emphasizes the importance, full-
filment, and goodness of work. Yet we
find ourselves today with a system of
welfare under which people are better
off manipulating the system and getting
onto welfare than In working at a low
wage job.

One of the most common complaints I
hear from people back home Is "How can
people be out of work when the want
ads are full of jobs?" They are disturbed
that people take welfare when they could
be working and they have a right to be
disturbed. It is their ,tax dollars that are
supporting the welfare program.

It is time we did something to help the
man who is working for a living, trying
to educate his children and trying to
feed them as costs rise out of sight. The
Ways and Means Committee kept this
problem in mind and tried to find a bet-
ter way of taking care of those who can-
not help themselves while at the same
time building work Incentives Into the
program for those who are unemployed
or no hold low-paying jobs and may be
thinking of "going to welfare."

In designing an effective welfare pro-
gram we cannot Ignore the movement
between the working poor and welfare
status for there is a positive statistical
correlation here. In Texas, for example.
a man with a family of four is entitled
to a welfare payment equal to $179 per
month. For a nonwelfare family of four
to do as well, the head of the hOusehold
must earn the equivalent to $221 per
month and this adds up to an hourly
wage of $1.25. In Michigan it comes out
to $1.94 per hour; In Massachusetts,
$2.16; and In New York, $2.23. Why
should a man or woman take a job for
anything less? Yet most do, And this Is
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one of the wonderful things about this
country—people would rather work than
not work.

Yet, we are endangering this impor-
tant national characteristic by perpetu-
ating a system that actually encourages
people not to work. We have encouraged
Individuals who expect the Government
to take care of them. The incentives in
the present program that encourage this
should be changed and I think this bill
can do the job—I think It should be tried.
It provides positive incentives by requir-
ing those who accept welfare to register
for work or work training; by permitting
those who work to keep substantial por-
tions of their earned income; and by ex-
pending job training and day-care
opportunities.

There are those who feel that this
program is too expensive and I, for one,
believe they have a valid point. But the
alternative—the present Federal-State-
local welfare system is even more expen-
sive. If we do nothing, the costs of the
program will be $12 billion by 1975 and
we will haie spawned a new generation
of welfare i'ecipients and broken homes.

There are others who feel that the pro-
gram will only provide the framework for
an even more expensive welfare system—
one that in the future would provide a
$5,500 guaranteed annual income for
everyone. If this were a characteristic of
this program, It would not have my sup-
port, the support of the Ways and Means
Committee or the support of President
Nixon. The family assistance plan, re-
ported by the committee, Is oriented to-
ward work and is aimed only at families—
these are not characteristics of a guaran-
teed annual income plan. Further, the
present Federal-State welfare system
comes a great deal closer to being a
guaranteed annual income as it encour-
ages Idleness by making it more profitable
to be on welfare than to 'bork and pro-
vides no method by which the States may
limit the number of individuals added to
the rolls.

1 must confess that I have one major
worry about the program and that Is
that the work incentive provisions will
not be enforced. In order to be success-
ful, It is essential that the program be
administered as visualized by the Ways
and Means Committee; namely, If an
Individual does not work, he will not re-
ceive funds. Enforcement Is essential; if
the work requirement Is not enforced it
could simply lead to another boondoggle.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we need
to reform the welfare system, build work
incentives into It, help with job train-
ing, provide day-care centers and Job
placement and, in short, permit families
to work their way off welfare. The family
assistance plan can do this.

The handout approach has failed. The
existing system strips a man of his dig-
nity. Let us reform the welfare system
with woft Incentives—not crush It fur-
ther by more giveaways.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BE'rrs. I yield to the gentleman.
(Mr. MORTON asked and Wa., given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. MORTON. Mr. Chairman, Presi-
dent Nixon has submitted to the Congress
several innovative proposals which pro-
vide a needed new direction toward what
he calls the' "new federalism."

This Famiiy Assistance Act of 1970 is
a major piece of legislation which I be-.
lieve will help achieve that objective. It
is a bold. move to effect a more significant
coordination of effort bqtween the Fed-
ral, State, and local governments. With
the Federal Government providing the
uniform floor for eligibility and payment
requirements and absorbing the neces-
sary increased costs, we are moving to-
ward an equitable and efficient reform of
our troubled welfare system.

In his message to the Congress pro-
posing the transformation of welfare in-
to "workfare," a new work-rewarding
system, the President stressed that the
effect of his plan would be:

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 two mil-
lion families who make up the "working poor"
would be helped toward self-sufficiency and
away from future welfare dependency.

For the first time, training and work op-
portunity with effective incentives would be
given millions of families who would other-
wise be locked into a welfare system for gen-
erations.

For the first time, the Fderal Oovernment
would make a strong contribution toward re-
lieving the financial burden of welfare pay-
ments from State governments.

For the first time, every depencient family
in America would be encouraged to stay to-
gether, free from economic pressure to split
apart.

The 'bill before us, H.R. 16311, would
bring about those effects.

Mr. Chairman, Presl&ent Nixon stated
In. his message proposing a comprehen-
sive Manpower Training Act, which I
hope will soon be coming before us for
enactment, that such a manpower pro-
gram "Is a good example of a new direc-
'tion in making federalism work." I feel
that the same applies to the pending
Family Assistance Act of 1970.

The President stated further in his
manpower program message:

We can relate substantial Federal-State
manpower efforts to other efforts, tax sharing
and economic opportunity, marshaling the
resources of the departments and. agencies
involved to accomplish a broad mission.

I quote that statement to emphasize
that aid to and greater cooperation with
the cost-beleaguered States is one of the
foremost needs which the Federal Gov-
ernment must meet. In attacking the
social ills of the day, the new federalism
Is going to the root causes of poverty.

The Family Assistance Act of 1970 wIll
tackle one of the most troublesome prob-
lems confronting our State and local gov-
ernments. Those governrnents"are crying
for financial relief, and the needy pebple
of the Nation are struggling against the
ever-increasing cost of living. They will
all be helped—the State and local gov-
ernments and the dependent Ameri-
cans—by enactment of this bill. They
and the country's taxpayers will be
helped further toward ).mprovement In
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our economic climate when President
Nixon's manpower and tax sharing pro-
grams are translated into law.

Let us, therefore, Mr. Chairman, take
that first big step, make that start-up
'cost investment In a better America for
all, by the expeditious passage of H.R.
16311.

• The CHAIRMAN. The Chair advises
that the minority side has consumed 1
hour and 43 minutes and the majority
side has consumed 1 hour and 33 min-
utes.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. VANIX), a member of the commit-
tee. The gentleman is our last speaker
for the day on this side.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, the Fam-
ily Assistance Act of 1970 which we are
considering today is an imperfect bill,
designed to deal with circumstances and
conditions which have developed in our
imperfect society. The proposal is
unique in that it draws support from
these forces which seek to restrain wel-
fare expenditures as well as from those
who are determined to improve the life
of those who are unemployed, under-
employed, and on welfare.

In any event, the legislation moves
toward the federalization of welfare, es-
tablishing minimum standards of family
support without geographical discrimi-
nation and provide a uniform system of
review of work eligibility of the unem-
ployed.

Insofar as the Federal contribution to-
ward welfare will be Increased, It consti-
tutes a revenue sharing with the States.

There has been and there will con-
tinue to be extensive discussion as to the
cost of the family assistance program.
It is difficult to estimate costs when
economic conditions make it so difficult
to forecast the extent of unemployment
and the resulting need for family assist-
ance or the potential need for adjust-
ing family assistance allocations to meet
the escalating cost of living.

The chart on additional costs of this
rogram submitted by the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare and
set forth in the committee report on
page 53, Is Incredibly naive and unrealis-
tic. Although the table assumes a 4-
percent growth, no provision is made
for the Increase in the cost of living or
the effect of increased eligibility result-
ing from further and mounting unem-
ployment which lurks in the wings. These
etsimates are optimistic beyond reason.

We must relate the family assistance
program to the fearful contingency of
increased unemployment which appears
to be designed in our economic structure.

I cannot share the feeling of security
whiclf'prevalls on the present condition
of the unemployment compensation fund
and its capacity to face up to a difficult
economic challenge.

At the resent time, there are 50.9 mil-
lion workers covered under Stale unem-
ployment compensation laws. The wages
of these workers in 1968 totaled $331,562,-
437,000. Can we assume that 3.5 Percent
of the total wages of 1 year Is a sufficient
reserve? T2its reserve Is sufficient for only
the mildest of attacks of unemployment.
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For each of the almost 51 million
workers In the insured work force of the
United States, there Is bout $262 in the
unemployment insurance fund. Six per-
cent unemployment of insured workers
would cost the unemployment insurance
fund $6 to $7 billion per year. Two years
of 6 percent unemployment of insured
workers, a rate which prevailed in 1958,
would completely deplete the unemploy-
ment insurance fund. It certainly woukl
not carry us through anything more than
a mild recession.

What we must realize in considering
the Family AssistanceAct is that it may
be extensivly used to back up and rein-
force the unemployment compensation
program which is rapidly becoming un-
responsive to its avowed purpose of in-
come support for the unemployed.

The family assistance prograip may
very well constitute a huge dip into Gen-
eral Treasury funds to assume an obli-
gation we thought would be undertaken
by employers under the Unemployment
Compensation Act. In a great measure,
the burden of responsibility for income
maintenance for the trained but unem-
ployed worker will shift from the em-
ployer to the general taxpayer. We must
understand what we are about.

If a fully trained insured worker with
three dependents Is unemployed In Ohio
for 1 year, he receives $61 per week for
26 weeks or $1,586. In Florida, such a
worker would receive a maximum of $40
per week for 26 weeks, or a total of
$1,040, while in New York State such a
worker would receive $65 per week for
26 weeks or a total of 1,690. All of these
situati$ons are entitled to supplementa-
tion under the family assistance pro-
gram—at an open-end cost. Do we really
intend to use the family assistance pro-
gram as a substitute for a meaningful
unemployment compensation program
which provides Income maintenance for
a trained insured worker during a pe-
riod of prolonged unemployment?

As presently constituted the unem-
ployment compensation program is a
most Inadequate law—designed only for
the best of times. It Is incapable of per-
forming as an income maintenance sys-
tem durIng conditions of growing and
persistant unemployment. The needs of
the unemployment compensation system
should not be dependent upon the fam-
ily assistance program.

During our discussions on this pro-
posal, we also studied the comparative
effect of family ssistance under this
program with family assistance for mili-
tary dependents under preva.lllpg mili-
tary wage scales.

It appears that a family of four sus-
tained by a member of the armed services
in the lower three grades Is compelled
to exist on resources below poverty levels
and below what we provide under this
bill. Today, almost 150,000 military de-
pendents live below the income levels
provided under this bill. It is incredible
that our Nation should conscript a citi-
zen and then order his family to live
on public welfare—but such is the case
for many. To meet this problem, we must
Insure an adequate increase In depend-
ency allowances for military dependents,
particularly in the lower grades.
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The recent postal employees strike in
New York demonstrated the error of
income levels which make no allowance
for cost-of-living differentials. The same
problem is built into this legislation and
I hope that our oversight will be cor-
rected by the other body. It is readily
apparent that the income maintenance
needs are certainly higher in my com-
munity and other high-cost urban areas
than they are in rural or small-town
communities.

In full knowledge of the great short-
comings and uncertainties which are
present in this proposal, I give it my sup-
port because it improves what we have,
it moves in the right direction and repre-
sents an effort to meet the challenge.

Mr. BURKE of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I join with those that feel that no Amer-
ican family should go hungry and that
no child should suffer—certainlY, that
every individual should have the oppor-
tunity to gain self respect and family
security—are facts that I certainly do
not contest. However, I am worried about
the new concept of welfare that we con-
sider today. I endorse its intent to train
and put the unemployed Into the field
of employable and productive jobhold-
ers, but, I fear that if this legislation
passes we will create Instead a new class
of welfare recipients. While the Presi-
dent's laudable proposals to bring order
to the present chaotic conglomerate of
welfare programs are commendable and
desperately needed, the prospect of 12
million Americans becoming new mem-
bers of the growing welfare state ap-
pails me.

We have seen welfare grow into a
professional and practical way of life,
for some and to become internieshed as
a part of our Nation's economy and so-
cial character. When it was begun In
the depression days of the 1930's under
the New Deal, it was considered only a
stopgap, and President Roosevelt himself
then admitted that the Nation "must and
shall quit this business of relief"—and,
he further added:

To dole out relief In this way Is to ad-
minister a narcotic, a subtle destroyer of
the human spirit.

His advice was not followed and hence
we have what is today called the welfare
mess.

President Nixon properly proposes
that we reverse the direction of the wel-
fare system. His proposals to establish
training programs through work incen-
tives and a means to credit higher educa-
tion are a commendable step in the right
direction. But a further step in this
direction and one that I believe would
have a more practical result without
additional cost to the taxpayer is the
proposal—H.R. 2067—known as the
Human Investment Act that I introduced
and which would give a tax credit to
business fiims for inplant training of
workers.

I do not believe that the bill before
us—.-H.R. 16311—which, under the rule,
we are asked to consider without oppor-
tunity to offer amendments, achieves the
goals that are needed today or even
that President Nixon has set. Instead It
seems Inevitable that the number of
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those added to the roles of the profitably
unemployed—those who seek a reason
not to work will increase even more with
the years than it has In the past.

In this day of inflation and ever in-
creasing taxes we are faced with the fact
that this bill before us will increase the
Federal budget some $5 billion or more.
The proposed Federal contribution to
family assistance in the first year is ex-
pected to cost $3.8 billion plus $386 mil-
lion which is allocated for day care. In
addition, we may add to this the extra
costs of job training and increased bene-
fits to the blind, aged, and disabled who
cannot work. But the important factors
are that we can envision in the next 3 to
4 years a proposed increase of 12 million
plus new welfare recipients at possible
skyrocketing future costs. An outpour-
ing of more and more money from the
pockets of the active hard-working wage
earners of the country bring questions
from them.

My State of Florida is today faced
with a severe test of its ability to absorb
an ever growing population and further
State participation in today's welfare
programs. We must accept the recent
Supreme Court ruling that residence re-
quirements no longer apply when apply-
ing for welfare benefits. The number of
needy who could move into Florida be-
cause of our natural attractions may
mount an alarming rate. It would greatly
affect and imperil Florida's overall econ-
omy and strain its present tax structure
beyond limits.

I feel the biggest factor we must con-
sider in this legislation is that the pro-
posal begins for all practical purposes the
creation of a "minimum income" for all
Americans. Expanded socialism, if you
please. It does so through establishment
of full benefits for a family of four at a
$1,600 level and it even increases this
schedule despite 50 percent earnings re-
tention provisions to $3,9?0 for the same
family. It is inevitable that in the years
that will follow these limits might be the
target of some demagog or ambitious
politician who, through such socialistic
measures, could attempt to control and
run from Washington the lives of every
man, woman, and child in America.

In this program for the benefit of
poverty families with dependent chil-
dren there also lurks the insidious and
dangerous creation of another powerful
voting political bloc—that of those on
the relief roles—a bloc that could easily
number into the millions. Indeed, it has
already begun with the formation of the
National Welfare Rights Organization,
whose first lemand is elimination of all
requirements for a work-training pro-
gram, Increase of proposed benefits, and
raising of the poverty level determina-
tion. In these days, such requests could
lead to more marches, disruptions, dis-
order, and division within our country.

I hope this Congress can, and I ex-
pect it will, move quickly to help those
families which are truly needy and de-
serving who require the assistance of
both the State and Federal Governments.
But I suggest that my colleagues in the
Congress will recognize that self-help,
job training, education, and above all
pride of the family are the important
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factors required in America today. Pov-
erty must not be accepted with pride.
It must be overcome with compassion
and understanding without creating the
ogre of a national welfare state.

Mr. Chairman, I wish that I could sup-
port the President by voting for this
legislation but unfortunately I cannot.
I do not believe that this legislation is
anything more than an extension of so-
cialism in our country. Even if it is, as
some would like us to believe, better than
our present welfare system, It Is, at the
most, a poor substitute. I hope it will
work If it becomes law, but as for me I
cannot support It, because I do not

think It is the answer that America needs.
We need a full review of the entire wel-
fare program with the intent to help the
needy—including the American working-
man who will be called upon to pay the
bifi.

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chamnan. I rise in
qualified support of HR. 18311, the Fam-
ily Assistance Act of 1970. While the leg-
islation contains many shortcomings and
inadequacies, which I will deal with, It
does represent a worthwhile attempt to
reorder the Nation's antiquated methods
of assistance for her less fortunate citi-
zens.

As a Representative from one of the
Nation's most highly urbanized and
densely populated areas, I have been
greatly concerned by the growing wel-
fare crisis and its adverse impact upon
both welfare recipients and overbur-
dened taxpayers. My home county in
New Jersey, Essex, contains less than
one-seventh of the population of the
State, yet its welfare expenditures repre-
sent over one-third of the statewide cost.
More than a quarter of a million persons
now receive AFDC assistance In New
Jersey—83,900 In Essex County alone.
The county's welfare budget has grown
from $3 million in 1958 to more than $17
million presently. It Is clear the Federal
Goemment must provide more assist-
ance to those areas of the country, like
Essex County, N.J., which are straining
their resources and their taxpayers to
deal with a problem which is actually
national in character.

Recognizing that welfare Is a national
problem and that substantial relief must
be granted to those parts of the Nation
which have assumed a disproportionate
share of the welfare burden, I introduced
HR. 11374 on May 15, 1969. ThIs legis-
lation would go much further than the
family assistance plan to improve the lot
of the average taxpayer and the family
on welfare. Under my measure, AFDC
would become a wholly Federal program
administered by local agencies under fed-
erally prescribed terms and conditions
including national minisnuni standards
with the cost being fully borne by the
Federal Goveimnent. The bill accepts the
national character of the welfare prob-
lem and-!aces the fact that its challenge
can be met most effectively and justly by
the Federal Government.

The legislation before us today estab-
lishes a new Federal program to replace
•the aid for dependent children program.
The family assistance plan would apply
to all low-income persons with children
and provides a $1,600 allowance for a
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family of four with no other income. The
full allowance would go to persons earn-
ing up to $720 per year, with subsequent
benefits cut by 50 cents for each dollar
earned. Therefore, the beneficiaries will
always find themselves with a higher in-
come through- employment. In contrast,
the present welfare system allows for the
deduction of earnings from benefits—a
100-percent tax.

While it is true that this bill will elimi-
nate the Inequity of very low benefits in
some States and end the State-by-State
variations in eligibility rules, H.R. 16311
will provide little real relief to the urban
areas of our Nation so overburdened by
spiraling welfare costs. A minimum floor
of $1,600 for a family of four is barely
enough to cover the food budget of a
poor family, and certainly not enough to
cover even half the amount presently
paid such a family by an urban State
like New Jersey.

In order to prevent a cutback from
existing levels of assistance, the bill pro-
vides that States offering benefits in ex-
cess of the family assistance plan in
January 1970 must supplement the Fed-
eral plan to the January figure or to the
poverty level, whichever is lower. The
Ways and Means Committee has made a
significant improvement over the admin-
istration proposal In this section. Under
the administration bill only 10 percent of
the supplemental costs to the States
would be paid for by Federal assistance.
The committee has increased this sup-
plemental payment to 30 percent. How-
ever, if the hard-pressed urban centers
are to experience real relief from wel-
f are costs, the Federal Government even-
tually assumes 100 percent of welfare
costs.

Another area of concern to me in the
Family Assistance Act involves the work
and training requirements under section
447 and 448. I strongly believe that a
wholesome home life must not be sacri-
ficed and I am pleased the committee has
included some safeguards in- this area.
A mother of a child under the age of 6 is
not required to register for training or
employment. Additionally an exclusion is
provided for the mother or other female
caretaker of a child if there Is an adult
male related to the child in the home who
does register. The Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare will be required
to provide adequate and convenient day
care for children of mothers who are
undergoing work training or have been
employed.

Unfortunately, the work and training
provisions contain no specific minimum
standards regarding the kinds of jobs or
the levels of wages which are to be of-
fered and accepted by FAP beneficiaries.
The plan should be strengthened in this
area by the formulation of explicit Fed-
eral standards governing work referral
and wages.

In conclusion, I support the Family As-
sistance Act. If enacted, it will set na-
tional eligibility standards for benefits.
help keep Intact the families receiving
aid, provide assistance for the working
poor, encourage initiative by allqwtng a
recipient to keep a portion of his earn-
ings, and provide for the first time a
floor, albeit modest, under family income.
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The legislation comes to the House
floor under the traditional closed rule
for such bills and cannot be amended by
this body. Hopefully the Senate will give
careful consideration to the points I have
raised and act to improve and strengthen
the family assistance plan.

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I think It is of special sig-
nificance that the executive heads of
three major religious organizations have
jointly endorsed and urged enactment
of H.R. 16311, the Family Assistance Act
of 1970.

The statement was signed by the Most
Reverend Joseph Bernadin, general sec..
retary of the U.S. Catholic Conference;
Rabbi Henry Siegman, executive vice
president of the Synagogue Council of
America, and Dr. H. R. Edwin Espy, gen-
eral secretary of the National Council of
Churches—Protestant and Eastern Or-
thodox. They said, in part:

In introducing th Family Assistance
Plan last August, the President termed the
present welfare system a "colossal failure".

The present system—if indeed it can be
called a system at afl—disrupts families,
often falls to provide minimal subsistence,
demeans the recipients, reaches less than
half of those in need, fosters dependence and
is geographically inequitable.

Furthermore, under present cost-sharing
principles, it is straining the resources
of many localities and states.

The Rouse bill would move toward cor-
recting some of these failures. It would set
national eligibility standards, aid families
while still intact, extend help for the first
time to the working poor, encourage Initia-
tive, establish a minimum Federal floor
under family income and provide some fiscal
relief to states and localities.

These are important steps toward making
the system more responsive to human needs
and more equitable. Furthermore, the re-
quirement that able-bodied heads of house-
holds register for and accept jobs or job
training should help shatter the myth that
the aspirations and ambitions of the welfare
recipients somehow differ from those of the
rest of society.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, af-
ter hearing so many varied comments re-
garding the proposed family assistance
plan—FAP—H.R. 16311, I would like to
urge my colleagues to recommit the bill
to committee.

I urge this action because I feel that
there are many unanwered questions
about the FAP. Some of these questions
have been raised in a comprehensive re-
port entiled "Time for Change," a study
done by the California counties welfare
modernization task force. Speaking of
the PAP, the report states:

It Is Impossible to determine the net fis-
cal effect on either the state or the counties
of California. The Federal Department of
Health. Education and Welfare baa esti-
mated that California would have realized
a net savings of $107 million, based on 1968
cost and caseload data. Discussion with
HEW officials indicates that in making these
estimates they did not consider earned in-
come exemptions, work and training ex-
pense allowances, or administrative coats.
Hence, we believe that the figure is ques-
tionable.

I would like, at this time, to summarize
some of the other questions raised in the
report and say that I do not necessarily
agree or disagree with some of the impli-
cations of the criticisms, but merly off et
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them as proof that there are many un-
answered questions about the FAP.

The report charges that one of the
"most serious deficiencies" in the FAP
Is the continuation of State programs to
supp1ement Federal payments. The re-
quirement of a State supplemental pro-
gram continues the inequities which now
exist in the present AFDC program.

If a major reason for establishing a fed-
eral plan of family assistance is the wide
unpopularity of the present AFDC program
and its inquitlee—

Says the report.—
There Is no justification for making it

mandatory to continue the program under a
different name.

The report further .states that the
problems of operating a supplemental as-
sistance program would be "an admin-
istrative nightmare."

Cost: The disadvantages are that no
one knows what the new FAP will cost
or what the cost of the State supple-
mental program will be. For the State
to contract with the Federal Govern-
ment means a loss of State and local con-
trol of a program involving a great deal
of money. It continues the inequities
of the difference In payment levels be-
tween States.

The working poor: Although the work-
ing poor are Included in the Federal pro-
gram, they are not included in the sup-
plemental program. These families are
also excluded from medical benefits. For
the iiarg1nal worker this means a cha-
otic economic situation In which he vail-
ous]y qualifies for and loses supplemen-
tal benefits and medical care.

There would be a strong incentive to seek
the security of being unemployed or only
partially employed—

Says the report.
Work incentives: The report notes that

the PAP requires registration for em-
ployment as a requisite for receiving as-
sistance, but that this is nothing new.
California and several other States have
had such a requirement for years. Under
the FAP, there Is also a penalty loss of
benefits equal to the benefits of only one
person. The report says:

We now have this and It has proven less
effective as a 4evloe for controlling be-
havior and attitudes than the former policy
of termination of total assistance to the
family.

California Is not the only State with
serious reservations about the FAP. A
random telephone check by my office has
revealed that there are several others
who also feel that there are many un-
answered questions.

Mr. Morris Priebatch, chief of ad-
ministration and planning for the Mis-
sissippi State Department of Public Wel-
fare, feels that the FAP definitely Is a
large step toward a guaranteed income.
Re also feels that the estimates of how
many working poor will qualify under
the new program have been greatly
underestimated. He told my office:

There are a lot of unanswered questions
about this program. I think the total costs
are going to be a lot higher than the
estimates.

New York's Deputy Commissioner of
Public Welfare. George W. Chesbro, ad-

dressing himself to the work training
aspects of the FAP, said that of the
total 1,300,000 people on welfare in New
York, only 6 percent, or 82,000 are em-
ployable. Of these 82,000, he said 42,000
are now employed. The other 40,000are
employable, he noted, but are unskilled
and could only work at low-paying jobs.
Jobs which, I might add, would most
likely not be deemed "suitable" under
the provisions of the FAP.

Harold Strode, director of social wel-
fare for the State of Nebraska, summed
up his feeling about the FAP with a
simple—

We don't know if the state can afford It.

Strode said that he strongly supported
the concept of a pilot program on the
FAP before national implementation. He
advised:

We should look at what happened to
Medicare.

As for the idea of getting people off
welfare rolls and onto payrolls, Strode
said that In Nebraska, only four-tenths
of 1 percent of welfare recipients are
trainable for new jobs.

Texas commissioner of social welfare,
Burton Hackney, was very outspoken in
his criticism of the FAP:

We were told the PAP could save Texas $73
million, but our figures now indicate that it
would cost the state an additional $18 mil-
lion . . . we are not going to kid ourselves
about opening up the welfare rolls to other
categories. Nobody knows the effect the add-
ing of the worklngpoor will have on the size
of the welfare rolls. It l going to cost. The
most expensive coat of the welfare is medical
care. Who Is going to pay fOr this additional
cost? There are a lot of unanswered ques-
tions?

Denver White, director of social wel-
fare for the State of Ohio, also had his
doubts about the FAP:

It's too diMcult to determine what the
effect adding the working poor to the wel.
fare rolls will have. Our real concern is
how to evaluate the costs of putting these
people on welfare.

On work incentives and how the WIN
program has worked in Ohio, White said:

We can't brag about our success. It did not
take off as well as It could have, even though
we had some success.

Again the medical care issue was
raised when White said:

When other states put the medically indi-
gent on the government programs. . . many
problems were caused because of unsound
financing. Our concern is that this does not
happen under the PAP.

Assistant to the director of public wel-
fare In Missouri, John Plet, voiced simi-
lar criticisms and raised similar ques-
tions; reservations about who adminis-
ters the program, how medical care fig-
ures In the FAP and what happens to
social services programs.

Thus, it Is clear from the survey by
my office of various State welfare offi-
cials, that while they may differ as to
how the problem of welfare should be
handled, they are all in agreement that
they simply do not know enough about
the PAP at this point.

It Is because of these reasons that I
urge my colleagues to i'ecommlt the

family assistance plan, H.R. 1631r, to
committee.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, the wel-
fare system In the United States verges
on chaos.

It Is a bewildering patchwork of laws—
laws that vary region byregion, State
by State, community by community.

Welfare payments in some areas—the
tidelands of Mississippi, for example, or
the mountain country of West Vir-
ginia—are so heartbreakingly small that
poor families live with hunger every
day of their lives.

In other areas—New York City comes
to mind as a striking example—pay-
ments have steadily risen to astonish-
ingly high levels.

Yet these very same payments, in
terms of actual benefits to the poor, still
lag far behind what most people would
consider even a minimum standard of
living. But, to the rural poor, both white
and black, such payments appear enor-
mous.

They are virtually streaming into our
northern cities in a futile search for a
better way of life. Their hopes, of course,
are dashed at once.

They exchange a country shack for a
ghetto slum, a diet of tirled rice and
beans for one of packaged rice and
canned beans.

The migration from the countryside to
the city has helped turn our inner
cities Into teeming slums. It has helped
breed the crime, the dope addiction, the
street rebellions now making headlines
throughout the United States.

Another problem In our welfare sys-
tem—perhaps the greatest problem of
all—is its tendency to discourage work.

Even the most piddling earned in-
come disqualifies most people from re-
ceiving welfare payments. As a result,
many of the poor shun jobs.

Why, a young man might ask, should
I wash dishes for $60 a week when I can
get $55 for doing nothing?

The Congress can show him why today.
The bill now before us promises to

clear away most of the problems now
hampering our welfare system.

First, the bill would set national mini-
mum standards for welfare payments—
standards that would give all welfare re-
cipients a comparable living standard
and stop the migration into our cities.

Second, the bdl•l would encourage
work by allowing poor families a sliding
scale of welfare benefits as their earned
Income increases or decreases. It would
always pay—and pay relatively well—
to have a job.

Third, the bill would literally compel
people on welfare to take jobs or job
traIning.

This legislation is much more than
just another welfare bill.

It is a work bill, and it is high time the
Congress passed it.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, would the
Chair be kind enough to advise at this
point to the time remaining for both
sides In general debate?

The CHAIRMAN The majority has
remainIng 1 hour and 25 mInutes. There
Is remaIning 1 hour and 48 minutes for
the minority.

Mr. MILLS. Together that is as much
as 3 hours or more.
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The CHAmMAN. The Chair advises

the gentleman from Arkansas that there
is a total of 3 hours and 15 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, in view of
that fact, It is quite evident to me that
we will not be able to complete all gen-
eral debate and have a vote on the bill
on final passage as early tomorrow after-
noon as I had hoped to be the case. I
had told many Members that I was hope-
ful we could have the vote by not 1atez
than 2 o'clock. However, it now looks
as if It might be later than that. We do
not intend to use any further time this
afternoon.

Mr. Chairman, in view of these cir-
cumstances, I move that the Committee
do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly the Committee rose; and

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. ALBERT)
having assumed the chair, Mr. DINGELL,
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union. re-
ported that that Committee, having had
under consideration the bill (H.R. 16311)
to authorize a family assistance plan
providing basic benefits to low-Income
families with children, to provide incen-
tives for employment and training to
Improve the capacity for employment of
members of such families. to achieve
greater uniformity of treatment of
recipients under the Federal-State pub-
lic assistance programs and to otherwise
improve such programs, and for other
purposes, had come to no resolution
thereon.
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H.R. 16311—THE NEW WELFARE
PROGRAM

(Mr. FOREMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and Include extraneous matter.)
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Mr. FOREMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have
some very serious reservations about H.R.
16311, the guaranteed annual wage wel-
fare program. Admittedly, the present
welfare program is costly and inequita-
ble—however, I believe this bill would
move us in the wrong direction because
it will probably add several million more
persons to the welfare rolls, more social
workers, more Federal control, bureauc-
racy, and dependence at an estimated ad-
ditional annual taxpayer cost of $4 billion
or more than we are now spending. Our
objective should be to seek a reduction,
not an increase, of overloaded welfare
rolls. We should work to reduce the cost
and control of government by the enact-
ment of programs that encourage ir,di-
vidual work, Incentive, and responsibil-
ity—not reward nonproductivity and ir-

-responsibility. We need to work toward
more jobs and permanent job security
rather than permanent relief.

Welfare was originally designed as a
method to aid people who were sick, dis-
abled, or temporarily in need—however,
it has gradually come to be regarded as a
means of bringing about a more nearly
equal distribution of income—and this
is a most serious threat to individual
initiative and excellence. This new pro-
gram violates the basic principles of in-
dividual Incentive, responsibility, and
free enterprise that have built this great
country.

This country has always been a work-,
propcrty-, and incentive-oriented soci-
etlr—and it should continue to .be. Most
Americans who wOrk for their livir(g have
little sympathy for the concept that every
man should be guaranteed an income by
the Government regardless of whether he
can or will work. A Federal Government
guaranteed annual Income will destroy
self-reliance, individual responsibility,
self-respect, and the incentive to work.
Therefore, in good conscience, I can-
not support or vote for this program that
I sincerely believe can eventually de-
stroy the moral fiber of the United States
of America.

FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1970
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I move that

the House resolve Itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the further considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 16311) to author-
ize a family assistance plan providing
basic benefits to low-Income families
with children, to provide Incentives for
employment and training to improve the
capacity for employment of members of
such families, to achieve greater uni-
formity of treatment of recipients under
the Federal-State public assistance pro-
grams and to otherwise improve such
programs, and for other pl4rposes.

The motion was agreed to.
I THE COMMITIEE OP THE WhOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H.R. 16311, wIth
M. DINGELL in the chair. -

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-

tee rose on yesterday, the gentleman
from Arkansas (MrMILLs) had 1 hour
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and 25 minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. BYRNES)
had 1 hour and 48 minutes remaining.

The Chair recognizes the' gentleman
from Arkansas (Mr. MILLs).

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 10 minutes to tI'e dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from Michigan
(Mrs. GRIFFITH5), a member.of the com-
mittee.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman, I
rise In support of the President's bill on
welfare.

I feel that it is an amendment that Is
long overdue. I would like for you to look
at it for just a moment from a different
view than others have taken.

At the present time, one of the hèavi-
est burdens that rests upon your State
or your city has been placed there by the
Federal Government—and it is the
burden of welfare. This is the thing that
is destroying most of America's cities.
As that tax burden on property becomes
heavier and heavier to pay these welfare
costs, more and more people move out
of the city and more businesses move out.
If there were no other reason for voting
for this bill, the proper reason for voting
for it is that welfare should not rest
upon the property In cities or In States,
but it should be paid for by the Federal
Government out of the General Treas-
ury of the United States.

This is the burden of every person, not
merely the burden of those who live in a
specific area. The Federal Government is
in the best position to pay and the Fed-
eral Government should pay.

I will admit that under this bill they
will not pay the full bill, but I am sure
the day will come when this burden will
be taken off the taxpayers in the various
States as a State tax and placed where
it properly belongs.

I would like to tell you some of the
things that I think are wrong with the
bill and that I think should be corrected
and I am sure will be corrected.

In the first place, this bill pays only If
you have a child. I think that Is a mis-
take. I think that the poor, the single poor
and the married childless poor should be
paid also. I think it is an error to pay
only If there is a child. But I am sure this
problem will be taken up In later Con-
gresses and corrected. I think addition-
ally It is a mistake to say that a woman
can stay at home as long as she has a
child under 6. I do not believe the society
gives her a choice. I think the social work-
ers make that choice, and I think this was
proved in the WIN program In New York
City, where they found that few women
were able to go out and work, and at the
end of the year I believe they had train-
ed 106 women. I think the social work-
ers make that choice. I think most of
these women want to work and they can
work and they are anxious to do so.
But they have to be given an opportunity
to work.

I would like to explain also another
amendment that I offered to this bill
which was not accepted. I hope that
amendment will be placed in the bill over
In the Senate. I feel that a teenage girl
who becomes pregnant should be re-
quired to continue In school after the
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birth of the child, or should be given
further training.

I would like to explain to you that in
New Haven, Conn., a survey was'made of
100 girls who had left school because of
pregnancies. At the end of 5 years, 387
children had been born to those 100.girls.
That is almost a baby per year. In New
York they then selected 100 girls who
were pregnant. They gave them all kinds
of assistance. They gave them additional
training, ahd at the end of 2 years only
11 children had been born. There is no
person in our society on whom a' greater
burden is going to be placed than the
teenage girl who bears a child, and we
are money ahead if we aid her to support
herself and her child.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will
rise Informally in order that the House
may receive a message.

FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1970
The Committee resumed Its sitting.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-

tee rose informally to receive the mes-
sage, the gentlewoman from Michigan
had the floor. The gentlewoman will pro-
ceed.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. I would like to otht
out again that while I do not believe this
bill Is perfect, a good start has been
made. In every State in this Union there
will be some saving to the local taxpayers.
But this Is the only possible remedy that
local taxpayers Oan ever look forward to
as saving their homes literally from con-
demnation to take over this welfare
burden.

In the State of Massachusetts alone the
welfare burden Is the equivalent of 25
percent of the State budget. I repeat to
each Member that this burden did not
come from Massachusetts. It is not ex-
clusively their fault that these people are
on welfare. Some of them came from
other States. They came there of course
looking for work. But in my opinion wel-
fare Is a national responsibility. It Is not
the burden of a locality, and this Is not
the way it should be handled.

I congratulate the President. I feel he
has offered a good first step. I urge every
person to vote for this bill before his
own community Is destroyed.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. GRoss).

(Mr. GROSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I have lis-
tened with Interest to the gentlewoman
from Michigan. I certainly agree with
her that the tax burdens of the States
and local communities are onerous, but
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I do not agree with her premise that the
Federal Government is in better shape to
solve all the problems of the States and
local subdivisions of government. I can-
not recall when the the Federal Govern-
ment last had a balanced budget. It has
been running deficits as high as $20 bil-
lion a year, piling up the Federal debt
until It now approaches $385 billion. No,
I cannot subscribe to the theory that the
Federal Government is in better shape to
take care of the problems of the entire
body politic, including the entire welfare
system of this country.

I regret the gentleman from Arkansas
Mr. MILLS), the sponsor of this bill, is
not here because I wanted to address a
question or two to him.

In the first place, I am getting all kinds
of figures as to the real cost of this bill.
Some say It Is $4,400,000,000 more than
Is already on welfare. I wonder if the
gentleman from Wisconsin could help
.me with this. I have talked with other
Ways and Means Committee members
and they have given me other figures,
running to niuch higher totals than $4'/
bjllion. I would appreciate it if the gentle-
man could tell us what this bill would
cost in addition to what we are now
spending for welfare.

I yield to the gentleman from Wis-
consin.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will refer to the
committee report, on page 53, he will see
that we Included a table projecting Fed-
eral costs for the first year of operation.
For that year, 1971, the basic payments of
$1,600 per family, plus the 30 percent
matching of State supplements, would
total $4.6 billion.

Existing legislation—that Is, the Fed-
eral share of AFDC—would call for a cost
that year of $2.5 billion. So the additional
cost, as far as that aspect of the program
is concerned, Is the difference between
$4.6 and $2.5 billion, or $2.1 billion. That
is the difference between 1971 costs of the
AFDC program—aid to families with de-
pendent children—and the cost that
would be Incurred under the family as-
sistance program.

If we are dealing in dollars and cents,
the Cost difference Involving that part of
the program on which we have had most
debate . Is this difference between $4.6
billion and $2.5 billion.

The gentleman may get confused—
and it Is understandable—on the overall
cost of the bill, because in addition to
the family assistance changes, we are
changing the cost of what we call the
adult assistance category; that is, our
assistance to tile aged,-to the blind, and
to the disabled.

Under the new bill, the Federal share
of adult assistance fl be $2.7 billion.
That cost today 1 $2 billion. So there
will be an increase of $700 million in
that category.

If we combine the costs of those two
facets of the bill—the one Which Is more
controversial and the one which appar-
ently Is not so controversial—the total
cost under the legislation will be $7.3
billion.

The total cost of the present legisla-
'tton, projected on a full year basis, Is $4.5
billion. So there will bë.-azi increase of
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$2.8 billion for the first year under the
new bill.

Mr. GROSS. Then the figure whIch
someone gave yesterday—

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. That fig-
ure I mentiOned Is the cash outlay. I
should add that there will be training,
day care, and administrative costs, which
could account for another $900 million.
So the total comes to $3.7 billion, so far
as the basic change In cost under this
bill is concerned.

I also should call the gentleman's at-
tention—so that he has a proper per-
spective on. this situation—to the pro-
jections of the costs of the current pro-
gram, and of the proposed legislation be-
yond 1971. Those figures are also shown
in the table on page 53, and It is note-
worthy that by 1975, accordIng to these
projections, the cost difference between
this bill and the current program would
drop from $2.8 billion to $1.1 billion. And
much of this added sum would be recap-
tured, hopefully, as more and more wel-
fare recipents turn from welfare rolls to
payrolls.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield briefly to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I should like to sabr
that the total additional cost of the so-
called family assistance plan is beyond
calculation at this time, because there is
going to be a new department set up in
HEW to handle the administration of
this plan. Today, no ofle knows how
many people are going to be needed to
staff that new department.

In addition to that, this bill provides
for the recovery of any money fraudu-
lently collected from the Government. In
my opinion this is going to mean almost
a doubling of• the size of our present
Justice Department.

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman have
a total figure for that?

Mr. WILLIAMS. No. In spite of my•
efforts to get some concrete figures on
the amount of personnel which will be
necessary to administer this law, I have
been unable to get any figures.

Mr.-GROSS. I thank both the gentle-
men for their remarks. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania points up the utter
uncertainty as to cost.

Mr. COLMER.. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me on that particular
subject?

Mr. GROSS. I am always pleased to
yield to my friend, the gentleman from
Mississippi.

Mr. COLMER. I asked the gentleman
to yield not because I have any exper-
tise on the matter, or any accurate fig-
ures. I tried to listen to the testimony of
the various advocates as well as the op..
ponents of this proposal before the Com-
niittee on Rules. I can safely say that
there was no testimony which placed
the additional cost of this program over
the present program at less than $4.5
billion. Some of the estimates ran much
higher.

There was a general consensus that
the minimum was $4.5 billion and that it
was almost Impossible to get any accu-
rate figures.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the distinguished
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chairman of the Rules Committee for
that contribution, because that Is the
minimal figure which was given here
yesterday. Yet, others say the add-on
cost of this bill may well be above $6
billion. I am just trying to get some kind
of firm answer and again I am disap-
pointed that the chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee Is absent. As the
sponsor of this socialistic legislation, he
should be able to provide specific cost
figures as well as inform the House
where the revenue is to be obtained to
meet the spending of additional billions.

Now, the chairman of the committee
(Mr. MILLS) has been widely quoted in
the newspapers as saying that if the
base of $1,600 is Increased in the other
body he will divorce himself from sup-
port of the bill. I wish he had remained
on the floor so that I might ascertain
whether this is correct.

I address a question to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. BYRNE5) as to
whether he is going to go to the other
body, if this bill passes, and agree to
an increase in the base figure of $1,600.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Yes. I gladly yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. The chair-
man of. the committee and I agreed, not
only between ourselves, but publicly
through an announcement before the
Rules Committee that we were hold.
ing—and that we would hold—to the
ceiling of $1,600. We said that was our
limit, and that if the other body saw
fit to go beyond that, they would face
the same situation they faced on a few
other occasions: We would just refuse
to go to conference and there would be
no legislation. I have not changed my
opinion on that, and I believe I am at
liberty to say that I am not advised by
the chairman that he has changed his
opinion. I am sure, if he had, he would
have let me know.

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to have the
answer from the ranking minority mem-
ber of the committee, but I well recall
what happened when the bill, extending
certain excise taxes, was sent to the Sen-
ate. It was understood then, and without
qualification, that members of the House
Ways and Means Committee would not
permit the Senate to write tax legisla-
tion by inserting In the excise bill a 10-
percent surtax. As Members of the House
well know the Senate initiated that sur-
tax legislation and the House conferees
accepted It. But even at $1,600, the door
to guaranteed annual income and full
blown socialism has been opened.

Mr. Chairman, passage of this legisla-
tion will put a premium on the produc-
tion of more illegitimate children and
encourage indolence on the part oil those
who have no desire to work. And the
added billions of cost will mean either
higher taxes or more borrowing, more
debt, deficit, and inflation.

I cannot support this legislation In Its
present form even though I agree that
reorganization of welfare Is overdue.
Neither President Nixon nor the Ways
and Means Committee had to go to this
length to attain the result of reorga-
nization and coordination.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-

tleman from Iowa has expired.
Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BURLESON).

(Mr. BURLESON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BURLESON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, there have been some very able
speeches made on this subject today and
yesterday. Our able and distinguished
chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee and the ranking minority mem-
ber, the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
BYRNES) were very convincing In pre-
senting the case for the measure before
us.

This whole proposal Is convincing In
theory. It sounds so good on the surface.
But I remember In 1962 and In 1967
what happened. As a matter of fact,
looking at child welfare, it started in
1935. This Is no new program. However,
In 1962 and 1967 the able chairman of
the Committee on Ways and Means and
the gentleman from Wisconsin, the rank-
ing minority member, just like the vast
majority of you, sold me on It and I voted
for It on the proposition that "You are
going to take people off of the welfare
rolls and put them on the payrolls."

And here we are again today with the
same slogans and cliches. You know, in-
cidentally there is a remarkable thing
about this whole business. If this had
been proposed during the Kennedy ad-
mInistration or the Johnson administra-
tion, there would have been holes In the
top of this ceiling right over here on the
Republican side of the aisle. You know
that as well as I do.

Now, several have inquired as to the
cost of this program. Why, I say to you,
there Is nobody who can tell you the cost
of It. We are going to be back In here
before too long to ask you to raise the
debt limit, and If we have any Integrity
In the Federal Government, we are going
to be back here asking you to raise taxes.
And people just got through paying them
last night. There Is no one who can tell
you what this program Is ultimately go-
ing to cost as a matter of fact there is
no clear estimate of what the additional
cost will be for the first year.

They talk about training. Why we
have a training program on every corner
In all the Federal programs already in
effect Here Is a list of them.

I think thee are nine or 10 training
and retraining programs, and now It Is
proposed to create one bigger than any
of them. Here they are. There are six
pages of training programs under man-
power training programs which come
out of the Committee on Education and
Labor and those programs which come
out of the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce as well as the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. There is no
use of my reading them, but look at them
and you will find all sorts of other such
programs. In addition, this bill provides
for the creation of another WPA and
any other make-work programs which
the Federal Government may devise.

Now, Mr. Chairman, we say we are
going to train people to get off the wel-
fare rolls and onto the payroll. How good
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It sounds. However, do not be misled. We
are going down the road of. no return.
This is just a start. Have you seen Fed-
eral programs of this kind shrink?

Talk about a guaranteed annual in-
come? I heard my good friend, the gen-
tlcinan from Wisconsin (Mr. BYRNES),
say yesterday that we already have one.
But, at least, there is some judgment ex-
ercised on the part of welfare workers
and others who carry on the present
program—they have some judgment and
discretion as to who goes on it, but this
program puts people on welfare auto-
matically. About all they have to do is
consent. The Supreme Court just a few
days ago ruled that once on welfare a re-
cipient cannot be removed until and un-
less a Federal court rules on the ques-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, a family of four has
been used In the report on this bill and
as an example in most of this debate.
There are many families In this country
who have more than two children. There
are many families of seven, eight, nine,
and 10 who will qualify under this pro-
gram. Face it—you know and I know
that these size families are likely to be
those who are more likely to qualify.

The wage earner In that family would
be having to make almost $8,000 a year,
or else It would be more beneficial If they
went on this program. Where Is the in-
centive in these conditions?

Mr. Chairman, great emphasis has been
placed on training and retraining under
the provisions of this proposal. Under
this program a man can say, "I will go
to work if it is a job located at a distance
of not more than 1 mile, but if it is 2
miles, that Is too far."

There Is no definition of "suitable"
employment. You cannot tell what it
means, One thing we could do, however,
is to send this bill back to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means. Everyone seem-
ingly agrees that the present program is
a failure. This being the case, surely our
committee will be willing to take action
toward corrections.

The present program has been referred
to as.a "mess," and that I can agree with.
I am just thankful, but it is of little con-
solation to me, that I have not been a
part of it. I have not been a part of the
Great Society's relief programs. There-
fore, I am free to say about this one that
it will be a mess, too. So, we are going to
cut off our nose to cure our sinus. That
Is about what It amounts to. We are going
to put one failure on top of another.

With reference to the motion t re-
commit this bill, It will probably contain
language to change a word or two, but to
be reported back "forthwith," will be
meaningless.

Mr. Chairman, It, is not going to make
any difference whether we have a motion
to recommit. It will be pretty tough to
vote against this bill because It has in-
creased the adult benefits and with that
I agree. Inflation, for which the Federal
is largeW responsible, In my judgment, is
causing hardship on people In this cate-
gory.

Mr. Chairman, I propose, if the situ-
ation permits, to offer a motion at the
appropriate time to strike the enacting
clause and give to the members of the
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committee a straight vote on this meas-
ure. I believe if such a motion is adopted
the Ways and Means Committee can
bring you something much better than
what is offered to you today.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. DICKINSON).

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

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Wisconsin
for yielding. If I may have the gentle-
man's 'attention I would like to propound
a question to the gentleman, If it has
not been answered already in the brief
time I was away from the floor. If I may
have the attention of either the ranking
minority member on my side or the pro-
ponents of the legislation on the other
side, as I understand it, at least, this Is
designed to keep families together and
to keep the husband at home where he
can live up to his responsibilities.

But, is there anything contained in.
this bill that would keep a family from
splitting up, whether It be done by offi-
cial act such as a divorce decree or by
separation and the husband leaves tak-
ing with him two of the children and
leaving three of them with his wife. Will
they both become eligible if both of them
set up two diffrent units or households
and receive payment for these two sepa-
rate households?

Would this be possible under this bill,
or is there a prohibition against that?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, If the gentleman will yield, we do
not prohibit it this as such. But If they
establish two homes they will have more
expense than the amount of additional
assistance they would receive under the
provisions of this bill.

Let me also call the attention of the
gentleman to 'the fact that there is an
entirely new concept written into this
bill which is not in the current law con-
cerning the financial responsibility of the
father to support their families. He can
not avoid this financial responsibility by
moving Into a separate household or out
of the State. Under this law there Is a
responsibility of this father to the Fed-
eral Government. The Federal Govern-
ment says any money that we pay out
under this program for the benefit of your
children or your wife Is a charge that we
have against you. We can collect this
directly or we can withhold funds to you
at any time by the Federal Government to
recoup what we have paid out on behalf
of your children and wife.

We do not say that poor people have
to live under the same roof, but we do
say to the fathers that you cannot avoid
your financial responsibility to your f am-
jly by failing to do so. We do not rely on
the law as It is today, I would say to
the gentleman from Alabama, to enforce
through a local agency the father's obli-
gation to support. This now becomes a
Federal matter, a Federal responsibility,
and a responsibility of the parent to the
Federal Government.

Mr. DICKINSON. I would like to say—
and I thank the gentleman for his an-
swer, and .1 hope that It will work, be-
cause If it does It will certainly be re-
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freshlng. But after over 8 years as a
judge of the domestic relations court and
juvenile court, and based on my personal
experience, it is my opinion that you
may well have a family split and a
claim of part of the children both ways.
There Is no provision to keep checking
on these people to see that they, after
they have established this basis of
living separately, do not move back into
the same house, stay under the same
roof, sleep in the same bed as husband
and wife—because they do not have to
be divorced—and how do we police this?
How do we guard against it, and what
Inakes it certain that it will not come
about under the provisions of this bill?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 additional minute to the
gentleman from Alabama. I do so for
the purpose of asking the gentleman
from his experience if he has not found
that one of the real problems that we
have had Is the lack of enforcement of
responsibility on the parents toward the
support of their children?

Mr. DICKINSON. Absolutely.
Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. And does

not the gentleman think that we have
made a good step forward where we ha-
pose a subrogation, in the sense that the
Federal Oovernment Is able to go against
this individual for any funds that Uncle
Sam has paid out in his regard?

Mr. DICKINSON. I would say to the
gentleman that I think it is fine In the-
ory, but It just Is not workable under
the Uniform Reciprocal Support Act.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. That is
why we made it a Federal offense, be-
cause the Reciprocal State Act, as the
gentleman well knows, depends on one
State getting the permission of another
State, whereas in this case a Federal
agent moves In, and there is no need of
getting permission from a State.

Mr. DICKINSON. Who is the Federal
agent who Is going to move In? That is
what I do not understand as to how this
cm be enforceable.-Do we have a cadre,
a police group that goes aroun1 enforc-
ing this, or does each agency have so
many enforcers and investigators?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. The Fed-
eral Government will put the responsi-
bility, as far as turning over these cases
Is concerned, up to the proper prosecu-
tors, which would be Federal, and to the
Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare, which has paid out the money.
Say you have some. money that you paid
out. You paid it out in behalf of Mr.
Jones for his children. You find Mr.
Jones and prosecute him.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has again expired.

Mr, BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 additional minute to tile
gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. Chairman, let me also call the at-
tention of the gentleman from Alabama
to this case of splitting up. If the family
wants to live together, then there is a
responsibility on the part of the father
to reg1ster We do not -insist that they
both register.

Now, there are some critics who say
that both the husband and wife should
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be required to register. That is not re-
quired In this particular case, where the
two are living together. But once they
separate, once they start two different
households, then both the male living
over in one household has to register, and
the woman living In the other household
has to register. And they must do more
than register—they have to take jobs, so
they will both go to work under this cir-
cumstance, and maybe we would save
money in the long run if we. had both
people working.

Mr. DICKINSON. I thank the gentle-
man for his explanation.

Just let me say, I have heard the previ-
ous speaker in the well, the gentleman
from Texas, and I wish I had said what
he said because to me he summed it up
very aptly and very ably. I believe In ev-
erything he said and I subscribe to his
statement.

I talked with my welfare director at
home and he says that this present plan
will cost the State $9 million more than
it Is presently having to pay.

According to my director, if we are
forced to match what will be available in
1971 we will be forced to spend $9 mil-
lion more to match the Federal portion.
Whether this is so or not, I do not know,
but I do know this—no one knows e-
actly what it Is going to cost. It is another
layer on top of a layer, and I hope every-
one who votes for this 11111 will vote for
It with the firm conviction and in the
sure knowledge that you are going to
have to vote a tax increase to pay for
this. If you are not willing to vote for a
tax increase, then do not vote for this
bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. D!NT).

(Mr. DENT asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I voted
against the rule.

Last night I tried to read what I could
on this legislation and I made a decision
that is not one I normally make. But
this being the kind of legislation—and I
wait to vote for some kind of legIslation
dealing with problems in this Important
area, I decided that If there is a vote
that will send it back to the committee
meaningfully so that we can have an
opportunity to look at it, I am going to
vote for that motion.

Failing in that, then I am going to
vote for the bill on final passage in the
hope that I will get another look at it
and will get an opportunity to present my
views to the Senate.

First of all, the view that I take cf
this Is that it steps into an area that I
am not so sure the Committee on Ways
and Means has the expertise to discuss
and present to the House, without some
consideration beIng given to what they
are doing.

There are In America today about 1
mJ.lliozi Americans who are not covers
by the minimum wage law. Automati-
cally—and I studied this all night, I am
as positive about this as I.ani of the fact
that I am standing up here—automati-
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cally will be put under annual wages, out-
side of a single person, one not without
a family. You are actually covering 13.
million Americans at a rate of yearly
minimum wages—I mean a rate of mini-
mum pay wage that is above anything
that we even try to put through this Con-
gress or intended to try to put through
this year for a worker to receive.

A worker in the $3,000 class which is
roughly the minimum wage in America
today, and the highest payment under
the family allowance for a worker In the
family of 4 group. If he'has n.o chil-
dren at all or just has a wife or it is the
case of a wife with a child, they would
receive—that wife with a child—wOuld
receive $160 above the minimum wage.

Howèver carrying that through—the
four examples that I personally got this
morning from the four girls who clean
offices—the smallest family in that group
was six and the largest was nine. In a
family of nine, in addition to that girl's
pay, It would amount to an added $2,560
of $5,260 total pay.

How can I, as chairman of the Com-
mittee on Minimum Wage, attempt to
come before this Congress with any kind
of sensible and reasonable minimum
wage bill, not considering a man work-
ing full time under a positive pay plan,
without considering his family?

You are now at this time, at this stage
of our history, and I want it clearly un-
derstood, I hope you know what you
are doing, and It may be the right thing
to do. I have the greatest faith in and
I have the greatest friendship for the
chairman of this committee. I know he
would not deliberately upset every union
contract In the country and yet he may
well do this if a large number of workers
are added to the work force under this
act.

The rate of pay under the union con-
tracts Is based upon the classification
of a job and not upon the number of
members in the family.

If you are basing it upon the number
of members in a family, you find yourself
in a position where men working along-
side each other, doing exactly the same
classification of job, will be earning the
same set rate of pay, because that Is the
classification of that job under either
union contract or individual job place-
ment.

But if the employee happens to have
a large family, he will receive more
money for the work he performs. The
only difference Is that it will not cost the
producer any more mcn'. We shall now
start again on the never-ending road of
subsidy Of the production of goods In
this country. Every farm helper In
America will receive a minimum pay un-
der this bill greater than we have ever
been able to give them.

It took 30 years—and during some 18
of those years I have been at the fore-
front of the battle—to cover every work-
er in America under new wage laws. We
had to go to the far extreme of t'''
the largest farms on a limited numbs
of days of work to pass the most mini-
mal pay of $1 an hour, reaching to $1.25
in 1971, Fthzai 1. But this auto-
matically changes it, and theonIy ares
that your Committee -on General Labo
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can function In dealing with the mini-
mum wage will be In that area of In-
come for an Individual or a man and
wife living together. It is only In that
area. This bill is based upon the premise
that more manpower training Is going
to create more jobs. Let me tell all of
you right now that what most of us do
not understand Is that the greater bulk
of the number of persons on permanent
relief in this country are unemployable
persons. Studies reveal, if you will look
into the matter, that the average work
year In America encompasses 210 days
of work. Persons today with large enough
a family who are making as much as
$2.40 an hour will fInd themselves draw-
ing a supplement.

Do you know that the average wage,
under contract, of textile workers In
America is $2.40 an hour? Do you know
that the average wage of the clothing
workers and garment workers is only
25 to 50 cents above the minimum wage?
You will be e'ablishing for the first
time in the history of our Nation a new
base for the payment of labor, and I
remind youof the warning given many
years ago that when you get Into this.
type of legislation, keep in mind that
the minimum becomes the maximum.
The maximum becomes the minimum.

I Just came back from Mexico. I went
down there to spend 2 days on my own to
look into the PronelY Territory. 'ifty
thousand Jobs had moved over into that
territory In 2 years and 7 months. There
were no training programs, and every
one of those Industries will tell you
that In the United States, If they
do not have manpower training pro-
grams, they have no Jobs for these peo-
ple. In Mexico they take raw labor and
put them to work. They have moved
across the necessary production machin-
ery, the same production 'machinery we
have in the United States, Into the
Prone,ff Territory of Mexico, where they
are paying $3 a day in the same classified
Jobs In electronics served $3 in the United
States. I want you to look long at this
bill, because the error of the 1970's Is
going to be the critical error In our life-
times. The critical decade in our lifetimes
will be the 1970's when the question will
be decided as to whether we survive as
a free-enterprise system or not. Unless
I am miserably mistaken, what we are
doing is to establish the base for the
deterioration of the kind of free labor
and free-enterprise system In which
labor and management have bargained
together. We are subsidizing industry the
same as we subsidize agriculture. We
have never been able to get out from
under that, and we will never be able
to get out from under this load, because
If any person who has just been given
a job can get $3,000 as a minlmuzi wage
and $2,600 as a Government subsidy, the
employer does not pay the subsidy.

I tell you that when you are working
alongside a man, doing exactly the same
job he is doing and. he receives only
$3,000, and you receive $5,600 he does
not want to know or care how many
children you have. He has been brought
up in an economy where you get paid
for what you do, not for how many
children you have. What is the u of
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talking about easier abortion laws; what
Is the use of talking about pills? What
is the use of talking about cutting down
the birth rate when we are introducing
a program that would increase the birth
rate? I do not know where to go. I do
not know where to turn. Do I vote against
poverty people on do I vote aye and hope
for a chance to correct the inequities In
the Senate.

This I do know: I am a troubled Mem-
ber of this Congress this day. We have
not had a chance to offer amendments
because of the closed rule.

There is not any sound reason for
this, because we are not going to re-
move people from welfare, because in
this country today we still have millions
of persons who are not earning this
money. We have close to 13 million
Americans we have tried since 1938 to
ut under the minimum wage law.

In the last instance, when the bill
came before me, we had reached $1.60
an hour, but we had to reach it In a 3-
year stretch—and In a 4-year stretch
for some classifications. Why did we
move In the area of minimum wages on
classifications? Because we followed the
historical lines of a free enterprise so-
ciety, and we paid for the job that Is
done. We did not pay for the number
of children people had. If this becomes
the concept, we will find, as sure as we
are in this room today in this great
'ongress of ours, that the minimum will
become the maximum.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. DEvTwE).

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

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
with some reluctance today on this leg-
islation.

Of course, I am not a member of the
Ways and Means Committee. However.
I do feel rather strongly about this bill
that apparently Is classified as an ad-
ministration bill. I think when the ul-
timate vote comes, there will be a cross-
section and quite a change in the think-
Ing' of a number of our colleagues, and
I do not think we will find any particu-
lar coalition supporting or opposing the
legislation.

When this originally was proposed a
number of months ago, I visited admin-
istration offices to try to analyze Just
exactly what was coming off. I bow to
no one in my support of our President.
I think he is a great man doing a great
job, but I do not consider myself a rub-
ber stamp.

In analyzing this program as It was
originally Introduced—and I would
stress the word "origlnally"—it was
pointed out, first, that our current wel-
fare programs acoss this Nation are in
a shambles, in chaos, they are In a ter-
rible situation, and they should be elimi-
nated. I would agree 100 percent.

It was pointed out further that the so-
called Nixon welfare program, that has
had Its name changed two or three times,
changed to family a8si8tanCe program
and changed to workfare, or changed
to anything to get away from the label of
the guaranteed annual Income, I would
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say no matter how we slice it, it is still
that, guaranteed annual Income.

The proposal is this, that it would not
be another layer on our ADC, it would
not be another layer on the food stamp
program, that it would substitute for
these. It would get rid of the ADC pro-
gram and all problems connected with It,
and the food stamp program also would
be phased out.

It contained at that time work incen-
tive provisions. I do not think there Is
anybody who opposes work Incentive
provisions. If we talk to the people
across the country, if we feel their pu)se,
we will find the American people across
this country are perfectly willing to help
and assist those unable—and I under-
line unable—to help themselves, but
there is a growing reluctance by the
American people, the American taxpay-
er to be forced to support those unwilling
to help themselves.

I look at the Members on both sides
of the aisle and find that we talk about
work incentives. What work incentive
did Members have to get where they are
and do what they were doing before they
came to Congress? Most of us had the in-
centive that we like to eat, and most of
us had the Incentive that we wanted to
support and educate and take care of
our families to the best of our ability.
That is sufficient incentive.

But the work incentives In this bill,
when we get Into "suitable" employment,
create much concern among those of us
who have misgivings about much that
Is in this bill.

After this matter was heard before the
Committee on Ways and Means—and
there were,long hearings, though. most
of them were on social security, I ad-
mit—what happened? No longer does
this substitute for the program. It does
not substitute for the aid to dependent
children. It does not substitute for the
food stamp program. It is another layer
upon them.

The sponsors of the bill say this:
"Well, admittedly this will add from 12
million to perhaps 15 million additional
people to the welfare rolls, but looking
down the road 5 or 10 or 15 years
this will be cheaper than the current
welfare reform programs."

Assuming that this is correct—I doubt
it very seriously, but assuming that this
is correct—most of us will not be here
to gain the benefits of this cheaper wel-
fare program, because that far on down,
if this welfare list goes up 12 to
15 million people higher than It is to-
day, there will be between 12 and 15
percent of the people of the United
States on welfare.

Is that not a great endorsement for
this program?

It seems to me we are adopting a phi-
losophy which is completely contrary and
foreign to the basic American philosophy
of the free enterprise system of reward-
ing Incentive.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. DEVINE. I would prefer not to
yIeld at this time, but I yield.

Mr. HAYS. I want to get the question
In now about the cost. Does the gentle-
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man have any figures on the cost? I can-
not get anybody to tell me that.

Mr. DEVINE. I woud say to the gen-
tleman from Ohio, so tar as the cost Is
concerned,, the estimated cast I have seen
for the first year, trying to make a study
of this program, is an additional $4.4
billion for the first year.

Mr. HAYS. I wonder if they are as far
wrong on that as they were on medicare,
on which they just estimated the cost
exactly at 30 percent of what the real
cost was. If that. should be true, the $4
billion would be more like $14 billion,
would It not?

Mr. DEVINE. It certainly would. I
agree with the gentleman. I have the
same misgivings about the estimated cost
on this program. It probably would be
much higher than anticipated.

Mr. HAYS. I thank the gentleman.
That is the first tIme I have been able
to get anybody to tell me what they are
thinking about on the cost.

Mr. DEVINE. I would hope that the
members of the Committee on Ways and
Means, who have made a deep study of
this, would come up with some accurate
figures.

Another gentleman from Ohio, Mr.
ASHBROOK, worked with the minority
counsel of the Ways and Means Commit-
tee in an effort to come up with a legiti-
mate and good faith cost on this. He
gave an example of a family of four with
a certain income, a certain amount of
money each week. They worked at great
length and were unable to come up with
a figure that they could agree upon.

In talking about work incentives, I
would invite attention to an article which
appeared March 21, 1970, in the Scripps-
Howard newspaper, talking about the
work-incentive program. This particular
release, under the name of Robert J.
Havel, out of the Plain Dealer Bureau,
Cleveland, with a Washington dateline,
says:

The U.S. Department of Labor considers
Ohio's. work-Incentive program for welfare
recipients a flop and is unlikely to provide
any money for the program in fiscal 1971.

This Is the same program, conducted in
20 Ohio counties, which Goy. James A.
Rhodes recently praised as helping to get
people off the welfare rolls and onto pay-
rolls.

The national program, referred to as WIN,
is designed primarily to train welfare
mothers for such jobs as nurse's aides and
clerks.

It goes on further:
This Is basically the same program as

President Nixon's "work fare" in h1 new
welfare plan, on which the Rouse will act
scon.

That Is what we are talking about
today.

Mr. BETIS Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DEVINE. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. BErrS. I should like to make one
comment to the gentleman. He is one of
my close friends, I do not like to contra-
dict him, but I just want to make sure
the statement he read Is compared with
the statement I read yesterday quoting
Governor Rhodes, in which he praised
the program In Ohio. He stated how
many had been taken off the rolls, and
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that the WIN program had reduced the
expense of wellare in Ohio over $200,000
a month.

I just wonder whether that Is not as
important a consideration as the state-
mont of some Federal omclal as to how
he looks at it.

Mr. DEVINE. What [ important is I
am merely quoting an article which ap-
peared in the Cleveland Plain Dealer.

One of the things which concerns rae
further is the auction game we are get-
ting Into with this legislation. I do not
know whether they call it a, ceiling or a
floor, but they are talking about a floor
of $1,600. In the next election year It
will be $2,000 or $2,500. Already some are
talking about $5,000. Each year they will
bid higher and higher. Where will It end,
and will It get everybody on here?

The senior Senator from New York
spoke In the other body yesterday. I
would invite the attention of our col-
leagues to the RECORD for April 15, pub-
lished today, page 85753, in which he
says:

I shall propose an amendment exempting
mothers of school-age children and other
relatives who care for such children from
the work and training requirements of the
bill.

Then In another part he says:
As I request cosponsorship for thiS amend-

ment in the coming days, I hope that many
of the Members of the Senate will join with
me, whether or not they support the family
assitance plan, to indicate their strong
opposition to the inclusion of any such
work requirement in the crucial welfare-
reform legislation which will be acted upon
by the Congress this year.

So if and when this matter leaves here
and goes to the other body, I do not be-
lieve you will recognize it. The floor will
become the ceiling arid the ceiling will
become the floor, and the $1,600 figure
will be In the area of $5,000 or $6,000.
We will be in a category where I am re-
minded of the old farmer when he was
talking about helping people. Re said,
"You know, If everybody climbs in the
wagon, who is going to pull it?" If we get
over 10 or 12 percent of the population
on welfare, do you think the rest of us
will be able to pick up the load? It is a
dangerous step and I think the House
ought to defeat thIs legislation, I am
opposed to it, and will vote against It,
and I am convinced the Nation will
regret the day this philosophy was
adopted, if the Rouse does indeed, pass
this unworkable legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Ohio has expired.

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 mInutes to a member of
the committee, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CORMAN).

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

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of HR. 16311, the Family Assist-
ance Act.

Our chairman, the gentleman from
ArkanSas (Mr. MILLS), has explained In
grt detail the reforms which this bill
will bring about, I would like to underline-
three which are of particular importance.

FIrst, It is the work incentive provision
This bill will require ieeIp4ents who have
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the ability to work to register for training
and emp1c'ment as a condition to recçiv-
ing benefits I would not overstate the
importance of this provision because I
am convinced that almost every Ameri-
can wants to work, and the mandatory
nature of this provision is not going to
significantly change that situation.

Another incentive has to do with that
portion of one's earned inoome which a
recipient will be permitted to keep. Under
the present program, a nlother who goes
to work may be in danger of losing her
assistance payment. While at work, she
has the additional disadvantage of not
knowing how her children are faring
without her. The reform bill will assure
that her children are being eared for
while she is at work, and will permit her
to keep a reasonable share of her earn-
ings, In addition to her assistance pay-
merit.

The second and certainly the most
Important part of this bill, as far as the
8tate of California Is concerned, Is that
a substantial increase in the share of
welfare costs will be borne by the Fed-
eral Government. For California, this
will amount to about $200 million In
the first full year of the implementation
of the act, assuming that the State will
take advantage of the Federal Govern-
ment's offer to administer the program.
It would then be possible for the State
government to assume the balance of
California's welfare costs, thereby com-
pletely relieving the counties In the State
of this financial burden.

Such a step would permit welfare costs
to be shifted to the broader State and
Federal tax base, leaving the local tax
base free to bear the cost of educational
and other municipal reqdirenjents,

The third Important reform Is the es-
tablishinent of a Federal minimum pay-
ment. Let us 'take a look at this Federal
mInimum. Is it really dangerously high?
For a family of four without Income, the
minimum is $2,400 a year; $1,600 in cash
and $800 In food stamps. Now, it just
happens that I support a family of four
and It also happens that my take-home
pky is approximately $2,400 a month. I
assume each of us is generally in that
same category. If you would like to know
the adequacy of this minimum payment,
take next month's paycheck home tO
your wife and tell her she must support
your family on it for a year. I believe
she will convince you that it is not
excessive,

I have been surprised to hear some of
my colleagues worry about the willing-
ness of Americans to. work if we remove
the Incentive of hunger. I cannot accept
the proposition that a man works only
If and when he is hungry. The fact of
the matter is that the state of hunger
undoubtedly diminishes one's mental
and physical capacity to work. I believe
that Americans are Inspired to seek
work for many more reasons than just
the need of food. I think that we have
come a long way from that rather primi-
tIve notion of why people work.

Finally, a number of Members have
been critical of the Ways and Means
Committee because we cannot tell the
exact amount of the cost of this pro-
gram. I would have to say to you that
If you can tell me how many people
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in the Nation will be unemployed in the
next year, and the next, and the next,
then I can give you a reasonably accu-
rate figure as to the cost of this program.
For instance, if we have full employ-
ment—if everyone who has the ability
has the opportunity for a job—then the
cost of the program will be relatively
low. And, we will then be taking care
only of the aged, the blind, the physically
disabled, and orphaned children whose
parents are dead or in prison or for
some other reason are not capable of
taking care of them. But, if the present
trend continues and unemployment in-
creases and we find millions of Amer-
icans willing and eager to work but
unable to find jobs, then the cost of this
program will be substantial.

We do not report to you that this
bill will solve the Nation's economic ills.
We do say that it will, in a modest way,
provide some decent living standard for
those who because of economic circum-
stances find themselves in dire straits.

Let us look at the alternatives. What
happened after 1929? Americans, unable
to work, stood In soup lines. Children
begged or stole for food. Families were
made homeless because they were unable
to continue payments on their homes or
were unable to pay rent. This country Is
not going back to those conditions and
practices.

There are lots of things that need to
be done In this country. We need more
and better schools; more and better
medical care. We need to end pollution
of our streams and air. Programs such as
these—and many more like them.—cre-
ate jobs, and jobs cut down the cost of
welfare.

But, we are not authorizing such pro-
grams In this bill. All we are saying in
this bill is that If there are jobs, then
needy people who qualify under the bill's
provisions, must be trained for jobs and
required to take them. If they have the
physical and mental ability to do that,
then out of the generosity. of the Amen-
can people, they will be given enough to
keep body and soul together. If jobs are
not available, neither will they have to
starve or steal.

I urge my colleagues to support HR.
16311.

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. KAZEN. I agree with some of the
things which the gentleman from Cali-
fornia has said.

Mr. CORMAN. I hope the gentleman,
then, will support the bill.

Mr. KAZEN. However, the point Is,
with reference to this bill, that it is not
going to create jobs. I come from an area
where there is a great degree of unem-
ployment. The gentleman talks about a
4- or 5-percent unemployment rate. I
have an li-percent unemployment rate
in some parts of my district. The reason
for that is the fact that there are no jobs
available. We have trained people for all
kinds of work under the various pro-
grams that now exist but when all of the
training was over, they did not have a
job at which to work.

What in the world are we going to do
with that problem?
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Mr. CORMAN. There is provision in
this bill for public works projects where
we can federally fund certain projects in
areas such as one which the gentleman
has described, on the condition that the
program in that area will enable some
of these people to become ultimately em-
ployed in the private sector. It is In a
sense a small WPA. True, it is only a
short-term answer, but again we can-
not take care of all the economic ills of
the Nation in any welfare assistance bill.
This must be taken care of under the
private enterprise system and other fiscal
decisions which we must make.

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tlemah will yield further, the thing that
worries at least this gentleman is the
fact that here we are dIscussing guaran-
teeing a minimum annual Income while
I think what we ought to direct ourselves
to is a more pressing need—that of guar-
anteeing a job for those able to work
before we guarantee any Income
minimums.

Mr. CORMAN. I will say to the gentle-
man that there is a legitimate case which
can be made for the Federal Government
becoming an employer of last resort.
However, I have some misgivings about
that, but if unemployment continues to
rise, we may find it necessary.

Mr. BElTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from 1111-
nois (Mr. COLLIER).

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

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, over the
past two decades, I can think of no
single domestic program In this country
which has been more consistently or bit-
terly criticized than the welfare system.

The criticism of our welfare system
has come from a spectrum ranging from
the man on the street to the legislative
and executive leaders In the country.

The present system has been called
deplorable, unfair, parasitic, and intol-
erable.

I have never refuted these criticisms
because they properly describe the pres-
ent welfare system, which is unfair and
is deplorable and is intolerable. In fact,
the present system breeds irresponsibil-
ity that feeds on Itself.

I have also heard many of the ardent
critics of the present welfare system say,
"We ought to help people who are will-
ing to help themselves." and I have heard
them say, "We ought to help people help
themselves." And I wholeheartedly agree.

But in listening to these same critics
attack the legislation before us today, I
find them strangely Inconsistent.

I had hoped that there would be strong
support to get rid of the present welfare
system and replace it with one that con-
forms to the lipservice reform over the
years.

Yet I do not find a single item of leg-
islation introduced by those who have
attacked the present program and are
making a career out of criticizing the
one which is proposed In this legislation.

If the present welfare system Is so
deplorable and if the proposed legisla-
tion is unacceptable, it Is only logical to
ask why those who find themselves in
this position have not done something
about offering a constructive alternative.
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Yet throughout the hearings on this

bill, no one came forward with anything
that resembled a replacement in the
broad sense for the present obsolete
program.

The attacks I have heard on the pro-
posed leglsation have not been directed
to the concept or the principle of this
legislation, but rather to fear based on
conjecture that it will not be admln1-
tered In accoradnce with our legislative
intent. Well, now, let me tell you that
no program, no matter how carefully de-
vised, will be any more effective than
the manner In which It Is administered.
ThIs is certainly obvious under any
conditions.

And I have heard such arguments
against this bill in the last 2 days as
would provide the attitudes of the courts
as a. reason to oppose this legislation.
And, of course, I have been around here
long enough to know that when argu-
ments based on conjecture rather than
fact fall to satisfy the need for any type
of reform, you can always fall back on
the "foot in the door" or the "camel's
nose under the tent" approach—and
this has not been overlooked by the op-
ponents—yet I think we must under-
stand that these cliches of foreboding
really fail to address themselves to the
real issue.

It Is all right to agree that we have a
problem—but when we do it seems to
me that we ought to agree that there
should be some solution.

I see no rfed at this point In the debate
to belabor the excellent presentations
of Chairman MILLS and the ranking
minority member of the commIttee,
JOHN BYRNES. But I would like to sum-
marize my own position as concisely as
my remaining time permits.

We can no longer accept and condone
a welfare system that has failed mIser-
ably, a welfare system that has fostered
disintegration of the family unit; We can
no longer accept and condone a system
which frequently makes it more attrac-
tive to go on the welfare rolls than to
work. We can no longer tolerate a wel-
fare system that is a failure and one
which grows worse each day.

I am convinced that if there Is any so-
lution to the growing welfare problem In
this country, and If there Is any hope for
helping the people in the lowest economic
strata of our society, It lies In the ap-
proach embraced in this legislation. To
suggest It does not is to suggest there Is
no hope. To suggest that those who are
economically depressed fall into a singu-
lar category of people who are not and do
not want to help themselves Is to again
say we must continue the present system
In the hopeless fashion of Increasing wel-
f are costs year after year.

Well, I am neither naive nor am I a do-
gooder. While I offer no one an insurance
policy on the success of this program, I
sincerely believe that on a long-term
basis It will cost the people of this coun-
try a great deal less in both dollars and
human resources.

And permit me to remind every Memn-
ben of this House, including those who
are opposed to this bill, that we are pro-
viding a structure upon which Improve-
nients can be made through the process
of revision and amendment. llf it Is nec-
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essary to provide more stringent enforce-
ment of the work provisions, it is the
responsibility of Congress to do so. And I
happen to think the Congress will do so
If we are able to integrate the work and
training provisions with the welfare pay-
ments and correct the gross inequities In
the existing program.

I urge every Member of this House to
give welfare reform a chance. To do
anything less is to accept the present
program, with all of its present short-
comings, and its inevitable social doom.

Mr. FtJLTON of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 mInutes to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SCHEiTER).

Mr. S.CHET.JER. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to praise the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means for his ad-
mirable leadership in preparing the for-
ward-looking bill indeed, the precedent
shattering bill we are considering to-
day—and for the excellent committee re-
port on that bill.

In the report the committee regretted
that many manpower programs in the
past "often emphasized work at the ex-
pense of meaningful training that would
lead to the family leaving the public
assistance rolls."

Of course, that is a major goal of this
bill—to enable people to acquire the edu-
cation and job training to become em-
ployed, financially independent, and self-
supporting.

Section 431 (c) (2) of H.R,. 16311, evI-
dently a suggestion how to rectify those
mistake., mentions the following services
for the trainees in manpower training
and employment programs: "counseling,
testing, coaching, program orientation,
institutional and on-the-job training,
work experience, upgrading, job develop-
ment, job placement and follow up serv-
ices required to assist in securing and re-
taining employment and opportunities
for advancement."

Mr. Chairman, am I right in under-
standing these sections as endorsements
of efforts to contribute to the broader
adoption of new methods of structuring
jobs and of providing career-ladder op-
portunities?

Mr. MILLS. Upgrading the skills of
the working poor is an important part
of the proposal, and It Is a very Important
part.

Mr. SCHEUER. I thank the distin-
guished chairman.

Mr. Chairman, section 433 of H.R.
16311 states that the Secretary of Labor
should try to "further the establishment
of an integrated and comprehensive
manpower training program Involving
all sectors of the economy and all
levels of government" and to "make max-
Imum use of existing manpower related
programs and agencies."

Mr. Chairman, will the jobs encom-
passed under these programs include
those designed to improve the social and
economic conditions of the community
by upgrading the quality of the public
services In health, education, welfare, and
public safety?

Mr. MILLS. Yes; I might say to tne
gentleman, if they are a part of an es-
tablished training program.

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, the
committee report for H.R. 16311 states:

By requiring that the prime grantees dem-
onstrate a capacity to work effectively with
the manpower agency, the Committee be-
ileves that a greater degree of coordination
of manpower and child care services can be
achieved than has been the case In previous
programs.

Would this improved coordination of
manpower and child care services in-
clude the use of the children's parents as
aides and for some of them—in time and
after the proper training—as profes-
sionals at the child care centers?

Mr. MILLS. Yes; it isso intended.
Mr. SCHEUER. The distinguished

chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, in my view, Is to be congratulated
for encouraging relief recipients to be-
come economically independent. Re-
cently the Washington Post had an arti-
cle on the city welfare department's deci-
sion to cut off the welfare of an unwed
welfare mother in her last semester of
high school.

I assume that the distinguished chair-
man would favor helping a relief recipi-
ent to complete high school since, dem-
onstrably, such education and high
school degree Is so necessary to help her
get a good job and thus achieve financial
independence for herself and her chil-
dren. Would that be a fair statement of
the intent of the House?

Mt. MILLS. The answer would depend
upon the individual case. As I said ear-
lier, this bill Is not Intended to support
students primarily, but If a person Is
close to completing her education, it
could be determined by the Employment
Security Office that completing educa-
tion Is approprlat training.

Mr. SCHEUER. I very much appreci-
ate the chairman's answer. I appreciate
his candor In answering all of these
questions. I wish to express my admira-
tion for the great job the committee has
done during untold months of hearings
and in producing a bill and a committee
report that In many respects Is one of
the most far-reaching, Imaginative, and
creative pieces of legislation we have con-
sidered in many years.

(Mr. SCHEUER asked andwas given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BETTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania (Mr. WILLIAMS).

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

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, the
proposed Family Assistance Act of 1970—
H.R. 16311—would prove a dreadful
hoax on the American people.

This so-called "family assistance pro-
gram" would Immediately add a mini-
mum of $4.4 billion to Federal welfare
costs, and would place additional mil-
lions of people on welfare rolls. The only
welfare program that FAP would phase
out would be aid to families with de-
pendent children, on which the Federal
Government now spends $2.1 bifilon per
year.

Past experience has proved that when-
ever a new welfare program Is created
for the purpose of solving a problem,
that problem is only accentuated and Its

cost escalated. Be assured that FAP will
be no exception.

The Federal share of FAP for each
family would be based on an annual $500,
each, for tile first two members of
family, plus $300 for each additional f am-
ily member with the States required to
supplement the massive Federal pay-
ment.

Obviously, It would only be a matter
of time until FAP-guaranteed payments
would be increased In response to well-
established pressures b self-seeking offi-
cials, liberal social theorists, and -hard
core professional welfarists.

A major FAP weakness would be In the
fact that eight types of income would be
excluded ,from consideration before FAP
payments would be determined. Since
each family's payments would have to be
determined individually in accordance
with Income earned, a virtual army of
Investigators and accountants would be
needed for this operation alone.

FAP would require recipients to reg-
ister for suitable training or employ-
ment. But FAP would conveniently ex-
clude five classes of people from that
same registration. Further, It would pro-
vide no spelling out the definition of pre-
cisely what "suitable" training or em-
ployment would really be. Nor would
FAP spell out any procedure that might
be applied to those who accept jobs but
purposefully fail to perform properly in
order to be fired and return to welfare.

FAP would provide for recovery of any
funds fraudulently collected from the
Federal Government, with enforcement
resting with the Department of Justice.
However, with the tens of thousands of
fathers who have deserted their families,
and with thousands of unenforced court
orders already out on fathers In behalf
of dependent children, It would require
a doubling of the size of the Justice De-
partment just to enforce FAP's recovery
of fraudulent collection provision.

FAP would provide that a new agency
be established within the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare to ad-
minister FAP's provisions. This new
agency would have to employ thousands
of people and, In short order, could, in
fact, easily result in doubling the pres-
ent size of HEW, itself.

An abundant history makes It perfect-
ly obvious that this so-called family
assistance program would prove to be
nothing more than just another gigantic
giveaway which would further reward
the Indolent and the malcontent. This
would be accomplished at the expense Of
those who work and support their fam-
ilies despite the evermore oppressive
odds of high taxes borne, In great part, of
too many "something for nothing"
schemes.

1 have also heard In this Chamber this
afternoon that the State of Massachu-
setts is using approximately 25 percent
of Its budget for welfare purposes and
that States and other localities need
help. Let me tell the Members some-
thing. We can go from one section of
thIs country to another, and we would
have to look hard to find any State in
as poor financial condition as our Fed-
eral Government.

Next year alone we are going to have
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to refinance over $100 billion in Federal
obligations that are going to mature,
and we are not prepared to pay off one
penny of that $100 billion in Federal
obligations that are going to mature
during fiscal year 1971, which starts
July 1, 1970. We are going to be for-
tunate to be able to refinance this $100
billion in maturing obligations at in-
terest rates as low as 8 percent.

We have reached a point where every
3 years and 8 months we have to re-
finance our entire national debt, and if
we have to refinance our entire national
debt of over $360 billion at 8 percent,
that is going to be a $30 billion a year
annual payment on interest alone.

This will mean on welfare and interest
on the national debt we are going to be
spending far more than 25 percent of
our budget, so as it turns out the States
are in much, much better condition than
our Federal Government.

Relief of human misery, easement of
the pains of recovery, and assurance of
equitable opportunity fall in one cate-
gory—but to elevate and lock in profes-
sional welfarism as a part of the so-
called American way of life falls into
quite another category which the people
of this Nation simply could not afford
and would not long knowingly tolerate.

Mr. BETTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CHAMBERLAIN).

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

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Chairman.
I rise in support of H.R. 16311, a bill
providing comprehensive changes in our
Federal, State, and local welfare pro-
gram. Everyone who has studied the
present program agrees on one salient
fact: that it is deficient in almost every
respect.

Our present program has grown dra-
matically in recent years, both in terms
of the individuals covered and total dol-
lar costs. Between 1961 and 1970, the
number of families and individual re-
cipients more than doubled—to a total
of 1.8 million families and 7 million in-
dividuals. During this same period total
costs have nearly doubled to the present
total of $4.2 billion.

This runaway pattern is expected to
continue into the future unless funda-
mental reforms are made, with the num-
ber of recipients nearly doubling again
by 1975 and the total costs more than
doubling. The immense burden that this
program imposes on taxpayers at all
levels of government demands that we
address ourselves to this chaotic situa-
tion rather than turning our heads to
look the other way and hope the prob-
lem will go away.

The present program discourages work
and self -su.fficiency by providing a "guar-
anteed annual income" to individuals
who qualify for welfare virtually with-
out regard to their own efforts. In many
cases individuals are financially better
off on welfare than they are working.
By d.iscriminatirig against the working
poor, the present program not only en-
courages idleness but provides a strong
incentive for family disintegration. Only
by leaving home can a working poor
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father qualify his family for benefits
under the aid to families with dependent
children program.

The bill before the House today will
go a long way toward correcting these
defects. Instead of an incentive for idle-
ness, the bill will insure that individuals
will always be better off if they are work-
ing. Rather than providing a 'guaran-
teed annual income" regardless of an
individual's efforts, assistance will be
contingent on an individual making
every effort to become self •.sufficient
through work, training, and employ-
ment. The incentive for family breakup
under present law will be substantially
diminished and in many cases elimi-
nated by proving coverage for the work-
ing poor.

The emphasis in this new program Is
to help people care for themselves by
developing their potential. This will, of
course, cost additional money in the first
few years, but it must be remembered
that this is long-range program and
given time it is our hope that it will, be
less expensive—both in human and in
dollar costs.

I would like to take this occasion to
point out that the bill does create one
very serious inequity for working peo-
ple who will not receive benefits under
this bill that, in my opinion, we cannot
ignore. One of the reforms in this bill
provides day care for small children in
order to enable adults who would nor-
mally care for them to receive training
and employment so that they may be-
come self-sufficient. The Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare intends
to request $386 million for child care
purposes for the first full year of oper-
ation. It is estimated that this will pro-
vide care for 300,000 school age children
at an estimated cost of $400 per child,
and for 150,000 preschool children at an
estimated cost of $1,600 per child. These
day care provisions of the bill are essen-
tial to enable individuals to move from
the welfare rolls to the employment rolls,
and I support them.

However, as we face up to the actual
costs of child care we find that the
amounts involved are much more gener-
otis than the deductions we now allow
under the Internal Revenue Code for
nonwelf are taxpayers who have to pay
for child care themselves in order to be
available to work. The Internal Revenue
Code provides a child care deduction of
$600 where one child is involved, and
$900 where two children are involved.
In addition, under the law this allow-
ance is reduced by $1 for every dolar that
the parents' income exceeds $6,000. This
means that the child care deduction is
eliminated when income reaches $6,600
In the case of one child and $6,900 in the
case of two children.

Thus, in New Jersey, under the new
bill, a welfare mother with two pre-
school children and one school age child,
would be entitled to child care benefits
approximating $3,600, as long as her in-
come from earnings and public assist-
ance does not exceed $6,547—the Sec-
retary has discretion to continue paying
child care expenses at even higher in-
come levels for a period of time. Yet a
working couple with three children of
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similar age earning $6,457 would be en-
titled to a child care deduction of only
$343. Assuming the couple Is in the 15
percent income tax bracket, this deduc-
tion would provide a net benefit of only
$51.45. And if the couple should increase
their income to $6,900, they would not be
entitled to any deduction.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot ask the
working cou'iple to pay taxes to support
not only public assistance recipients, btit
to provide them with child care allow-
ances far in excess of the meager income
tax deduction taxpayers are allowed.
This is wrong. Current allowable deduc-
tions for child care are unrealistic.
Equity requires that the child care de-
duction in our income tax law be liberal-
ized to provide benefits commensurate
with the current cost of child care.

In order to accomplish this, I have
joined in Introducing legislation that
would increase the deduction for child
care expenses to $1,200 in the case of one
child, and to $2,400 where two or more
children are involved. The legislation
would also repeal the provisions of pres-
ent law that phase out the deduction
when the taxpayer's Income exceeds
$6,000. This would recognize that child
care expenses that are incurred to enable
a taxpayer to work, are expenses suffi-
ciently related to the taxpayer's job to
justify deduction as a business expense.

In my judgment this Is a matter of
high priority. In the bill we are consider-
ing today we are trying to provide incen-
tives and opportunities for people to get
off the welfare roles, In doing so we
should not ignore the effort of those who
have managed by one means or another
to take care of themselves. We should
not create or condone a dual cost ap-
proach to child care by recognizing the
actual cost of this service for welfare re-
cipients and something less than the
actual cost for those who have had the
initiative to get a job to help take care
of' themselves. How in good conscience,
I ask, can we deny these working parents
a realistic deduction and then use their
tax money, In part, to give a benefit un-
available to them to others?

The Committee on Ways and Means Is
aware of this gross inequity, and I feel
the members are disposed to see that It
Is corrected. It Is my hope that our chair-
man will make certain that this matter
receives early consideration to the end
that remedial legislation may be en-
acted.

Mr. Chairman, I am sure that the mat-
ter which I have just discussed Is not
the only problem area that will be dis-
covered as this reform measure Is imple-
mented. I well realize that the family as-
sistance plan Is not without Its critics for
I, too, have reservations. However, as we
have worked on this bill—week after
week—month after month—I have been
impressed with the fact that no one seems
to have a better plan to suggest. Nor
have I heard anyone offer any strong
defense of the present system. While I am
well aware that we cannot solve,our com-
plex welfare problems by any legislative
magic, I am satisfied that society's great-
est hope lies in a new philosophical ap-
proach to our aggravated welfare prob-
lems . . . one which encourages work and
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neither stifles nor destroys individual-
initiative. It is for this reason, and with
this hope, that I support H.R. 16311.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I am glad to
yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. W]LLIAMS. I would like to call
to the attention of the distingiished
gentleman from Michigan that in more
than half of the States the father does
not have to leave the household in order
for the family to receive aid under the
program of aid to dependent children.

However, I do want to agree with the
point which has been made by the gen-
tleman that the AFDC program Is a
totally insufficient program. It is mad-
equate and doing nothing but accentuate
the problem.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I believe every-
one agrees with the gentleman's state-
ment.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I would like to say to
the gentleman from Michigan and to
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. COL-
LIER) and anyone else who is interested
that I have worked on a substitute plan
which I think I have fairly well refined
now which would phase out AFDC over
a period of time and which would pro-
duce much, much better results, while
this phasing out is being accomplished.

I would welcome the opportunity to
talk to the gentleman in his office at
any time about this alternate plan.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I would say to
my colleague that I am pleased to hear
this. I feel it is unfortunate that we have
not had the benefit of his suggestions at
an earlier date In order that they could
have been considered by the committee
as this matter has been under review.
I think anyone who has any constructive
suggestion to help us out of the mess we
are in right now should come forward.
We would be glad to hear from anyone
who has a better plan.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Ieserve your decision
because you may not agree with my plan.

Mr. BETTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. HUTCHIN-
SON).

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

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, we
are all agreed that the present ADC pro-
gram is a mess and that It is now, or soon
will be, completely out of hand. It must
be replaced. The administration has pro-
posed the bill now before us a a new
approach—workfare instead of welfare,
it is called. Many of us have great res-
ervations about this particular approach,
but some have been able to resolve those
doubts in favor of the legislation, while
others, and I am one of those, have found
the doubts so great that in good con-
science we cannot support it. I propose to
state briefly, Mr. Chairman, those ques-
tions about the bill which have persuaded
me that, much as a new approach to wel-
fare is needed, this Is not the anwer. In-
deed, Mr. Cheirman I doubt that the
situation will be one whit Improved but
rather worsened by the enactment of this
legislation.
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The ADC program will be abolished by
this bill, and that is all to the good, and
a family assistance program instituted in
its place. But the new program, of family
assistance does not change much the ADC
program as it applies to fatherless homes.
So long as there is a child under 6—and
there most usually is a child under 6 in
those homes—the mother need not regis-
ter for employment or take work training
in order to obtain the Federal benefit,
and the State In which the family is
living is required to supplement the Fed-
eral program up to the level of payments
that family now receives from ADC. As
to that family, therefore, the ADC pro-
gram continues,, in everything but name.
And, Mr. Chairman, the vast majority of
present ADC ,cases fall within the cate-
gory of a family without a man in the
house. To all intents and purposes, the
proposal in this bill carries forward the
present ADC program without change.
Under the present program an ADC
mother is encouraged to take work train-
ing and better her lot in life thereby—
on a voluntary basis. This bill carries the
same approach.

As to those cases where there is a man
in the house, the bill requires him to
register with the employment service,
receive their counsel, take their training
program, and accept a job they find for
him. But the proferred employment must
be suitable work. Now that term, "suitable
work," has acquired a meaning in the law.
it is a term well understood in unem-
ployment compensation systems. It
means that an unemployed individual
need not take a job beneath his skills, but
only such employment as he has regu-
larly had in the past. it is argued that in
the case of the newly trained individual
without work experience this unemploy-
ment compensation meaning of suitable
work will not apply. I anticipate that it
will mean that if a man is trained for a
particular skill, no other type of employ-
ment will be deemed suitable for him,
even though there may be no need for
such employment in his community. I
expect that the term "suitable work" will
have the same narrowing meaning in the
requirement for employment within the
family assistance program as it has had
In unemployment compensation.

But if a newly trained individual is put
to work within the scope of his new
training, there Is no compulsion upon him
to do his best to keep the job. Suppose.
he quits, or is fired for cause. What
then? Will his eligibility under the fam-
ily assistance program continue?

And even if he refuses to work, the
only economic penalty upon him is a loss
of $300 in family assistance benefit to his
family unit. Benefits to the other mem-
bers of his family continue, and if he
leaves home, his wife and children can
comply with the ADC requirements, with
their family benefits supplemented by
State grants up to the level now pro-
vided.

I doubt this family assistance plan has
enough economic lnducement within it to
achieve that goal of keeping families to-
gether.

Mr. Chairman, the legislation we now
consider is Intended to meet the prob-
lem, made Infinitely worse by recent
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Supreme Court decisions outlining res-
idency requirements for welfare assist..
ance, which results from a variation of
benefits among the States. Some, like
Michigan, have become a magnet to
those people because of the generosity
of their welfare payments. Some way
must be found to level off the benefit
structures between the States and to
discourage the inmigration of welfare
cases into some States where the bene-
fits are generous—but so is the cost of
living in those States high. The require-
ment in this bill that those States must
supplement the Federal payments on
ADC cases to their present levels means
the inmigration of such cases will likely
continue.

A fundamental change in this new ap-
proach is to embrace the working poor
into the welfare system. I had hoped
the solutIon to our welfare problems
would be programs to reduce the de-
pendence of people on welfare. This bill
increases that dependence. True, it pur-
ports to contain inducements sumcient
to persuade large numbers of people to
lift themselves out of that dependence.
The ambitious will be so encouraged.
But for many if not most, I suspect they
will not feel sure enough of themselves
to want to completely separate them-
selves from the security of tax free wel-
fare income, and the welfare system as
we now it—but greatly expanded in costs
and in numbers—will continue.

Much as I concur, Mr. Chairman, in
the need for a complete change in our
welfare system, I do not believe this
legislation will accomplish it. This bill
is not the answer we seek. I wish I knew
the answer. I believe we must look fur-
ther for it.

Mr. BETTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. ASHBROOK).

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

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ASHBROOK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

(Mr. PRICE of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I rise to announce that I cannot in good
conscience support the proposed Family
Assistance Act of 1970.

My opposition is based on three fac-
tom: The sentiment of the voters In the
18th DIstrict of Texas, my belief that
welfare reform has been turned into a po-
litical football, and my deep-seated res-
ervations about the act itself. I would
like to discuss each of these factors in
turn.

The opposition of the vqters in the
18th Congressional District of Texas, to
the proposed Family Assistance Act Is
overwhelming. The message has come to
me through attitudinal surveys, congres-
sional correspondence, and numerous
discussions I have had on the Issue with
constituents. The message is loud and
clear—vote "no" on the proposed wel-
fare reforms. I agree with this message;
In addition, as the Representative of the
18th District, I feel bound by the elected
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expression of the voters' views on this
issue.

I also believe that the welfare reform
proposed by the President have been
turned into a political football, nd
that the issue will be used in an attempt
to discredit the President's good faith
effort to reform the national welfare sys-
tem. By way of explanation, in the nor-
mal case, the President proposes legisla-
tion to Congress. The legislation is then
introduced and referred to an appro-
priate committee where substantial re-
writing and redrafting is affected. The
reason for this is clear. It is not pos-
sible for the Presldexit to anticipate In
advance what each particular commit-
tee member must have in a bill before
he can suppOrt it. Consequently, the Pres-
ident is forced to propose legislation to
Congress which presents his programs
in such a manner that an appropriate
committee can have the opportunity to
modify it to suit its preference; hope-
fully, without killing the President's
basic proposals in the process.

This was not the case, however, with
the proposed welfare reforms. The ma-
jority on the House Ways and Means
Committee approved the bill almost as it
was written by the President. They then
went before the Rules committee In an
effort to Insure that the bill would be
debated under a rule not allowing for the
submission of corrective amendments
from the House floor.

This Is mOst unusual. A President's
proposals usually do not receive such
uniform approval from a House commit-
tee. This is especially true when the
President belongs to a different political
party than does the majority of commit-
tee members. The majority Members are
normally too jealous of their legislative
prerogatives and too partisan to bend
without challenge to the Presidential
will.

The President's comprehensive tax re-
form program Is an excellent example of
the tendency to Which I am referring.
The President submitted his proposals to
Congress last year, and by the time the
House Ways and Means Committee got
through rewriting the proposals, their
original form was hardly recognizable.

I can think of one good reason why the
President's welfare reform proposals
were so uniformiy approved by the Ways
and Means Committee. The legitimate
cause of welfare reform has beeome fa-
tally involved with partisan politics, and
liberal members of the majority party
want to fabricate a campaign Issue for
the November elections. They have to
make up campaign issues because the
President by his actions has not handed
them any. He Is trying in the best fashion
he knows how, to lead the country into a
productive and peaceful decade. The
other party knows this; but more Impor-
tan'tly, the American people know it also.
That Is Why the issue Is being fabricated.
It Is a lame attempt to discredit the
President. I will have no part of it.

In making his proposals to Congress,
President Nixon made a good faith effort
to interest Congress in addressing itself
to the cancerous problem of welfare; un-
fortunately, House liberals seem more in-
terested In partisan politics than mean-
lngful reform.
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Finally, I have some strong reserva-
tions about the merits of the Family As-
sistance Act as it is presently written. I
think the present welfare system is can-
cerous because it benefits neither the
welfare recipient, the taxpayer who sup-
ports the program, nor society in genera]
which must continue to strive for prog-
ress despite the continued drag caused
by the sizeable number of individuals
who would rather take a Federal relief
check than a jobi'

Our present welfare system has made
it more profitable for ,some people to loaf
than to work. In addition to the individ-
ual and family problems this directly
creates, think for a minute what it does
to the incentives of an individual who
works a full work week and earns for
his labors only a few dollars more than
does the wastrel on relief.

This is just a bare bones description
of the negative effects of the present sys-
tem, effects we have heard more fully
described in other speeches here in the
House Chamber yesterday and today. For
this reason, I will not dwell on the nega-
tive parts of the welfare system at any
greater lengths, but will turn to a brief
explanation of why I do not think the
proposed Family Assistance Act solves
the Nation's welfare problem.

The act proposes that the Federal
Government finance minimum annual
welfare payments of $500 for each of the
first two members of a family and $300
for each additional member. This means
that a family of four, the statistical
average American family, would be en-
titled to $1,600. This amount would be
supplemented by State payments so that
no family would receive less under the
act than it presently receives. Add to this
the fact that welfare recipients will be
able to obtain $16 worth of federally
financed food stamps for every $10 they
spend on the stamps, and it works out
to an additional $800 or so in welfare
benefits. We are really, then talking
about $2,400 In guaranteed benefits for
a family of four, which is nothing more,
nothing less than a guaranteed annual
income. Calling It an income mainte-
nance floor does not change anything but
the name by which it is referred to.

I am unalterably opposed to a guar-
anteed annual income system. I believe
It would wreck our incentive system of
production, the system that couple with
the free enterprise system, has brought
the United States to the productive
heights it has achieved today. People
just would not work, if they could get
paid for not working. This is not a blan-
ket indictment, however, for some peo-
ple would work anyway. But if people get
something for nothing, it generally
would erode their will to work and con-
tribute to society.

Another objection I have to the pro-
posed bill is that it would add about 15
million new individuals to the welfare
rolls. In my mind, this would not solve
our welfare problem, it would just In-
crease it.

I also object to the $4.4 billion that
the program will cost, and this Is lust
for the first year of its operation. I do
not believe that this program would be
exempt from the bureaucratic pressures
that accompany all other Federal efforts,
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pressures that turn small Federal pro-
grams into gigantic ones, and minimal
Federal expenditures into excessive and
wasteful ones. This is the very nature of
the bureaucratic process. And this is one
chief reason why I believe the Govern-
ment should keep its activities to the
bare irreducible minimum.

Moreover, I do not think that the Fed-
eral Government should even consider
spending $4.4 billion on a new welfare
program when this Nation is locked in
a titanic struggle with inflation. Partic-
ularly when $2.1 billion will be allocated
just to cover the welfare costs of the 15
million new welfare recipients that will
be added by the act.

Finally, while public assistance cer-
tainly should be given the sick, the blind,
the disabled, and the needy young, I do
not think that public assistance should
be given to the working poor. By includ-
ing them and restructuring the welfare
system along the lines of a guaranteed
income approach, welfare is made more
comfortable and respectable rather than
less so. It gives it more of the color of a
"inalienable right" rather than the true
color of "temporary maintenance" as was
originally envisioned by the architects of
welfare.

I would think my colleagues could
profit well by harking to the words of
the father of the New Deal, President
Franklin D. Roosevelt. He said in 1935:

The Federal Government must and shall
quit this business of relief—continued de-
pendence upon relief induces a spiritual and
moral disintegration, fundamentally de-
structive to the national fiber. To dole out
relief in this way is to administer a narcotic,
a subtle destroyer of the human spirit.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the Fam-
ily Assistant Act, despite all its rhetoric
of workfare and job incentives, is ba-
sically a program giving people "some-
thing for nothing." In my view, this is
the least effective way to help people help
themselves.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I am
not going to take time in outlining what
I feel are some of the problems Involved
In this legislation and some of the short-
comings but, rather, to raise some spe-
cific questions. My basic objections have
already been summarized in the RECORD.

Having worked with this for better
than a month in trying to reduce the
written legislation. Into actual dollars-
and-cents figures, I can guarantee you It
is a very, very difficult thing to do. It
is going to be contingent. upon many dif-
ferent interpretations in the various
States and in HEW.

Mr., Chairman, I think one of the
basic weaknesses I see in the program is
the argument that bringing the pro-
gram to the Federal level will automati-
cally straighten out all of the problems
In the States. I think most of us find
that argument just a little bit hollow.
We are never completely sure that HEW
intends to carry out even the stated in-
tention of the Congress, let alone
straighten out the problem.

However, Mr. Chairman, I would like
to raise several specific questions and I
would ask the able chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means, the gen-
t2einan from Arkansas (Mr. MILLS), for
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the purpose of legislative history several
questions.

On page 33 of the committee report
there is language whIch .1 think will be
most difficult to interpret. In the mid-
dle of the page it says:

1118 not Intended by your committee that
these programs should provide assistance
which would be supportive of firms or in-
dustries which have high rates of turnover
of labor because of low wages, seasonality
or other factors.

I would ask the able chairman whether
or not he has some concern in the ad-
ministration of this program, and the
regulations that will carry it out,
whether or not this in effect would not
in the future likely remove the tendency
for employment security offices to refer
potential workers in so-called work In-
centive programs to what might be called
marginal industries. These would in-
clude hotels, motels, laundries and res-
taurants which traditionally have been
low-wage Industries. Does the gentleman
see any danger in putting language such
as this in the bill? Would its effect be
to make it unlikely to refer people to such
low-income industries?

Mr. MILLS. If the entleman will yield,
yes, I would not deny that there is some
problem. What we are trying to do in the
report, a& I am sure the gentleman in the
well knows, is to give some clarity or bet-
ter guideline to the Department of Labor
in the establishment of regulations as
to the feeling of the committee, at least,
about these matters.

We do not want these people to be
working in just seasonal jobs if we can
find for them annual jobs. We do not
want to put them into all of these low-
paying jobs, because we think some of
them as a result of training, particularly
those that have as much as a high school
education, can be trained for better pay-
ing jobs.

Mr. ASHBROOK. But will the gentle-
man agree that while It is the legislative
intent to encourage getting these people
the best jobs possible—

Mr. MILLS. That is right.
Mr. ASHBROO}C. That It could very

well give some future bureaucrat from
the Office of HEW or Labor the option of
saying "Wait, we are not going to send
these people to the lower paying indus-
tries such as restaurants, laundries, mo-
tels, and hotels?"

Mr. MILLS. No. That is not Intended.
Mr. ASHBROOK. Because these are,

in the language of the committee, low-
wage Industries?

Mr. MILLS. No.
Mr. ASHBROOK. Everybody knows

they are low-wage industries, but they
might possibly form the only jobs avail-
able to them.

Mr. MILLS. If they were full-time jobs
they might conform.

Mr. ASHBROOK. So it is not the in-
tention of the committee to rule out
some what might be called future em-
ployment in the low-wage industries?

Mr. MILLS. We are not overlooking
the fact that some people may be as-
signed to low-wage jobs, and they may
not be all assigned to a full-time annual
job In the very beginning.
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Some of them may have to take some
seasonal jobs to begin with, but we hope
the bulk of them will not.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I think
since we might be trying to make a lit-
tle legislative history, I think first of
all we do not rule out any job.

Mr. MILLS. No. No; we do not.
Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. It is not

our intention to exclude any jobs be-
cause the whole thrust and purpose of
this bill is to get people into a posture
to help themselves. We want to make the
job basically compatible for that indi-
vidual, but there Is nothing in the bill
that says they can hold out for a high
skilled job when there is a lower skilled
opportunity available right now.

Mr. MILLS. That is correct.
Mr. ASHBROOK. I think the gentle-

man Is correct. I certainly agree with the
concept and the desire, it is obvious that
everybody would like to be in high paid
employment, but I think some of us have
fears that In the social climate In which
we live, and possibly because of bureau-
cratic regulations, there is a strong like-
lihood that people will not be referred to
jobs of this type simply because they
are at the lower rung of the economic
ladder.

Mr. BYRNES-of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ASHBROOK. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. That is
one of the reasons we went Into detail
on some of these criteria. We wanted to
make sure that the Secretary could
substitute his own subjective judgment
for the intent of the committee and the
Congress.

If this person had very little work ex-
perience or no work experience, then of
course he is going to have to take a lower
paying job. He is going to have to take a
lower job consistent with his background.
In other words, we do not rule out any
jobs. He has to recognize that while may-
be the job that is open is not a particu-
larly desirable job, the person who has
not had that work or experience, can fill
that job and acquire work experience and
discipline, that will enable himself to
qualify for a better job in the future.

Mr. ASHBROOK. I think the gentle-
man Is certainly optimistic In his out-
look. Having had a little more experience
with HEW guidelines and Department
of Labor guidelines, I would have to ob-
serve somewhat facetiously—I am afraid
not as facetiously as it might seem—
that I will sit back and wait for the
very first person who is denied his fam-
ily assistance because he refused to ac
cept one of these lower rung jobs. If that
time comes, I will frankly tell you that
you are right and I am wrong—but I
am not going to hold my breath until
that happens, I will tell the gentleman.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Let me say
for the record that there is an addi-
tional aspect of this that we had better
recognize and that the Secretary of La-
bor should recognize—and I think he
does. The entire work Incentive program
has two purposes. One Is the betterment
of the individual. But also there will be
reduction in the cost of the program that
will enable us to keep it within bounds
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when individuals work. We cannot con-
tinue -the present program because It
does not encourage people to go to work
at all. That is why the costs are running
up as much as they are. The Secretary
has a definite obligation under this bill,
not only as to the welfare of these in-
dividuals, but also to he Treasury of the
United States to see that these people
get to work.

Mr. ASHBROOK. I thank the gentle-
man for that, and I appreciate the gen-
tleman making that legislative history.

I have one last question which I would
direct to the distinguished chairman or
the ranking minority member.

Again, consider one of the premises
that I happen to believe is a little weak
in argument__although I think what
the gentleman from Arkansas and the
gentleman from Wisconsin are saying
is accurate in concept.

Most of us worry about how it is going
to work out in its actual implementation.
One of the things I think is fairly weak
in its premise is adding anywhere from
11 to 13 million on what might be called
the welfare rolls on the theory that the
program will work and they will work
themselves off the welfare rolls. Another
faulty premise is that the program in
the long run will cost less.

I would like to ask one specific ques-
tion as to whether or not either the
gentleman from Arkansas or the gentle-
man from Wisconsin, either one, do not
have some -misgivings on these premises.

Does the gentleman honestly feel that
over a reasonable period of time these
people, the 11 or 12 million people being
added, will in fact work themselves off
the rolls?

I think it Is clear that there is not a
strong work incentive in this legislation.
Anybody who has any doubt can look at
page E3226 of the RECORD of yesterday.
If there is not a strong built-in work
incentive, can we honestly build such a
superstructure on the theory tliat they
will work themselves off the rolls and the
coverage of this bill over a period of
time?

Will the gentleman respond to that?
Mr. MILLS. Yes, I will be glad to.
No one, may I say to the gentleman,

on the Committee on Ways and Means or
anywhere in the Government can tell you
with any degree of precision that we will
work all of these people Into better pay-
ing jobs or will work them all off of
welfare.

There are two reasons, in my opinion,
why we are justified in offering the work-
ing poor this incentive to take training.
Those we are talking of largely are full-
time employees which means they are
workIng 40 hours or more than 30 hours
a week. They apparently are not making
enough to provide the income for their
family sufficiently to provide them with
these basic necessities of life.

There is the danger first that they may
find out that their welfare program, In
the state of Ohio or the State of New
York or elsewhere, will pay them more
money and give them more take-home
pay than they can make while earning on
a Job.

If that is the threat, why do we not
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offer them this supplemental income
while they are working full time in re-
turn for their taking training? In theory,
it is good. I have said all the way through
the success of the program depends en-
tirely. in my opinion, on the attention
that is given these Individuals on an in-
dividual basis by the employment secu-
rity agencies of all of our States, but I
would not want to tell you that, I could
assure you. I do not believe anybody
would say that. But this is legislatively
an improvement, I think, In every way.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Ohio has expired.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
WAGGONNER) such time as he desires.

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

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, my
August 196 newsletter was titled, "Full
Scale Socialism for All Advocated in Ad-
visory Council Recommendation." The
opening lines of that newsletter were
these:

In a 148-page reoort the like of which no
Socialist dreamer ever dared propose serious-
ly before, a Committee of "Great Society"
planners has recommended to the Secretary
of Health, Education and Welfare that a
program should be undertaken immediately
to provide every man, woman and child in
the United States a guaranteed annual
income.

In August of 1966, this was only a rec-
omniendation to the Johnson adminis-
tration. Less than 4 years later, today,
we find this is a proposal by the Nixon
administration. This dream of every So-
cialist of having the Government guar-
antee him an income is wrapped up in the
bill we are now considering.

As was to be expected, the minute this
guaranteed annual income feature wa,
unveiled last year, the bandwagon start-
ed to roll. The predictable gaggle of lib-
erals, leftists, and radicals were, at first,
astounded that a supposedly conserva-
tive Republican administration was pro-
posing national welfarism in a greater
magnitude than even the most liberal
Democrat in the history of the Nation.
They regained their composure quickly,
if not their intelligence, and began an
outpouring of statements, position papers
and conferences calling for Increases that
stagger the imagination and would
empty the pocketbooks of the working
public. No sum, It seems, is too much to
take from the pockets of the taxpayers
and dole out to those unwilling to work.
I used the word "unwilling" only after
making a careful choice among many
words, because anyone willing to work
today, except for the lame, the halt and
the blind, can find a job by simply pick-
ing up a newspaper and reading the
begging help wanted ads.

The proposal before us calls for a cash
donation of $1,600 per year to every fam-
ily of four in the United States whose
income is under that figure, or whatever
It takes to reach that sum plus an addi-
tional $860 in food stamps, for a total of
$2,460, all of which Is, of course, tax free.
And it must be remembered that this Is
only the beginning. ch year, the de-
mand from the welfare receivers and

• theM' liberal represeptatlves in and out
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of the Congress will be irresistible. The
figures will climb with the regularity of
the sun in the sky.

This was made crystal clear by Mr.
R. E. Patricelli, Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, when he addressed a meeting of
Catholic Charities of the Archd.iocese of
New York late last year. He said:

When the budgetary situation improves,
we might look toward increases in the fed-
eral base payment.

He also stated that the program
"should be made universal," meaning
that childless couples and single persons
should also be included in the future.

No one believes more than I that the
present welfare system needs a massive
overhaul. I agree with the President
when he says it is a failure. It has robbed
a significant portion of the population of
their will or interest in providing for
themselves; it has made them wards of
the state. But what is needed is not an
overhaul which more than doubles the
number now on the rolls as this proposal
would—not an overhaul which adds an-
other $4 '/2 billion to the already stagger-
ing burden of welfare costs as this pro-
posal would.

In the past 10 years, the number of
people receiving some form of relief as-
sistance has Increased 52 percent and the
cost of these programs has advanced 211
percent. All of this in only 10 years. It
is now estlir.ated that the Federal, State,
and local costs exceed $72 billion per
year.

And, needless to add, each of these $72
billion comes out of the pocket of the
taxpayers who work for their livelihood.

Third- and fourth-generation families
are now appearing on the welfare rolls,
demanding higher and higher payments
and less and less supervision of what
they use the money for or whether or
not they are even eligible for the pay-
ments. Welfare is, many now claim, their
"constitutional right," an attitude which
has been upheld more than once recently
by various courts. The traditional con-
cept of welfare as temporary assistance
for those who are in need because of
reasons beyond their control, no longer
exists.

In an effort to soft-pedal the full,
socialist impact of this proposal, the
Nixon administration is attempting to
sell it as a "work fare" proposal. If It
were this, it would be more acceptable,
but an examination of the facts reveals
that the work requirements are almost
nonexistent and those that do exist are
unenforceable.

There are presently 9,600,000 persons
now on welfare. Of these, exactly half
are children; 1,500,000 are their moth-
ers; 2,000,000 are aged; 728,000 are dis-
abled; and 80,000 are blind. All of these
would be exempt from work under ex-
emptions provided by the Nixon proposal.
This leaves 500,000—or one-nineteenth—
who would be eligible for work. But, even
then, there is another catch, These 500,-
000 would be required to accept only
those jobs which are, in the opinion of
the Secretary of Labor, "suitable." Would
be, some future Secretary or some liberal
adviser or employment security official
consider a job as a dishwasher "suII-
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ble"? Or as a janitor, a lawncutter, maid,
busboy, window cleaner or any of the
other such manual labor jobs which the
unemployed says are "demeaning"? I
frankly doubt it.

This program, like many Federal pro-
grams, is offered up as the total answer
to all the problems of the poor. Yet I can-
not help but recall that, a few short years
ago, the so-called poverty program was
sold to the Congress and the people as
being the one sure way of ending poverty
and welfare in this Nation forever.
Countless billions of wasted dollars later,
the program is in a shambles, having
done little for the poor but a great deal
for the manipulators of the poor and the
leeches who feed off the misery of others.
Other Impractical, visionary programs
have likewise failed to live up to their
publicity.

This proposal, in the jubilant words of
liberal-leftist James Reston, "proposes
more welfare, more people on public as-
sistance than has any other President in
the history of the Republic." It goes far
beyond the socialist's dream of provid-
ing for each according to his needs. This
proposal provides where there is no need
and does not require that need even be
demonstrated.

There is a need in this country for a
welfare program, honestly administered,
to assist the needy who are needy for no
fault of their own, for the aged, the lame,
the halt, and the blind, This kind of pro-
gram I have supported and will always
support. There is a need also for a pro-
gram of temporary assistance for the
willing and able-bodied who cannot find
jobs; a program that requires some form
of public work in the interim to pay for
their support by the public. But, in this
time of unparalleled prosperity, of jobs
crying for workers, of opportunities for
all regardless of race, sex, creed, or color,
there is no justification for turning this
Nation into a socialist welfare state.
What's wrong with a guaranteed annual
income? Nothing, if you believe in social-
ism. Everything, if, like me, you believe
In democracy and the free enterprise
system.

A number of items have appeared in
the press since this proposal was first
unveiled that I would like to include here
at the end of my remarks because it is
vital to me that the record show that
there was no doubt but that this Con-
gress knew the road It wa taking this
country dowi when it enacted this legis-
lation, It would be convenient, in years
to come, for those who are going to vote
for this bill to say they had no idea that
it would develop into what it will be be-
fore many years go by. I want to close
that escape route so that every man who
votes for this proposal will have to ad-
mit that the facts were on the table but
he chose to ignore them. These are the
items I have in mind.

From the February 24, 1970. issue of
National Review:

Txx NIXON PLAN: COMPOVND!NO THE
WELFARE Mms

(y Henry Hazlitt)
Ironically, the professional staff of the

House Ways and Means Committee, a group
controlled by the Democrats, has criticized
the Republican Nixon welfare program chief-
ly from a conservative point of view.
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The staff analysis asserts that, by extend-

ing welfare to working families, "the gov-
ernment, in a sense, would be telling a work-
ing father that he is officially not capable of
supporting his family at what the govern-
ment believes is the necessary level. One
possible reaction of some fathers may be to
let the government take over the job of com-
pleting supporting his family." Another
criticism is that when he looks, at how the
plan applies to his family, a father "may
soon realize that the only way for him to
Increase' his income is to have a larger fam-
ily A third criticism is that some fam-
ilies might buy goods to reduce their cash as-
sets, "a color TV, for example." A fourth is
that 'government supplements to the wages
of the working poor could create a subsidized
pool of cheap labor to employers."

This report, however, no doubt inspired
by Committee Chairman Wilbur D. Mills,
by no means assures that the Democratic
Congress will flatly reject the Nixon plan.
More likely it will put together a welfare
package that the Democrats can call their
own, and outbid even the Nixon plan in total
cost.

Because the President's proposal, which
he first put forward on television on August
8, was couched entirely in the rhetoric of
conservatism, many conservatives were mis-
led, and it was weeks before the plan re-
ceived effective criticism. By far the best
analysis is the 23-page study put out by the
American Conservative Union. Among the
poiits it makes are these:

The new plan makes it more comfortable to
be on welfare, both by eliminating any means
test and by increasing benefits for many wel-
fare clients while decreasing benefits for
none.

Mr. Nixon proposes that the federal level
be $1,600 for. a family of four with no out-
side income, A family of ten would be eligible
to receive an income of $3,400 a year from
the Federal Government, with any state al-
lowance in addltibn,

One great danger in federalizing welfare
is the new opportunity it provides for mani-
pulation by organized groups. Welfarists will
be able to eoncentrate all their pressures
directly on Washington. This very tactic has
often been employed to force increases In
Social Security benefits and minimum wage
laws. Already the AFL-CIO and other pres-
sure groups are attacking President Nixon's
recommendation of $1,600 maximum annual
payment to a family of four as totally in-
adequate. They demand no less than a full
$3,500, the minimum federal poverty level
income.

The program will more than double the
number or welfare recipients, adding twelve
million more to the nearly ten million al-
ready on the rolls.

It will cause an initial increase of $5 bil-
lion in the federal budget, and perhaps
double that.

It was put forward as a "workfare" pro-
gram, "Everyone," said Mr. Nixon, "who ac-
cepts benefits must accept work or training,
provided suitable jobs are available. . . . The
only exceptions Would be those unable to
work and mothers of pIe-school children."
But the ACU points out that after we deduct
the blind, the disabled, the aged, the chil-
dren and the mothers of pre-school ehildren
from the 9.6 million people nbw receiving
aid, only about 500,000 or 5 percent, would be
required to accept work or receive job train-
ing under the Nixon plan. Whether the work
requirement could be enforced even for
these is more than doubtful, Already the pro-
fessional welfare advocates are charging that
any work requirement would amount to "In-
voluntary servitude."

The Administration itself has greatly ex-
panded the program since it was announced.
White House aides said at first that the Fam-
ily Security plan would at least eliminate
food stamped A few months later they an-
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nounced that food stamps would not only
remain, but that the annual appropriation
for them would be doubled. This means that
each family of four would not receive a fed-
erally guaranteed annual inoome of $1,600
(not counting state payments) but an addi-
tional food stamp allotment bringing the
total federally paid income to $2,380.

The Nixon plan is in fact a "guaranteed
annual income." The President himself said
on December 8: "All of us want the poor to
have a minimum floor (under their incomel,
and that floor to be as high as possible." In
other words, a person who will not work has
a "right" to live permanently off the earnings
of another man who can and does.

To these cogent criticisms I would like to
add one point that has been generally ne-
glected. Mr. Nixon deplores the wide state-
by-state variations in relief payments. He
claims as an outstanding merit of his plan
that it would provide, if not uniformity, at
least a "basic national minimum payment"
everwhere. But this overlooks the wide diver-
gencies in prevailing income and living
standards among the states. The 1960 census
showed that the median money income of
families in Connecticut was 138 per cent
greater than of families In Mississippi—or
inversely, that the median income of Mis-
sissippi families was only 42 per cent of that
of Connecticut families, with other states
diverging within this range.

This means that even a uniform minimum
national income guarantee that might do
relatively minor harm in California or the
Northeast would be so high compared with
prevailing earned incomes in the Deep South
as to tempt a third or more of the popula-
tion to quit their jobs and climb aboard
the welfare wagon, or to draw supplemental
handouts, This could put a tremendous
strain on precisely the state budgets that
could least afford it.

A uniform minimum national welfare
handout, in a nation with divergencies of up
to 138 per cent in median earned family in-
comes among the states, would create far
more serious problems than any it might
solve.

From the report, "Solution or Social-
ism," prepared by the American Con-
servative Union:

TN CONCLUSION
In any evaluation of the Nixon welfare

proposals, conservatives must look beneath
the rhetoric, to which they are eager to re-
spond, and seek out the substantive purpose.
Viewed in this light, the Nixon welfare re-
form can be seen simply as a program which
will snore than double the welfare rolls, and
acid 12 million new recipients of Federal wel-
fare payments to the nearly' 10 million a1
ready on the rolls.

The program will cause an Initial increase
of $5 billion in the Federal budget, half of
which will go to direct payments to welfare
families, old and new. This is a quantum
jump in the number of welfare clients and
in Federal spending on welfare.

Though conservatives were almost alone
a few years ago as critics of the welfare
system, today everyone—conservatives, lib-
erals, radicals—can agree with Pzsident
Nixon that "nowhere has the failure of gov-
ernment been more tragically apparent than
in its efforts to aid the poor, and especially
in the system of public welfare," When one
gets down to the philosophy behind this
statement the conservative differs markedly
from the present day liberal or radical.

President Nixon is proposing not only to
expand welfare, but also to establish it on
a more legitimate footing by calling it "fam-
ily assistance", eliminating the means test,
and administering it through the Social Se-
curity Administration. Only the inclusion of
a work requirement saves Nixon from ad-
vocating the complete liberal package—wel-
fare as a right of any American.
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The Nixon program, despite its doubtless

sincere intentions, will in the long run
greatly exacerbate the "welfare mess" for
three basic reasons:

(1) It makes welfare more comfortable
when It should be made less comfortable.

(2) By moving toward a guaranteed income,
it makes welfare more respectable, more of a
"right" when it should be made less respecta-
ble. less of a "right."

(3) It drastically ,inceases the number of
recipients, thus risking corrupting 12 million
more American citizens, when desperate
efforts ought to be made to decrease the
number of persons receiving unearned checks
from government.

In a 1935 message to Congress, President
Franklin D. Roosevelt said: "The Federal
government must and shall quit this busi-
ness of relief—continued dependence upon
relief induces a spiritual and moral disinte-
gration, fundamentally destructive to the
national fibre. To dole out relief in this way
is to administer a narcotic, a subtle destroyer
of the human spirit."

While subsequent history showed that
FDR's fears were well-founded, few recall
that even he had begun his "New Deal" with
Jhe good intention of getting the government
out of the "business of relief." Today, few
would doubt that President Nixon's inten-
tions are the same—to get people off welfare.

Yet there is truth in a statement made by
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment George Romney. In discussions about
the welfare program with President Nixon,
the Secretary recalls that he told the Presi-
dent, "You shouldn't just hand people
things . . . the least effective way to help
people is just to give them something."
Whether this proposition is true or false is
perhaps the most important question that
the Congress will have to decide in acting on
President Nixon's welfare proposals in 1970.

From the September 2 Issue of the
National Review Bulletin:

AT HOME
(By M, Stanton Evans)

Will the "new federalism" proclaimed by
President Nixon in the field of social welfare
cure the Nation's relief problems or make
them worse?

The Nixon program starts from a com-
mendable awareness that the present welfare
system has failed, and it is apparent the
President and his advisers have given a good
deal of thought to the various components
of that failure. In particular, they have
focused closely on those aspects of the exist-
ing system which draw people out of the
work force rather than into it, and break up
families as a condition of relief payments.

Whether the affirmative part of the Nixon
presentation will overcome these deficiencies.
however, Is another question. Although the
stated intention is to transfer as many peo-
ple as possible from the welfare rolls to p061-
tions of employment, the net effect of the
"new federalism" as outiined by the President
and his subordinates could easily be the re-
verse. As the Administration spokesmen ac-
knowledge, everything depends on the effec-
tiveness of various "work incentives" to be
built into the program.

In it opening phases, the Nixon plan runs
clearly counter to the "less relief" idea, since
it Would cause ab estimated doubling of the
number of people receiving assistance (from
ten million to 22.4 million) and would almost
double the cost (another $4 billion a year or
so on top of the existing $5 billion). It is this
development which causes liberal James
Reston to rejoice, that Nixon "proposes more
welfare, more people on public assistance
than any other President in the history of
the republic."

'l'be Nixon planners argue that the in-
crease is only a short-term matter, that the
upward relief cycle will be broken by the
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"work incentives," The success of the pro-
graiti therefore rests entirely on these pro-
visions, which include stepladder payments
whereby a portion of relief funds will be
continued even if earned income is received,
day-care centers to tend the children of wel-
fare mothers who seek employment, and a
requirement that able-bodied relief recipients
accept offers of work or training, or else lose
their benefits.

Examination of th data made available so
far suggests these incentives may not be
enough to overcome the contrary push of in-
creased payments and broadened coverage.
Once guaranteed payments of $1,600 a year
for a family of four are voted by Congress,
the pressures for increasing the floor levels
will be enormous.

It is indicative, in fact, that major criti-
cisms of the Nixon proposal from the liberal
sector have centered on the charge that pay-
ment levels are not high enough—that the
plan doesn't do anything financially for re-
lief recipients in big-city areas who are al-
ready getting as much as or more than the
"floor" Nixon is urging. Given the power and
persistence of the spending lobbies in many
localities, it is probable that a drive will be
launched in the larger states to add the fed-
eral guarantee money to high-level state
benefits, rather than substituting the federal
funds for them.

This would create a fat schedule of bene-
flt running strongly counter to the work
incentive idea. Recipients who can get all or
nost of the existing payments in certain big-
city states, plus some portion of the federal
money, would have less reason to seek em-
ployment, not more. Such an arrangement
would, of course, also maintain the discrep-
ancy between state payment levels which
the program is supposed to eliminate. As
explained by Nixon spokesmen in recent press
briefings, there would be nothing to prevent
this from occurring. The official prospectus
simply says "no state ... is required to
spend more than 90%" of its existing outlay
in the covered categories.

Add to these considerations the fact that
"family assistance" does not affect the exist-
ence of countless other welfare provisions
apart from aid to dependent children, the
aged, the blind and the disabled. The Nixon
guarantee, rather than becoming a complete
welfare substitute as envisioned by Prof.
Milton Friedman, would be laid on top of a
system containing countless subsidies and
restrictions which serve to discourage em-
ployment. The documented effects of the
minimum wage is pushing marginal workers
out of jobs, and the obvious counterincen-
tive of high unemployment payments, sug-
gest the nature of this difficulty.

Granted that the stepladder provisions for
aid to the working poor would eliminate at
least one positive incentive to idleness, the
absence of negative incentives against idle-
ness would be even more noticeable than it
is today. This potential problem is accentu-
ated by the fact that. under the Nixon pro-
gram, there will be only perfunctory efforts
to guar4 against fraud. Eligibility will be
determined by a simple declaration from the
relief recipient, Confirmed 'by occasional spot
checks.

Finally, there is the question of the "work
requirement" provision which would deny
assistance to anyone who did not accept a
job or training. Will Congress actually vote
a tough requirement to this effect? And if
it does, who is going to make the hard-nosed
and possibly unjust decision that a given
individual and his family be thrown out into
the cold for refusing offered opportunities?

In short, the Nixon program would make it
virtually certain that the number of people
receiving relief payments in the relevant
categories would 'be more than doubled. But
whether it would subsequently succeed in
moving these recipients Into the active work
force seems very uncertain indeed.

From the January 31, 1970, issue of
Human Events:

FooT-IN-THE-DOoR WELFARE PLAN
Just days before President Nixon was tout-

ing his No. 1 legislative priority—welfare
reform—in his State of the Union message, a
key Administration official revealed to a pro-
welfare group in New York the truly revolu-
tionary nature of the program. Moreover, this
same official indicated it would not only be
extremely costly to the taxpayer, but that its
passage would probably be the first step to-
ward an even greater outpouring of lavish
welfare benefits—an outpouring that the
Nixon Administration appears to actually
welcome.

Though this official didn't exactly say so,
the thrust of his remarks suggests the Nixon
package is designed to clear the way for
a complete federal takeover of welfare and
the start of a guaranteed annual income for
every person that falls below the upward
spiraling "poverty line."

Speaking to a meeting of the Catholic
Charities of the Archdiocese of New York,
Robert E. Patricelli, deputy assistant secre-
tary of health, education and welfare and
the Administration's chief lobbyist for the
measure, frankly acknowledged the mam-
moth size of the "reform" package.

"The total cost in new federal dollars of
the proposal," he stated—and some think
vastly understated—"is $4.4 billion per year,
and the coverage under the Family Assistance
portion of the program will be some 25 mil-
lion people—up from the present 10 million
recipients I emphasis ours

While the common conception is that the
federal government will provide only $1,600
yearly to a family of four, Patricelli pointed
out that to "that $1,600 base must also be
added the expanded food stamp subsidies
which the President has proposed and which
the Administration has already moved to im-
plement as much as possible by administra-
tive action. Under that program, a family of
four receiving $1,600 in Family Assistance
benefits would also receive about $860 in
food stamp subsidies for a total package of
$2,460 in federal income maintenance pay-
ments" And all this, of course, is to be sup-
plemented by state payments.

Yet, suggested Patricelli, this was Just the
beginning. "First and quite properly," he re-
marked, "our critics point out that the Fam-
ily Assistance Plan is not universal in its
coverage. It does not provide federal assist-
ance to non-aged childless couples or single
persons. But that omission in the plan traces
not to any disagreement in principle with
the need to cover such persons, but rather
to the need to accommodate to what we hope
will be short-term budgetary limitations.

"Within the $4.4 billion available, we chose
to place our emphasis upon families with
children, but there is no disagreement in
principle that the system should be made
universal when resources permit."

Second, said Patrioelii, "critics point out
that $1,600 for a family of four is far from
adequate. That, too, 18 certainl4v the case
and we have never suggested that the Family
Assistance Plan provides a guaranteed ade-
quate income. It does, however, when com-
bined with food stamps, provide over two-
thirds of the amount up to the poverty
line. . . . Again, when and if the budgetary
situation improves, we might look toward
increases In the federal base payment."

Thus, even before the legIslation is
launched, Administration spokesmen are
selling the program tO welfare pr'seui
groups—those that oan effectively lobby
Oongress—by stressing that the Nixon wél-
fare package Is Just a foot-in- the-door pro-
posaL

Contrary to initial impressions conveyed
by the Nixon Administration, furthermore,
the new welfare program is a giant leap
away from the President's concept of a

"New Federalism" that would r'turn powers
to the states. Patricelli himself thinks the
welfare system "should ultimately be fully
administered by the federal government and
financed wholly or in major part by that
level of government." Financial "incentives"
in the N1on proposal, in fact, would help
"persuade" the state governments to turn
over their own welfare programs to the fed-
eral Social Security Administration.

"This would be," said Patricelli, "to my
knowledge, an unprecedented arMngement
in federal-state relations—an upstream dele-
gation by the states to the federal govern-
ment for the administration of a wholly
state-financed program."

Nor does this exhaust the astonishing
aspects of this proposal. A central feature
of the President's initiative that had. a cer-
tam appeal to the public was the "work-
fare" formula requiring all able-bodied
welfare recipients (excepting mothers of
pre-school children) to accept etther train-
ing or suitable jobs so they could work
themselves off welfare.

Yet this ingredient is far less revolu-
tionary than originally believed, for a simi-
lar "workfare" formula is continued in the
current welfare program, the Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (?DC).

Under 1967 amendments to the Social Se-
curity Act, mothers in the AFDC program
were to seek work training. The legislation
provides that an attempt be made to find
jobs for those who are employable and that
those in need of training be trained and
given $30 a month as incentive payment.
Those who refuse to accept work or under-
take training are to lose their welfare bene-
fits. The legislation also provides 80 per cent
federal matching funds for the cost of the
work training program and day-care centers
for pre-school children of mothers in train-
ing or on jobs.

Despite these supposed "workfare" provi-
sions, however, the number of persons on
APDC has increased substantially and the
federal contribution has soared more than
$500 million. Patricelli himself told Human
Events -that these provisions "hadn't worked
as w,ell as anybody wanted them to
work

The Administration proposal, nevertheless,
is deliberately designed to weaken the. exist-
ing workfare formula. Many people, says
Patricelli, have criticized-the inclusion in the
Nixon welfare plan of the "work requirement
which they feel is regressive and punitive,"
In fact, says Patricelli, "President Nixon's
work requirement does represent a significant
liberalization of the similar requirement
found in the present law, for it does exempt
women with children under six from its
operation, and it doss require that jobs pro-
vided be 'suitable', under guidelines to be
established by the secretary of labor."

As Patricelli suggests, then, the Nixon
"workfare" proposal, under the guidance of
a secretary of labor and a juggling of the
word "suitable," will actually make it less
compelling for a welfare recipient to take a
job and more easy for him to take welfare
than the current law provides—even though
the current law has also failed to prevent
the mushrooming of welfare rolls.

In short, President Nixon appears intent
on fastening upon the nation and his party
one of the costliest welfare programs ever
devised. Thus, Human Evei,ts readers are ad-
vised to write their congressmen and tell
them they are opposed to this "welfare re-
form" package. Do the Republicans, it should
be asked, wish to be known as the "welfare"
party, the party that added 15 million people
to the relief rolls?

From the March 24, 1970, issue of Na-
tional Review':

DEEPER A5O DEEPER STILL
President Nixon's "Family Assistance Plan"

has something for almost everyone: more
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money for those on welfare, larger welfare
rolls and higher taxes for the nation, and
trouble for the Republican Party. Little won-
der that the liberals of the House Demo-
cratic Study Group have lined up behind the
bill; little wonder that Democrat Wilbur
Mills has suddenly decided that it is a fine
thing, eminently deserving of his services
as floor manager now that it has been ap-
proved by his Ways and Means Committee.

Time was when the Nixon welfare plan had,
or seemed to have, something for conserva-
tives as well. When the plan was unveiled
last August. conservatives welcomed it—
because it was Richard Nixon's and because
it seemed to be a giant step toward dis-
mantling the existing Charles Addams wel-
fare edifice and replacing it with something
sane, realistic and workable. But it soon be-
came apparent that after all, all that was
contemplated was the adding of yet another
wing—and that (In liberal Hugh Scott's
phrase) the conservatIves were getting the
rhetoric while the liberals got the action.

Conservatives were soon reminded of one of
their own first principles: That government
programs tend inevitably to grow in size and
cost. On August 8, Nixon stated clearly that
'for dependent families there will be an
orderly substitution of food stamps by the
new direct monetary payments." By Au-
gust 19, a member of the Presidential staff
with a vested interest In the continuation of
the food stamp program was saying "both
I food stamps and income supplements] are
essential and will continue together for some
time." Came the autumn, and food stamps
were officially back in; came the 1971 budget,
and the Administration was asking that the
appropriatIon for them be doubled. Sim-
ilarly, Nixon began by calling for a minimum
$65 monthly payment to the blind, aged and
disabled. When the bill embodying his wel-
fare plan was drawn up, the minimum was
found to have jumped to $90. By the time
the bill cleared Ways and Means, the figure
was $110.

Indeed, when stripped of rhetoric about
"workfare" and "family assistance," the Nix-
on welfare plan emerges as an extension of
the present non-system. Where ten million
people now receive $5 billion annually In
federal welfare payments, 25 million will re-
ceive at least $10 billion. And no one, liberal
or conservative, will seriously contend that
those antes will not be upped considerably
in years to come. "Work incentives"? When
the aged, the disabled and mothers of pre-
school children are subtracted from the ten
million now on relief, about 500,000 able-
bodied unemployed are left; work incentive
and training programs aimed at those 500,-
000 have so far resulted in a mere handful
working themselves off the relief rolls. Help-
ing the "working poor" (fifteen million of
whom will receive government checks if the
Nixon plan becomes law)? But many poor
people who have hitherto managed to sup-
port themselves will decide, once the checks
start coming in, to let the government carry
the whole load. Most important, the prin-
ciple will have been established once and
for all that welfare Is a way of life, a per-
manent condition, rather than a temporary
leg-up.

And so Democrats will support the welfare
bill—liberal Democrats, because it continues,
on an enlarged basis, the system they love
so well; all Democrats, because Nixon's wel-
fare plan can only damage his standing with
the job-holding, taxpaying majority that
elected him. So far, most Republicans are
lining up obediently, because the bill is a
Republican President's. National Review re-
gretfully Joins others in the conservative
mainstream in urging the defeat of this wel-
fare scheme—on grounds that its passage
will be a victory that neither the President
nor the nation can afford.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
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man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. SCHERLE).

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

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Chairman, I fa-
vored an open rule on H.R. 16311 because
I believe there are simply too many un-
answered questions surrounding the
Family Assistance Act of 1970.

My primary concern about the legisla-
tion is its workability. President Nixon
last February told the National Gover-
nors Conference here in Washington that
the family assistance program, and I
quote here "has never been tried, not
tried on a national basis. I cannot guar-
antee that the new family assistance pio-
gram will work," he told the Governors.

As a matter of fact, a check by my of-
flee with the Department of Labor has
revealed that there will be no pilot pro-
gram on the family assistance program
until August of this year when the entire
State of Vermont will be used as a FAP
guinea pig. In other words, Mr. Chair-
man, the passage of this sweeping wel-
fare reform message was asked of Con-
gress 1 year before a pilot study of the
program was instituted to see if it would
work. Thus, in effect, we are asked to.hop
aboard a plane which has never been
flight-tested.

There has been a work incentive pilot
program conducted in New Jersey to
study the effect of Federal supplements
on the so-called working poor. But this
study did not address itself to the key
question; that is, how many of those peo-
ple receiving Federal payments In the
New Jersey project ultimately worked
themselves entirely off the welfare roll.
T asked OEO, "Who paid for the study?"
and was told that the data had not been
computed and anyway It was "irrele-
vant."

Another note on work Incentives. The
White House recently sent out a booklet
entitled "The Family Assistance Plan:
Questions and Answers." In this pub-
lication, it was stated that FAP remedies
the present WIN—work incentive—pro-
gram in six ways, It then went on to
enumerate the ways. I am a bit puzzled
as to how anyone at this point knows
what improvements to make on the pres-
ent WIN program since an official gov-
ernment evaluation of the 1967 work
incentive program is not due until July
1 of this year. Thus It seems that any
program built upon a new, improved
WIN program is on very shaky ground
since we do not yet fully understand the
inadequacies of the program which is
being improved.

Two other areas which I believe require
much more debate are the cost and the
coverage of this program.

While we have been most solemnly as-
sured that the "startup" costs of this pro-
gram will be $4.4 billion, the record is
replete with Government programs
whose costs have skyrocketed out of sight.
A few examples:

Medicare. A headline In the April 3,
1970, Wall Street Journal tells us: "Hos-
pitals To Get Higher Payments Under
Medicare." The story says that under
heavy pressure from hospitals, the Social
Security Administration has decided to
liberalize its payments to hospitals and
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nursing homes to the tune of an extra
$60 million for fiscal 1970.

If you will recall, in 1965 it was esti-
mated that medicare's hospital insurance
for the elderly would cost $3.1 billion in
1970. Latest estimates now that 1970 is
here stand at about $5.8 billion. In 1946,
old-age and survivors pensions under
social security were forecast at $5 billion
for 1970. Actual costs will be about $27
billion.

The Federal highway system. A Li-
brary of Congress study has shown that
the first estimates of this program were
reported in 1948 to be $11.3 bilUon. In
1956, when the means of financing the
system were changed, the total cost was
$37.6 billion. In 1968, the estimated total
cost of the system was put at $56.5 bil-
lion. At the present time revised esti-
mates for the total cost are being
prepared once again.

The way welfare costs tend to grow has
been written about most interestingly by
Harvard professor of government, Ed-
ward C. Banfleld, In a recent article in
the publication the Public Interest. Pro-
fessor Banflelcl noted:

Those w'ho decide about the funding of a
welfare system naturally base their decisions
on estimates of the number of persons who
will be eligible and will apply for benefits
under its 'terms. Characteristically they un-
derestimate these numbers seriously. They
fail to realize that the substantial increase
of benefits may induce many people to take
steps—.often simple ones that do not con-
stitute "chiseling" by any stretch of the
imagination—ito reduce their incomes enough
to make themselves eligible. They tend to
assume that the percentage of eligibles ac-
tually applying will be no greater in the f U-
ture than in the past. As a result of these
errors, the demand for welfare frequently
exceeds the amount of funds available and
a "crisis" exists. Obviously the "crisis" could
eventually be met by 4ncreasing approp±ia-
tions If benefit levels were not allowed to rise
further. In praotice, however, they are allowed
to rise, perhaps at an even 'aster rate than
appropriations, and so the "crisis" grows.

One need not belabor the point here.
We are all familiar with the propensity of
Government programs to grow.

Now, how many people will be added to
the welfare rolls by FAP? Again there are
doubts.

U.S. News & World Report, In an ar-
ticle on the family assistance program,
quotes the White House estimate at 12.4
million—In addition to the 10.1 million
now on the rolls—Jbut says "other Gov-
ernment agencies have sharply different
sets of figures."

Indeed, In a speech to a Catholic
charity group in New York City, one of
the brain trust behind the family assist-
ance program Indicated that the plan
should be expanded as soon as the budget
would allow.

Responding to criticism that FAP was
not universal enough In its coverage,
Assistant Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare Robert Patricelli said, and
I quote:

Omission in the plan traces not to any
disagreement in principle with the need to
cover such persons (non-aged Childless
couples and single persons), .but rather to
the need to accommodate what we hope will
be short-term budgetary limitations.
IT] here is no disagreement that the system
shu1d be macfe universal when resources
permit.
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Mr. Patricelli, in that same speech, also
stated that when and if the budgetary
situation improves, quote:

We might look toward increases in the
Federal base payment.

How -much more universality is
planned when the budgetary condition
improves? How much will the base pay-
ment be increased? At this point, we do
not know. But it should be investigated.

Another vital question on which we
must have an unequivocal answer is:
Does the family assistance program con-
stitute a guaranteed annual income?
Again, to quote from the White House
pamphlet, we are told that it does not.
But there are disturbing indications that
It is at least a large step in that direction.

In a speech to the National Jewish
Welfare Board, the spiritual mentor be-
hind FAP, Dr. Daniel P. Moynihan, de-
scribed the family assistance program,
and I quote:

Simply put, it is a proposal to place a
floor under the income of every American
family. Whether the family is working or not.
United or not. Deserving or not.

The press has also described the pro-
gram as a guaranteed annual income.

Knight newspaper reporter James K.
Batten, in a story about FAP in the
Buffalo Evening News, wrote:

We seem to be on the brink of a guaranteed
income for all families.

How could it happen under a Repub-
lican President? Batten explained:

The main reason seems to be this: A Pres-
ident like Richard Nixon. whose conserya-
tive credentials are In good order, is able to
bring off a radical reform more easily than
a liberal President like Mr. Johnson. Conser-
vative critics would have shrieked that Mr.
Johnson, always a suspect liberal, had finally
gone off the deep end with a wild, left-wing
soheme guaranteeing handouts to every-
body. But nobody can accuse Mr. Nixon of
being a wild-eyed radical.

Syndicated columnist Roscoe Drum-
mond, writing in the Christian Science
Monitor, called FAP, quote, "a signifi-
cant stride toward a guaranteed annual
mcome."

The Chicago Tribune, which originally
spoke favorabley of the family assistance
program, editorialized on March 30,
quote:

The "work incentive" element of President
Nixon's welfare reform proposal was intro-
duced as a sugar coating for the guaranteed
annual income pill.

Another aspect of FAP which I think
should be more fully discussed, Mr.
Chairman, is how eligibility will be de-
termined. As I understand it, spot checks
will be conducted of recipients on a ran-
dom basis much like the IRS checks tax-
payers. I do not believe this is sufficient.
Examples of high rates of welfare in-
eligibility abound:

A recent statewide audit of the Cali-
fornia AFDC rolls revealed an ineligibil-
ity rate of some 15 percent, representing
a loss of $59 million a year.

A 1969 GAO check of AFDC rolls in
New York City showed 10.7 percent of
the families ineligible and 34.1 percent
receiving overpayments. The combina-
tion of these two amounted to about a $74
million loss yearly just In the city.

Mr. Chairthan, there is currently a con-
troversial little ditty making the rounds
entitled "Welfare Cadillac." One of the
verses goes something like this:

But things are still gonna get better, at
least that's what I understand.

They tell me this new President has put
in a whole new poverty plan.

Well, I for one, do not share the op-
timism of the songwriter that this whole
new poverty plan is going to make things
better. And it is for this reason that I-
again urge that the family assistance
program be debated more fully and
brought to the floor .of the House of Rep-
resentatives under an open rule.

WORKFARE OR WELFARE?

Practically no one has a kind word to
say about the current welfare system. It
is costly and complicated to administer
demeaning to its recipients, and often
ineffectual to help them.

President Nixon's decision to attempt
a complete overhaul of the system was
therefore greeted with approval in most
quarters. Many people evinced consider-
able enthusiasm for the basic aims of
the proposed reforms. The administra-
tion hopes: First, to eliminate- much of
the bureaucratic redtape connected with
a multitude of separate assistance pro-
grams, replacing them with a single in-
come payment, and second, to provide at
the same time an incentive for the heads
of welfare families to work. These are
undeniably admirable goals. But the me-
chanics of their implementation raise
some serious questions about their effec-
tiveness.

The core of the administration's plan
is the replacement of the aid to families
of dependent children—AFDC—program
by a single annual grant to each family:
$500 for each adult and $300 for every
child, or $1,600 for a family of four. With
a total of 6.6 million recipients receiving
$3.5 billion, the present AFDC program
accounts for fully two-thirds of the na-
tional welfare case load. It is also the
fastest growing of all welfare programs.

The rest of the President's proposals
are intended to insure the effectiveness
of the first. - Day-care centers for chil-
dren and training programs for adults
are designed to make it possible for wel-
fare mothers to work. All able-bodied
welfare recipients, except the mothers
of preschool children, will be required to
accept suitable employment, if available,
as a condition for receiving financial aid.
A cash bonus of $30 a month for enroll-
ing in training programs furnishes an
added incentive.

On the surface this sounds like a pack-
age with something for everybody: A
guaranted minimum income to please the
liberals, and a simplified administration
plus a work incentive plan to placate the
conservatives. Upon closer examination,
however, it appears that there are many
pitfalls in the new arrangement.

The House Ways and Means Commit-
tee approved the bill and sent it to the
House floor as a complete package; that
is, not subject to amendment. Several
changes were made in the bill in coin-
nilttee, but they do not substantially
alter the proposals. They do tend, how-
ever, to increase the Federal share of
the financial burden.

The main thrust of the reform pro-
gram remains centered around a guaran.
teed minimum Income or benefit floor of
$1,600 for a family of four, supplemented
by Federal food stamps and State grants.
Marginal earnings would not disqualify
the members of the family for relief.
They would remain eligible for welfare
payments on a gradually decreasing scale
until their income exceeded the poverty
line—$3,500 annually for a family of four.
Thus the head of a welfare family would
have a-n incentive to work even while
on welfare..

This plan contains a number of hidden
drawbacks. First, it would greatly ex-
pand the welfare rolls, from approxi-
mately 11 to about 22 million. This would
amount to 11 percent of the country's
total population. Included under the new
plan for the first time are working poor;
that is, all those families whose income
is less than $3,500 a year.

Then, too, the guaranteed minimum
income is not intended to exclude other
forms of assistance, but only to provide
a floor for them. The Federal food staml
program will be continued. A family of
four, for example, would receive an ad-
ditional $750 worth of stamos, bringing
their income up to about $2,350 a year.
The States are also encouraged by means
of a revenue-sharing program to supple-
ment the minimum payment.

The administration estimates that the
cost of its reform will be $4.4 billion In
• the first year. One economist believes it
could rise as high as $10 billion. Many
Members of Congress fear that It will
exceed the oflicial estimate by at least
$1 billion, if not more.

There is considerable concern in some
quarters that the centralization of the
welfare function under the Social Se-
curity Administration could result in
more complicated bureaucracy, not less,
despite the proposed simplification of in-
vestigatory procedures. All that will be
required of a welfare applicant under
the new system Is an income statement.
Pollowup investigations will be con-
ducted as spot checks only. In itself, this
provision could cost the tacpayer con-
siderably in unauthorized welfare pay-
ments.

The work incentive portion of the plan
raises questions, too. It has not been
demonstrated to most people's satisfac-
tion that the Incentives are sufficientll
strong to Induce those whowould nol
otherwise work to seek employment.
Presumably the heads of working poor
families are already earning as much as
they can. Under the Nixon plan, a wage
earner is allowed to keep a portion of
every dollar he earns over $750 until his
income passes the poverty line.

Further, since most of the people now
on welfare are either young children,
their mothers, or the old or disabled, the
work requirement would actually apply
to a mere fraction of the welfare rolls,
some 500,000 recipients. It these appli-
cants refuse to accept suitable employ-
ment, they would forfeit their portion of
the allotment only. That is their depend-
ents would still be entitled to their pay-
ment. Thus the hypothetical family of
four could receive $1,100 plus their food
stamps even if the father refused to
work.
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The definition of suitable employ-
ment, moreover, is anyone's guess. It Is
not clear whether the administration
means "employment for which the ap-
plicant is qualified," or whether more
subjective leeway is to be allowed in the
definition and the applicant is to decide
for himself what constitutes a suitable
job.

In view of the problems and ambigui-
ties inherent in the present proposals, it
is doubtful whether such refoñns would
really improve the welfare mess. It is
much more likely that they would only
add to the confusion. I am therefore
writing to Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, Robert H. Finch,. to
ask him to clarify the administration's
position. Unless he can give some assur-
ance that these problems will be solved,
I cannot support this bill.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

(Mr. OBEY asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I associate
myself with the remarks of the gentle-
man from Arkansas, the distinguished
chairman of the committee on yester-
day. It seems to me that was one of the
most enlightening descriptions of this
proposal Which I have seen anywhere.

Mr. Chairman, the present welfare
system Is in drastic need of overhaul,
and the legislation proposed by the
President and reported by the Ways and
Means Committee would be an Improve-
ment over present law.

Nonetheless, I have some misgivings
about what we are being asked to erect in
Its place. For one thing, It will cost con-
siderably more than the President has
estimated, in my judgment.

For another, the family assistance
plan looks more like a cash-food-work
program than a work-food-cash pro-
gram, and for that reason none of us
should be overly optimistic about It.

This proposal has been touted in some
quarters as a workfare plan, but that is
a misnomer. It is actually a guaranteed
cash income plan, and I am concerned
about its adequacy as a means of Identi-
fying and providing jobs.

The family assistance plan requires a
head of household to take a job or enlist
In a job-training program, provided a
suitable one is available. This is a work
incentive notion, and the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity claims it has evi-
dence that work incentives do what
theory contendi they will.

If the President really believes this evi-
dence confirms his approach as the right
one, then I will support him in it.

I believe we may need a greater em-
phasis on job training aid job oppor-
tunities. There are several manpower de-
velopment proposals in the House—
among them, a bill I am cosponsoring
with the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
O'HARA).

Our welfare system is in great need of
Overhaul, and I will certainly not stand
in the way of efforts to improve it. For
that reason I will support the President's
proposal. It Is an improvement over pres-
ent law, and I congratulate the President
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and the members of the Ways and Means
Committee for taking the first step to-
ward welfare reform.

But after it passes, I would hope that
the President will back legislation to
beef up this country's manpower develop-
ment program. I regard welfare reform
as a two-step process.

The first is a better and soundly ad-
ministered welfare system, and the sec-
ond is a strong and much improved man-
power training program. We need both if
we are to effectively reduce our welfare
rolls.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from Mississippi, the chairman of the
Rules Committee (Mr. COLMER).

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Arkansas for yield-
ing me this time, which I chose rather
than to use time I could have had under
the rule. I am grateful, I repeat, to the
gracious gentlemen of the Ways and
Means Committee for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, I wish I had the capa-
bility, I wish I had whatever It requires—-
I shoifld say maybe the ability of the
able gentleman from Arkansas, for whom
I have the greatest admiration—to ex-
press my feelings about this proposal we
have here today.

Unquestionably It is the most contro-
versial, it is the most important, it is
the most complex and disturbing piece
of legislation that I have had occasion to
consider possibly In my whole career here
as a Member of this body.

I am very much disturbed about this
bill. I am very much disturbed about the
threat that it poses to our system of gov-
ernment, to our way of life.

I am more disturbed about this when
I realize that my able friend from Ar-
kansas is one of the chief proponents of
this bill, as well as my friend the Presi
dent of the United States, for whom I
also have a very high regard and much
respect. When these two gentlemen ad-
vocate this type of legislation It does not
necessarily mean that I am casting any
reflections or aspersions on either of
them, and certainly that Is not the pur-
pose of my remarks.

But here we have one of the greatest
innovations that has ever been proposed
in the domestic affairs of this Govern-
ment of ours. What we do here Is to pro-
pose that we are going to guarantee—
and nobody can deny that—to every
working man, a man who is willing to
work, a guaranteed income, under con-
ditions of family life such as the figures
that are used of a family of man and
wife and two children, which the able
chairman and most of the Members of
the committee have placed at $1,600 a
year.

One member of the distinguished
Ways and Means Committee says that
that is an error. He says that It is $2,600.
I do not know who is right, but the prin-
ciple is there regardless of the amount.

Now, as disturbed as I api about the
threat that this philosophy of legisla-
tion poses to our country, I recognize,
and other Members have to recognize,
that this is just the beginning. We have
seen these programs enacted here by the
Congress with popular political appea'
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time after time on a modest level, and
yet we have never seen one of them re-
pealed, nor have we ever seen one main-
tained at that level. They are always ac-
celerated. The demands are ever greater
and greater, and the Congress succumbs
to them.

Now, this utopian proposal is made at
a time when the administration is talk-
ing about a surplus in the budget. It
must be obvious to all who observe the
additional costs of this and other pro-
grams, old and new, that we will not
have a surplus nor a balanced budget
but, on the contrary, we will again put
the Government's budget in the red.
Again. Mr. Chairman, one member of
the Ways and Means Committee, who
voted against the bill in committee, esti-
mates that 43 percent of the budget now
is for welfare as against 34 percent for
national defense, even with the Vietnam
war going on. All of this adds up to more
and more inflation when the greatest
problem confronting our people is infla-
tion. No one can successfully contend
that to the contrary.

I say that this thing, like all of the
others that have been established, will
grow, just as the fictional Topsy grew
on schedule.

Now, what is the cost of It? Well, that
has been discussed here today as it was
yesterday. Frankly, I do not know what
the cost is. I might add that frankly I
do not believe anybody else knows what
the cost is going to be, not even the
proponents of the bill, because everyone
who has discussed this matter in my
presence, either on the Committee on
Rules or on the floor of this House, has
said that it was difficult to estimate and
an estimate was the only way you could
arrive at a figure. The best and the lowest
estimate that has been made is $4.5 bil-
lion additional cost—and if I am not
correct about this, I would like to be
corrected—over the present program for
the fiscal year that this goes into effect.
This will be a minimum of $4.5 billion.
There are estimates of up to $10 billion
over the present cost of this program.
Again I want to emphasize that this Is
but the beginning.

Mr. Chairman, this is a political body.
Thank God it comes up for reelection
every 2 years. I am talking about the
House. I have never subscribed to the
theory that the House of Representatives
should have more than 2 years, because I
think, as the Founding Fathers thought,
that the people should have an opportu-
nity every 2 years, if I may use an ex-
pression of my own, to turn the rascals
out.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COLMER. I yield to my good friend
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. First, I want to commend
the gentleman from Mississippi for his
splendid remarks. The gentleman never
ceases to warn the House of the financial
peril that is facing this country. Yester-
day the chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means, Mr. MILLS, was asked
the question, "Where are you going to
get the money to pay for these additional
billions of costs of this legislation? Do
you propose to raise taxes?" The gentle-
man from Arkansas (Mr. MILLS), said
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that he did not propose to sponsor a bill
increasing taxes. Now, where is the
mofley to come from to finance this
vastly expanded program, and when is
it expected we return to some financial
sanity in this Government, either by
stopping the expansion of programs or
abandoning some of the programs al-
ready in existence? It cannot be both
ways.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
gentleman 5 additional minutes.

Mr. COLMER. I thank my friend, the
able chairman, for this additional time.

Let me say to my friend from Iowa
and to any and all others who might be
interested that there is an old trite say-
ing that we still are operating under a
system Where the people have to support
the Government and the Government
cannot support the people.

Mr. Chairman, there Is Only one way
for the Governmept to get money with
which to pay for these appealing pro-
grams and that is through taxes.

Now, we are confronted here with a
national debt .greater than all the rest
of the free world put together. We will
be faced before the final gavel is sounded
here in this Congress with a request to
increase that national debt limitation.
We have scheduled a repeal of the sur-
tax. The gentleman from Iowa and most
of the others who give thought to this
subject know that If we continue with
these programs, even with this program,
that we are not only going to have a sur-
plus as the administration hopes, but
we are going to be in the red again and
we are going to have to retain all of
the present taxes and probably add more.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COLMER. I would be happy to
yield to my friend, but my time is rather
limited. Would the gentleman make his
question brief?

Mr. COLLIER. I shall do so.
What will the present program cost

10 years from now? Does anyone know?
I do not know.

Mr. COLMER. I am not an expert in
this field. I would prefer that the gentle-
man ask someone on the Ways and
Means Committee that question.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the whole thrust
and the objective of this bill is placed in
the pious hope that this bill is going to
put people to work and take them off
welfare. Well, that is a nice thought and
I think everyone of us would subscribe to
that 100 percent. But I challenge that
that will be done under this bill.

I do not have time to go Into that, but
there are entirely too many loopholes in
this thing as to how you are going to
make it work and get off welfare. Are you
going to train a man for a job that does
not exist, for instance?

Are you going to train a man for a job
that is in another area? Is the Govern-
ment going to take these people and
remove them from Colorado to New York
or some other State? It just simply Is
not going to work. The best that you can
say for it Is that there is a great gray
area in there where it is impractical for
it to work.

Now, let me say that with deference to
all and disrespect for none.

I tried my best in my limited way and
capacity as chairman of the Rules Com-
mittee, No. 1, to see that hearings were
continued there for a reasonable time
so that the people, the Congress particu-
larly, would have an opportunity to know
what was in this bill other than the
present and appealing slogan of taking
people off the dole and putting them on
the payroll.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Missi3sippi has again
expired.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
gentleman 3 additional minutes.

Mr. COLMER. I thank the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means and I appreciate the
very gracious action of the chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I confess that I have
used my best efforts to see that our com-
mittee had unusually extensive and
thorough hearings on this bill which I
regard as containing many inequities and
impracticalitles. I feel that we have suc-
ceeded at least to a degree. I think
the public, and particularly this House,
have benefited from those hearings. At
the risk of seemingly being guilty of self-
serving statements, I would like to add
that I used my best efforts to bring this
bill out under a modified closcd rule,
realizing that an open rule under present
circumstances was unobtainable. I
wanted to see a rule that would make It
in order for the House to pass its will
ana use its discretion as to whether this
guaranteed income phase of the bill
should remain therein or be stricken out.
Unfortunately, under the precedents of
this House in the matter of closed versus
open rules, plus the activities of the
leadership on both sides of the aisle, as
well as the able chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee, and his opposite
member, the ranking minority member,
my efforts proved fruitless.

I have always maintained since I have
had the privilege of being a member of
the Rules Committee that the Members
of this body are as capable of legislating
as the Members on the north wing of
this Capitol who legislate in a free atmos-
phere and without gag rules. Unfortu-
nately, the efforts of those who share my
views in this parliamentary procedure
were unable to overcome this combined
opposition to which I have just referred
and, as this bill is being considered un-
der a closed rule which not only denies
an amendment that would strike this
provision but denies any and all other
amendments that any of the elected
Members of this House might desire to
offer other than amendments from the
Ways and Means Committee. I think it
is important here to note that the vote
on the adoption of the rule, in spite of
the fact that no organized effort was
made against it, was very close—204 for
and 183 agaInst. Certainly this is indica-
tive of the feeling of the membership
of this House on this type of a gag rule.
Again, are we in the House admitting
that we are not as capable of legislating
as the Members of the other House, the
Senate? In fact, are we not Implying that
we are second-class legislators?

I used my best efforts to try to bring
you out a rule here that would make in
order the consideration of a bill that
would give you all of the benefits that
are in this bill, but would strike out this
impractical provision that you have here
which is the beginning, if not the end, of
a guaranteed income for all of our citi-
zens.

But who am I, when arraigned against
the powers that be, the leadership on
both sides, not to mention the persuasive-
ness of the able gentleman from Arkan-
sas and the able gentleman from Wis-
consin, so we failed.

And it is interesting to note that a
majority of the Committee on Rules
voted against this rule yesterday on the
floor. I impugn the motives of no one
And I say, looking back, had I known
that the House was as cognizant of what
was involved in this bill yesterday, as I
think I know now, we might have de-
feated this rule.

So what are we left here with? Under
this closed rule whereby we indicate that
we are second-class legislators, that we
are not capable of legislating, we are
second-class to the other body which can
legislate in a free atmosphere. We are
left now with two options, the option
that the minority has over here to re-
commit and the option to defeat the
bill on final passage.

Mr. DINGELL. The time of the gentle-
man has again expired.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, again I
thank the gentleman.

So we are left with these options.
Now, I understand that a motion will

be made by the minority—and the pow-
ers that be of course on the minority side
will see that the most advantageous mo-
tion to recommit from their viewpoint
will be made. I am assuming, rather than
running the risk of permitting somebody
over here on this side of the aisle to
offer a motion to recommit with instruc-
tions, that they will exercise their prero-
gative which, under the Rules of the
House, the minority justly has.

So you will have an opportunity, then,
to recommit the bill which frankly, I
think, would be better than just voting it
down. Let it go back to this distinguished
Committee on Ways and Means and have
them give further consideration to it and
come up with something that would be
more palatable to get us out of the ad-
mitted mess that we are in in this wel-
fare program.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I cannot impose
upon the few faithful here, and upon
my gracious friend. But just let me wind
up where I,started.

I am worried—I am concerned about
the future of this Republic and the f U-
ture of the enterprise system that we en-
joy, the liberties that we enjoy, and their
perpetuation for future generations.

I wonder how many of you recall the
letter that Lord McCauley wrote to his
friend Henry S. Randall some 113 years
ago In which he said that he had studied
our American system of government and
he was sorry to say that it could not pre-
vail; that it was all sail and no anchor;
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that the day would come—and this is in
substance what he said and not a ver-
batim quote—that the day would come
when the demands of the people upon
their elected Representatives would be so
great that they could not be met and the
whole American dream would collapse.

Mr. Chairman, I think this bill should
be recommitted.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. DENNIS).

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, I am un-
der no illusion that anything I say here
today is likely to sway the course or to
affect the result of this debate; nor do
I claim any expertise in the welfare field;
but this is a landmark piece ef legisla-
tion. I have to vote upon it, and I feel
impelled to say a few words which ex-
press my feelings and my doubts and
reservations on this matter, and which
set forth my point of view.

This is a bill for welfare reform which
commences by more than doubling the
number of persons on the welfare rolls;
certainly a somewhat anomalous situa-
tion. The argument is that, in the end,
the number on these rolls will be de-
creased, by reason of the incentives built
into the measure, which are designed to
encourage recipients to become employed
and to support themselves.

Whether this will in fact prove to be
the case has to remain, in the nature of
things, within the realm of speculation;
while the immediate increase in number
of recipients, in dollar costs, and in the
necessity of taxation to meet these costs,
is a palpable and present tact.

At this point two queries at least cross
my mind: Why do we not make further
efforts than we Yet have at the use of
incentives for self-removal from welfare
programs In respect to those already on
the welfare rolls, before we add millions
to their number? And why do we not
undertake and, for some reasonable and
significant number of years, observe,
evaluate, and, where we can, improve, a
true pilot program in one or two locali-
ties, before we undertake this sweeping
and costly experiment on a national
basis?

All are agreed, I think, that the heart
of the matter, the justification for this
legislation, is the so-callea workfare pro-
visions of the bill. It is these frovisions
which are designed to encourage and to
bring about voluntary self-removal from
the welfare rolls; and it Is one the ef-
fectiveness of these provisions, in prac-
tice, that the claimed virtues of this leg-
islation must depend.

These workfare provisions, in turn,
have two aspects. One is the work re-
quirement; the other is the work incen-
tive. A basic query here Is, how efficient
and how effective are this work require-
ment and this work incentive likely to
be?

The work requirement Is, basically,
that, in order to qualify for the family
assistance payment, a man must register
and must accept, if it is available, suit-
able employment in which he is able to
engage. If he refuses, without good cause,
to accept such employment his assistance
payment is forfeited—and, under the bill
as drawn, this amount.s to a loss of $300
per year. Aside from the fact that the
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penalty hardly seems to be a very large
one, I think that I can foresee all kinds
of trouble with the word "suitable"—par-
ticularly when it is further statutorily
defined, in part, as it is, by reference to
a man's past training and experience. I
raise the question why the wor.d "suit-
able"—at least as presently defined—
should be retained in this legislation, if
there is truly a desire to provide a strong
work requirement. I do not believe that
it is too much to require—or that it is
hardhearted or reactionary to require—
that, if an able-bodied man is to be sub-
sidized by the American taxpayer, he
shQuld be required, as a condition prece-
dent to receiving that subsidization, to
accept any employment in which he is
physically able to engage—and, if the
word "suitable" is to be retained, that it
should be defined as meaning and includ-
ing any type of employment in which the
recipient is, physically, reasonably able
to engage. To do less, it seems to me,
emasculates this work requirement pro-
vision.

The work Incentive provision in this
bill is, basically, that a welfare recipient
shall be able to keep for himself half
of what he earns; that is, that his wel-
fare benefits shall be reduced by only
50 cents for each $1 he earns for him-
self. However, as was brought out in my
colloquy with the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. BYRNES) 'yesterday, when
all factors are considered, such as the ef-
fect on food stamp eligibility of the pro-
visions of this legislation and other fac-
tors, the actual percentage of earnings
which a recipient Is able to keep without
a decrease of his benefits is, in many
cases, not 50 percent but more like 40
or 30 percent or below; or, putting it in
more technical language, the so-called
marginal tax rate goes up to 60 and 70
percent, or more. Thus the incentive
which we hear about is, in tact in this
legislation, substantially watered down
and decreased.

When one considers, in addition, that
many of those on welfare are minor
children, the aged, and the ill, and that
many others are the mothers of pre-
school children to whom the work-fare
provisions and requirenfents do not ap-
ply, one cannot but wonder how effective
these Incentive-to-work provisions can
prove to be In practice.

Again I say that we start out by more
than doubling the welfare rolls, while
the efficacy of the provisions relied on to,
in time, offset this fact are certainly sub-
ject to debate and doubt.

The social implications of public sub-
sidy to the working poor—including sta-
tutorily defined 'poverty" and wide-
spread use of public day-care centers for
the rearing of children, and other fac-
tors—whlch I have not attempted to dis-
cuss—are also clearly open to very seri-
ous question.

It has been said that our present wel-
fare system is a mess. It has also been
said that, up to date, no satisfactory
alternative for the plan proposed in
HR. 16311 has been suggested.

All this may be so, but these are
scarcely arguments for the adoption, at
this time, of this particular measure re-
gardless of Its own merits or its lack
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thereof. The real question before us is
whether this bill will do the job,

lATe may well, indeed, need to pause,
to wait, to study the problem, and to
seek further.

What we do know is that, with the
adoption of this bill, we place millions
more of our fellow Americans on the
public dole; and, say what you will, we
guarantee these Americans a stipend
from the Public Treasury. What we em-
phatically do not know Is how, or
whether, we will ever get them off the
dole again; or how, or to what extent,
this bill will operate to do so.

I fear we may well wind up with a bad
situation merely magnified.

I believe that we may well be dashing
off too hastily down a road which leads
we know not where; and along which it
may prove difficult or impossible ever to
return, should the need arise.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentlemab from North Carolina (Mr.
TAYLOR).

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, we all
recognize the need for reform in welfare
legislation. The work-training provisions
of the bill are proper and have my sup-
port. But why not apply these work-
training regulations to the 10 mIllion
people already on welfare rolls and see
how successful we are in removing them
from welfare rolls to payrolls as the first
step. If the work-training programs op-
erate successfully with these people, we
could then consider bringing additional
millions under a welfare program which
is working effectively. The welfare struc-
ture needs housecleaning and tighten-
ing, but not expanding.

My objection to this bill is that It
clearly puts cash payments from the
Government first. It consigns some 15
million additional Americali citizens to
welfare handouts. It would increase the
cost of welfare for the first year by about
$4.5 billion and probably cost $14 or $15
billion per year in a few years.

When we pass this law, we. are going
do*n the road of no return by guaran-
teeing a minimum income to people who
are employed and people who are not em-
ployed. With each session of Congress,
the demands will be for more and more.
The tendency of welfare rolls is to go
up—never down. When we adopt this
bill, we- will more than double the num-
ber receiving welfar'e checks from th
Government. This will probably prove t
be the most inflationary legislation con-
sidered since I became a Member of Con-
gress.

Government spending is a question of
priorities. Today, the Nixon admiistra-
tion is reducing the money to operate
veterans hospitals, providing fewer Hill-
Burton funds for badly needed local and
regional hospitals, has recommended no
money for the agricultural conservation
program, has not provided enough funds
to open the national forest campgrounds
this spring as In the past, has approved
less money than Congress recommended
for education; yet it recommends this
costly guaranteed income program
which, in my opinion, should have a lower
priority for Federal spending than any
of the items mentioned above.
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At present, welfare recinients receive
guidance from a trained counselor. Many
people need this guidance as much as
they need money, but under this pro-
posal In many cases the guidance would
be gone and checks would Just be mailed
out from Washington.

This bill would encourage large fam-
ilies to be supported at public expense
at a time when we need to work toward
population control and family planning.

I favor working toward guaranteed
employment, rather than a guaranteed
income. The best way to end poverty Is
to go all out in providing all workers
with needed skills and provide enough
good Jobs to go around. I cannot help but
believe that welfare payments in many
cases stifle the initiative and the pride
of the recipients and perpetuate their
poverty by destroying their. get-up-
and-go and their ambition.

We all favor providing adequately for
the disabled and for those who are un-
able to provide for themselves, but for
able-bodied people, I favor a route which
encourages training and employment.

We are telling a. workingman who Is
now supporting himself and his family
with pride, that he Is In poverty, that
the Government Is going to support his
family and guarantee him a minimum
family income. Such would destroy his
self-respect and Initiative. To obtain true
economic independence, the initiative
and the pride of the poor must not be
stifled. Changing the name of a pro-
gram does not change the fact that It Is
unwise to encourage our citizens to de-
pend upon the Government for the sup-
port of their familIes.

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

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RYAN).

(Mr. RYAN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend hIs re-.
marks.)

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, income
maintenance is an Idea whose time has
come. Two years ago when I introduced
In the Congress the first bill to provide
for a guaranteed annual Income, the idea
was accepted In academic circles and by
theorists, but It was dismissed by so-
called pragmatlsts as politically Imprac-
tical. Today the Idea. Is respectable, and
I think the administration deserves
credit for making It respectable. Today
It Is endorsed by both political parties on
the floor of this House through the action
of the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means (Mr.
MILLS) and the distinguished ranking
minority metnber of the committee (Mr.
BYRNES) in reporting oUt H.R. 16311—
the Family Assistance Act of 1970—
which establishes a guaranteed annual
income for at least a portion of the peo-
ple In this country who desperately and
deservedly need this income, and who are
looking to us to responsibly - meet that
need.

I believe the Ways and Means Com-
mittee end all the members who sup-
ported this In the committee deserve
credit for bringing It to the floor and
making it possible for the Congress to
face up to the failure of the present wel-
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fare system and to begin to lay the
groundwork for an adequate guaranteed
annual income.

Despite the efforts of the Ways and
Means Committee, I believe there are a
number of deficiencies in this bill to
which I would like to address myself. I
regret thatbecause of the parliamentary
situation, there is not an opportunity to
offer amendments to improve this bifi.
I testified on April 14 before the Rules
Committee in favor of a rule which
would make It possible to offer specific
amendments to improve because it can
be decidedly improved, although It is a
step in the right direction, a first step,
but one which It is essential this Con-
gress take. -

Let us recognize to begin with that a
guaranteed annual income is not a prlv-.
ilege. It should be a right to which every
American is entitled. No country as afflu-
ent as ours can allow any citizen or his
family not to have an adequate diet, not
to have adequate housing, not to have
adequate health services and not to have
adequate educational opportunity—in
short, not to be able to have a life with
dignity.

While there may be differences as to
the mechanics of implementing an in-
come maintenance system, there should
be no dispute as to Its need. There can
be no dispute that. poverty In the midst
of this affluent country is Insufferable
and unconscionable.

Certainly, an Improvement over both
the administration bill and the bill re-
ported out of the Ways and Means
Committee would be the Income Main-
tenance Act which I first introduced in
the 90th Congress, and which I reintro-
duced In revised form In the 91st Con-
gress as HR. 14773. It Is this bill on
which I testified before the Ways and
Means Committee last November 13. Gb-
vlousW, H.R. 14773 was not adopted by
the Ways and Means Committee.

Accepting the concept of Income main-
tenance, and establishing the mechanics
for Implementing that concept are two
far different things. We do well to em-
brace the concept; but at the same time
we are being prgsented with a plan for
its Implementation which is seriously
flawed. It Is these flaws which I want to
address, so that they will be clearly per-
ceived, and so that we will be clear as
to what improvements must be made
after this bill is passed.

Let us look at some of the areas where
H.R. 16311 Is deficient. Some of the de-
ficiencies were In the original adminis-
tration bill (H.R. 14173). Some are new.

First, I think it is essential that the
benefit levels provided for in H.R. 16311
be raised. Under this bill, the basic allow-
ance payable to a family of four with no
other income is $1,600 annually. This
amount Is totally inadequate. Even given
the fact that some States will provide
supplementary benefits,' there can be no
acceptance of a $1,600 level for a family
of four without accepting, as well that
this would be a failure to provide mean-
ingful help to the poor. That this is, in
fact, the case Is demonstrated by the sta—
tistlcs showing that only in 8 States wilt
families experience a rise In assistance
levels.
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While the benefit levels for the aged,
blind, and disabled have been improved
by H.R. 16311, the levels for families re-
main the same as in the administration
bill, And the figures prepered by the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare show how few families are ade-
quately aided under these benefit levels.1
Only 301,000 families will rise above the
poverty line; 2,708,000 fan'i.tlies will re-
main below It. In additIon, 2,082,000 fam-
ilies whose Incomes now. fall between the
poverty line and the low-income line will
remain there. Only 77,000 familIes will
rise above the Income line. The adminis-
tration's estimates further reveal that of
9,556,000 children now below the poverty
line, 8,416,000 will remain there under
the presently Øroposed benefit levels. And
of the 6,946,000 children whose families'
incomes now fall between the poverty
line and the low-income line, only 341,000
will rise above It; 6,605,000 wIll not.

Yet, according to the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, It costs a. family of four living
on a lower budget $6,771 a year In New
York City. Nationally, the National Wel-
fare Rights Organization Is calling for
a $5,500 level. And according to the
Gallup poll of January 25, 1970—

The average American believes a family
of four needs a minimum of $120 per week
($6,240 per year) to make ends meet.

In brief, the benefit levels for the
family assistance plan proposed by H.R.
16311 are totally Inadequate. In add!-
tion, while the committee Is to be com-
mended for raising benefits for the aged,
blind and disabled, the increases are not
sufficient to provide a decent income.

Second, H.R. 16311 should be mod!-
fled to cover single adults and childless
couples. At present, the bill only applies
to families with children. Yet, the need
of families, without children, and single
adults, Is no less dire.

Third, a higher percentage of the costs
for -state supplementary benefits should
be borne by the Federal Government.
The Ways and Means Committee bill
provides for 30 percent Federal matching
funds. At the least, the matching pro-
vision should be raised to 50 percent and
Instead of matching State supplemental
payments only up to the poverty line, the
matching provision should apply to
those State payments made in excess of
the poverty line, as well.

What is more, the matching provi-
sion should not in any way penalize the
poor. As H.R. 16311 was reported out, it
abolished the provision in the adminis-
tration proposal permitting disregard
of one-half unearned Income. The mon-
ey—$600 million—thereby saved was off-
set by the added expenditures incurred
In providing for matching Federal funds.
The consequence is to tajfe money from
the poor. While the aIm of alleviating
the burden borne by the States is com-
mendable, it cannot justify denying the
poor.

Actually, the solution Is to provide for
full federalizatIon of Income mainte-
nance. Under the present scheme, States

Selected CharacterIstics of Families ElIg-
ble for the Family Assistance Plan: 1971 Pro-
Jections, Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, February 2, 1WTO.
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which already have made the effort to
meet their obligations to their disadvan-
taged citizens by providing relatively bet-
ter AFDC benefits, such as New York, are
penalized. Their burden is lightened by
30 percent Federal matching, but the
remaining load of 70 percent is an oner-
ous one.

It is clear that Federal matching, if it
is to really aid those States which most
need Federal moneys because they are
most responsibly meeting their obliga-
tions, must be far greater than the 30
percent provided in H.R. 16311.

Fourth, the matching provision for
State supplementary benefits should be
expanded to apply to those benefits paid
to the working poor. Section 453 of H.R.
16311 precludes Federal sharing in the
cost of these benefits. This limitation is
unjustifiable for several reasons. For one
thing, one of the objectives of the Family
Assistance Act Is to do away with the dis-
tinction between the working and the
nonworking poor. This objective stems
from the penalization which has been
imposed upon the working poor by virtue
of their being ineligible for welfare bene-
fits In most States. This bill institution-
alizes the distinction, rather than oblit-
erating It.

In addition, once again those progres-
sive States which have implemented wel-
fare programs for the working poor—
such as New York—even though they
received no Federal assistance for such
programs, are penalized. They still will
not be receiving any Federal funds for
these programs.

Fifth, the Federal Government should
assume 100 percent of the costs of the
programs for the aged, disabled, and
blind.

Again, as I said earlier, only the Fed-
eral Government has the resources to as-
sume this burden. The States simply are
not financially able to readily meet the
welfare needs of their citizens. Full fed-
eralization, not only of the programs for
the aged, disabled, and blind, but of the
entire income maintenance program, Is
urgently needed. Provision should be
made for a 3- to 5-year phasing-in tran-
sition to this end.

6. Sixth, the coercive work require-
ment embodied in H.R. 16311 is undesir-
able. Philosophically, It is objectionable;
forced work Is alien to Individual choice
and freedom. Pragmatically, the fact Is
that there really are very few persons
who would work, but who do not. The co-
ercive work requirement Is a misguided
approach to a problem which really lies
In the failure of the economy to provide
places for these potential workers, and
the failure of government,._.Federa],
State, and local—to provide adequate
job training to enable these people to
develop skills which will make them at-
tractive to employers.

Seventh, the work requirement for moth-
ers with school age children is especially
egregious. Again, this is a philosophically ob-
jectionable requirement. No mother should
be required to substitute day care custodians
for her care and love. We certainly would not
conceive of requiring that of mothers with
adequate incomes, and there can be no justi-
fication for penalizing mothers who have the
misfortune—a misfortune thrust upon them,
not chosen—to suffer inadequate Incomes.
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H.R. 16311 Is even discriminatory as be-
tween recipient mothers. Those who have
husband receiving benefits are not required
to take' suitable employment. Those who have
the misfortune of being without a husband
are subjected to this requirement.

Moreover, practicality instructs us that
such a provision cannot work; mothers who
object simply will not comply with this
requirement that they take suitable employ-
ment. Mitchell Ginsberg, administrator of
New York City's Human Resources Adminis-
tration, clearly attested to this fact in his
speech before the National League of Cities
Conference on March 10, 1970.

Finally, this coercive work requirement
levied against mothers with school age
children is unnecessary. Most mothers
do, in fact, seek work, if there are jobs
for them and day care facilities for their
youngsters. The AprIl, 1970 issue of Na-
tion's Business, certainly not a noted lib-
eral magazine, states in an article en-
titled, "The Great Welfare Debate:"

Survey after survey has shown that most
welfare mothers prefer to work but have been
thwarted by the welfare bureaucracy, lack of
training opportunities, lack of day care cen-
ters for children and lack of knowledge about
job opportunities. (p. 60).

It Is obvious from the deficiencies
which are incorporated In Ii.R. 16311
that passage of this bill—which at least
does achieve the commendable end of
making a guaranteed annual Income a
reality—is only the beginning. Many pro-
visions will have to be amended; many
improvements will have to be made.

Because of this, I want to briefly de-
tail the bill which I Introduced, H.R.
14173, the Income Maintenance Act. By
way of preface I would point to what I
consider three of the most important dif-
ferences between It and the Ways and
Means Committee bill. First, the Income
Maintenance Act provides for signific-
antly higher benefits than does H.R.
16311—benefits for a family of foul' with
no outside Income reach $3,228 by the
fifth year. Second, the Income Main-
tenance Act Includes within its coverage
married couples without children, and
single adults. Third, the act contains no
work requirement,

Now, I want to outline more exten-
sively various aspects of the Income
Maintenance Act.

First. Eligibility. The Income Mainte-
nance Act, H.R.. 14773, provides that all
individuals and families are covered, with
the exception of unmarried children un-
der age 18 who are not members of an
eligible family. This contrasts with H.R.
16311, which limits benefit eligibility un-
der the family assistance plan to fam-
ilies with children.

Second. Benefits. The Income Mainte-
nance Act provides for Increasing pay-
ments over a period of 4 years. In the
first year, a family of four with no other
income would receive an annual benefit
amount of $2,004. This breaks down to a
monthly rate of $50 for the family head
and $39. for each dependent-_which in-
cludes the spouse. The maximum family
benefit for families of seven or more per-
sons Is $284 monthly, or $3,408 annually.

By the fifth year, the maximum level
of benefits would be reached. The bene-
fits for a family of four would be $3,228.
The maximum family benefit, for fami-
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lies of seven or more persons, would be
$5,472.

An additional factor in this equation is
cost of living adjustments. Benefits are
adjusted to reflect variations In living
costs, including regional housing cost
differentials.

Third. Reduction of benefits. The In-
come Maintenance Act which I Intro-
duced provides for a sliding scale of re-
duced benefits, so that as outside earned
income increases the percentage de-
crease In benefits rises. The purpose is a
simple one. If there Is a large reduction
In benefits following upon a compara-
tively small amount of earned income,
there will be a substantial work disincen-
tive..

Thus, for the first and second years of
the act's existence, earned income In an
amount equal to one-fourth of the max-
imum benefit will cause benefits to be re-

duced by an amount equal to 25 percent
of that Income. Earned income In excess
of one-fourth of the maximum benefit
will cause benefits to be. reduced by 50
percent of the Income. For the third year
of the act's existence, and thereafter, the
same 25 percent tax, so to speak, will
apply. Similarly, the 50 percent reduc-
tion will apply, but will be limited to
earned Income in excess of one-fourth of
the maximum benefit but less than 1 /2
times the maximum benefit. All earned
income above that will cause benefits to
be reduced by '75 percent of the amount
of the Income.

In other words, there Is a three-step
tax, so to speak—25 percent, 50 percent,
and 75 percent, applied to different pro-
portions of earned Income.

The way this works in dollar amounts
is detmonstrated by looking at the break-
even point: that Is, the point at which
outside income reduces the income main-
tenance benefits to zero. For a four-
member family, for example, outside
earned income In the first year of the In-
come Maintenance Act amounting to
$4,259 would reduce benefits to zero.
But the fifth year, when benefit pay-
ments reach their maximum, and the 75
percent reduction has come into effect, a
four-member family would have to have
outside income of $6,186 before reaching
zero benefit payments.

Fourth. Coordination with present
welfare. The assumption of my bill is
that In States which now have higher
average AFDC benefits than the base
benefits provided by H.R. 14773, the State
and Federal governments would make
up the difference according to the pres-
ent AFDC formula. Therefore, the pres-
sent welfare recipient In those States
would never be worse off than he Is now.
And, of course, where welfare benefits are
below the standards of H.R. 14773, the
recipients would be considerably better
off.

Where the Federal Income mainte-
nance benefit Is supplemented, my bill
provides for State maintenance of pres-
sent effort. The standards of need and
the percentage of need provided are not
to be reduced.

Fifth. Supplemental State programs.
Under the Income Maintenance Act
States may establish supplemental In-
come maintenance programs patterned
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after the Federal program. Fifty percent
of State expenditures under such a pro-
gram would be reimbused by the Federal
Government. As a condition of such Fed-
eral payment, however, eligibility under
the State programs would have to be ex-
tended to all persons eligible under the
Fed.eral program.

Sixth. Work requirements. The In-
come Maintenance Act has no work re-
quirement. Beneficiaries on a voluntary
basis may request referral for participa-
tion In .a work incentive program. In-
dividuals actually participating in such
programs would receive an additional
allowance of $30 per month. Obviously,
this is one of the chief differences from
the Ways and Means Committee bill—
HR. 16311—which, has a coercive work
requirement, whose objectionable fea-
tures I have already detailed.

Seventh. Assets. As for treatment of
assets, under HR. 14773, the Income
Maintenance Act, there is no limitation
on the amount of assets a family can
own. While income would be imputed to
each family on the basis of Its assets, at
a rate of 5 percent of their value, no In-
come would be Imputed on the basis of
the family's personal effects, tools, home,
household goods, or automobile except
to the extent that the total value of such
assets exceeds $30,000.

Eighth. Administration. As for admin-
istration, the Income Maintenance Act
establishes a newly created Bureau of In-
come Maintenance within the Treasury
Department. Investigations—other than
routine examination of applications—
would be limited to no more than 5 per-
cent of the number of applicants, ran-
domly selected except where there existed
probable cause to doubt eligibility, Ap-
peal rights would Include the right to a
hearing and also judicial review In cases
where the results of a hearing were dis-
puted. Overpayments could be recovered
by withholding from future benefits or by
direct recovery from the assets of the
overpaid Individual. However, no more
than 50 percent of the overpayment could
be recouped by recovery from assets nfl-
less the overpayment had been obtained
by fraud.

I have devoted this time to outlining
the bill which I introduced 2 years ago,
not to complain about the fact that the
rule under which this debate is being
conducted precludes my offering an
amendment so that the House may con-
sider its merits, but because I believe
H.R. 16311 to be deficient In many re-
spects, and I want to make clear that
alternatives and improvements are pos-
sible.

Those who reject the concept of a
guaranteed annual income will certainly
find no merit in either the bill I intro-
duced, the administration bill, or in the
bill reported out of the Ways and Means
Committee. But to those who Intend to
support H.R. 16311, I urge diligent con-
sideration of the improvements which
must be made.

By accepting the concept of income
maintenance, the administration has
defined poverty and welfare as national
problems which require national solu-
tions. The Federal Government should
move as rapidly as possible to assume the
full costs of public assistance through an
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income maintenance program with an
adequate level of benefits.

'Of course—and this must be clearly
understood—income maintenance is not
the final answer. We must deploy a
multi-faceted strategy to break the cycle
f poverty. That strategy must include
job creation and training; it must in-
elude expanded programs in education,
health, and social services. Above all,
this strategy to defeat poverty must be
based on a firm, unremitting commit-
ment to assure every American a life of
dignity.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair advises
the Committee that the time remaining
to the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
BYRNE5) is 32 mInutes, and the time
remaining to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. MILt) Is 24 minutes.

Mr. MIT.3. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutetöthe gentleman from New York
(Mr. BINGHAM).

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, it has
been clear for some time that this Na-
tion's approãh to the task of providing
a living income for all Americans who
cannot reasonably be expected to earn
one on their own has been in trouble.
Both the recipients of Income assist-
ance, and the taxpayers who pay the
bill, have grown deeply dissatisfied. It is,
therefore, most encouraging tbzt the
House finally has before it legislation
that offers a major overhaul of our en-
tire welfare system. This may well be the
most important bill to come before the
91st Congress.

I was among the first Members of Con-
gress to introduce legislation to provide
a living income for all Americans. The
National Living Income Act, which I in-
troduced last August along with Mr. CON-
YER5, Mr. WHALEN, and Mr. RYAN, was
designed to solve the glaring weaknesses
in our current welfare system which
many of us In Congress, and citizens
across the country, have long criticized.
It was designed to improve bot.h the ade-
quacy of the income provided to the poor,
and the conditions under which assist-
ance Is made .avallable. It raised the
minimum income for a family of four
to $3,200. It greatly increased the Federal
contribution for welfare, which has be-
come such an impossible financial bur-
den for areas like New York City where
more is now spent on welfare than on
education. It would have establIshed
more uniform national welfare stand-
ards making the program more equitable
for recipients and removing the temp-
tation for the poor to migrate to already
overcrowded urban areas in the North.

The welfare reform program originally
proposed by the President offered many
of the same iprovements proposed in the
national living income program, Includ-
ing the concept of assistance for the
working poor, but fell short on others.
It excluded, for example, the childless
poor, and it proposed work requirements
that have already proved Impossible to
enforce and questionable In value. It
failed to make provision for regional
variation in benefits to reflect regional
cost-of-living differences, and the basic
benefits were most inadequate—only
$1,600 minimum for.a family of four.

The modified version of the President's
plan reported out by the Ways and
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Means Committee and now before the
House would effect many of the changes
in the welfare system I have long urged
and which were essential ingredients of
the National Living Income Act. In many
respects, it is a great improvement over
the President's proposal, for which I
want to commend and thank the distin-
guished and very able chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee, as well as
the members of that committee. On the
whole, this legislation offers a consider-
able improvement , over existing ap-
preaches to income assistance, and I
urge my colleagues to vote for it.

However, Mr. Chairman, we cannot
afford to make the mistake of deluding
ourselves by thinking that this bill
makes all the improvements in our wel-
fare programs that need to be made. On
the contrary It contains many of the
weaknesses contained In President
Nixon's program. For example, the so-
called family assistance program ig-
nores the childless poor—giving dis-
advantaged young couples an incentive
to have children to qualify for welfare
when they cannot afford children—and
this at a time when we cught to be do-
ing everything we can to hold down our
population.

Most importantly, however, the in-
come level assured by this legislation Is
far from adequate. It will assure in-
creased benefits in only eight States, and
only a fraction of the families who qual-
Ify for assistance will be raised above
the poverty level. Adding the $864 worth
of food which a welfare family of four
could receive, along with the minimum
$1,600 In income which this bill provides,
means that a family of four is assured
of only $2,464 under this legislation—
not including the States' contributions.
But the Federal Government's poverty
level for a family of four Is currently
set at $3,720—an average figure that
does not account for the higher costs-
of-living in urban areas. The low budget
needd by a family of four living In an
urban area, as determined by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics, is $5,500.

A guarantee of $5,500 for a family of
four as a goal for our welfare programs
Is viewed in many quarters as unrealis-
tic—a radical demand not to be taken
seriously. In my judgment, such a view
is a tragically mistaken one. Not only
have a number of welfare groups, includ-
ing most prominently the National Wel-
fare Rights Organization, made a strong
case for a $5,500 basic welfare benefit,
but such a large and representative dis-
tinguished group as the White House
Conference on Food, Nutrition, and
Health, called together by the White
House to advise the President on prob-
lems of hunger and poverty in America,
adopted a final action resolution calling
for a $5,500 annual income floor.

Mr. Chairman, so that the Members
of the House may be reminded of the
specific recommendations of the White
House Conference on' Food, Nutrition,
and Health with regard to income levels
in relation to this legislation, I have
earlier asked unanimous consent to In-
clude the "Task Force Action State-
ment" adopted by the Conference in the
REcoRD following my remarks.
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This bill comes before us under a closed
rule, with no amendments permitted.
This is a procedure which I deplore.
How can the poor people of this coun-
try be expected to understand that Mem-
bers of this House have no chance to
vote for example, for an increase in the
benefits provided?

I was opposed to the form of the reso-
lution—or rule—bringing the bill before
us and would have supported amend-
ments to permit the bill to be opened
up for amendment. But by vote of the
House in closing off debate on the rule,
no amendments to it could be considered
either. Mr. Chairman, these practices
are seen by the general public as undem-
ocratic; they demean the House. It is
time they were changed, It is time the
Members of the House were treated as
intelligent adults, capable of voting
amendments to a bill up or down on the
merits, Instead of being told they must
accept or reject the bill exactly as It
emerged from committee,

I hope that the needed improvements
In the bill, Including a major increase
in the minimum income, will be made In
the Senate and that the House conferees
will look favorably on such amendments.
I know that many of my colleagues share
these sentiments.

TASK FORCE ACTION STATEMENT
INTRODUCTION

In opening the White House Conference
on Food, Nutrition and Health, President
Nixon said: "This meeting sets the seal of
urgency on the national commitment to put
an end to hunger and malnutrition clue to
poverty in America." We Who have come here
are already firmly dedicated to that goal.
The President said: "Our job is to get re-
sources to people in need, and then to let
them run their own lives," He did not pro-vide any new or meaningful program by
which this can be accomplished. Obviously,
he wanted us to do this, and Intended that
we should do so. To paraphrase the President
we "not only accept the responsibility (we)
claim the responsibility." Therefore, the
combined task forces on Voluntary Action by
Women, Consumers, Religious Organizations,
Community Organizations, Health Organiza-
tions, Faculty and Students, and Organized
Labor,1 present the following action priorityprogram:

I. A national emergency: There is a hunger
and malnutrition- emergency in this country
today. Therefore the President must immedi-
ately declare that a national hunger emer-
gency exists, and under existing author-
ity must now free funds and implement pro-
grams to feed all hungry Americans this
Winter,

II. Guaranteeci adequate income: The over-
riding remedy for hunger and malnutrition is
a minimum guaranteed adequate cash in-
come with a floor or $5500 annually (for afamily of four). The government must also
guarantee a meaningful job with a living
wage to those Who can work, elevation of
wages and benefits to those presently under-
employed, the "adequate income" to those
unable to Work or find employment, and
maximization of the purchasing power of
the food dollar for all.

III. Interim food programs: As interim

The AFL—CIO endorsed the policy state-
Inent in principle with no Opposition on cer-
tain specifics. The Alliance for Labor Action
(ALA), including the United Auto Workers,
the International Brotherhood of Teamsters,
and th International Chemical WorkersUnion, endorses this statement as written.
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measures only, present food programs must
be reformed and expanded immediately in
order to assure truly adequate benefits and
participation by all who need them in all
parts of the country.

IV. Universal school food programs: A na-
tional free lunch and breakfast program
must be made immediately available to all
children, through secondary school and re-
gardless of income, that will provide at least
2/3 of the minimal requirements of the Rec-
ommended Dietary Allowance, while respect-
ing cultural food preferences.

V. Running the programs: All administra-
tive responsIbilities for all hunger relief and
nutrition programs must be shifted from the
U.S. Dept. of Agriculture to the U.S. Dept. of
Healto, Education and Welfare, with corre-
sponding shifts in Congressional committee
responsibilities. The recipients of these pro-
grams must h-ave responsibility for local ad-
min1stration of the programs under stand-
ards determined at the Federal level.

To put these priorities into action requires
the following:

This nation today faces a national hunger
and malnutrition emergency. This emer-
gency situation requires emergency action.

While we initiate long-term programs to
.liminate hunger In America, action must be
taken immediately to deliver food now to
the millions of Americans whose chronic
malnutrition the nation can no longer tol-
erate. Only within the context of adequate
food now can a program of nutrition educa-
tion for all Americans have meaning,

We therefore call on the President to adopt
immediately the following emergency pro-
gram to feed hungry people this winter:

(a) Invoke Section 11 of the Disaster Re-
lief Act of 1969 and like statutes in order
to supply free food stamps to meet the needs
of hungry people.

(b) Instruct the Secretary of Agriculture
to immediately revise food stamp price
schedules of less than $100 per month (based
on a family of four) 'and at a maximum cost
of 20% of income.

(c) Instruct tho United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture to implement directly a
food program in every county and town in
the United States within the next three
months using all available funds, including
the customs receipt funds (Section 32
funds),

(d) Actively support immediate passage
and funding of the following essential leg-
islation. -

1. The Senate-passed Food Stamp Reform
Bill (S. 2547).

2. A School Lunch Program Reform which
consists of the Talmadge school lunch bill,
the McGovern amendments and the iavits
proposals.

3. The Economic Opportunity Act, partic-
ularly its section on emergency hunger relief
(Section 401, Title X), and without the
Green-Quie type state control amendments
which will In effect destroy OEO.

(e) Instruct the Department of Agricul-
ture to immediately require that all schools
receiving Federal financial and commodity
assistance for their lunch and breakfast pro-
grams provide free meals to all children
whose families are receiving any type of pub-
lic assistance,

Because each of these actions is either
already authorized or embodied in pending
legislation, action to meet this emergency
can be taken within the next month.

IX. GUARANTEED ADEQUATE INCOME

To implement this number one remedy to
hunger and malnutrition, the following pro-
gram is imperative:

(a) The adequate cash income presently
at $5500 annually for a family of four sets
a floor. It should automatically follow the
cost of living as defined by the Low Standard
Budget of the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

(b) Establishment of government careers
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in nutrition a-nd allied health professions, in
connection with other private and public
efforts to solve simultaneously social prob-
lems and unemployment problems. These
suggestions alone should provide two mil-
lion new lobs.

(c) Grants to encourage and support
broadly based organizations of low income
citizens in local ownership and operation of
such services as food production and dis-
tribution.

(d) Establishment of housing factories on
the order of the automotive industry to serve
the dual function of provision of low-cost
housing and the provision of jobs at desira-
ble wages. This involves creation of 750,000
to 1 halllion new jobs to produce 3—4 million
housing units,

(e) -Extension to all working people or the
right to bargain collectively for wages, hours,
and working conditions, including the right
to strike or boycott when necessary.

(f) Extension of unemployment insurance
coverage to working groups presently ex-
cluded, such coverage to be on the same
.tej' and conditions as provided for other
workers now covered.

(g) Improvement of the scope of Social
Security laws with a 50% raise this year, so
that the program provides a reasonable re-
turn on investment,

(k) Reform of certain pricing, packaging,
promotion and other food Industry policies
and practices which add unnecessarily to the
cost of food. This cost inflation is unfair
to every consumer and particularly disas-
trous to the poor. We need:

1. Price reduction through mandatory lim-
itation of promotional and adverbising ex-
penditure and other means suggested in the
Food Marketing Commission Report.

2. Mandatory price marking and posting
which facilitates and simplifies price
comparison.

3. Effective inspection and regulation to
insure availability of safe nutritious food at
fair prices and Conditions of sale.

4. Mandatory processing, packaging, and
labeling requirements to identify and pre-
serve nutrient content and assure accurate
and hdhest promotion,

5. Encouragement of retail distribution
systems Which talce special account of the
needs of the poor.

(1) Establishment of a national prepaid
health insurance program and new methods
for the delivery of health care and extension
of existing health programs to all states. The
Medicaid Bill should be fully implemented
by 1971.

The task forces feel that it is especially
important to note that many of the above
programs can be self-supporting and/or in-
come-producing, and none will require appro-
priations higher than a fraction of the cost
of the space program. Together they should
create substantial new tax revenue (4 milUon
jobs should produce an average increase of
$5 billion a year in taxes), substantial in-
crease in income through increased buying
power, and a saving of $7 billion of funds
misspent under the present public assistance
programs.

III. INTERIM FAMILY FOOD PROGRAMS
None of the existing family food pro-

grams—food stamps, comniodity distribution,
emergency food and medical services—pro-
vides an adequate diet or permits the partici-
pation of all who have need. Major reforms
and expansions are necessary to make sure
that all people in need have access to an
adequa.te diet until an adequate income be-
comes a reality.

As an interim measure only, the food stamp
program must be altered so that it can be-
come the primary vehicle for providing an
adequate diet to those in need in all parts of
the United States and its territories, and on
Indian reservations. Free food stamps to those
whose income is less than $100 a month (for
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a family of four), modification of the price
schedule so that no recipient must pay more
than 20% of his income for food stamps, na-
tional eligibillty standards, self-certification,
a coupon issuance to all recipients equal to
the Low Cost Food Plan of the Department of
Agriculture, a several-food expansion of the
program—all are necetsary to make the food
stamp programs adequate. The commodity
distribution program should no longer serve
as a means of surplus disposal but should
provide direct food aid adequate to a nutri-
tious diet wherever necessary, fully respecting
the ethnic and cultural preference of the re-
cipients, Hunger programs of the Office of
Economic Opportunity should also be ex-
panded to supplement the above.

We must do the following:
(a) The President should support, and the

House quickly approve, the Senate-passed
food stamp bill. The program should be fully
funded and fully implemented in all parts
of the United States and its territories, In-
cluding Indian reservations, before the end
of this fiscal year.

(b) The Economic Opportunity. Act
Amendments of 1969, particularly the new
section on emergency hunger relief (Title 4,
Section 401—Title X), should be quickly ap-
proved and fully funded by the Congress.
without crippling amendments subjecting
part or all of the programs to state and local
government control.

(c) The Federal Government should im-
mediately Initiate food programs in the 321
counties still without them.

xv. UNiVERSAL SCHOOL FOOD PROGRAM

There must be established a national child
feeding program which will make available
at least 2/3 of the Recommended Dietary
Allowance. This is to be accomplished by
implementing a free lunch and breakfast
program for all pre-school elementary and
secondary school children.

To assure maximum participation in the
program, the following steps should be taken:

(a) Nutritious food selected shall be con-
sistent with the cultural preferences of the
children to be fed.

(b) Funds shall be provided to enable
schools, child care centers, and other par-
ticipating groups lacking adequate facilities
for food preparation, to obtain such facili-
ties or to devise ways to provide meals by
other means.

(c) Community groups shall be eligible to
operate child feeding programs.

(d) Local poor residents must be trained
for careers in nutritional planning and food
preparation for employment in the program.

(e) Food provided at the schools shall be
available at the choice of the children and
their parents.

v. RUNNING THE PROGRAMS
There is a conflict of interest established

in the U.S. Department of Agriculture in its
dual role—primarily the advocate for the
producers of food, and secondarily the dis-
tributor of food to the needy. Therefore, all
programs' 'relating to the provision of food,
food services, food stamps, commodity distri-
bution and nutrition services should be re-
moved from the administrative jurisdiction
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture and be
established In the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare, whose primary con-
cerns are the needs and well-being of the
people these programs were created to assist.
Within that department, the provisions of
foou services of all kinds should be tied as
closely as possible to the provision of overall
comprehensive health care. We call on the
President to use his Executive authority to
initiate these changes.

To provide maximum coordination, Con-
gressional responsibilities for both funding
and programming should be reassigned to
coincide with the above administrative
changes.
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The provisions of food services has Wv often
been thwarted by lack of responsiveness at
the state and local governmental levels. The
poor should run their own programs. Max.i-
mum dignified participation by recipients Is
insured by transferring organizational and
operational responsibil ties to duly consti-
tuted, broad based, ba I community organi-
zations of the recipients themselves. Certi-
fication, review and auditing must be done
entirely at the Federal level to circumvent
parochial political implications and to in-
sure the protection of individual rights of
those presently living In hunger and despair.

From all corners of this nation we have
come together out of a deep concern to end
hunger in America now. We feel a heavy
sense of obligation to follow through on our
commitment and on the commitments of this
Conference. We brought with us the diversity
that is the American people and we believe
there is need for on-going active participa-
tion of all people in Implementing the recom-
mendations of this Conference.

Therefore, we call upon the organizers of
this Conference to provide an effective con-
tinuing mechanism by which all of us who
have this concern can 'contribute vigorous
continuing leadership to ensure that this
Conference produces action. Today Is a begin-
ning, not an end, of our commitment to end
hunger In America.

And the appropriate beginning is confer-
ence-wide adoption of the 5 poInts:

1. A National Emergency.
2. Guaranteed Adequate Income.
3. InterIm Food Programs.
4. Universal School Food Program.
5. Running the Programs.
Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I am

impressed with the Important questions
raised by my two colleagues from New
York (Mr. BINGRAM and Mr. RyAr) and
earlier today by my colleague from
Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT). Important
substantive issues have been raised
pointing out directions in which the bill
should be clarified or improved. I re-
gret,—along with many of my col-
leagues—that this bill—excellent as it
is, and credit as it Is to the distin-
guished Ways and Means Committee—
came to the floor under a closed rule—
and, therefore, cannot effectively be
clarified or improved on the floor. I
Intend to vote aye on a motion to re-
commit so that the ambiguities and liii-
perfections can be cured and the bill
returned to the floor in improved form.
If the motion to recommit fails I
shall, of course, vote for the bill, for,
with its shortcomings, it is nevertheless
a great step forward in comprehensive
welfare reform.

I know many of my colleagues Join me
in the hope and intent that the Senate
will act on some of the testimony and.
other expert opinion on the bill—ex-
pressed during the months of hearings—
and will clarify or improve the bill
where the need has been established,
and that the House conferees will ap-
proach such clarifications or improve-
ments in a constructive and open-
minded fashion.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 mInutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. WHALEN).

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

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 16311.
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During the past 200 years the ynited

States has developed the greatest stand-
ard of living the world has ever seen.
Despite-this fact there are today 25 mil-
lion Americans who do not enjoy the
fruits of this great standard of living.

How to assist these less-fortunate
Americans represents one of the great
domestic issues confronting our country
today.

The Social Security Administration has
developed what it calls a poverty index.
According to this index, in 1959, 22 per-
cent of all Americans lived below the
poverty income line. Due to• the great
productivity of our economic system, by
1968 this figure had been reduced to 13
percent of all Americans. Despite this
great improvement there are still two
very disturbing factors that are present
in these statistics. First, while the statis-
tics indicate that approximately 3 mil-
lion nonwhite Americans got out of the
poverty bracket, nevertheless, today 34
percent' of all nonwhite Americans live
in what we call the poverty category,
according to the social security poverty
index.

Second, in the 9-year period between
1959 and 1968 there has been absolutely
no change in the number of Americans
Who are members of families headed by
females.

It is these two groups and combina-
tion of groups that represent what we
might call our hard-core poor. It is to
these two groups that our welfare pro-
grams at the Federal, State, and local
levels have been directed.

We have heard from previous speakers
that these programs have simply not
worked. The costs have mushroomed.
Yet the hard-core poor have not been
dislodged. The reasons are many for the
failure of our welfare programs to work.
You already have heard a number of
them mentioned. Let me cite what I
consider to be the two most important.

First, current welfare benefits do not
always go to those who are in need. Let
me give you a couple of illustrations. A
very noted economist, Eli Ginsburg men-
tioned a couple of years ago that only
about 1 out of 10 poor Americans receiv
any benefit from our Federal poverty
programs. Another well-known econo-
mist, Dr. James Tobin, delineated a se-
ries of Federal, State, and local welfare
and social insurance programs and he
made the comment that less than half
of the poor in America receive any, bene-
fits from these programs.

Second, our current welfare programs
provide the wrong incentives. For exam-
ple, when a person on weJiare accepts a
part-time or seasonal Job, his welfare
benefits are reduced by an amount cor-
responding to the additional income he
receives.

Mr. Chairman, it Is evident, therefore,
that our current programs are simply
not working and we must have a new ap-
proach. I suggest to you, Mr. Chairman
and members of the committee, we do
have a new approach in the family as-
sistance program which we are con-
sidering today. This approach, in my
opinion, overcomes the weaknesses that
are present in the current Federal, State,
and local welfare programs.'
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For example, the benefits under FAP

will go directly to the needy because
they will be based upon income. Second,
FAP will provide a positive work incen-
tive, whereas under present programs we
have negative incentives.

I think it was the late President Ken-
nedy in his inaugural address in Janu-
ary 1961 who repopularized an old Chi-
nese proverb:

A journey of a thousand miles begins with
the first step.

1 think we are taking today a signifi-
cant first step if we adopt the family
assistance program.

As the previous speaker, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. BINGHAM)
Indicated, there are some Members who
feel that there should be broader cover-
age and that the benefit level sho4ld be
greater than that which is proposed In
H.R. 16311.

As a matter of fact, I joined the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. BINGHAM)
and the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CQNYERS) in presenting such a bill. But
I think at the present time, due to the
present Federal budget strictures, it is
not very practicable to think in terms
of broadening coverage right now.

Therefore, I would like to suggest to
those of you who believe as I do that
ultimately the program should be broad-
ened, that the benefit level should be
increased, that we are today indeed
taking a significant first step. We are
changing direction, we have come up
with an innovative program. It is for this
reason that I Intend to vote affirmatively
for H.R. 16311 and I would urge my
colleagues to do likewise.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yIeld 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. BURToN).

(Mr. BURTON of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BURTON of California. Initially,
Mr. Chairman, I would like to record my
support for the pending legislation and
my commendation to the administration
for demonstrating understanding to
come forth with this proposal.

For those of our colleagues who are
concerned that this proposal is too rich
for their blood, I might note that a $1,600
annual base for a family of four hardly
compares favorably with the Bureau of
Labor Statistics findings that It takes
some $5,500 a yearS for a family of four In
the major urban areas of the country to
live at some minimal level.

I must also state that I think the ad-
ministration bill was somewhat prefer-
able in the family plan than that which
the committee reported, and I make spe-
cific reference to the fact that in the ad-
ministration proposal the unearned in-
come was permitted to be disregarded
by 50 percent; the committee deleted this
benefit to the poor which had the effect,
lamentably, of taking some $600 million
or $700 million per year out of their
pockets.

However, with reference to the adult
program the Nixon administration pro-
vided literally no assistance to the el-
derly, the blind, and the dlsabjed In this
country. It merely Increased the Federal
matching which wag going to result—es-
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sentially—in savings to the States. In this
regard I think the committee is to be
highly commended for their significant
changes in the adult category by provid
ing some minimum assurance of income
for our aged, blind and disabled people.

And, finally, Mr. Chairman, I would
like to note this: A number of my col-
leagues on the Democratic side of the
aisle have privately noted that if the bill
does not work, Republicans are going to
have to take the full blame. Well, I hap-
pen to feel that that is just so much
nonsense.

I am not sure this bill is going to work
perfectly and I do not think the admin-
istration has said that. But anyone who
knows anything about this field knows
that our current program not only does
not work and the costs of that program
are skyrocketing. For those who are going
to oppose this bill, I think the only way
one can interpret that vote is that they
are on record as supporting this current
mess that we have and these skyrocket-
ing costs under the current program will
be theirs to defend and not mine. I am
going to support the legislation.

I ask Chairman MILLS, it is my under-
standing that under present law and un-
der this bill, the food stamp bonus will be
disregarded in figuring the amount of
adult assistance payments. Is that right?

Mr. MILLS. Yes.
Mr. BURTON of California. Under

present law and regulations, home pro-
duce used by the household for Its own
consumption is disregarded as income or
as a resource for adult public assistance
recipients. This bill would permit this to
continue, would it not?

Mr. MILLS. Yes.
Mr. BURTON of California. It is my

understanding that under the adult as-
sistance programs a scholarship of the
type which would be disregarded under
the family assistance provisions of the
bill would also be disregarded as part of
the rehabilitative services disregarded
under the adult provisions, which apply
In particular to the disabled and the
blind. Is that right?

Mr. MILLS. Yes.
Mr. BURTON of California. It is my

understanding that it is the intention of
this bill that the authority of the Secre-
tary to set the 25-percent Federal match-
ing ceiling in the adult categories would
not be invoked at a lower level of average
payment, including full Federal partici-
pation, than the highest levels of average
payment now made by the States under
current State programs for the aged,
blind, and disabled. Is that your under-
standing also?

Mr. MILLS. Yes.
Mr. BURTON of California. It is my

understanding that the minimum pay-
ment to' adults provided In section 1603
(b) shall be in the form of a cash pay-
n1ent which when added to an individ-
ual's other income, not disregarded un-
der other provisions in the bill, will be
at least $110 a month. That term would
not include any amounts provided for
medical care, except, of course, in the
case of an institutionalized person. Is
that right?

Mr. MILLS. Yes.
Mr. BURTON of California. If a State

chooses Federal administration of the'
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adult assistance categories, then the Fed-
eral Government would administer the
program in accordance with require-
nients of Federal law whether or not the
State plan was in full compliance with
Federal law?

Mr. MILLS. Yes.
Mr. BURTON of California. Mr. Chair-

man, enactment of H.R. 16311, the Fam-
ily Assistance Act of 1970, Is a sound
first step in reform of our public assist-
ance structure. It provides benefits that
are far below any objective gage of pov-
erty and will provide only marginal as-
sistance to all too many of our neediest
citizens. Thirty Members of the House
have joined me in signing the following
statement in support of significantly
higher income guarantees than those
provided in H.R. 16311:

We believe all Americans are entitled to
an adequate income from wages, welfare, or
both. Surveys by the U.S. Department of
Labor demonstrate that an urban family of
four spends $8500 a year merely to live at a
low evel with an adequate diet. The Gallup
Poll of January 25, 1970, says that the average
American believes a family of four needs
$120 a week ($6240 a year) to get along.
Therefore:

1. A real welfare reform must be based on
the amount of money that a family needs.

The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics reg-
ularly compiles such data that reflects what
people actually must spend to obtain decent
food, clothing, and shelter.

We support the implementation of the De-
partment of Labor's determination of need.
HR. 16311 does not use such an objective
standard of. need as already determined by
government agencies.

2. We criticize, as inadequate, the income
level in the H.R. 16311 Family Assistance
Plan (FAP). At worst, it provides only $7.70
a week for each person in a poor family of 4
($1600/yr.); at best, a ceiling of $17.90/wk.
per person (3720 FAP ceiling for 4). This
Poverty Line is based on the Agriculture De-
partment's Economy Food Plan which, ac-
cording to the Department, "is not a reason-
able measure of basic money needs for a
good diet" and allows a person to survive
with adequate nutrition "for short emer-
gency periods of time and only under very
special circumstances." Furthermore, there
is no provision in HR. 16311 for automatic
cost-of-living increases; yet the latest Labor
Department statistics show the cost-of-living
is increasing the rate of 6.2% a year.

While, as members of the House of Rep-
resentatives, most of us intend to vote for
HR. 16311 as a sound step toward the elim-
ination of poverty, we nevertheless retain
these serious reservations about the Inade-
quacy of the Family Assistance Plan.

Representatives BURTON of California,
BINGHAM, BROWN of California, Cms-
HOLM, CLAY, CONYERS, DIGCS, EDWARDS,
of California, FARBSTEIN, FRASER, FarE-
DEL, HARRINGTON, HAWKINS, HELSTOSKI,
KocH, LOWENSTEIN, MATSUNACA, MIKVA,
MOORHEAD, NIx, OLSEN, OTTINGER,
RETJSS, ROSENTHAL, ROYBAL, RYAN, ST
GERMAIN, SCHEUER, STOKES, TUNNEY.
and CHARLES WILSON of California.

Mr. Chairman, since the beginning of
this Congress I have served as the chair-
man of the Democratic Study Group's
Task Force on Health and Welfare. Be-
fore the Committee on Ways and Means
reported the bill we will vote on today,
the task force submitted its recommen-
dations both to the committee and to
the Democratic Study Group's member-
ship. A number of our recommendatlofls
have been Incorporated Into the bill, and
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as a result the bill has beer measurably
strengthened. I submit for the RECORD
now these recommendations so that all
Members may familiarize themselves
with them. We will be working in the
months ahead to further strengthen the
bill along the lines the task force has
recommended so that the final product
will, while remaining within the admin-
istration's fiscal and programmatic
guidelines, insure that every Federal dol-
lar spent contributes to the welfare of
recipients.

In addition I submit for the RECORD
the Democratic Study Group's Fact
Sheet entitled "Proposed Welfare Re-
forms." This analysis was coordinated
and developed by our brilliant and hard
working staff member, Rick Merrill. In
my view this document provides an ex-
tremely useful summary of the biU and
analysis of its key provisions and points
of controversy.

The material follows:
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON PRESIDENT

NIXON'S WELFARE REFORM PROPosALs
The DSG Task Force on Health and Wel-

fare herewith submits its report and recom-
mendations regarding President Nixon's wel-
fare proposals to the DSG membership. The
report has also been forwarded to all Demo-
oratic members of the House Committee on
Ways and Means and the Senate Finance
Committee and to appropriate Government
agencies and offtoial8.

The Task Force, at the request of the
DSG leadership, has been studying this issue
since last October, when HR. 14173, the Ad-
ministration's welfare reform bill, was in-
trothiced in the House. The Task Force held
a number of meetings and briefings on the
subject. Special separate sessions were held
with Mr. Ben Heineman, Chairman of Presi-
dent Johnson's Commission on Income
Maintenance, former IW Secretary Wilbur
Cohen, and an Administration briefing team
headed by Presidential Counselor Daniel
Moynihan and HEW Under Secretary John
Veneman.

The Nixon welfare proposals contain a
number of commendable initiatives. partlc-
jilarly with respect to coverage for all fami-
lies with children and Federal participation
in setting standards. The Task Force rec-
ommends approval of the Nixon Family As-
sistance Plan as a sound step toward the
elimination of poverty. However the Admin-
istration Plan should be strengthened in a
number of key areas, and benefits under
adult assistance programs broadened. Spe-
cific Task Force recommendations for im-
provement of the Nixon proposals follow:
TAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Labor standard safeguards contained in
the Nixon Plan should be clarified. Including
definitions of wage levels and conditions un-
der which job offers will be considered suit-
able.

2. Any work provisions for mothers should
fn all instances place the interests of the
child or children first.

3. The Nixon Plan should contain a com-
mitment to full federalization of family as-
sistance, with benefit levels raised to the
poverty level in equal stages within a specific
time period.

4. Only net earned income, alter deducting
the expenses of seeking, obtaining, or hold-
ing employment—to the extent permitted by
current law—should be considered in the re-
duction of the family assistance grant.

5. Food stamps should be provided auto-
matically to all family assistance benefici-
aries in amounts for which they are eligible.

6. States should be required to meet budg-
eted unmet needs in their family assistance
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programs, at the risle of loss of other Fed-
eral funds.

7. Assurance should be provided that no
family receives a reduction in its grant (Fed-
eral and state) from what it is currently
receiving.

CNILDLESS PERSONS

The Task Force does not recommend at this
time the inclusion of childless persons, other
than those eligible for assistance under aged,
blind, and disabled programs, until and un-
less the unemployment rate reaches 6%.

In the event a 6% rate of unemployment is
reached, the Task Force recommends that the
benefit level for the then eligible childless
persons be set at the family assistance rate.

AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED PROGRAM
RECOMMENDATIONS

The Task Force recommends approval of
the Administration proposals, with the fol-
lowing additions:

1. Increase to $150 per month (from the
$90 proposed) the guaranteed Income floor
for the Nation's aged, blind, and disabled.

2. Provide for a cost-of-living escalator
clause in the minimum monthly guarantee.

3. Reduce the age cligibllity from .the pres-
ent 65 year to age 60 for men and age 55
for women.

4. Increase earnings permited to $100 per
month for the aged and the same amount
for the blind and disabled with an earn-
ing incentive to the later two groups of 50%
In addition to the $100 disregard.

5.' Require the states to fully meet any
budgeted—but unmet—needs of aged, blind,
and disabled recipients.

6. Assurance should be provided that no
individual receives reduction in his benefit
(Federal and state) from what he is cur-
rently receiving,

7. The provision of current law permitting
the disregard of $7.50 per month of outside
income should be made mandatory, and the
current temporary $4.00 social security dis-
regard should be made permanent, with a
comparable increase for those not receiving
social security benefits.

8. Food stamps should be provided auto-
matically to all aged, blind, and disabled
beneficiaries in amounts for which they are
eligible.

FEDERAL ADMINISTRATION AND FUNDING
RECOMMENDATIONS

The Task Force recommends that the ad-
ministration of programs for the aged, blind.
and disabled be assumed by the Federal gov-
ernment on January 1, 19'71.

Program costs should be entirely borne by
the Federal Government on January 1, 1971,
except that:

For the calendar year 1972 the states shall
pay the full amount they expen4ed for the
fiscal year ending June 20, 1970.

For the calendar year 1977 the states shall
pay fl62/3 % of the amount they expended for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970.

For the calendar year 1973 the states shall
pay 33 % of the amount they expended los
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970.

'As of January 1, 1974, the full costs and
administration of programs for the aged,
blind, and disabled should be borne by the
Federal Government.

PROPOSED WELFARE REFORMS
This DSG Fact Sheet deals with H.R. 16311,

which contains President Nixon's basic
reoommendations for reform of public as-.
sistance programs. The bill establishes a
new Family Assistance Plan (FAP) with
Federal eligibility standards and benefit pro-
visions for families with children. The bill
also provides Federal eligibility standards
and minimums for aid 'to the aged, blind,
and disabled.

The Ways and Means Committee reported
the bill (H. Rept. 91—904) on March 11 by
a vote of 21—3. The Rules Committee is cx-
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pected to grant a closed rule on Tuesday,
April 7. Floor consideration will begin Wed-
nesday, April, 8, subject to a rule being
granted.

SECTION ONE

Background
Current public assistance programs com-

prise two major components—aid to families
with dependent children (AFDC), and adult
assistance pragrams for the aged, the blind,
and the disabled. Both components are ad-
ministered by the States or by localities with
State supervision, with widely varying eligi-
bility standards, benefit levels, and work
referral requirements. For a family of four
AFDC benefits range from an average of
$44 per month in Mississippi to $264 per
month In New Jersey. Adult public assist-
ance benefits range from an average of $40
per month for the aged in Mississippi to $160
per month for the blind in California. About
1.7 million families containing 6.7 individ-
uals jecelve AFDC. Another 3 millIon in-
dividuals receive assistance under programs
for the aged, the blind, and the disabled.

Concern over public assistance programs
has focused primarily on AFDC due to the
rising rate of families applying for such as-
sistance. The last attempt at Federal rgu-
lation of AFDC was the 1967 Amendments
to the Social Security Act, which provided:

An AFDC "freeze," never implemented and
repealed in June 1969. on the number of
eligible children in a given state receiving
AFDC due to absence of a parent from the
home.

Mandatory referral of "appropriate" AFDC
recipients for work training projects, with
wide latitude for state administrators to de-
fine 'appropriate" under Federal-state guide-
ines.

Work Incentives providing for exclusion of
first $30 per month earned plus one-third
of the remainder, after deduction of the ex
penses of working.

AFDC rolls, however, continued to rise and
a number of Federal agencies began to svs-
tematically analyze the public assistance
population. President Johnson appointed a
Commission on Income Maintenance Pro-
grams which undertook an in-depth study
of'poverty in the United States. Welfare spe-
cialists generally began to question tradi-
tional assumptions about public assistance
beneficiaries. Most importantly, welfare
began to be viewed In the overall context of
poverty in the United States.

As a result of these various studies, new
information about welfare recipients and the
poor generally came to light:

Income at the government-defined poverty
level for a family of four allowed about $100
per year for Items other than basic neces-
sities, such as medical care, furniture, and
school supplies.

The food budget for an average welfare
family was discovered to be $1 per day per
person—too low for a nutritionally adequate
diet, according to the Department of Agri-
culture.

In a total public assistance population of
about 10 million persons, only 50,000, or 1 In
200, were found to be able-bodied employable
males.

On the basis of such findings anti mount-
ing public pressure from overburdened State
administrations, taxpayers, and welfare re-
cipients themselves, the Nixon Administra-
tion in August of 1969 announced its Family
Assistance Plan (FAP) for welfare reform.
along with recommendations for consolida-
tion and a basic Federal minimum_payment
In the aged, blind, and disabled programs.

The President's proposals generally re-
ceived widespread public support. On March
11, 1970, after extensive hearings, the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means reported H.R.
16311 containing the key elements of the
President's proposals for Federal benefit
minimums and eligibility standards for lam-
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ily assistance and for programs for the
aged, blind, and disabled.

Summary
HR. 16311 terminates Federal participation

in AFDC programs and Instead establishes a
Federal floor of $1600 per year for a family of
four with no other income. Work incentive
earned income exclusions permit a family of
four to earn up to $3920 before losing their
Federal supplement completely. PAP provides
Federal eligibility standards that would In-
clude families headed by an unemployed
male in the home and, for the first time,
families headed by a full time employed
person.

The bill requires States to maintain pro-
grams to supplement PAP up to their Janu-
ary 1970 level of payment or the poverty
level, whichever is lower. States receive 30%
in Federal matching funds for these supple-
mentary programs. States would receive no
Federal funds for programs to assist the
working poor.
The bill provides tight Federal requirements

for registration and referral for job training
and employment programs to be developed
by the Depat,ment of Labor. Mothers of pre-
school children need not register, but the
bill requires all others, including the working
poor, to register for job training. The bill
authorizes new job training programs and
child care facilities for these new registrants.

For the aged, blind, and disabled, H.R.
16311 consolidates existing Federal-State pro
grams and sets Federal eligibilIty standards
and income exclusion provisions. The bill
provides a minimum payment of $110 per
month for all aged, blind, and disabled eligi-
bles who have no other income.

The bill will extend coverage under family
assistance from about 7 million to about 20
million persons and extend coverage to adults
under aged, blind, and disabled programs
from 3 million to about 4 inhlUon persons.
HEW an the Bureau of the Budget estimate
that the bill will add $4.4 BILLION to current
welfare costs, including $600 million for ex-
panded work training and day care programs.
Summary of key differences between ad-

ministration proposal and H.R. 16311
The Committee bill drops the provision in

the Administration proposal permitting dis-
regard of unearned income, thereby remov-
ing an estimated $600 million in direct Fed-
eral assistance to families with children. The
Committee bill adds an estimated $300 mil-
lion in savings to the States In the PAP
portion of the hiil and an estimated $100
million in aged, blind, and dIsabled benefits.

With regard to work registration and train-
ing requirements, the Committee bill con-
tains the following new features:

Protective labor standard safeguards al-
though the exact wage level at which bene-
ficiaries must take jobs Is not clear.

A definition of job "suitability" derived
from that in use under state unemployment
compensation laws.

A requirement that the working poor reg-
ister for job training in addition to those
without full time jobs.

Increased emphasis on special work proj-
ects where employment on the regular econ-
omy is not available, and Federal financing
arrangements for on-the-job trainingr

The Committee bill also provides full Fed-
eral funding for day care programs as op-
posed to 90% Federal matching under the
Administration proposal.

The Committee bill provides for full Fed-
eral assumption of administrative coats whele
States opt to have the Federal Government
make direct payments to beneficiaries in both
PAP and the adult assistance programs. The
Administration proposal provided for only
50% Federal assumption of administrative
costs.

In the aged, blind, and disabled adult cate-
gories the Committee bill raises the Federal
minimum 'to $110 per month from the $90
per month In the Administration bill for in-
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dividuals with no other income. The new Fed-
eral minimum combined with the earned
income exclusions in the Committee bill will
add to the incomes of aged, blind, and dis-
abled public assistance recipients and broaden
coverage of these programs.
SECTION TWO. BASIC PROVISIONS OW HR. 16311

Title I. The /amily assistance plan
FAP Benefits and Eligibility

The bill provides an annual Federal family
assistance benefit of $500 for each of the first
two family members and $300 for each ad-
ditional family member. The benefit is re-
duced by the amount of the family's income
over and above the following

The first $720 per year of the total of
earned income of all family members, plus
one-half the remainder.

Irregularly received amounts of earned and
unearned income up to $30 per quarter of
each type, determined in accordance with
criteria prescribed by HEW.

Earnings of a child if in school and the
tuition part of scholarships and fellowships.

The training allowance for those in train-
ing and earnings used to pay for child care.

Food stamps and other public or private
charity, and produce grown and used at
home.

Families with more than $1500 in resources,
other than the home, household goods, per-
sonal effects, and property essential to the
family's self-support would not be eligible
for the program.

A family is defined as two or more people
living together, at least one of whom is a
dependent child under 18 (21 if a full-time
student). A parent who ,is temporarily ab-
sent due to employment or military service
would be considered living in the place of
residence. Persons receiving aid to the aged,
blind, or disabled are not considered family
members. Military families would be con-
sidered eligible.

Each member of a family found eligible
would be required to register for employ-
ment or training with their State employ-
ment service, except for the following:

Those unable to work bedause of illness,
inoapacity, or age, and children under 16 (21
if in school).

Mothers of children under 6 and mothers
in cases where the father registers.

Persons caring for an ill member of the
household.

The bill requires child care for those in
training or employment and vocational re-
habilitatton for those unable Ito work due to
incapacity, and permits voluntary registra-
tion of those exempted. The working poor
would also be required to register.

PersonS refusing to regIster or refusing
manpower training or employment without
gcYod cause would not be taken into account
(but their income would be counted) in de-
termining the family benefit. In determining
suitability for employment, a person's fitness
potential, and prior training and experience
would be taken into consideration. Individ-
usia could not be required 'to take jobs 'if
the wages, hours, or other terms or considera-
tions of the work are contrary to or less than
those prescribed by Federal, state, or local
law."

State Supplementation of PAP
States whose payments under the old

AFDC program are above the PAP level would
be required to supplement the PAP benefit
up ito that level or to the poverty level,
Whichever is lower. The poverty level is de-
fined In 'terms of fimily size as follows:

Basic
Family Size: Amount

1 $1,920
2 2,460
3 2,940
4 3,720
5 4,440
6 4,980
7 6,120
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This level would be adjusted annually to

reflect changed living costs. Thirty percent
in Federal matching funds would be avail-
able for this supplementation. The Federal
Government would pay 50% of the admin-
istrative coSts of State supplementary pro-
grams.

States would have to supplement the ben-
efits of all those currently aligible and all
of those newly eligible under the PAP stand-
ards, except the working poor. All States
would be required to supplement the bene-
fits of families where the father is unem-
ployed or where a child is between 18 and
21 and in School, both now at State opinion.

In computing benefits the States would
be required to follow the rules for PAP, ex-
cept in the case of the work incentive
earned income exclusion. The complicated
new earned income formula for the State
supplement,1 when combined with the PAP
work incentive exclusion, would have rough-
ly the same impact as the current disregard
(all working expenses plus $30 per month
plus one-third of earnings above this
amount.)

Administration of PAP
The bill provides three possible admin-

istrative arrangements:
Federal administration of both the PAP

and the State supplementary program, in
which case the Federal government would
pay all the administrative costs of both
programs,

State administration of both the FAP and
the State supplementary program.

Federal administration of the PAP and
State administration of the State supple-
mentary program.

In the latter two cases the Federal Gov-
ernment would pay the costs of admin-
istering the PAP and the Federal Govern-
ment and the State would equally divide the
costs of administering the State supple-
mentary program.

The bill also contains a provision under
which deserting parents w9uld incur an ob-
ligation to the Federal GoVernment for the
amount of Federal payments to their fam-
ilies under PAP. Other Øovisions authorize
$20 million for research and demonstration
projects to improve PAP and technical as-
sistance to the States.

Service Programs
Individuals registered under PAP would be

provided an "employability plan" and erv-
ices and training similar to those provided
under the current work incentive (WIN) pro-
gram. Existing manpower training programs
would be utilized where possible and Stats
welfare departments would be required to
provide health care and other services to en-
able an individual to participate. Each in-
dividual participating in a training program
would receive $30 per month an allowances
to cover 'transportation and other associated
training costs. The Federal Government
would pay 90% of the costs of such training
programs.

The bill authorizes grants up to 100% to
public or private agencies for day care pro-
grams for children of manpower training par-
ticipants. For school-age children, group or
institutional care would be provided through
local educational agencies whenever possible.
Fees for child care could be charged on the
basis of a family's ability to pay.

The bill authorizea 90% Federal matching
grants for services supporting manpower
training programs. HEW will make further
recommendations for social services in the
near future.

I The States would have to exclude the
first $720 per year plus (1) one-third of the
remainder up to twice the unreduced FAP
benefit ($3200 for a family of four), plus
(2) one-fifth of any earnings above that
amount,
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TtZe 11.—Aid to the aged, blind, and
disabled (AABD)

AABD State Plan' Requirements
The bill would repeal current Federal pro-

visions for separate programs for the aged
(OAA), blind (AB), and permanent and
totally disabled (APTD) and establiSh a new
combined Federal-State program (AABD)
with a monthly benefit minimum of $110 for
aged, blind, and disabled persons with no
other income. The bill provides for uniform
Federal definitions for blindness and dis-
ability.

Existing Federal admlnistrative require-
ments for State plans are retained in the
bill, as are regulations designed to protect
the rights of recipients. The bill also specifi-
cally excludes State plans which contain
residency requirements, an age requirement
over 65, or citizenship requirements which
deny benefits to United States citizens or law-
fully admitted aliens continuously in red-
dence for 5 years preceding application.

AABD ELIGIBILITY AND INCOME DISREGARDS

In determining need for aid under AABD
programs. States are required to exclude the
home, household goods, and personal effects
of an individual, and other resources up to
$1500. States must also not impose respon-
sibility on relatives unless the beneficiary is
the relative's spouse, or a child who is under
21, blind, or disabled.

Income disregards are as follows:
For the blind and disabled, the first $85 per

month of earned income plus one-hall the
remainder, mandatory on the States.

For the aged, the first $60 per month of
earned income plus one-half the remainder,
optional with the States.

$7.50 per month of earned or unearned in-
come before disregard of any of the above.
optional with the States.

The bill also makes permanent a temporary
provision in the 1969 Social Security Amend-
ments requiring the States to pass along to
A.ABD recipients a $4 per month social secu-
rity disregard.

AABD FEDERAL MATCHING PROVISIONS AND
ADMINISTRATION

The Federal Government would pay 90%
of the first $65 of the average payment made
to AABD beneficaries and one-fourth of the
remainder, up to a limit set by HBW. The
bill provides for optional direct payment to
recipients by the Federal Government, in
which case all administrative costs would be
borne by the Federal Government.

State plans providing certain rehabilita-
tive services prescribed by HEW for A.ABD
recipients would qualify for 75% Federal
matching for such services and 60% of the
remainder of administrative costs. The Fed-
eral Government in any event would pay 50%
of administrative costs of A.ABD programs.

SECTION THREE. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OP
KEY PROVISIONS

President Nixon's welfare reform proposals
raise a number of basic issues. Alternative
proposals have come from a number of
sources, including President Johnson's Com-
mission on Income Maintenance Programs,
Senator Fred Harris, a number . of private
organizations, and the Ways and Means
Conunittee. Following is an analysis of Ad-
ministration, Ways and Means Committee,
and alternative proposals in key areas.
Benefit levels

The basic FAP benefit ($1600 per year for a
family of four with no other income) iS rec-
ommended in the Committee bill. This basic
benefit is supplemented both in the Admin-
istration proposal and the Committee bill
by exclusion of the value of food stamps
($864 for a family of four with the basic
FAP Income of $1600). This $2464 total com-
pares with the basic benefits of $2487
recommended by the Harris bill and $2,400
recommended by the Commission of Income
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Maintenance. The Harris and Commission
bills, however, also provide for automatic
escalation to the poverty level in a specific
period of time. A number of organizations
recommend a basic benefit at the poverty
level this year, currently set at 3720. The Na-
tional Welfare Rights Organization recom-
mends $5500, the Lower Standard Budget set
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics for a family
of four in an urban area.

The Administration contends that cost
factors 'make any higher Federal guarantee
impossible at this time and points out that
State supplementary programs will add
signficantly to the Federal minimum. HEW
estimates that the recommended $1600 basic
PAP benefits will add $2.6 billion to current
Federal welfare costs, and that adding $100
to the basic $1600 animal family of four
benefit would cost the Federal Government
$500 million.
Coverage

The ommittes bill and the Administra-
tion proposal both limit payments to families
(defining family as a group of two, one of
whom must be a child), and make no pro-
vision for childless couples or single persona.
Both extend present coverage to families
headed by full-time employed males (the
working poor) and families where the father
is unemployed and at home. The Committee
bill also makes provision for an estimated
12,000 eligible military families, excluded in
the Administration proposal.

Alternative proposals recommend univer-
sal coverage with specific exclusions for ob-
viously undeserving cases. The Administra-
tidn points out that FAP will cover 20 mil-
lion persons in 1971, compared' to the 6.7
million currently on AF'DC rolls, and that
universal coverage would add 4.5 million
beneficiaries ñd coats of $1 billion to the
program.

Income exclusions
Both the Committee bill and the Adminis-

tration proposal contain a basic work incen-
tive earned income exclusion of the first
$720 per year plus one-half the remainder.
The Administration proposal, however, con-
tained an additional disregard of one-half of
unearned income (such as veteran's benefits,
social security, and railroad retirement),
which the Committee dropped, thereby re-
ducing total benefits by $600 million.

Tile Committee bill sets the amounts of ir-
regular earned and unearned income allow-
able at $30 per quarter for each type, left to
the determination of HEW in the Adminis-
tration proposal. Setting an amount may
make this disregard more or less automatic,
thereby in effect increasing the initial disre-
gard from $720 to $960 per year and raising
the breakeven point from $3920 to $4160.

The Harris bill excludes the first $900 per
year of earned income, plus one-half the next
$1800, plus one-fourth of the remainder. The
bill also defines earned income as net income
after deduction of the expenses of earning
such income. These exclusion provisions
would allow a family of four to earn up to
$6300 and remain eligible.

Work registration requirements
Both the Administration proposal and the

Committee bill contain strict new provisions
requiring PAP beneficiaries to register for
work training and employment. The Ad-
ministration proposal, however, contained
virtually no labor standard safeguards and
left the definition of job "suitability" to the
Department of Labor.

The Committee bill includes labor stand-
ard safeguards designed to insure that in-
dividuals are not placed in unsuitable or
excessively low paying jobs, and that they
are not forced to cross picket lines or join
company unions. The bill contains a new
requirement for mandatory registration of
the working poor, doubling the total number
of registrants from 1.5 to 3 million. The bill
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also reduces the mandatory registration age
for non-students from 18 to 16.

Alternative proposals, including the Har-
ris bill, contain liberalized work training re-
quirements. The Harris bill permits persons
to refuse work training in cases where suit-
able jobs are unavailable and excludes
mothers of school-age children from regis-
tration and training requirements.

State supplementation
Since the Federal floor provided in both

the Administration proposal and the Com-
mittee bill is below the level of payment in
all but eight States, State supplementation
programs are necessary to insure that bene-
ficiaries do not receive less than they are
receiving now. The Committee bill and the
Administration proposal contain equivalent
formulas for determining benefits, but the
Committee bill formula for Federal' parti-
cipation (30% Federal matching) generally
provides greater relief than the Adminis-
tration proposal to States 'currently making
greater effort. The Committee bill would re-
sult in an additional estimated cost to the
Federal Government of $300 million. The
provision for direct Federal matching funds
also provides greater Federal leverage to in-
sure State supplementation.

The Committee bill contains a provision
not in the Administration proposal that sets
the poverty level ($3720 for a family of four)
as the maximum level to which benefits may
be supplemented with Federal matching,
thereby affecting the two States (New York
and New Jersey) with benefit levels over
$3720. The Commttte bill also contains a
provision absent from the Administration
proposal permitting HEW to provide for in-
dividual cases that under FAP would receive
less than they are receiving now.

Alternative proposals, including the Har-
ris bill, recommend complete Federal financ-
ing of public asst8tance and therefore make
no provision for State supplements. Such
proposals include the working poor and
therefore avoid work disincentives created
by excluding the working poor from State
supplementary programs, as in the case in
the Administration proposal and the Com-
mittee bill. Providing Federal matching for
State supplements to the working poor
would add to Federal and State costs of the
bill.

Administration
The Committee bill encourages Federal

administration by providing for full assump-
tion of administrative costa-in cases where
States choose to have the Federal Govern-
ment make the basic PAP and State supple.
mentary payment directly to the beneficiary.
The Administration proposal provided for
Federal assumption of only half of the coats
of administering the State supplemouts in
such cases. The Committee bill provides the
same incentive for Federal administration
of AABD programs while the Administration
proposal recommended only a 50% Federal
contribution.

The Committee bill contains a new pro-
vision for liability to the Federal Govern-
ment for PAP benefits in cases of deserting
parents during their period of absence. The
Committee in its report indicates that
spouses of deserting parents are expected to
cooperate fully with authorities in tracking
down miscreants under pain of loss of' their
benefits.

Alternative proposals, including the Harris
bill, recommend complete Federalization of
public assistance and therefore contain no
provision for joint Federal-State adminis-
trative arrangements. Punitive administra-
tive provisions are also not included in any
alternative proposals.

Food stamps
Both the Administration proposal and the

Committee bill permit food stamps for FAP
beneficiaries. The Committee in Its report
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noted the desirability of providing bene-
ficiaries higher cash payments only, but said
It could not devise a program to accomplish
this end within Administration cost guide-
lines.

Alternative proposals, including the Harris
bill, recommend abolishing food stamp as-
sistance in favor of a higher basic income
supplement. Rep. Gibbons of the Committee
in additional views recommends an Imme-
diate integrated cash-benefit program, both
to eliminate the inequities of the food stamp
program and to save substantial adminis-
trative costs.

Manpower training and emplo'ment
programs

The 1967 Amendments to the Social Se-
cürity Act provided for a work incentive
program (WIN) administered by the De-
partment of Labor rather than HEW through
state welfare administrations. The program
fell below Congressional expectations be-
cause of Department of Labor and HEW
slowness in promulgating guidelines, vary-
ing State interpretations of the guidelines
for referral, inability of States to develop
effective training programs, and inadequate
provision for child care services.

Both the Committee bill and the dmln-
istration proposal abolish the old WIN pro-
gram and establish in its place a new Fed-
eral program with tight referral provisions
to eliminate differing interpretations of re-
ferral requirements. Both also contain spe-
cific guidelines for Federal-State cooperation
and coordination with existing programs.
Both authorize about $600 million for ex-
panded job training and day care facilities.

In order to insure adequate day care fa-
cilities, the Committee bill provides for
complete Federal financing for day care pro-
grams, as opposed to 90% Federal matching
in the Administration proposal. The Commit-
tee bill also contains Increased emphasis on
special work projects where employment in
the regular economy Is not available, and
on-the-job training with new financing
provisions under the Department of Labor.

Alternative proposalS recognize the ne-
cessity of providing work training opportuni-
ties for family assistance beneficiaries but
stress the need to provide meaningful em-
ployment, with the Federal government the
employer of last resort.

Costs
Both the Administration proposal and the

Committee bill are estimated by HEW and
the Bureau of the Budget to add $4.4 BIL-
LION to current public assistance expendi-
tures In the first full year of operation. Both
provide about $600 million for job training
and day care and $300 million for adminis-
tration In appropriation estimates.

Estimates of costs are based on 1968 data
and are predicated on 100% participation
in the programs. Estimates for administra-
tive costs were made before Committee pro-
vision for full Federal financing. Following
are the breakdowns for the Administration
proposal and the Committee bill:

The Administration proposal would have
provided an additional $3 BILLION In pay-
ments to families, reduced by elimination
of the unearned income disregard to $2.6
BILLION in the Committee bill.

The Administration proposal would have
provided $100 million in relief to the States
(the 50%—90% formula), raised under the
new 30% Federal matching formula to $400
million.

The Administration proposal would have
provided an additional $400 million for the
aged, blind, and disabled, raised to $500
million due to the Increase In the Federal
minimum from $90 per month to $110 permonth.

Alternative proposals are estimated to add
from $7 billion (Harris bill) to $30 billion
(National Welfare Rights Organization) to
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public assistance costs in the first full year
of operation.

AABD minimum benefits
The Administration proposal contained a

Federal minimum of $90 per month for aged,
blind, and disabled persons with no other
income. The Committee raised this mini-
mum to $110 per month. The Committee bill
also contains a new formula for Federal
participation that makes It impossible for
States to avoid a contribution, as they could
haveS under the Administration formula.2

Alternative proposals recommend raising
the Federal family assistance minimum to
a level that would adequately cover present
AABD recipients and permit abolition of
current AABD programs In favor of a single
Federal program ftr the needy.

AABI) Income disregards and eligibility
requirements

For the blind the Administration pro-
posal and the Committee bill both contain
a mandatory disregard of the first $85 per
month of earned Income plus one-half the
remainder. In the State option disregards for
the aged and disabled, the Administration
allowed the first $20 per month of earned
income plus one-half the remainder up to
$80 per month (current law). The Commit-
tee bill extends to the disabled the same
earnings disregard accorded the blind and
permits states to disregard the first $60
per month plus one-half the remainder for
the aged.

The Committee bill contains a provision
allowing a State option disregard of $7.50
per month of earned or unearned income,
and a mandatory $4 per month disregard
for Social Security recipients. The Commit-
tee bill also drops a provision in the Ad-
ministration proposal that expressly pro-
hibited States from imposing property liens
against aged, blind, or disabled Individuals
on account of benefits paid them.
SEcTIoN FOUR. PAP (N.E. 16311) POINTS OF

CONTROvERSy

The family assistance plan as proposed in
H.R. 16311 has raised a number of points of
Controversy—both in terms of general ap-
proach and in terms of certain features. Fol-
lowing are arguments for and against the
basic plan and arguments for and against
specific provisions.

Basic plan
Proponents of FAP contend that the plan

makes significant improvements in the cur-
rent family assistance structure. They make
the following points In its favor:

PAP establishes Federal standards of eli-
gibility that will eliminate inequitable treat-
ment of recijents.

PAP extends coverage to families headed
by an unemployed father and to the work-
ing poor, currently In effect in only -certain
States.

PAP Contains incentives to encourage
States to opt for Federal administration of
all public assistance programs.

By establishing a Federal income floor, PAP
will reduce State and regional differences in
the level of benefits paid.

While the Federal guarantee of $1600 per
year for a family of four with no other in-
come is too low, adoption of the program will
generate a constituency to press for higher
benefits, as was the case with Social Se-
Curity.

Some critics of FAP believe the plan does

2 the Administration formula the
Federal Government provided all of the first
$50, half the next $15, and one-fourth the
remainder (average Federal payment with
a $90 minimum: $57.50). The Committee
formula is 90% of the first $65 and one-
fourth the remainder (average Federal pay-
ment with a $110 minimum: $58.50).
not go far enough. They make the follow-
ing points:
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The Federal guarantee of $1600 per year for

a family of four with no other Income is
far too low, and the bill makes no provision
for even gradual raising of benefits to the
poverty level or for increases based on the
rise In the cost of living.

FAP excludes childless couples and single
individuals from coverage, denying benefits
to millions of needy people.

FAP perpetuates the current Federal-State
administrative tangle and contains no pro-
vision for even gradual Federal assumption
of all public assistance payments.

Other critics of FAP believe the plan goes
too far. They make the following argu-
ments:

By extending coverage to unemployed
fathers and the working poor, FAP will add
between 10 and 15 million people to the wel-
fare rolls and put us on the road to a guar-
anteed Income.

Provisions for Federalization will only cre-
ate a massive permanent Fderal welfare
bureaucracy.

PAP attempts too much with insumcient
funds; available resources should instead be
allocated to existing programs, particularly
job training and child care, rather than ini-
tiating a new program.

Specific provisions
WoI'k Registration Requirements

Pro: Work registration requirements will
provide an additional tool In getting people
off welfare rolls and onto employment rolls.
Since 11 million mothers of children under
18 are now working, welfare mothers should
not receive special treatment. Requiring the
working poor to register will permit up-
grading of skills and allow the Department
of Labor to develop a more adequate data
base from which to analyse poverty.

Con: Registration requirements only per-
petuate the myth that most welfare recipi-
ents are shiftless chiselers, Requiring moth-
ers of children over six to register is poten-
tially harmful to the development of the
children; mothers should be allowed to de-
termine the extent to which their presence
is needed in the home. The requirement that
the working poor register will swamp State
unemployment services. The bill in addition
establishes no priorities for referral of regis-
trants for job training. The working poor
(including the members of the Armed
Forces), mothers of children under six vol-
unteering for training, and unemployed fa-
thers will all get the same treatment.

Work Incentives
Pro: By permitting people to hold full-

time jobs while still receiving family assist-
ance the bill significantly reduces the in-
centive to quit work and go on welfare. The
Federal uniform Initial work incentive ex-
clusion of $720 per month plus One-half the
remainder allows individuals to keep enough
earnings to make work worthwhile and su-
percedes with a greater incentive varying
amounts allowed under existing law.

Con: The so-called Initial $720 plus one-
half the remainder work incentive In the
bill in fact excludes only that amount of
money needed to meet the costs ot em-
ployment, already provided for in the 1967
Amendments The much-advertised 50%
marginal tax rate is deceptive, because when
one takes other public assistance income such
as food stamps and State supplements into
account and deducts expenses such as State
and local taxes, as much as 90% of each
dollar over $720 is deducted, thereby elimi-
listing the financial work incentives In the
bill.
Work Training and Child Care Programs

Pro: Work training and employment pro-
grams are essential to provide individuals
with the ability to obtain adequately paying
employment and get off welfare. Since suc-
cessful work training programs depend in
large measure on adequwte day care facili-
ties, the Committee bill ptovldes full Federal
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financing for day care, which will spur de-
velopment of day care faciUties by the States
and localities.

Con: Emphasis on work training programs
diverts attention from the real problem—
the lack of meaningful employment at an
adequate wage in many areas of the country.
Training people for non-existent jobs will
only crowd an already tight job market.
Work training programs In any event de-
pend on adequate child care facilities, ob-
structed not by lack of Federal money but
by State and local inability to develop qual-
ity programs.

Need Determination and Disregards
Pro: The new Federal need determination

and disregard provisions will save State ad-
ministrative costs and insure that recipients
are treated equally In all Jurisdictions. Dis-
regards are necessary to keep costs of the
program down and still provide for those in
greatest need by providing for the wide va-
riety of personal circumstances in which
beneficiaries find themselves.

Con: The need determination and disre-
gard provisions of the bill will prove almost
impossible to administer and will require an
immense new Federal bureaucracy. Such
provisions should be eliminated in favor of
an income guarantee for all Americans. Spe-
cific inequities in the bill include:

Discrimination against those of college-
age receiving room-and-board scholarships,
because of a provision for disregard of tui-
tion only.

Incentive for families to spend their lim-
i(ed savings or life-insurance on additional
household goods to qualify for benefits.

Unemployment Definition
Both supporters and critics agree that one

of the major shortcomings of the bill is its
reliance on the current definition of unem-
ployment as working less than 30 hours a
week. As long as the working poor are ex-
cluded from Federally assisted State sup-
plementary programs, the current definition
creates a work disincentive for many work-
ing poor. Individuals in States with a level
of payment over $2100 can receive additional
Income (and, in some States, qualify for
Medicaid) if they can come close to their
present income by working 30 hours a
week Instead of full-time.

One remedy would be to define unemploy-
ment as working 20 hours a week or less,
thus making it difficult for a person to earn
near his present income and still qualify
as unemployed. Alternatively, State supple-
ments could be extended to the working
poor, but this proposal would add to Federal
and State costs of the bill.

APPENDIx I. HOW TO DETERMINE A FAMILY
SUPPLEMENT

The amount of assistance a family could
receive under HR. 16311 wIll vary depending
upon many factors, including the number
of person in the family, the family's income,
and the State In which t.he family resides.
To determine the family's total supplement
for all but eight states 8 one must first deter-
mine the amount of the Federal supplement
and then the amount of the State supple-
ment.

Federal supplement
Determining the Federal supplement is a

three-step process:
1. Subtract $720 from total family earn-

tags;
2. DIvide this amount by two; and
3. Subtract this figure from the basic FAP

benefit ($500 for each of the first two plus
$300 for each additional family member).

8Because they currently pay less than the
basic FAP benefit, the Federal supplement
would be the total benefit In Alabama, Ar-
kansas, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, Mis-
souri, South Carolina, Tennessee.

Thus a family of four with total earnings
of $2,000 (and no disregardable income 4)

would receive a Federal supplement of $960,
as follows:

1. $2000 (earnings) minus 8720 equals
$1280.

2. $1280 divided by 2 equals $640.
3. $1600 (basic PAP) minus $640 equals

$980 Federal supplement.
State supplement

Determining the State supplement is also
at three step process:

1. Find the differenCe between the following
amounts: Earnings minus $720; one-third of
earnings minus $720 (up to $3,200;

2. Add the family's Federal supplement to
this amount;

3. Subtract this figure .from the State's
current level of payment (determined from
table on reverse side).

Thus our family of four with $2,000 in
earned income (and no disregards) if it lived
in Illinois (level of payment: $3,228) would
receive a Statesupplement of $1,415, as fol-
lows:

1. $1,280 minus $427 equals $853.
2. $853 plus $960 (Fed. supplement)

equals $1,813.
3. $3,228 (payment level) minus $1,813

equals $1,415, State supplement.
Total supplement

Thus the total supplement for an Illinois
family of four earning $2,000 a year would
be $2,375, bringing the family's total income
to $4,375, as follows:

Earnings $2,000
Federal supplement 960

state supplement 1,415

Total supplemented income - 4, 35
AFDC annualized Levels of payment for a

family 0/jour (our adult plus three chil-
dren) with no other income—based on
latest HEW information

Alabama $972

Alaska 2,220
Arizopa ....- 2, 124

ArkaSas 1, 140

California 2,652
Colorado 2, 292
Connecticut 3,524
Delaware 1,788
District of Columbia 2, 928
Florida 1,608
Georgia 1, 596

Hawaii 108

Idaho 2,880
Illinois 3,228
Indiana 1,800
Iowa 2, 928

2, 844
Kentucky 1,956
Louisiana 1, 248

Maine 2,508
Maryland 2. 196
Massachusetts 6,684
Michigan 3, 158
Minnesota 3,468
Mississippi 828

Such dollar-for-dollar disregardable in-
come would include training allowances.
earnings of a child in school, the value of
food stamps, and irregular or infrequent
amounts up to $30 a quarter for each type.

In order to be eligible for any state sup-
plement, our sample family would have to
earn $2,000 with no member working over 30
hours a week if the family lived in a State
with no program for the working poor.

°An additional provision, applicable to
families with an Income past the PAP break-
even point ($3,920) but still eligible for state
supplements. provides for exclusion of one-
fifth of remaining income.

Proed our family did not live In one
of the few States that impose a maximum, If
the maximum were below this amount.
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Missouri 1,560
Montana 2,436
Nebraska 2,400
Nevada 1,724
New Hampshire 3,084
New Jersey 4, 164
New York 3,756
New Mexico 2, 198
North Carolina 1,608
North Dakota , 132

Ohio 2,316
Oklahoma 2,220
Oregon 2,628
Pennsylvania 3, 312
Rhode Island •2 664

South Carolina 1, 140

South Dakota 3,084
Tennessee 1,548
Texas 2,148
Utah 2,328
Vermont 3, 192
Virginia 2,856
Washington , ppg

West Virginia 1,656
Wisconsin 2, 376
Wyoming 2,700

APPENDIX II. A WELFARE GLOSSARY

AABD—AId to the Aged, Blind and Dis-
abled, the new assistance program for the
aged, blind, and disabled persons. it combines
three separate Federal-State programs for
aid to the aged (OAA) , aid to the blind (AB),
and the aid to the permanent and totally
disabled (APTD).

APDC—AId to Families with Dependent
Children (formerly ADC), the currently op-
erating Federal-State program for assisting
families with dependent children.

Breakeven Point—That level of. earned In-
come at which the amount of public assist-
ance available a beneficiary is reduced to
zero. This point also denotes the coverage of
the program.

Determination of Need__Features of a bill
that outline eligibility for assistance, such as
permissible assets, relative responsibility re-
quirements, and age or disability definitions.

Disregards—Income that need not be
counted in determining the benefit level of
an Individual receiving public assistance.

Earned Income—AS used in H.R. 16311, all
remuneration for services performed as an
employee and net earnings from self-employ-
ment.

Minimum—The lowest amount of total
Income, set by law, that an Individual Ofl
public assistance must receive. The mini-
mum is therefore the combination of assist-
ance payments and other income which is
not disregarded.

Unearned Income—As used in HR. 16311,
all income, that Is not earned, Including an-
nulties, pensions, social security, workmen's
compensation, unemployment benefits, rail-
road retirement, disability Insurance, prizes,
life insurance proceeds, gifts, rents, divid-
ends. interest, royalties, llmony payments.
and inheritances.

Work Discincentives—ProVisions that re-
ward an Individual with additional benefits
or do not significantly reduce benefits if he
works less or quits his Job altogether.

Work Incentives—Provisions for allowing
an Individual to retain that percentage of hI8
earned income that, when combined with
his benefit, will produce sufficient additional
Income to encourage the beneficiary to work.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 mInutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. RUTH).

(Mr. RUTH asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RUTH. Mr. Chairman, for several
weeks I have been telling my constitu-
ents that I would like to hear the debate
before making up my mind on this Issue,
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and there are several points that I would
like to mention.

First, for a bill of this magnitude I am
disappointed that the proponents are
not talking about the merits of the bill to
the extent that they are saying: It is bet-
ter than what we have.

Second, if a pilot program has been
conducted in two States for about a year,
it seems we should either have more defi-
nite evidence or wait until we have more
-evidence as to its effectiveness.

Third, it seems if this were a business
enterprise the chairman would be saying
"We have a failure on our hands. We
are going to change a few formulas, in-
clude more people, refinance it, and try
it some more".

Fourth, I hate t see the campaigns of
the future become based on the amount
of the guaranteed income promised by
the candidates.

Fifth, I hope we do not vote for work
incentives which turn out to be just the
opposite. We should be less concerned
with what we hope this bill would do,
and more concerned with what the bill
will actually do.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ad-
vise the Members that the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. BYRNES) has 24
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from Arkansas (Mr. MILLS) has 20 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from New Hampshire (Mr. CLEVELAND).

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

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I
have taken this time to inquire further
from the gentleman from Arkansas and
the gentleman from Wisconsin concern-
ing details of this bill. One of the ques-
tions I would like to ask of the gentle-
man from Arkansas, who is on the floor,
is that I am concerned about the rural
poor, The President stated in his state
of the Union message that we probably
should do what we can to redress the out-
migration problem caused by people leav-
ing the rural areas and piling up in the
cities where they often create so many
problems.

So, addressing ourselves to the pro-
visions of this bill as they pertain to
working poor families, I know that at
least in my State some of the unemploy-
ment compensation offices are scattered.
I wondered if the committee has studied
the problem of how somebody would go,
say, 40 or 50 or 60 miles to register for
the provisions of this legislation.

Then another question comes up. If,
after he has registered and under the
provisions of this act he is going to be
required to take training, if he comes
from a small rural town, is it going to
be possible to set up a training program
in that small town?

I wonder if the chairman would re-
spond to those questions?

Mr. MILLS. If the gentleman will yield,
yes, I have the same degree of concern,
I might say, that the gentleman has in
this very problem. Like the gentleman,
I have a lot of these areas that are small
communities in my district. I would call
the attention of the gentleman to the
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fact that there are these employment
services or security offices scattered all
over with at least one in the counties.
That is the case in my own State.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Yes, but we have
some pretty large counties.

Mr. MILLS. I understand that. There
would be no payment to an individual
from any agency of the Government, un-
less the• welfare department of the State
would do it, to provide the transporta-
tion into the office to register. He would
have to do that.

But if he is assigned to a training pro-
gram, then it is possible for the em-
ployment security office to make avail-
able to him the cost of transportation
to and from his training, if that Is nec-
essary, to make it possible for him to
take a course in training.

This is not necessarily a matter of
training 50 people at the same time, you
understand, which might be training in
automotive mechanics or something like
that. This is directed more toward in-
dividualized training.

Mr. CLEVELAND. However, the fact
is that some of these training programs
could not possibly be set up in the rural
areas and that they would have to
travel ?

Mr. MILLS. In my own area, I can en-
vision a situation where three counties
might be included for the purposes of
one training center. But the employment
security office would have to make avail-
able to the individual such transporta-
tion as necessary to enable him to carry
out their instructions to attend a course
of training. They would have to do that.

Mr. CLEVELAND. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. Chairman, I would comment sim-
ply by saying that I do not think this
can be cpnsidered as enoouraging people
to stay in the rural areas. I think it is,
if anything, going to give an incentive
to move into or toward urban areas
where they can travel a short distance to
apply and travel a short distance to their
training program, and where inevitably
the recommended job will be located.

Mr. MILLS. I have just the opposite
view on it because I know in my area the
tendency now is for many of our people
who have been on the farms all their life,
when adversity comes along and they
find they are not making the living on
the farm that they want to, to go to the
city. I think that here we have some de-
gree of opportunity to train these people
in the rural areas for employment. It
may be in a town where they get that em-
ployment or within the city. But they
could take their training while they are
at home, and at least they do not have to
go into the city to get that.

Mr. CLEVELAND. I have another
question that I would like to ask, If the
chairman would be so kind.

Is there any provision in this bill which
deals with the question as to whether
people who register under the provi-
sions of this act—whether their names
will be made public under our public in-
formation laws?

Mr. MILLS. There is a special regula-
tion within the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare dealing with
these matters prohibiting, say, a news-
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paper from going to an office and getting
a full list of these names. The names of
these people will be made available to
prospective employers; that is, to people
who have a right to know who they are.

Mr. CLEVELAND. To a certain extent,
they will be published?

Mr. MILLS. Yes; to that extent.
Mr. CLEVELAND. Thank you.
Mr. Chairman, I regret that there is

no more time to explore a number of
other questions which I have about this
program, and which I have not heard
satisfactorily answered in this debate.

A significant point is that the pro-
posed bill will more than double the
number of persons who will be registered
at the State employment security offices;
Though Congress may get around to In-
creasing the appropriation to provide
for this, I personally tend to doubt it.
Will we be prepared for the deluge of ap-
plicants which will descend upon the
employment security offices?

A second aspect of this bill which I
question is that social security recip-
ients who qualify for family assistance
payments will have to register with em-
ployment security for a job,, and will
have their FAP reduced by the amount
of their social security payments. Yet
if these same people want to help them-
selves Instead of relying on the dole, they
run Into a $1,680 earnings limit. They
are discouraged from working, and en-
couraged to subsist on their Govern-
ment check. Is this not a basic contra-
diction?

The whole area of cost estimates for
this proposal deserves thorough ques-
tioning. The data on which the cost
guesses are made are based on a 1966—
67 study which was updated to 1968, and
now projected to 1971 and beyond. This
is quite unrealistic.

Hard figures on which we will be able
to base our estimates will soon be avail-
able, in the form of that long 1970 census
which we all filled out recently. It is
tragic to have to misuse bad statistics
when good ones will soon be available.

Given our experience with medicare
and medicaid, where the actual cost has
far outrun earlier predictions, should we
not be candid and admit that the actual
cost will be much higher? I might add
that it is interesting that some of the
same people who are outraged by mili-
tary cost overruns are now willing to ac-
cept low estimates of the cost of the
family assistance plan in order to pro-
mote acceptance.

I also question very seriously estimates
of proponents that the FAP, which will
double the number of people on the rolls,
will by 1975 be costing only a little more
than existing programs would If we did
not change them. In order to determine
the anticipated cost of existing pro-
grams, It unchanged, it is assumed that
both caseload and costs will continue to
increase at the same rate as over the past
3 years. XFDC benefit schedules are ad-
justed upward yearly to compensate for
cost of living increases, and the pro-
jected costs assume that this would con-
tinue. But, the estimates for the family
assistance plan assume that until 1975
there will be no increase in the $1,600
level of benefits.
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Can we honestly say that we are not
going to give periodic increases to com-
pensate for inflation, just as we do in all
other programs? Yet if we do, the FAP
will be much more expensive than even
the existing program.

Not only are the cost projections sus-
pect, but the Legislative Reference Serv-
ice tells me that there is reason to be-
lieve that the recent rapid growth in the
caseload of AFDC is leveling out. Yet the
figures cited project that the rate of in-
crease will be the same as that of the
last three years. This too should be clari-
fied.

Mr. Spea.ker, by no means am I op-
posed to giving to those truly in need
and my record amply proves that. How-
ever, I raise these questions because I
doubt whether the proposed reforms are
any better than the existing situation
which apparently we all deplore. About
the only thing that is certain about the
family assistance plan is that it will im-
mediaely add at least 10 to 15 million
people to the welfare rolls.

About the lowest estimate of its cost
put forth is approximately $5 billion. For
this same amount, we could adopt the
Prouty proposals to give all social secu-
rity recipients adequate retirement in-
come—$1,800 for one person, $2,400 for
two people—as well as eliminate the anti-
incentive earnings limit on social secu-
rity for all people over 65. This certainly
seems a better place to put our dollars,
if we want to put them where they would
do some real good at no additional ad-
ministrative cost.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
BOGGS) 5 minutes.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, we are
coming to the end of this debate which,
in my judgment, has been a most signifi-
cant and enlightening one in attempting
to show to the Members of the House the
pressing need for welfare reform in our
country.

As all of you know, this bill came to
the floor after many weeks of intensive
hearings and after many weeks of execu-
tive sessions in the Committee on Ways
and Means, with only three of the 25
members on the committee against it.

I venture to say that more than a ma-
jority of the members on the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means at the begin-
fling of the hearings approached the pro-
posals with considerable misgivings. But
after examining alternatives, and after
looking hard, carefully, and critically at
the existing welfare programs and how
they have worked over the past 30 years—
after that very intensive study and very
Intensive debate, the committee came, as
I said, almost to a unanimous conclusion
that this was the proper and right thing
to do.

There is almost universal agreement
among those concerned with our present
welfare system that that system, partic-
ularly with respect to the program for
needy families with children, has failed.
This bill is being proposed to remedy this
situation by an approach that recognizes
that we can no longer attempt to pafch
up what is basically an unsound struc-
ture.
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The present AFDC program is charac-
terized by incentives to family breakup
and by the inequitable exclusion from
assistance of poor families in which the
father is employed. The time has come
to replace this program with an entirely
new prograni—the family assistance
plan. Under this plan, for the first time,
on a nationwide basis, families with un-
employed fathers would be able to receive
benefits; at present, AFDC benefits are
available to such families in some States
but. not in others. Also, working poor
families would be provided assistance, for
the first time, on a nationwide basis.

It is time we recognized that It is had
social policy to have families in like sit-
uations treated differently because oX
the employment status of the family
head—a policy that has all too of teTl
made it more attractive to go on welfare
than to go to work. The exclusion of fam-
ilies in which the father is working has
acted as an incentive for fathers to be-
come unemployed or leave home in or-
der to qualify their families for assist-
ance. H.R. 16311 would do much to cor-
rect these Inequities.

Another inequity to which this bill
addresses itself, and in my opinion suc-
cessfully, is the wide variation In pay-
ment levels and conditions of eligibility
among the present State programs. Un-
der this bill, all dependent families with
children in America, regardless of where
they live, would be assured of a Federal
minimum standard of income—$1,600
for a family of four—based upon uniform
eligibility standards. Moreover, families
will be able to keep a fair share of their
earnings. The first $720 of earnings a
year will be completely disregarded, and
above this amount, benefits will be re-
duced by only $1 for every $2 of earnings
This treatment of earned income would
provide a strong Incentive both to take
employment and to increase one's earn-
ings. A family with a working member
will always be better off than a family
without a working member. This provi-
sion gives recognition in the case of the
welfare recipient of a fact of life so
fundamental and so obvious that the rest
of us have always taken it for granted—
simply that if a person would be better
off working than not working, he will
work. To illustrate the effect of this
provision, it would be possible, for a fam-
ily of four to receive some benefits un-
der the program until its Income reached
$3,920. As the family's income Increases
over the basic $720 of exempted income,
its benefit payment would, of course, be
reduced.

In addition to the obvious advantage to
the recipient of uniform eligibility stand-
ards is the fact that such standards al-
low for uniform administrative mecha-
nisms, so that we could take advantage
of the economies of scale that are pos-
sible with an automated and nationally
administered system.

Another important reform provided
under the bill is the requirement that
every able-bodied adult member of a
family—except mothers who have pre-
school-age children or others specifical-
ly exempted such as those with a dis-
abled family member to care for—regis-
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ter for work or training. There Is no other
single provision In this bill that Is more
fundamental to the success of our efforts
to transform welfare Into workf are than
these provisions for work and training.

Another important change this bill
would make in the present welfare sys-
tem relates to the programs which pro-
vide aid to our citizens who are in finan-
cial need due to old age or due to blind-
ness or other crippling disabilities. It is
important that we not allow the
urgent need to reform the program of
aid to families with dependent children
to overshadow our concern for and com-
mitment to our older citizens. I have
been greatly concerned about the inade-
quacy and unevennness of assistance
payments now being made to recipients
of aid under the adult categories.

I am pleased that this bill would take
constructive and very much needed steps
to revise and Improve the substance and
operation of these adult programs. In
particular, the bill would require that
States assure that each aged, blind, and
disabled adult will receive assistance
sufficient to bring his total income up
to at least $110 a month. This measure
should be of great help to our older needy
citizens who are fInding it Increasingly
difficult under the Inflationary condi-
tions that prevail today to live on their
present fixed Inadequate Incomes.

I am also glad to see that the bill
would provide more uniform require-
ments under the adult programs for such
eligibility factors as the level and type
of resources allowed and the degree of
disability and blindness required to
qualify for assistance. In addition, the
bill would liberalize the earnings exemp-
tions under these programs. The earn-
ings exemption for recipients of old-age
assistance, which Is optional with the
States, would be made consistent with
that under the family assistance pro-
gram—the first $60 a month plus one-
half of the remainder. The exemption for
the severely disabled would be made con-
sistent with that which has been In effect
for some years for the blind—a manda-
tory exemption of the first $85 a month
plus one-half of the remainder. I believe
this latter provision should go a long way
toward providing real encouragement to
the severely disabled to accept rehabili-
tation services and employment within
their capacities.

I am also pleased that under this bill,
the Federal Government will make a
strong contribution toward relieving the
financial burden of the States. In order
to assist the States In making supplemen-
tary payments, the bill provides that the
Federal Government would pay 30 per-
cent of a State's supplementary payment
costs up to the poverty level. This rep-
resents an important Improvement over
the original proposal under which States
were assured a savings of 10 to 50 per-
cent of their costs In the federally as-
sisted public assistance programs.

The inclusion of the new provision
under which the Federal Government
will pay 30 percent of a State's sup-
plementary payment costs should go a
long way toward providing relief for the
financially overburdened States and In a
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way which would, in general, help States
which have been making greater flscal
effort in their welfare programs to
achieve more savings than they would
have under the original proposal. More-
over, the provisions of the reported bill
provide additional financial assistance to
States that increase their supplementary
payment levels up to the poverty Index
level, whereas the original version of
the administration bill would have acted
as a disincentive upon the States to keep
their payments in line with increased
living costs.

In voting for this bill we are rec-
ognizing that the vast majority of Ameri-
cans do not want to be on welfare. They
want to have the opportunity to earn
decent livelihoods without the constant
knock on the door by the social worker,
the person who checks on them and
makes their lives miserable, degrading,
and embarrassing. In addition, the ad-
ministration of the present program by
the States is frightfully expensive.

This bill does not come here only with
th9 recommendation of the members of
the Ways and Means Committee. It comus
here with the active support of the Presi-
dent and his Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare. It has been sug-
gested and supported by Important seg-
ments of both political parties, both the
Democrats and Republicans. It has today
the active support of the business com-
munity. It has only recently been thor-
oughly examined by a most representa-
tive Presidential commission, which gave
its full and entire approval to the pro-
posals of the committee.

Obviously, Mr. Chairman, the bill Is
not the answer to all our problems, but
It Is certainly a step in the right direc-
tion. It is a step that states that we shall
rely upon the ability of men and women
to earn their own way. In this society
where the gross national product ap-
proaches a trillion dollars, the idea that
we will have continuing poverty Is one
that our Nation quite properly rejects.

This bill is a step In that direction. I
congratulate the members of my com-
mittee for the tremendous amount of
time and effort which they have given to
the bill. It comes here not alone but as
part of a reform package of many parts.
We are now conducting intensive hear-
ings Into social security generally and in-
to medicare and medicaid. Hopefully, by
the end of this session, we shall have
legislated constructively in the field of
welfare, in field of family assistance, In
the reform and extension and moderni-
zation of social security, and a similar
teform and modification of medicare and
medicaid. It Is part of an overall pack-
age designed to realistically approach
these problems of welfare and social se-
curity, and I hope that the committee
will be sustained by a substantial major-
ity of the House of Representatives.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 8 minutes.

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

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, and my
colleagues, one thing that we have
proven In the past 2 days of debate has
been that Alexander Pope knew what he
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was talking about when he said in one
of his famous' couplets:

All looks yellow to the jaundiced eye.
I do not blame my colleagues for be-

ing a little jaundiced about this whole
subject of welfare. It has been a very
visible part of our social structure. It has
been subject to a great deal of criticism
because it has not been working. We are
not so much trapped in a semantic sense
as embarrassed by the emotional sur-
charge that the word has acquired over
the years of misdirection of our welfare
program.

And when we hear, as our leaders have
explained that we are adding several mu..
lion people to the welfare rolls, that
means something to us that frightens us
instinctively, because when we think of
the welfare rolls we think of people who
are not working but who are participat-
ing in the largess of the taxpayers, the
productive elements of our society.

When we talk about adding people to
the welfare rolls in this bill, we are not
describing welfare in the traditional
sense. Of the millions that are added,
many are going to be added only in a
peripheral sense. They are going to be
people who will receive only a modest
amount. They are people who are already
working and who are ineligible for wel-
fare now, because they are working. In
short, under the bill they are going to be
receiving supplements, not traditional
welfare.

This is the only way in fact that we
can design a bill that will make it worth-
while for people to work. I do not know
about my colleagues, but I will tell Mem-
bers that one of the toughest letters I
have to answer is the letter which comes
from a man who says that he works very
iriard he has been working all his life-
time, and he has never been able to par-
ticipate in the affluence of America. The
fellow across the street from him, his
wife and children are on welfare, and he
is making more money than the man
who works. Therefore, he asks, why
should he continue to work when It Is
costing him money.

We have talked a great deal about in-
centives, and those who have been view-
ing this bill with a jaundiced eye have
said the incentive program built Into this
bill is not going to work. In fact, they
say we are just adding millions to the
welfare rolls and increasing dependenc'
rather than reducing It.

Mr. Chairman, this. country has paid
more than lipservice to the Incentive
system for 300 years. The incentive sys-
tem has served this country well, al-
though only 90 percent of our populace
has been participating in an incen-
tive system. The bottom 10 percent has
had a disincentive to work. In fact, they
have been criticized by members of their
own families on occasion for refusing to
go on welfare, because It was economi-
cally advantageous for them to do so.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONABLE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I was a
little cqrious about this Incentive, and
I am sincere about It. If a man, say,
with two children is eligible for a supple-
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ment under this bill, and across the
street there is a man with 10 children,
and he is also eligible, will the man with
10 children—as I understand it, he will—
receive more supplements than the fel-
low with two?

Mr. CONABLE. That is correct.
Mr. HAYS. Then the question arises

In my mind, is this an incentive to work
or an incentive to have more children?

Mr. CONABLE. Let me say I do not
think many people would consider $300
a year adequate incentive to generate
another hungry mouth to feed. I ques-
tion whether the generation of children
is usually a matter of economic incentive.
We have to deal with the families as
they are, and nobody would want to give
any family the incentive to dispose of
children.

Mr. HAYS. I understand that, but
there are people—for instance, there is
a fellow in my hometown who has been
on welfare all his life, and he has had
11 chiidren and raised all of them on
welfare, and they are raising their chil-
dren on welfare. They are exactly the
type, if they can get $300 for more chil-
dren, who would have more if they could.
There are no racial overtones in this,
because the fellow happens to be a
Caucasian.

Mr. CONABLE. The gentleman from
Ohio is falling into the very same trap
I have been talking about. He is talking
about the welfare system as it Is now,
and that has, in fact, put many people
In the situation where the only way they
could improve their economic circum-
stances was to have more children. The
fact is that this bill provides a new work
incentive Instead of a children-produc-
ing Incentive in the sense the gentleman
is talking about.

Mr. HAYS. I hope It does, but It seems
to me that it provides both.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONABLE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arkansas, the chaIrman of
the committee.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to call to the attention of my friend,
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HAYS),
the fact that in this bill there is more
Incentive to work, bearing in mind that
the person who was mentioned by the
gentleman from Ohio will not continue
on this program to get one penny for
himself until he goes to the employment
office and registers for work and/or
training. He must do that before he
can even get one cent.

Mr. HAYS. He will have a doctor's
certificate to say that he Is not able to
work.

Mr. MILLS. Then he is not able to
work.

Mr. HAYS. He is able, but he will get
a certificate from his doctor stating he
Is not able.

Mr. MILLS. If the gentleman will
yield further, the local office of the
agency in the gentleman's hometown
where the person applies for benefits
or is referred for training and work will
have their own doctors and they can
examine that gentleman.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, the
critics of this plan have attacked.
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONABLE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I just
wanted to assure my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Ohio, that when he pointed
out the case of the man the gentleman
knew in his hometown, whom he knew
all his life, and who was raising his
kids, the gentleman suspected, to stay
on welfare, when I started to rise it was
not because I suspected that constituent
to be of one particular race or the other.

I want to assure the gentleman of
that. I am glad he explained who this
person was.

I have some disagreement, not on the
question of the ethnic background of
that one single person mentioned. I am
sorry he is in the gentleman's town and
is a constituent.

I was questioning the premise of
whether or not we are going to let one
person like that stop this kind of a
program. I believe there are probably
some people like that in every Member's
district, but I am not prepared at this
time to say that this very minimal bill
should not go through.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONABLE. I yield very briefly to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. I can say to the gentleman,
this Is not the only case like that I know
of. I could cite many of them. I cited this
one because it is an extreme case and
because I know it better than others.

Mr. CONABLE. I hope the gentleman
will give the incentive system an oppor-
tunity to work by acknowledging the ob-
vious economic advantage this bill gives
to those who go to work or continue to
work.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. BYRNEE of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield the gentleman 1 additional
minute.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I should
like to address myself briefly to the is-
sue of the suitability of the job offered
the welfare recipient.

The point that must be made and can-
not be made frequently enough is that
the suitability Is not going to be deter-
mined by the recipient himself or by a
traditionally minded welfare worker. The
Issue of suitability is going to be deter-
mined by the Labor Department.

Frankly, we have to be tough on this
Issue because of the very type of welfare
recipient the gentleman from Ohio was
referring to. I believe the American peo-
ple, the American taxpayers, except no
less.

On this Issue of suitability, it has been
vilthin our Intent to limit it to the deter-
mination of the Labor Department from
the word "go."

I realize there is a good deal of misgiv-
ing about this, and I hope It can be
cleared up not only through our discus-
sion of legislative intent but also In other
ways.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
New York yields back 1 minute.

The Chair will advise that the gentle-
man from Wisconsin has 10 minutes re-
maining and the gentleman from Ar-
kansas has 15 minutes remainng.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, may I sug-
gest that the minute yielded back be
yielded to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin. I consumed at least 1 minute of the
gentleman's time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will do
that by unanimous consent.

The time remaining is 11 minutes to
the gentleman from Wisconsin and 14
minutes to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, may I ask the gentleman whether
he has any other speakers, other than
possibly himself?

Mr. MILLS. That is all.
Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. COLLIER).

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
COLLIER) for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COLLIER. I am delighted to yield
to the gentleman from New York.

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

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Chairman, in the
months of debate and discussion which
have preceded our formal consideration
of the administration's family assistance
plan, I have been impressed with the
overwhelming fact that no one seems pre-
pared to defend our present system of
welfare. Good men may argue about the
advisability of the new program before
us, but everyone seems to agree that the
system we have developed, in patchquilt
form, over the past 35 years Is not ful-
filling its purpose or achieving its stated
objectives. The difficulties with the past
program—both conceptual and logisti-
cal—are well known to all of us, and need
not be detailed again. But, in retrospect,
I am surprised at how long we have tol-
erated a social services system which
actually encourages men to leave their
familie&—so that their children, legiti-
mate or not, would be eligible for in-
creased welfare assistance. I am surprised
that we have accepted, as a fact of our
federal system, the wide diversity among
States iii the amounts given to families—
who, after all, are as destitute in one
State as In another. I am surprised that
we have been so complacent about a sys-
tem which provided such an incomplete
incentive to work. I am surprised that
we have not before seen the overriding
need for widespread availability of day-
care centers and training programs to
be directly coordinated with any national
program of assistance.

And It is with this backdrop, and with
this appreciation o our basic problems
with what has evolved In the past, that I
am especially hopeful about the family
assistance plan which we now consider.
As a Republican who holds the belief that
his party can well be the vehicle for
peacefuland orderly progress, lam proud
of President Nixon's leadersl1p in pro-
viding what he has rightly called, "an
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income strategy to deal with our most
pressing domestic problem."

This "strategy" is carried out under
the family assistance plan in several
ways. The working poor with children
are incorporated into the social services
system by having their earnings supple-
mented if their income is below the pov-
erty level, so as to guarantee that they
will always be making more money by
working than they would by staying
home. All adult recipients, who are not
disabled, are required to register for work
or job opportunity training, unless the
individual is a mother of a child 6 years
or younger. A Federal floor is established
which will serve to narrow the gap
among the various States in welfare pay-
ments. In addition, these specific com-
ponents of the program are coordinated
with a greater emphasis on providing
day-care centers in the proximity of the
affected families and on providing train-
ing opportunities for those without the
skills necessary to procure dignified and
worthwhile employment.

By a combination of these provisions,
and together with food-stamp assist-
ance, the early effect of this plan will
be to lift some 7,000,000 low-income peo-
ple above the official poverty level of
$3,400 yearly for a family of four.

But it is not my purpose to scrutinize
the details of the program itself. In-
stead, I wish to comment briefly on the
manner in which this piece of legtsla-
tion was developed and presented, be-
cause I believe that we can all learn
something from it. This is one of the
most fundamental and significant do-
mestic reforms which has been consid-
ered in my 13 years in the Congress. Yet
we do not herald in this program with
slogans which go far beyond this one
bill's promise; we do not guarantee to
the American people that this bill alone
will still the turmoil in this Nation; we
do not insure that poverty will hereafter
disappear or that the program will meet
everyone's need in every way. Rather,
from the President on down, effective ac-
tion has been quietly taken without the
unnecessary bravado which, in the past,
has so often come back to haunt us.

The President often has been criticized
for not being sensitive to the needs of
the ghetto dwellers, the rural poor, the
blacks, the Chicanos, the Indians, and
so forth. And, in truth, he has not made
some of the ringing, sweeping statements
popularized by some of our recent Presi-
dents. But here in this bill, as is the
case in such areas as revenue-sharing,
educational loans, executive reorganiza-
tion, and reordering of budgetary priori-
ties, Mr. Nixon has said less but done
more than his detractors seem to want to
admit.

The word "meaningful" has become
milked dry by so many people for so
many purposes that I hesitate to use
it at all anymore. But if the word con-
tinues to have any vitality at all, it does
so in describing legislation such as this,
for the Family Assistance Act of -1970 is
truly meaningful—as an indication of
this administration's concern for the
disenfranchised of our society; as a re-
form of the outdated, inequitable, chao-
tic welfare system we currently tolerate;
atmd as a method by which we can better
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serve, and train, and educate families
in need. This is a responsible and re-
sponsive piece of innovative legislation.
I salute the President for initiating it,
and I salute the leaders of both parties
here in the House for their expeditious
and careful study of it. The adoption of
this measure, coming as it does so early
in 1970, might well portend this shall be
the decade of hope and real accomplish-
ment; as contrasted to the 1960's, which
became, sorrowfully enough, the decade
of disillusionment and unfulfilled prom-
ises.

Mr. COT.T.rPR. Mr. Chairman, all
throughout the debate and discussion
of this bill for the past 2 days it has be-
come apparent that many Members of
this House would firmly support the bill,
believe in the fundamental concept and
principle it embraces, but understand-
ably have some reservation about the use
of the word "suitable" In determining ac-
ceptance of employment by the welfare
applicant.

They indeed have some reservation—
and again understandably so—about the
definition, which they contend is ambig-
uous and perhaps might be a loophole
in terms of making the program work in
accordance with the intent of the com-
mittee and the legislation itself.

Therefore, I intend at the proper time
to offer a recommittal motion. I shall do
so as a firm supporter of welfare reform
legislation. The motion in sum and sub-
stance would remove the word "suitable"
as a part of the language of the bill, as
well as the definition. In order to do this
we would strike section 448(b) (1) of the
present bill but would make certain that
the labor standards as they appear in
section 448(B) (2) would be preserved.

I trust in offering this recommittal
motion that this will eliminate what I
think is the prime objection of many
Members of the House who otherwise
will support this bill.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. COLLIER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. That sounds to me a good
deal like gimmickry. Why not a motion
to recommit striking out the guaranteed
annual income?

Mr. COLLIER. I cannot be responsi-
ble for what the gentleman from Iowa
construes this amendment to be. If he
thinks it is gimmickry, the fact is that
he is wrong.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. COT.T.TR. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. COLMER. I appreciate the gentle-
man's graciousness in yielding to me. I
do so for the purpose of asking the ques-
tion that now that those in charge of this
legislation have denied the Committee of
the Wole here any right to amend the
bill is it the purpose of the minority to
insure that there cannot be a vote on
this particular matter with this minor
amendment here which would not give
us a clear vote on that issue?

Mr. COLLTR. The gentleman from
Mississippi has been in this House much
longer than Ihave been. He is a distin-
guished legislator and parliamentarian.

He knows full well that this procedure is
entirely in order and Is certainly in keep-
ing with what I construe to be the proper
and normal process of dealing with leg
islatfon in this body.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. COLLIER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Of course,
this is done under the rule. The rule pro-
vides that one motion to recommit shall

In order, and it is generally conceded
in the normal concept that a motion to
recommit will be with instructions. There
is no variation here at all.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COLLIER. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. I may say the gentleman
stated when he began that he Is a firm
supporter of the bill, but he will offer a
motion to recommit. Does that come In
the rules?

Mr. COLLIER. It will make me a much
firmer supporter with the motion to re-
commit adopted.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. COLLIER. I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. COLMER. Yes. In reply to the
statement of the gentleman from Wis-
consin and the gentleman from fllinois
himself, yes, it is in order, but it is the
purpose of this minimum amendment—
and I do not want to use the word "gim-
mick"—to be a way of preventing an out-
right vote on the matter.

Mr. COLLIER. I would have to dis-
agree. On the other hand, I would con-
strue it to be a method to provide the
means by which Members who want to
support this and who believe in the con-
cept and principle can do so by a clari-
fication of the provision of the bill which
has caused them difficulty.

Mr. LANDRUM. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COLLIER. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. MIL&.$. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may use to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS).

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
at this time because we believe our task
is larger. Over the course of this debate
no one has quarreled with the fact that
the present system of welfare payjnenta
needs revision. We now will consider
changes in that system when we vote cii
House Resolution 16311, the Family As-
sistance Aot of 1970. This bill, embody-
ing President Nixon's welfare reform
package, Is purported to be a progressive
and drastically different approach to
meeting the crisis of poverty In America.
We appreciate the signlflance of the
proposal and the progress tlt would be
made in reforming the present welfare
system. However, if we vote for• this
measure it will be while fully recognizing

that It falls far short of what Is needed.
The basic annual Federal allowance

proposed for a family of four is grossly
Inadequate. This Federal payment will
raise assistance levels in only eight
States. Of all those who would receive
payments under the plan, the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
reports that the incomes of only 301,000
families would be effectively raised abo'e
the poverty level. Is this really fighting
poverty? Furthermore, nowhere In the
Family Assistance Act is there a provi-
sion that would even raise gradually the
payment levels to the poverty level, much
less to a minimum adequate level.

We believe our commitment must be
larger and more immediate. As a neces-
sary first step we advocate that Congress
set an adequate level of income for every
American as a goal to be attained in the
near future. Only in this way can the
Government have a standard by which to.
realistically measure the problem and
our progress toward its resolution. An
adequate living income is required to
guarantee the basic right of every hu-
man being—the right to life—a neces-
sary precondition to all other constitu-
tional, civil, and human rights. A major
shortcoming of the President's cate-
gorical assistance plan is that it de
parts little from the social theories be-
hind present welfare programs. We be-
lieve, on the other hand, that the Gov-
ernment of the richest nation on earth
must insure a living income for every
American as a basic right. Only such a
restructuring of the basic premises of
public assistance will yield a program
that will meet the real needs of the poor
and achieve the goals desired by Con-
gress.

We do not believe that mandatory
training and work requirements are the
way to develop self-supporting Independ-
ence in assistance recipients. To break
the cycle of poverty, we must not only
encourage meaningful employment but
foster human dignity as well. The Family
Assistance Act, which substitutes coer-
cion in place of work incentives, will in-
evitably prove counter-productive. We
believe mothers should be free to decide
for themselves whether or not to leave
their children and take a job or enter job
training. Even so, to require job training
that will lead to meaningful employment
is one thing, but if there is no job guar-
antee at the end of the' line it Is another
cruel hoax designed to placate critics of
payments to the poor. Although House
Resolution 16311 has been called a viable
"workfare" plan, there has been no pro-
gram for full employment instituted or
even envisioned by the Federal Govern-
ment. We believe the Government should
supplement its public assistanee pro-
grains with public service employment.

The immense and tragic proportions of
poverty in America necessitates that we
in Congress recognize the problem in Its
full dimension. We believe that our ef-
forts now must be greater, our will more
manifest, if ever we are to conquer it.
The challenge we must accept is pro-
viding the strength and direction to cre-
ate for each American adequate condi-
tions in which to live and develop and
so to become a fully contributing mem-
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ber of our society. The Family Assistance
Act of 1970 does not meet this challenge.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Cliairman, I have
only one further speaker on this side.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, this is my final speaker. I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished ml-
nority leader, the gentleman from Mich-
igan (Mr. GERALD R. FORD).

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair advises
the gentleman from Wisconsin he has 6
minutes remaining.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I will give
him all 6 at one time.

(Mi. GERALD R. FORD asked and was
given permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I spoke at length yesterday and I
am very grateful for the consideration
given to me on that occasion by the
Members of the House. I do not intend
to take comparable time on this occa-
sion.

However, let me say that I feel It my
obligation c iniicate my full support
for this legislatln. I honestly believe
that the House has a unique opportunity
today to make a major and long-overdue
reform in our welfare system.

Seldom, in my 21 years In the House
have I seen an atmosphere exist where
you could find the high degree of una-
nimity from those on the left of the po-
litical spectrum and those on the right
of the political spectrum who all agree
on the need for change which means In
this case that the existing welfare sys-
tem needs to be totally abandoned.

I have yet to find a person in this body
or a person in any one of the many
places where I have spoken who defends
the existing welfare system, not one per-
son to my knowledge has risen to speak
up on behalf of the present welfare pro-
gram.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to
the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I pride
myself in agreeing with what the gentle-
man from Michigan is now saying. I
know there are problems with the pres-
ent system. The bill before us today may
not be perfect, but an overwhelming
number of those members who serve on
the committee that has had the respon-
sibility for this matter have reported it
out and have recommended it to the
House as being better than the exist-
ing system.

Mr. Chairman, I associate myself with
the remarks of the distinguished minor-
ity leader is making at this time.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I appreciate
the observation and endorsement stated
by the gentleman from Oklahoma, the
distinguished majority leader.

Mr. Chairman, as I was saying, we in
this Congress today have a unique op-
portunity. We have near unanimity..
Those on the extreme on the left and
those on the extreme on the right all
agree that we cannot defend the exist-
ing system. The existing system has been
In existence for several decades, probably
three, but it has been developed by patch-
work. The net result has been that our
everlasting tinkering has brought us a

colossus that has to be scratched and
when you scratch something, you have
to begin with a totally new program. That
was th.e condition faced by the new
President when he took office 15 months
ago. As a consequence, the President has
recommended to the Congress a brand
new approach to the problem of welfare.

I was honored, among many, to intro-
duce that bill. I think that legislation is
sound and constructive. It will open new
paths to better solutions to the problems
we want to solve.

I am delighted that the distinguished
chairman of this committee has seen fit
to recommend wholeheartedly this leg-
islation.

I have talked to the President of the
United States on a number of occasions
about this legislation. As a matter of
fact, I talked to him today about it. The
President of the United States urged me
to urge all of you as Republicans, par-
ticularly, to vote for this legislation. I
hope that we can have on our side an
overwhelming vote on behalf of the leg-
islation.

I think it is unique that there is such
strong bipartisan support for this far-
reaching legislation. All of us can take
credit for opening new doors to the solu-
tion of the difficult problem of welfare
In America.

I simply want to state, Mr. Chairman,
that if we pass this bill with the motion
to recommit, I think the legislation will
probably represent one of the finest leg-
islative proposals that has come to the
floor of the House during my term of
service. It is my further opinion that we
can all take credit for trying to solve
the problem for the future which has
been unsolvable up to date.

I urge as strongly as I can that all
Members support the motion to recom-
mit. It improves the legislation. And
when that motion to recommit is ap-
proved, as I hope it will be, I trust that
on our side of the aisle we will do every-
thing we can, by our individual vote, to
support the basic legislation recom-
mended by the President so that we can
do the kind of a job that is needed and
necessary for the problem of welfare In
America.

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to express disappointment in the
Family Assistance Act of 1970, because it
falls so far short pf meeting the true
needs of the people.

We have waited a long time for mean-
ingful change in our welfare system, and
it is a delusion to think that the Presi-
dent's welfare package even comes close
to meeting the problem.

At a time when billions are being spent
in our military budget, in heavy sub-
sidies to special interest groups, when
the President Is asking for more money
for a supersonic transport, I am appalled
at the scant heed paid to the realistic
needs of the poor. We do have the re-
sources to meet the social challenges in
this country; it Is tragic to realize that
our priorities are so misplaced.

As this bill comes to us under a closed
rule, permitting no amendments, those
of us who have serious reservations about
the bill—and yet do not want to totally
reject its limited structural Improve-

ments—simply must take this opportu-
nity to speak out.

I have therefore endorsed the state-
ments of my colleagues, the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS), and the
gentleman from California (Mr. BUR-
TON) who have also asked for a larger
commitment to meet this challenge, and
I would ask that my colleagues here and
In the Senate seriously consider the rec-
ommendations of the National Welfare
Rights Organization, and those of the
Committee for Economic Development,
and work toward a bill that will be a
more realistic response to the problem,
and that will offer true reform to the
people commensurate with their dignity
and self-determination.

Mr. Chairman, permit me to mention
some of the recommendations of the Na-
tional Welfare Rights Organization
which merit our consideration:

The concept of guaranteed income
based on "need." They have requested a
"floor" of $5,500 a year, which is the fig-
ure determined by the U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics as the amount really
needed for, a family of four "just to get
by." And with this, provisions for an au-
tomatic cost-of-living increase.

The request that jobs should be guar-
anteed first, so that job training will lead
to meaningful employment and that pub-
lic assistance programs be supplemented
with public service employment.

The suggestion of an "emergency fund"
for special needs, and a "startup" grant
for those just being enrolled.

Further recommendations of the Com-
mittee for Economic Development, the
research policy arm of the Urban Action
Council, headed by former Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare John
Gardner endorse these principles and also
recommend:

A phased takeover of State and local
welfare costs during the next 5 years by
the Federal Government.

The Inclusion of the poor Working
single person and working childless cou-
ple who are not covered in this legisla-
tion.

A Federal program to assist in the con-
struction of .day care centers and to sup-
port fully the programs of day care
centers enabling more mothers to work.

Mr. Chairman, because the bill does
not touch on these provisions Is why I say
the Nixon package is a delusion and a
disappointment. The only reason to sup-
port it is to create a vehicle to which
true reform can be attached.

I include at this point In the RECORD
for the urgent consideration of my col-
leagues a summary of the proposals of
the National Welfare Rights Organiza-
tion. These are proposals which this Con-
gress should enact:
NATIONAL WELFAI%E RIGHTS OROANZZATXON

PROPOSALS FOR AN ADEQUATE INCOME
The National Weirare Rights Organization

is a nationwide grassroots organization of
welfare recipients and. other poor people. It
has 350 affiliates in 48 states and more than
150 cities. NWRO is launching a nationwide
campaign for an adequate ftzcome for every
American citizen. NWRO is challenging the
country to change tts priorities from an
emphasis on death and destruction to an
emphasis on Ufe and peace. We believe that
every man, woman, and ohild has the right.
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to live: We call upon our country to begin
subsidizing life!

We believe a minimum adequate income
for a family of four is $5500. This figure is
derived from data collected in surveys con-
ducted by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of
the U.S. Department of Labor, which show
how much families of four actually spend to
live at a lower standard. We call upon the
Federal Government to guarantee every
American this minimum income.

Our plan includes the following fea-
tures:

The income should be automatically ad-
justed for variations in size of family, costs
of living in various parts of the country, and
changes in cost-of-living and median fam-
ily income as they occur.

Eligibility should be based solely on need,
and should be based on a person's declara-
tion of what his needs are, with spot checks
as is done under our income tax system.

The system should provide a work Incen-
tive by permitting recipients to keep of
their earnings.

Recipients should be entitled to a fair
hearing prior to the termination or reduc-
tion of benefits. The hearing should take
place within fifteen (15) days of the applica-
tion for appeal. Special grants should be pro-
vided for recipients to obtain lawyers or other
advocates.

The regulations pertaining to rights and
entitlements under this system should be
public Information, Simplified versions
should be distributed to every receipient and
potential recipient.

Persons eligible for these benefits should
be entitled to free medical care, legal serv-
ices, and day care facilities of a high quality
in the neighborhoods where they live.

Other services to the recipients should be
on a completely voluntary basis, adminis-
tered by agencies separate from those ad-
ministering the guaranteed income pay-
ments. Example of these are: family plan-
ning, homemaker services, family counsel-
ing, child welfare, etc.

Special grants should be available to take
care of all emergency or unusual situations.
These would Include grants for clothing and
furniture to bring the recipient's household
up to minimum standardS of health and
decency at the time they come under the
program. Replacement costs would be pro-
vided in case or fire, flood, or substantial
change in circumstance.

A recipient should have the right to choose
between a flat grant or an itemized assess-
ment of his needs, taking into account ac-
tual cost of housing, transportation, cloth-
ing. and other special requirements he might
have. This would \be similar to the Income
tax system where an individual may either
itemize his deductions or take a standard
deduction, depending on which method of
benefits suits him more.

TABLE I.—NWRO PROPOSED ADEQUATE INCOME DETAILED

BUDGET FOR FAMILY OF FOUR

Cost per—

Category Year Month Week

FOOD

HOUSING

These costs represent the BLS
lower standard's costs, updated
to spring 1969 levels. They are
meant to cover all Supplies and
furnishings for the home and its
operations including telephone
and postage. Rental costs ($1,108
yr., $92/mo.) include all items
like gas, elec., and water.
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Adjusted
Bureau

of Labor

City Index
StatIstics

United States:
Urban average
Metropolitan
Nonmetropolitan

Atlanta, Ga
Austin, Tao
Baltimore, Md
Boston, Mass
Cincinnati, Ohio, Ky., nd
Chicago, Ill., md

100
101
94
96
90
98

lOS

96
103

$5,541
5,596
5,209
5, 300
5, ooo
5,400
5,800
5,300
5,700

Cleveland, Ohio
Dallas, Ten

100
96

5,500
5,300

Detroit, Mich 100 5,500
Honolulu, Hawaii 120 6,600
Kansas City, Ms., Ky
Los Angeles, Long Beach, Calif

101
107

5,600
5,900

New York City, N.Y., N.J 101 5,600
Orlando, Fla 93 5,200
Philadelphia, Pa., N.J
St. Louis, Mo.. Ill

99
101

5,400
5,600

San Francisco, Oakland, Calif
Seattle, Everett, Wash
Washington, D.C.. Md., Va

110
111
103

6,100
6,200
5. 700

I Computed from the Bureau of Labor
standard budget, as described in the test.

The budget is based on statistical averages
and is subject to 10% per variations depend-

462 106 ing on the locality. The range runs from
$5209 in most non-metropolitan areas to
$6649 for Honolulu. The budget for several
cities are estimated in Table 2.

The NWRO budget has been updated to
Spring 1969 prIces. Inflation has caused a
9.4% increase in. the cost of living since BLS
computed the cost of living In 1967.

The importance of continued recognition
of special needs and of providing alternate
ways of meeting needs, either through the
adequate income (flat grant) or through in-
dividual consideration (computations), is
important for two reasons:

1. BLS assumed in establishing the budget
that the family had been established for
fifteen (15) years and had an accumulated
stock of clothing and furniture. The budget
was intended only to cover replacements.
This assumption does not apply to the aver-
age family in poverty. This is why we are
asking for special grants for wardrobe and
furnishings to bring persons up to minimum
standards for health and decency.

2. The budget is based on statistical aver-
aging formulas which do not necessarily op.
ply to real people or real situations. For ex-
ample, an individual family of four may or
may not be able to obtain adequate housing
in good condition at the $92 a month rent
that the budget allows, even if that happens
to be the average for the city in which he
lives.

Similar arguments can be applied to trans-
portation costs, where the transportation
quantity for school children in the BL8
budget was less than the number of
days in the school year! Thia is because it
was an average amount children who rode to
school and those who walked. It can be as-
sumed that some families would be over in
one category and under in another. These
statistical differences may not always average
out in any given family. If a family has
greater need In a number of categories, they
should have the option of itemizing their
family budget, and applying for a grant that
meets the actual needs that they have.

Table 3 gives the minimum adequacy
budget for various family sizes.
TABLE 111.—MINIMUM ADEQUATE BUDGET—ADJUSTED
BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS BUDGET' BY, FAMILY SIZE

Family size Year

Budget

Month Week

2

4
5

$2,000
3,500
4500
5,500
6, 500

$167
292
375
458
542

$38
67
87

106
125
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Cost per—

Category Year Month Weak

CLOTHING

TABLE 11—1969 MINIMUM ADEQUACY BUDGET

COMPARISON OF MAJOR CITIES'

$15The items in this budget, shampoo $784 $65
and yard goods as well as cloth-
ing and Clothing care are un-
changed from the BLS lower
standard. The cost has simply
been updated to spring 1969
levels.

MEDICAL CARE

Dental, eye care, and nneprescrip.
lion drugs are included here.
BLS consideration of doctor and
hospital care has been omitted,
as explained in the text. Therein
no provision for appliances and
supplies.

Transportation
Includes schoolbus rides and

all other use of public
transportation by noncar
owners.

Other
Reading, recreation, and

education comprise about
34 of this category. There is
no provision, according to
the BLS study for club
membership dues, hobby
expenses or the acQuisitIon
of musical instruments.

Total

312 26 6

484 40 9

322 27 6

5,541

WHERE THE BOJDGET COMES FROM

Table 1 outlines the adequate income pro-
p3sal. It is based on the Bureau of Labor
Statistics "Lower Living Standard Budget".
This is the Labor Department's "lower stand-
ard for the maintenance of health and so-
cial well being, the nurture of children and
participation in community activities."

We reject the income level in the Nixon
Family Assistance Plan. At worst it allows
a family of four $1600 a year. At best it would
continue the present inadequate welfare sys-
tem. The ceiling of benefits would be at the
Poverty Line, now $3720 a year for a fasnily
of four.

The poverty line is based on the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture's Economy Food
Plan which,. according to the Agriculture
Department, "is not a reasonable measure of
basic money needs for a good diet." USDA
points out that "the public assistance agency
that recognizes the limitations of its clien-
tele and is interested in their nutritional
well-being will recommend a money allow-
ance for food considerably higher than the
cost level of the Economy Plan."

Under the Nixon Plan, states will have no
incentive to raise grants above this level,
The Economy Food plan used in the pov-
erty line and the Nixon bill allows a person
to survive, according to the Department of
Agriculture, with adequate nutrition "for
short emergency periods of time and only
under very special circumstances."

The so-called "low income poverty line"
is based on the USDA's "low-cost food plan."
It sets an income of approximately $4650 a
year for a family of four. Government sur-
veys show, however, that only one fourth
(1/,,) of the families with food budgets equiv-
alent to the low-cost food plan actually have
nutritionally adequate diets.

The NWRO adequate income budget, there-
fore. uses the USDA "moderate food plan"

$186 $43 which would insure the average family an
adequate diet. NWRO contends that provid-
ing adequate income is the only sure way
to combatting hunger in America.

The adjusted budget excludes the basic
costs of hospital and doctorscare since it is
assumed that free medical care would be
available through national health insurance

27 or Medicaid or some other program. It should
also be noted that this budget includes no
money for cigarettes (regarded by BLS as a
health hazard), non-prescription drugs or
medical supplies, out-of-town travel, long-
distance telephone calls, dry cleaning, or use
of a laundromat.

This allowance Is a total of the $2, 237
BLS moderate budget cost for
food-at-home ($l,999,r., $166/
mo., $38/wk.) and the BLS lower
standard for food-away from
home ($238/yr., $18 mo., $S/wk.)
The latter includes stacks, school
lunches, etc.

1,402 117
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I Family of four budget computed from the Bureau of Labor

Statistics lower standard budget and as described in the text.
Budgets for other family sizes are designed to provide adequate
income and prevent families from breaking up.

Note: $1,000 per year tsr each additional family member.
Under the NWRO wsrk incentive a family of four will receive
benefits up to $10,000 if it receives earned income.

HUNGER

The elimination of hunger In the United
States requires that every citizen be as-
sured an adequate income. Poor people know
better than anyone else that the hodge-podge
of programs set up by the Department of
Agriculture are welfare programs for fai'1
ers and the food processing and distribution
Industry. They are not designed to serve the
needs of poor people. Welfare programs which
exclude people for reasons other than need
and which do not provide adequate income
are a basic source of hunger and malnutri-
tion.

The Nixon Plan claims that the food stamp
program will add about $800 to recipients an-
nual budgets but only about 38% of welfare
recipients currently receive stamps accord-
ing to an Agriculture Department Report
dated January, 1970. RecIpients cannot af-
ford to participate in the program because
the stamps are not free. In the winter this
means a recipient has to postpone buying
warm clothing of paying a heating bill in

2. higher Federal income floors: The bill
should provide a federally guaranteed in-
come floor closer to the $5500 standard. Food
stamp allotments could be converted toward
raising the cash floor.

3. Time table to reach adequate income:
The bill should provide a time table for
reaching the adequate standard at the earli-
est possible date.

4. Emergency grants: The bill should pro-
vide for emergency grants to take care of
special or unusual situations that poor peo-
pie have because of the conditions they are
forced to live in.

5. Cost of living adjustments: The bill
should require annual cost of living adjust-
ments for all federal or federally regulated
assistance programs. It should prohibit
states form eliminating special grant pro-
grams when this would have the effect of
circumventing cost of living adjustments.
State supplements must be based on state
payment levels which reflect required cost
of living adjustments as mandated by Sec-
tion 402a) (23) of the 1967 amendments.

6. Broadened coverage: Coverage should
be extended to all persons (including single
persons, childless couples and elderly per-
sons) whose requirements fall below the
benefit level.

7. Simple Federal administration: The bill
should provide direct, unitifled federal ad-
ministration for all programs including
aged, disabled and blind.

8. No forced work for mothers: All moth-
ers must be exempted from requirements to
accept work or training programs. The right
to day care and the mother as judge of ade-
quate day care should also be made clear.

9. Job standards: Work requirements for
men must be regulated by strict national
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order to buy food stamps. While the program
is "voluntary" recipients are frequently made
to feel obliged to buy food stamps.

The surplus commodity program cannot
provide enough of the right kind of food and
is operated so cumbersomely that recipients
must queue up at a specified time and place
or lose their food until the following month.

Both these programs brand recipients as
poor people giving them bits of colored paper
or marked items that single them out from
other people. The best food program is money.

The solution to the problem of hunger
and malnutrition is for every citizen to be
guaranteed an adequate income to meet his
basic food and other needs. Therefore, the
money directed toward giving bonuses in
food stamps could better be redirected toward
providing a more adequate basic income for
poor people.

WELFARE REFORM

Much has been said and written about the
inadequacies of our present welfare system.
Much has been said about the Inadequacies
of the President's so-called welfare reform.
As we press toward an adequate income much
can be done to improve the welfare system
and the Nixon Plan NOW!

1. Adequate income goals: The bill should
set an adequae income goal based upon the
NWRO $5500 standard.

standards Including minimum wage protec-
tion and fair labor standards at least equiva-
lent to those used in unemployment insur-
ance. First priority for jobs and training
should be given to all those who volunteer.

10. Rights of recipients: Recipients must
be given a clear explanation of their rights
under the program. Recipient organizations
must be recognized as parties in legal action
and be given copies of all regulations and
procedures issued under the Act.

Mr. BENNETr. Mr. Chairman, it has
been repeatedly said here that today's
existing welfare program Is heavily criti-
cized. This is true. But most of the criti-
cism is that the present program is too
expensive; and further that It benefits
people who will not work, who are able
to work.

On the first point, not even the most
ardent supporters here have suggested
that the legislation will cost less than the
present program. The official report on
the bill Indicates, at page 43, that the
cost will be at least $4.44,llllon more than
the present program, on an annual basis.
Authorities have suggested that the in-
crease in cqsts is probably nearer $10
billion a year; and one has suggested a
figure of $14 billion additional each year.
Even the most ardent friends of the bill
admit that its passage will require in-
creased Federal Income taxes.

On the second point of criticism of the
present welfare program, the prospect of
the legislation before us is not all bright,
nor all gloom. On the bright side, It will
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not require a man to leave his family to
get welfare benefits; and that should
provide a beneficial thrust toward hold-
ing families together. Yet, it has been
acknowledged repeatedly in this debate
that there is also a thrust in the opposite
direction, by this legislation toward split-
ting families because of the permission
under this legislation for a family to split
itself in two and then draw full benefits
as two separate families. To this extent
the bill would provide a financial incen-
tive for families to split. The legislation
would also seem to give a financial incen-
tive for a single man of low income to
marry and beget children for this would
provide him a Federal check not other-
wise available, whether he was ever em-
ployed before or after establishing a
family.

The greatest weakness of this legis-
lation is that it tends to equate job
training with job placement. There is
nothing in the bill that would require
anyone to work in fact; and It certainly
cannot be termed a job producing type
of legislation. H.R. 112, introduced by me
on January 3, 1969, and referred to the
Ways and Means Committee would pro-
duce the type of jobs that are needed
among poor people today. It would pro-
vide a tRx incentive for employers, hire
persons among the hard-core unem-
ployed. I have introduced another bill
which seems to me to offer better answers
than the legislation before us today, and
at a much smaller cost. I refer to HR.
13081, Introduced on July 24, 1969, and
referred to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

I appeared before that committee on
October 21, 1969, and In my testimony
for that bill I summarized as follows:

Finally, H.R. 13081 would encourage em-
ployment among the needy and provide job
opportunities. Most people would prefer doing
constructive work to being on relief and
my bill helps in two ways. First. It provides
that any individual receiving welfare assist-
ance, financed in part with Federal funds
under the Social Security Act shall not, be-
cause of earned income, have his welfare pay-
ments reduced by a greater percentage than
$1 reduction for every $2 earned. Secondly,
the bill authorizes the Secretary of Labor to
create a register of individuals who have not
been successful in finding employment. City
and State governments and Federal depart-
ments and agencies would have the right to
petition the Secretary of Labor for manpower
from this pool. The Federal Government
would in each case pay the minimum hourly
wage for the work done.

It has been several times said here by
members of the ,,pommittee that Con-
gressrnen have not come forth with bet-
ter suggestions than the bill before us.
I think I have done so; and I think such
remarks coming from the committee are
not very persuasive in view of their re-
quest and attainment of a rule which
precluded even the tiniest of amend-
ments.

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I have
followed the debate of the past 2 days
on H.R. 16311, The Family Assistance
Act of 1970, with great interest. The
distinguished chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee has, as usual, de-
veloped some very strong arguments in
favor of this legislation.

I agree with the Members who have

COMPARISON OF FOOD BUDGETS—FAMILY OF 4—JUNE 1969

based this
Annual
budget

Per year Per month Per week
Budget on
food plan for plan

USDA moderate food plan

USDA low cost food plan

USDA economy food plan

Food Stamp program
AFDC allowance for food

$2,288

1,778

1,300

1,272
820

$191

148

108

106
68

$44

34

25

24
16

BLS moderate standard $7,813
budget.

NWRO minimum adequacy 5,500
budget.

BLS lower standard budget... 5,285
Social Security Administra- 4,650

lion low.income line.
Social Security Administra. 3,720

tuon poverty line.
Nixon family assistance plan.. 1,600
Food stamp recipients
AFDC average State budget... 2,460
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argued for reforms in our present wel-
fare system. Without question, there
must be change. But while this bill of-
fers a number of highly desirable
changes, I have some very serious re-
servations about the guaranteed income
provision.

I am concerned that the institution of
a guaranteed income may open the flood-
gates to revolutionary innovations which
could all but break the back of the al-
ready overburdened American taxpayer.

It is my understanding, Mr. Chairman,
that this legislation would add at least
15 million new people to the welfare rolls,
at a cost of at least $4'/2 billion a year.

This is at the beginning. The program
is sure to grow and cost more.

While I favor the overall thrust of
the bill, namely to provide beneflt,s to
families in need in a manner that will
encourage employment and family sta-
bility, I question whether H.R. 16311 will
accomplish this.

Independence and self-sufficiency have
long been the hallmark of the American
family. Guaranteed handouts from the
Government can only undermine the
motivation of young people who are
reared under these conditions.

I agree with my distinguished col-
league from Georgia, (Mr. LANDRUM) that
this bill puts the benefits in this order:
Cash, food, and work.

What we need to do is turn this around
and put work first and cash last.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot, in good con-
science, vote to levy additional taxes on
the American taxpayer in order to
guarantee an income to any person who
simply will not work. And I am afraid
that is what would happen if we passed
this bill in its present form.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that this bill
is too far reaching, too revolutionary,
and must be modified. I would like to
see some of the provisions become law.
But I favor striking out the guaranteed
income provision.

In my judgment, what this country
needs most at this time is a reduction
in spending and an intensive effort by
the administration to lower interest
rates.

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to call the attention of my
colleagues to the child care provisions
of the Family Assistance Act of 1970.
There is a growing awareness of theneed
to provide child care services as a means
of encouraging mothers of small chil-
dren who can and want to work to move
from the welfare rolls into productive
employment. There is also a growing
recognition of the value of providing a
wholesome atmosphere to stimulate the
child's physical, emotional, and intel-
lectual growth and development.

The Select Education Subcommittee
under the chairmanship of the gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr. BRADEMAS) has
concluded lengthy public hearings on
child development legislation. I am con-
fident that we will soon report a bill that
will be the product of an effective bipar-
tisan commitment to provide services
that 'are truly responsive to the needs of
children in the preschool years. This will
be landmark legislation in every sense of
the word. The services to children pro-
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vided in this bill will supplement and
complement the services provided in the
Family Assistance Act.

Mr. Chairman, in order to answer some
questions the Members of the House may
have concerning the operation of this
part of the bill before us, I include as a
part of my remarks a series of questions
and answers furnished to me at my re-
quest by the Office of Child Development
of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare:
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ON THE CHILD CARE

PROVISIONS OF THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE Ac,r
OF 1970

1. Question: What are child care services?
Answer: Child care services include the

funding of care for the child In his own
home, in a family day care program, or in
a group day care program. It includes care
both for preschool children and for school-
age children during the summer, on school
holidays and before and after regular school
hours. HEW would propose to limit such
care to children under the age of 15 except
in special circumstances when an older child
requires protective care (i.e., mentally re-
tarded children, or handicapped children).
There would be no minimum age limit. The
length of program for a child will depend on
the needs of the parent—it may be Only a
few hours a day or as long as 10 to 12 hours
a day—It may be provided during night time
hours as well as during the day. Child care
services aim to provide activities that con-
tribute toward the intellectual, physical.
social and emotional growth and develop-
ment of the child.

2. Question: Who is eligible to receive
child care services?

Answer: Child care services may be pro-
vided for the following families:

(a) Those which have registered for em-
ployment or training under the provisions of
Part D of Title IV as added by the Family
Assistance Act.

(b) Those which are receiving supple-
mentary financial payments from a state pur-
suant to Part E of Title IV as added by the
Family Asssitance Act.

(C) Those which had formerly received
benefits under Part D or Part E.

(d) Those with an adult family member
referred pursuant to Section 447(d) of the
Act to participate in vocational rehabilita-
tion.

(e) Those which are receiving AFDC pay-
ments prior to the date when Part D be-
comes effective for a state.

In each case, the family is eligible only if
the purpose for providing child care is to
better enable an adult family member to
engage in training, to take employment, to
continue employment or to participate in
vocational rehabilitation. HEW would in-
tend to permit continued child care for
short periods of time if the parent is ill,
seasonally unemployed, temporarily layed
off, or unemployed but actively looking for
work. The Secretary Is authorized to limit
the length of time which an individual may
continue to receive child care after they are
no longer eligible for benefits under Part D
or Part F.

3. Question: Who may receive funds for
child care?

Answer: Funds may be provided either in
the form of direct grants or contracts to any
state or local public agency or non-profit pri-
vate agency or organization, (only contracts
may be arranged with a private-for-profit
agency or Organization) or through grants
to any public or non-profit private agency
which is designated by the appropriate
elected or appointed official or officials in
the area. A capacity to work effectively with
the manpower agency Is required. HEW would
propose to establish criteria for use in de-
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termining the competence of organizations
to carry out a child care program. Equal con-
sideration would be given to all types of
agencies as operators of child care service
programs. HEW would give preference as to
prime grantees to those organizations which
either were themselves or were a part of co-
ordinated efforts to deliver day care and pre-
school services (for example, the Community
Coordinated Child Care—4-C--Program).
This preference follows the philosophy of the
statutory provisions found in Title V—B of
the Economic Opportunity Act which man-
dates the Secretary and the Director of the
Office of Economic Opportunity to establish
mechanisms for coordination at the local
level. On the other hand, the absence of a
coordinating mechanism would not be a. bar
to funding public or private agencies.

Grants could be made to employers, labor
unions or combinations thereof. HEW would
consider them as eligible grantees but would
not give them preference over other public
and private agencies.

Child care funds could not be given di-
rectly to individuals. It would, however, be
possible to give grants or contracts to an in-
termediary organization which would provide
an intake and referral service to parents as-
sisting them in selecting among the many
existing child care services In a community.
In such cases the Intermediary organiza-
tion would then provide child care through
the issuance of a voucher to, or the making
of payments on behalf of the parents, to the
service provider.

4. Question: What may be funded as a
part of child care services?

Funds may be provided to carry out a
program of daily activities, to provide trans-
portation, to provide food for use In the pro-
gram, to provide necessary supplies and ma-
terials, and to provide for medical and den-
tal examinations and for referral and follow
through with health care agencies. Treat-
ment costs may be funded in the absence of
other funds to provide for remedial health
care and where it is determined that the ab-
sence of such care will adversely affect the
ability of the child to participate in the pro-
gram. Funds may be provided for all person-
nel costs and for the training of personnel.
Funds may be provided for administrative
costs necessary for operation of the program.
Funds are also available for alterations to
buildings, remodeling and for renovation.
Funds are available for rent. Funds are NOT
available for new construction,

HEW would plan to apply the standards
developed under Title V—B of the Economic
Opportunity Act (Federal Interagency Day
Care Requirements) to the funding of pro-
grams under the Family Assistance Act. This
is consistent with the requirements of Title
V—B of the Economic Opportunity Act that
standards be as uniform as possible among
day care program.

5. Question: What proportion of total cost
will HEW pay?

Answer: The Federal Government will pay
up to 100 percent of the total cost of child
care programs.

6. Question: Are families required to pay
a portion of the cost of day care?

Answer: The law authorizes the Secretary
to require families to pay for part or all of
the costs of services in such amounts as may
be reasonable in light of the family's ability.
HEW would propose that no fees be charged
when the individual is in a training status
or in his first three months of employment.
A sliding scale of payments would be devel-
oped for those individuals who have entered
Into emplorment. This eliding scale would
take Into account the relationship between
income and family size. It would permit rec-
ognition of special factors such as unusual
medical expenses which make it difficult for
a family to pay for day care. The costs which
the family pays itself are excluded from
their Income in calculating their eligibility
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for assistance under the Family Assistance
Program.

7. Question: What role will the state gov-
ernment play in the administration of the
program?

Answer: State agencies may be the grantee
for child care funds in those situations
where they are in the best position to provide
for child care services. HEW will require
that all child care programs meet the li-
censing requirements of the states. HEW will
contract with state agencies to provide tech-
nical assistance to grantees to help the
latter to meet licensing regulations. HEW
would also propose to use state agencies
under technical assistance contracts to as-
sist grantees to improve their programs.

8. QuestIon: Will funds be available for
training and technical assistance?

Answer: There will be funds available for
training and technical assistance. These
funds may be provided in the form of
grants to any public or private (including
for-profit) agency or organization. HEW
would propose to use training funds for all
categories of personnel involved in the pro-
vision of child care services; for career de-
velopment in the case of nonprofessionals,
and for graduate level training in the case
of those individuals-who have supervisory or
leadership potential. HEW will also pro-
pose to use these funds for the training of
evaluation and research personnel.

9. Question: Are funds available for re-
search or demonstrations?

Answer: Funds are available for research
and demonstration projects to public and
private (including for-profit) agencies or
organizations. HEW would propose to coordi-
nate research and demonstration funding
under this authorization with research and
demonstration funds available under the
Head Start program. Section 426 of the So-
cial Security Act and other Federal author-
izations administered by the Department.

10. Question: When a family is required
to pay a portion or all of the cost of child
care, may such cost be deducted from earned
income?

Answer: The Secretary may prescribe reg-
ulations which permit a family to deduct all
or part of such costs from earned income.
HEW would propose that the full cost of
such care be deductible provided that the
costs do not exceed those which the Federal
Government would finance under the Fed-
eral Interagency Day Care Requirements.

11. Question: How will grants be made?
Answer: Agencies designated as applicants

for child care grants will file an application
with the appropriate HEW Regional Office
of Child Development. Where a community
has established coordination mechanisms,
priority will be given to those applications
for operation of child care service programs
which have the approval of the coordinating
organization. Where no coordinating agency
exists, grants will be made on the basis of
the quality and cost of the program proposed
by each applicant.

12. Question: What do the words "renova-
tion" and "remodeling" mean?

Answer: The legislation gives no definition
of these terms. HEW would propose to give
them a very broad interpretation, but would
exclude purchase of land or construction of
a new building. Minor additions to a build-
ing which did not involve an increase of more
than 20 percent in the size of the building
would be included in the definition of reno-
vation and remodeling. Remodeling and
renovation funds woulc be available for both
family and group day care facilities.

13. QuestIon: How much money Is avail-
able for child care services?

Answer: The law authorizes appropriation
of such funds as are necessary to carry out
the purposes of the Act. It also requires that
the Secretary shall make provision for the
furnishing of child care services for co long
as he deems appropriate to persons Who, pur-
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suant to registration under Section 447, are
participating in manpower services, train-
ing or employment. Funds are expected to be
available in sufficient amounts to ensure that
child care services are available to eligible
recipients.

14. Question: May the Secretary of Labor
provide day care services?

Answer: The Secretary of Labor has au-
thority to provide child care services in sup-
port of manpower and training programs un-
der his jurisdiction. However, he must ob-
tain the concurrence of HEW with regard
to policies to be used In administering such
child care programs. HEW would recommend
that the Secretary of Labor provide child
care service only In exceptional circum-
stances and that, in ruch cases, the Federal
Interagency Day Care Requirements be fully
applicable.

15. Question: What will happen to day
care provided under the Work incentive Pro-
gram?

Answer: The Work Incentive Program will
be repealed at the time the new Family As-
sistance Program becomes effective. During
the interim period, day care may be pro-
vided under the Family Assistance Act in lieu
of day care provided under the WIN pro-
gram. The time at which this transition will
be made will depend upon the availability
of appropriations.

16. Question: What will happen to day care
funded under Parts A and B of Title IV o
the Social Security Act?

Answer: States may continue to fund day
care programs under Parts A and B of Title
IV subject to the policies and regulations
presently in effect. It wiil usually be financi-
ally advantageous, of course, to provide such
care under the Family Assistance Act rather
than Title IV. There are, however, individ-
uals who may not be eligible for services un-
der the Family Assistance Act but who would
qualify under the provisions of Title IV. This
would be particularly true in the case of
potential recipients.

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, I am
opposed to the pending bill. It is being
projected as a welfare reform measure,
but in reality it would place 3 million
additional families on welfare. A total of
15 million would, in one fell swoop, be
added to the relief rolls.

The claim is made that such benefici-
aries would be expected to apply for
work, take job training if necessary, and
accept suitable employment. But that
requirement is so riddled with loop-
holes that in my judgment it is rather
meaningless.

A highly objectionable provision would
guarantee an annual income in the
amount of $1,600, along with $800 per
year in food stamps, for families of four.

Let us recognize this fact: Once this
concept of a guaranteed annual income
is given congressional approval, it wlU
become a part of our welfare way of life.
There will be no turning back. The pres-
sures will be on to constantly Increase
the $1,600 base guarantee. Already
the Americans for Democratic Action—
ADA—is demanding $5,500, and so are
the professional welfare organizations.

Now, what about the added cost, and
where is the money coming from? Pro-
ponents estimate that Initially the cost
will increase by $4.4 billion, which is
admittedly conservative. We must be
prepared for two or three times that
amount—in addition to what welfare Is
now costing. Does this mean an increase
In taxes to the tune of an additional
$5 billion or $10 billion per year? If not,
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then what about the Inflation that will
result from deficit financing?

Mr. Chairman, this administration bill
should be defeated. Let us help the de-
serving but let us deny any welfare to
those who are able bodied and refuse to
work when employment is available.

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Chairman, I
have voted for H.R. 16311 today, the
Family Assistance Act, but with some
reservations, and with a particular regret
that the closed rule did not permit us to
offer floor amendments.

The most persuasive argument for this
bill is that it provides an incentive for
people to get off the welfare rolls and out
of poverty.

I think the bill, however, also includes
an indirect incentive to remain in pov-
erty, that being its provision that the
impoverished family will be allocated an
additional $300 per year for every child
they bear.

It has been recognized that high birth
rates among the poor are not merely
a result of poverty; they are also a cause
of poverty. Reports by the Census Bureau
and other organizations indicate that
poor families have a disproportionate
number of children relative to the
resources at their disposal for raising and
educating those children in a manner
which would increase their chance for
moving out of povty. Additional chil-
dren can cause a nonpoor family to drop
below the poverty level.

It thus seems inappropriate in this bill
to pay an additional $300 per year for
each child an already impoverished f am-
ily may have. It would be hard to concede
this is anything but an incentive to con-
tinue bearing more children at a time
when the Impact of our population ex-
plosion is pushing us Into both high ex-
penditures and urgent concern for slow-
ing If not halting population growth.

It was only a month ago that the Presi-
dent signed into law the population com-
mission bill, directing a study of appro-
priate methods of achieving proper pop-
ulation levels.

Had an open rule been granted it was
my intention to offer a general amend-
ment to H.R. 16311 limiting the num-
ber of children to be included as family
members to those children born before
December 31, 1971, and to no more than
two such children born thereafter. Such
amendment would read as follows:

Certaii Additional Children Ineligible
(f) Notwithstanding any other provision

of this part or part E, no more than two
children who are natural children of either
or both of the parents in the family and who
were born after January 1, 1972. shall be in-
cluded as members of the family for purposes
of determining the family's benefits under
Section 442 (a) or the amounts of such bene-
fits under Section 442(b).

In my judgment, Mr. Chairman, It Is
essential that the U.S. Government make
a firm declaration of national policy
that family sizes will have to be voluntar-
ily limited If we are to preserve our en-
vironmental quality.

With the dawning realization that un-
limited population growth can destroy
both the environment and quality of
life on this planet, It seems of doubtful
wisdom to pass any law at this stage
In history which includes encouragement
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for large families. It may be that after
the new population commission has stud-
ied the problem, it will recommend that
American population can increase 1 or 2
percent per year without endangering
our national goals and way of life. If
so, we may then have the luxury of re-
turning to government laissez-faire with
respect to family size. Recognizing, how-
ever, that the children born today or
which will be borne under the encour-
agement of the bill before us, will have
the same inalienable rights to life, lib-
berty, equal protection of the law and the
pursuit of happiness that we do, it seems
worthwhile to suggest a moratorium until
we have more knowledge on the question
as to how many people can survive com-
fortably on this earth.
• I appreciate that my remarks do nOt
affect the passage of this bill under the
closed rule, but would like to record
my position at this point in the RECORD
in the hope that it will furnish a basis
for further reflection by the Congress
on this point in the months ahead.

Mr. DENNEY. Mr. Chairman, H.R.
16311, the proposed Family Assistance
Act of 1910, is significant because it pro-
poses—for the first time in the history of
this country—that the Federal Govern-
ment guarantee an income to American
families, regardless of their productive
abilities or inclinations. In addition to
substituting the family assistance pro-
gram for the present AFDC program, this
proposal would make substantial changes
in three other existing Federal-State
programs—aid to the aged, aid to the
blind, and aid to the permanently dis-
abled. These three programs would be
combined into a single adult assistance
program.

The Ways and Means Committee re-
port on H.R. 16311, indicates that if the
family assistance plan had been in effect
in calendar 1968, the Federal costs of
benefits payments would have been $3
billion greater than the cost of the exist-
ing AFDC program. Even though H.R.
16311 would still require large expendi-
tures of State funds, the bill would leave
very little State or local control over wel-
fare programs.

Americans long ago accepted the Idea
of helping those who truly need help and
cannot help themselves. But, we have
not as yet ever endorsed the Idea that
the Government should pay welfare to
those already working. Once this prin-
ciple is established in law, the only dis-
tinction between those who pay taxes
and those who claim them is some ar-
bitrary, -Government decreed income
level. And as this level is raised, propor-
tionally fewer and fewer people will be
paying higher taxes to support more and
more welfare recipients. It is argued that
a. nationwide Federal minimum will
eliminate the present differentials in
AFDC payments and curb the incentive
to migrate to those States which provide
larger payments. In my opinion, the pro-.
posed Federal minimum will not elimi-
nate these differentials, but the objective
is unsound anyway because available
studiçs show that the growth in AFDC
in certain States was not caused by a
large migration of people just to get on
welfare. So. contrary to popular belief,
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the facts show that better welfare bene-
fits have not caused migration and,
therefore, this is not a valid basis for
creating a Federal minimum standard.

Even granting the merits of the pro-
posal, the Federal budget is not in shape
to accommodate the cost of this new
legislation, And it Is seriously questioned
whether the budgets of future years will
be able to meet the rising costs of this
welfare expansion program. The pro-
posed budget for 1971 is extremely tight.
It appears to me that unless we are
willing to tolerate another wave of infla-
tionary deficit spending, some additional
taxation will be inevitable.

The objectives of the provisions re-
lating to those unable to support them-
selves through their own efforts—the
aged, the blind, and the completely dis-
abled—are reasonable and sound. Meet-
ing their needs is a responsibility of all—
and financing the costs should be
shared by all taxpayers through the
Federal, State, and local government.

A constructive approach would be to
pass legislation that will help those who
need it most. There is justification for
improving welfare aid for the aged, the
blind, and disabled, and the families
with dependent children, where the
father is either unemployed or absent.
And also for providing occupational re-
habilitation for those who are able to
benefit from it. Congress could accom-
plish this by eliminating that part of
H.R. 16311 which authorizes a guaran-
teed income for families with working
fathers. That would direct help where
the help is needed.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. Chairman, it is in-
deed a tragedy that in this country of
affluence that their still exist in our
midst over 45 millions persons living be-
low or near poverty conditions. Yet it is
a greater tragedy that the legislatures
in our Nation have not been able to pro-
duce an adequate welfare program that
can deal constructively with the prob-
lems of our poor.

It is obviously that the existing wel-
fare program has failed miserably in its
intended goal of reducing the numbers
on welfare rolls and putting such recip-
ients successfully back into the labor
force. The participation rate in AFDC
is rapidly increasing, and if costs rise at
the present rate they will have doubled
by 1975. This is indicated by the fact
that in the last 15 years the number of
children receiving assistance has in-
creased 100 percent—from 30 per thou-
sand in the population to 60 per thou-
sand.

The AFDC has also failed in its basic
system of paying bonuses to families that
break apart. The existing program prin-
cipally aids female-headed families with
no provisions to assist families headed
by fathers working full time for sub-
standard wages.

There are also in this program Un-
justifiable inequities among various
States and regions in our country. Re-
flective of this is the huge discrepancy
between the lowest funding for a female-
headed family of four—being $45 per
month—and the highest benefits—$263
per month.

Another failure of the present system
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is seen in its built-in incentives to en-
courage a person to actually quit work.
One of its major requirements is that the
family have no working male head. In
light of the rapid growth of participa-
tion rate and cost, encouragement of
family break-up, State inequities, and
the negative approach toward work, I
feel there is an immediate necessity for
the passage of this welfare reform bill.

Although there are definite and severe
inadequacies in the proposal I find it a
necessary and progressive move toward
a workable solution to present welfare
problems.

The proposed major accomplishments
of the family assistance plan would blend
strong work requirements with firm work
incentive. It would treat the female head
of the family on an equal footing with
the male. Furthermore, there would be
established a national minimum pay-
ment combined with national eligibility
standards as well as major fiscal relief
for the States. Of prime importance to
the bill is the planned major expansion
in job training and child care facilities
for the working poor. Additionally, the
bill proposes an increased national mini-
mum payment to the aged, blind, and
disabled.

The family, under this program, would
receive assistance benefits in the form of
Federal payments. This would include all
families with children having an earn-
ing ceiling of $3,920, for a family of
four, and most importantly this would
include the working poor. To facilitate
the Federal funding there would be es-
tablished nationwide uniform eligibility
standards. Most able-bodied adults would
be required to participate in work regis-
tration or lose benefits, The family with
no earnings would receive $500 for each
of the first two members and $300 for
each additional member thereafter. The
family earning an income would have no
reductions of benefits for their first $720
and 50 cents off benefits for each addi-
tional dollar earned. This would be an
improvement over the present system, as
it would include more working heads of
families in need who could possibly be-
come self-sufficient.

The States would be required to sup-
plement Federal assistance benefits up
to the AFDC payment levels, or poverty
level—whichever would be lower. There
is no supplementation of the working
poor required, and Federal matching
would provide for 30 percent of the State
payments up to the poverty level. Under
the current system there exists a huge
burden on the States and this reform
proposal encourages a more fully fed-
eralized system of funding which lifts
some of the burden from the States, who
are so often unable to provide adequate
benefits.

Of prime Importance in this bill is the
increased attention given to the aged,
blind, and disabled. The bill proposes to
require the States to assure a minimum
income of $110 per person each month.
In addition there would be Federal
matching of 90 percent of the first $65
of the average benefits, and 25 percent
of amounts above that. Because these
proposals would be combined with na-
tional eligibility standards as well as re-
sources ceilings and earnings Incentives,
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I feel such assistance to this particular
group of recipients is extremely neces-
sary, although still not adequate.

The family assistance program offers
certain work incentives which in itself is
not a new principle. This program, how-
ever, extends the principle and makes it
more effective. There would not only be a
$30 minimum monthly training incentive,
but also a $60 monthly cost-of-work dis-
regard. Training for decent, acceptable
jobs with a 50 percent retention of earn-
ings is certainly a broader incentive plan
than we are currently experiencing. Cer-
tain training expenses as well as trans-
portation costs that would be reimbursed
plus supportive services to encourage
continued employment seem to me addi-
tional feasible incentives to participate
in the work training program. Most im-
portantly, however, the mother would be
given a greater opportunity for success-
ful employment by the establishment of
uallty day-care centers This last pro-

posal opens up a grand potential in the
poverty struggle; and it is in this area
that I feel the family assistance plan is
not sufficiently developed.

There are specified work requirements
that function with the incentive program.
Training—with mandatory registration
of recipients at a local employment of-
fice—and employment are compulsory
for benefits, and there is required a re-
ferral of family assistance recipients with
-physical or mental disabilities for voca-
tional rehabilitation.

Such are the major propositions of the
family assistance plan. Recognition of
the fundamental problem areas is ade-
quate and I support any efforts in such a
basic direction. I wish to emphasize, how-
ever, that this plan should be only the
beginning of a massive awakening to
our welfare programs and treatment of
the poor. I agree that the Federal Gov-
ernmen.t should provide minimum in-
come standards for those unable to work.
Similarily, able-bodied adults—of which
80,000 males are currently on the wel-
fare rolls—should be given remedial edu-
cation, training, and jobs. It must be
remembered that mere funding does not
guarantee wise application of dollars by
the recipient. Mandatory training and
work requirements are not the sole chan-
nel through which incentive will develop;
the job, Income, and living conditions of
the breadwinner and family must also
foster human dignity. For this reason, I
wish to express my serious concern over
the stifling effect of the inadequate in-
come offered to the recipient, the lack of
an effective job placement program, and
the undeveloped potential of the day-
care center program.

The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
has not employed an objective standard
of determining the genuine need for a
family's minimum expenditures on
decent food, clothing, and shelter. The
Department of Labor, however, has of-
fered $5,500 a year as a standard income
needed for a family of four. Interestingly
enough, American citizens have re-
sponded to nationwide poll questions es-
tablishing a minimum need at $6,240. It
seems ludicrous that the family assist-
ance program should construct a mini-
mum level of $1,600 for the same family,
and a ceiling of only $3,720. Thus, a four-
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member family receiving the highest as-
sistance benefits would barely creep over
the official poverty line of $3,552 per
year. The program should also contain
a provision for automatic cost-of-living
increases, now rated at 6.2 percent each
year. If a family is to help itself up the
social and economic ladder, it certainly
must be able to afford decent living con-
ditions. I feel there must definitely and
as immediately as possible be additional
legislation furthering this goal of placing
each American family above the poverty
line.

second, if a job training program is
offered it is totally unrealistic to assume
it a function of the work-incentive prin-
ciple unless participants can be guaran-
teed a decent job at the conclusion of his
training. What kind of incentive can
there be in a program that could possibly
force a person to do menial labor at sub-
standard wages? And what measure of
assurance is there regarding continued
employment if the worker cannot even
find meaningful satisfaction in his labor?
Inclusion of the working poor is a revo-
lutionary step in our welfare efforts, but
success in raising the self-sufficiency and
independence of the worker will not be
achieved unless more adequate job place-
ment programs are developed.

Third, I would like to suggest extended
and varied use of the day-care programs.
Six billion dollars_accommodating only
about 500,000 children—has been sanc-
tioned for such centers but truly effective
utilization of them requires more fund-
ing and attention.

Quality day-care services are extreme-
ly important not only to the success of
the working parent, but to the future de-
velopment and growth of the children
who have so unwittingly landed in a
poverty striken home. A child should be
able to remain in his own home and
neighborhood. Effective and successful
physical, emotional, social, and intel-
lectual growth of the young child in the
day-care center requires participation in
and by the community.

These centers could provide not only
health and educational programs for
children, but they could become a focus
of community participation and inter-
ests. Adult education and consumer in-
formation could be offered. Recreational
potentials of such facilities are enormous
as well as important and necessary to
the poor community. Centers such as this
could become a place of community con-
cern, as local attitudes can aid in fight-
ing our poverty crisis In this country.

The present AFDC program keeps as-
sistance below the minimum necessary
for a humane level of existence. There
are so many persons desperately in need
who are currently being excluded from
help. The nature of the current system
repeatedly implies that the recipients are
lazy. The welfare worker must combine
both his investigative and service func-
tions which further alleviates the poor.
The family assistance program could be-
gin to ease these tensions, and pave the
way to -a newer economic and social
orientation toward an old problem. The
proposed Federal assistance and stand-
ards are a beginning, but I feel the need
for more extended and conclusive pro-
grams Is extremely critical if we are to
genuinely help our poor citizens.
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Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I cannot
support the bill before the House in its
current form. I cannot support it be-
cause, while I favor legislation to re-
form our welfare system, I do not believe
that this bill would represent any sig-
nificant progress toward that end.

This bill has been presented to us as
an effort not only to reform and sim-
plify the existing hodgepodge of wel-
fare and assistance programs, but to
provide an incentive to get people off
of welfare. The objective is a noble one,
but we have little assurance that it would
be accomplished. Indeed, there is sub-
stantial reason to believe that it could
have just the opposite effect: that per-
sons who have always been among the
"working poor" would find it to their
economic advantage to stop working and
depend on welfare altogether.

Mr. Chairman, last November Prof.
Milton Friedman, the distinguished
University of Chicago economist on
whose proposal for a "negative income
tax" this legislation is based, testified
before the Committee on Ways and
Means. While expressing his general ap-
proval of the concept of the bill, he drew
the committee's attention to what he con-
sidered to be several serious flaws—and
those flaws have not been corrected. I am
not in total agreement with Professor
Friedman, for reasons which I shall dis-
cuss shortly, but I nevertheless believe
he made some important points in his
statement to the committee, and I in-
clude that testimony in the RECORD at
this point in my remarks:
STATEMENT OF Da. MILr0N FRIEDMAN, PROFES-

SOR, DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMICS, UNIVER-
SITY OF CHICAGO

Dr. FRIEDMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I
am glad to be here.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Burke, just a moment.
I am a little bit out of place here.

Dr. Friedman, I want the committee to
know that I have known you and know of
you for many, many years, dating back to the
time when I served with a great deal of
pleasure on the Joint. Economic Committee
during the 1950's. I want to personally wel-
come you to the committee.

Dr. FRIEDMAN. Thank you very much, Mr.
Mills. It is a pleasure to testily before this
commtitee. My connections with it go back
very much farther, to 1941, when I was an
employee of the Division of Tax Research of
the U.S. Treasury Department.

The CHAIRMAN. I know that.
Dr. FREIDMAN. I strongly endorse the basic

principles embodied in President Nixon's
proposal for reforming our welfare system:
the provision of a strong work incentive; the
equal treatment of equals; eligibility require-
ments based on the objective criterion of in-
come; the separation of financial azslstance
from other social services. These are prin-
ciples that I have long supported and long
irged. The President's proposal does not go
as far as I would like to go in replacing the
present welfare system by a system Incorpo-
rating these principles, but it is a major and
welcome step in that direction.

The proposed reform has the potential of
greatly improving the social and economic
conditions of lower income families In the
UnIted States, while at the same time reduc-
ing the burden imposed on the taxapyer to
help the disadvantaged. But these high hopes
will be realized only if Congress can avoid a
number of pitfalls in translating the princi-
ples into practice.

In my testimony, I wish to direct the com-
mittee's attention to three problems that re-
quire careful treatment if the principles are
to be made effective. Unless this Is done,
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there is real danger that actions taken on
the details of the plan will have the effect of
completely undermining its effectiveness and
of converting it from a major step forward to
a major step backward. These problems are
raised by a number of specific features of
the imaginative and thoughtful proposal
that is before you.

The problems are—and here I summarize
the three problems and then I am going to
return mostly to discuss the first of these.
The problems are:

(1) Keeping the marginal tax rate low
enough to provide a real work incentive. This
is by all odds the most important Issue.

The basic, marginal rate is stated to be 50
percent. However, social security and other
taxes, and the method of handling State
supplements and of integrating food stamps
with welfare payments, threaten to raise the
effective marginal rate to well above 50 per-
cent, and in some cases to more than 100
percent.

(2) Assuring equal treatment to equals.
Persons in similar circumstances who are at
the same income level should be treated the
same whether or not they are currently re-
ceiving welfare payments. The present pro-
posals do not achieve this objective.

(3) Providing administrative arrangements
that will best lend themselves to Yurvher im-
provement and development of the welfare
system. In my opinion, this would be
achieved far better. by having the Internal
Revenue Bureau administer the negative in-
come tax features of the plan along with the
positive income tax than by assigning admin-
istration to HEW.

I. RE'rAININO A WORK INCENTIVE
In my opinion, the most Important need

in welfare reform is to provide a strong in-
centive for persons receiving governmental
assistance to become self-supporting. The
President's proposal does so by two key pro-
visions: first, disregarding the first 8720 of
earned income in computing benefits; sec-
ond, disregarding half of the remaining
earned income. As you are well aware, this
is precisely equivalent to a tax schedule with
marginal rates of zero at first and then of
50 percent.

For the class of persons involved, 50 per-
cent Is a very high rate. Yet, given the present
low exemptions under the positive income
tax, which requires that the payment of ben-
efits be ended at a moderate income level, it
is hard to construct a feasible scheme with a
much lower rate. In my own proposals for a
negative income tax, I have reluctantly rec-
ommended a 50-percent rate, viewing it as
the highest that would give families a strong
enough incentive to work themselves off re-
lief.

The addition of an initial zero bracket
seems to me an excellent idea. It provides
maximum incentive where that incentive is
most needed—to make the transition from no
employment to some employment—and yet
raises the breakeven point only modestly.

The two-step schedule of zero and then 50
percent is therefore an excellent compro-
mise, and I support it fully. The problem Is
that, when additional features of the pro-
posed plan, plus other features of current
law, plus the proposals about food 8tams,
are taken into account, the final schedule is
not a two-step schedule and the final rates
are often far higher than zero and 50 percent.

This is clear from the figures in the ac-
companying table. I hope you gentlemen have
this table, which is the last page of this pre-
pared statement, because I would like to refer
to It in explaining the further comments.

In constructing this table, I have described
the proposal in tax terms, which seems the
terms which would be moat familiar to you
gentlemen on this committee as well se tea
most effective way to present it.

(This description 18 different from the way
I have usuafly described such plans. I have
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usually described them as involving an ex-
eption and a schedule of rates for various
brackets of negative taxable Income (in-
come minus exemptions). That description
has the great advantage that it makes clear
'the relation between such plans and the posi-

-tive income tax. For the present purpose,
however, it has the disadvantage that both
the exemptions and the rates are altered as
additional items are taken into account.
That is why I have used the equivalent al-
ternative description embodied In the table.)

The way I have done it Is to treat the bene-
fit received by any family as the difference
between two items: first, a basic benefit;
second, a tax imposed on all income other
than the benefit at graduated rates but with
no exemptions. The excess of the basic bene-
fit over the tax Is the net amount the family
receives (or the excess of the tax over the
basic benefit the net amount it pays).

To keep matters simple, I have considered
only a family of four with two adults and two
dependents, and I have assumed that any
income other than the basic benefit Is
sarned income.

The first part of 'the table, part A, is for
the 20 States in which the family assistance
program would replace completely the pres-
ent AFDC program. In these States, the basic
beneflt--.the amount that would be received
by a family with no other Income—consists
of two parts: (1) A family assistance pay-
ment of $1,600; (2) Food stamps worth
$720—or a total of $2,320. This would also be
the net benefit received If the family had no
other income.

(In calculating the food stamp allowance,
I have followed the President's proposal,
which, as I understand it, would provide a
maximum of $1,200, this amount to be re-
duced by 30 percent of total income, in-
cluding any family assistance benefit. A fam-
ily that received the $1,600 family assistance
benefit only would therefore 'be entitled to
$1,200 less 30 percent of $1,600 or $1,200 less
$480, which equals $720.)

If the family earns up to $720 of income,
its family assistance benefit is not affected,
so the marginal tax ,rate, because of the
family assistance plan, is zero. That is
shown in the right-hand part of that first
part of the table. The first column gives the
income bracket, and the second the marginal
rate for that bracket.

However, its food stamp allotment is re-
duced by 30 percent of its additional Income,
as I understand the proposal on food stamps
that has been made, so the marginal tax rate
because of food stamps is 30 percent. In
addition, it will have to pay 4.8 percent for
OASI and nothing for Federal Income tax,
so, going across the table, the total marginal
tax rate on that first bracket is 34.8 percent,
combining the food stamps plus the social
security.

The next bracket runs to $3,000, the point
at which the Federal income tax, under cur-
rent law, becomes effective. Your committee
has, of course, voted to change this pro-
vision of current law, but in view of the
uncertainty about the precise nature of the
final tax reform legislation, I have thought
it best to stick to the present law, includ-
ing the expiration of the s1rtax.

In this bracket, that is, the bracket be-
tween $720 and $3,000, the family assistance
benefit is reduced by 50 percent for each
additional dollar earned, so the marginal tax
rate because of the family assistance pro-
gram is 60 percent. The food stamp rate
drops to 15 percent from 30 percent because
the food stamp allowande is reduced only on
account of the extra 50 cents of each dollar
of earnings that is retained by the family.
The other items are the same as before, so
the total marginal rate Is 69.8 percent.

At $3,000, the Federal income tax applies,
making the total marginal rate 83.8 percent.
At $3,920, the family-assistance benefit has
been reduced to zero, so this item drops out.
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reducing the total marginal rate to 48.8 per-
cent. At $4,000, the food-stamp allowance
has been reduced to zero, so this item drops
out leaving only social security taxes plus
Federal fncome tax, which combined equal
just under 20 percent.

For the crucial range from $720 to $3,920,
these are extremely high rates—as high as or
higher than the top rate under our positive
Income tax. In addition, under present law,
families on welfare may keep up to $30 a
week plus one-third of the balance of out-
side earnings without a reduction in bene-
fits, so the effective rate for them for earned
incomes between $360 a year and $3,000 is
66 2/3 percent plus the social security rate,
or a total of 71.5 percent, and for earned
incomes above $3,000, when •they become
subject to Federal income tax, 85.5 percent.

The marginal rtes implicit in the family
assistance program are only trivially lower
than the rates in current law, except only
for earned incomes between $360 and $720
a year. Yet we are all cruelly aware that cur-
rent rates do not provide an adequate incen-
tive for families to work their way off wel-
fare.

Moreover, the rates in part A of the
table are the most favorable. They are for the
States in which the family assistance pro-
gram will completely supersede AFDC. For
all the other States, the marginal rates are
still higher.

The exact rates vary from State to State,
depending on the maximum benefit now
payable. In section B of the table, I have
calculated the rate for a sample State that
has a current maximum benefit of $3,400 a
year for a family of four. I believe that this
is roughly the maximum In New York and
may be in others as well. In any event, it will
serve to give approximate upper limits.

For such a State, the basic benefit has
three parts, listed in the lefthand part of
the table: (1) the 'family assistance basic
benefit of $1,600; (2) the additional State
supplement of $1,800; and (3) a food stamp
allowance of $180 ($1,200 minus 30 percent of
$3,400) —or a total of $3,680.

Under the proposal, the State is not per-
mitted to reduce its supplementary pay-
ment on account of the first $720 of earned
income. It is permitted to reduce its sup-
plementary payment by up to 16% per-
cent of the next $3,200 of earned income
and by up to 80 percent of still higher earned
Income.

I have assumed that the sample State ap-
plies these maximums, This explains the
marginal rates in the column for the State
supplement, which is the only additional
column In the bottom half of the table com-
pared to the top.

For this State, the food stamp allowance
drops out at $600, reducing the total mar-
ginal rate from 34.8 percent to 4.8 percent.
The rate then jumps at $720 to 71.5 percent,
and at $3,000 to 85.5 percent. These are pre-
cisely the same marginal rates as under pres-
ent law. Above $3,920, the rates are still more
extreme, even exceeding 100 percent for a
bracket just over $500 wide, and then de-
clining to 20.8 percent.

And even this is not the whole story. I have
completely neglected city and State taxes on
earnings or income, which, in those cities
and States where they exist, raise the margi-
nal rates still higher.

These are clearly not very desirable tax rate
schedules. They are irregular, declining and
rising in a pattern that it is hard to justify
on rational grounds. More important, for
most of the range of incomes they are far
too high to acheive the objectives of the
President's proposal. In no State do they
provide much more Incentive than does the
present law for recipients of welfare to work
their way out of welfare. In some States,
they provide decidedly less Incentive than
the present law.
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Persuaded as I am of the merits of the

President's general approach, I am convinced
that. it would be a tragic mistake to enact
it in the form embodied in these tables.
These high marginal races are. I am sure, in-
advertent—the unexpected combined result
or a series of separate decisions. In looking
at them as a whole, this committee can
enormously improve the present proposals
by insisting that no combined marginal tax
rate should exceed 50 percent.

The proposals that the committee has al-
ready made for reforming the positive Income
tax will help reduce the marginal rates. But
this change, important as It is. will not bring
them anywhere close to 50 percent for much
of the income range.

The other measures that seem most prom-
ising are: (1) Reconsideration of the food
stap allowance proposal; (2) alternatively,
revising the family assistance basic grant
and tax schedule so that, when combined
with food stamps, they provide the basic
grant and tax schedule now proposed for the
family assistance program alone; (3) not
permitting States to reduce their supplement
for the first 3,920 of earned income, and then
permitting them to reduce their supplement
by not more than 50 percent of earned in-
come in excess of $3,920.

II. EQUAL TREATMENT OP EQUALS
Under the present proposal, if Jane and

Mary work side-by-side in a factory, receive
the same low wages, have the same size fam-
ily, and are in similar circumstances in still
other respects, they may still receive differ-
ent net beneftts. They will do so if Jane was
formerly a member of a family on AF'DC
while Mary was employed and received no
welfare payments, and If they are in a State
that now provides benefits higher than the
family assistance benefits. In that case, the
State Is required to continue to supplement
the income of Jane but not of Mary.

Similarly, as I interpret the proposed law,
Jane and Mary may have differential access
to manpower and training programs and to
child care services. If the earned income of
both is high enough to reduce the family
assistance net benefit to zero, but low
enough to entitle Jane, who was formerly on
AFDC (to supplementary State benefits).
then Jane will also have access to the other
programs, while Mary will not.

This is highly inequitable. It is also per-
verse in its effect on incentives. It encour-
ages the working poor to quit working and to
qualify for welfare in order to get the addi-
tional benefits. Equals should be treated
equally.

UI. ADMINISTRATION OP THE PROGRAM
I beUeve that our ultimate goal should be

a complete integration of assistance to low-
income families with collection of taxes
from higher income families. All persons
should be treated alike. AU should be re-
quired to file the same or equivalent tax re-
turns. If the income as calculated turns out
to be below the exemptions provided by law,
the taxpayer will be entitled to receive a
payment, a negative income tax. If the in-
come as calculated turns out to be above the
exemptions, the taxpayer will pay a tax.

This will end the present demeaning divi-
sion of our population into two classes—
people on welfare and the rest of us. It will
end the present demeaning eligibility re-
quirements for assistance. It will subject all
to the same criterion of ability to pay—a
reasonably objective measure of level of in-
come. It will also improve greatly the ad-
ministration of both the positive and nega-
tive tax by requiring essentially universal
filing and thereby reducing the opportunities
for avoidance and evasion of tax. Finally, it
will be politically healthy, because no addi-
tional beneftts could be legislated without Si-
multaneously altering the tax structure, and
conversely.

This goal is thoroughly feasible in the not
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too distant future. The main obslacle at the
moment is simply the different definitions
of income employed for the positive income
tax and the proposed negative income tax
and the limited scope of the family assistance
program.

The goal will become far less feasible, how-
ever, if the administration of the new pro-
gram is assigned to the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare Instead of
to the Internal Revenue Service. That will
assure the growth of two largely distinct
administrative hierarchies, two sets of de-
tailed regulations and rulings, and two sets
of political vested interests.

In addition to keeping open the feasibility
of an integrated income tax structure, there
are other advantages in administration by the
Internal Revenue Service, notably the con-
tribution that would be made to the prompt
and efficient collection of positive income
taxes now avoided or evaded.

And I might add to my written testimony
one minor example that I should have in-
cluded. We now deduct tax at source through
Internal Revenue withholding. The right way
to provide an income supplement to people
who are working but have incomes below the
exemption. level is to add to their paychecks
in exactly the same process, which illustrates
one way in which combining the two would
render the administration of both efficient.

In deciding this issue of where the admin-
istration should be placed, I urge the com-
mittee to look not merely to the present but
alsp to the future.

Thank you very much.
Mr. BURKE. Thank you, Professor Friedman.
Are there any questions?
Mr. BYRNE5. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Byrnes.
Mr. BYRNES. I was intrigued with your last

statement about administration of income
supplements. I think we do have serious
problems. I have some great concern about
using the Social Security Administration
with the old age and survivors insurance
system rather than having the administra-
tion of supplements stand separately. But I
am intrigued with your statement that you
would provide the benefits under the negative
income tax through the paycheck.

Dr. FRIEDMAN. Yes. You see, that is the ap-
propriate way to do it for those people who
are receiving benefits, what the proposal calls
"the working poor."

Mr. BYRNES. I wonder where do we come
out when we start making the employer—

Dr. FRIEDMAN. We now do it. We now do it
for the subtraction from the paycheck.

Mr. BYaNxs. Well, we do in part, but then
we also provide for a recapitulation at the
end. You would be taking out monef that
the employer has an obligation, in a sense,
to pay to the employee in an employer-em-
ployee relationship. Now you would bring
in an employer relationship to the Federal
Government in terms of the money.

Dr. FRIEDMAN. Representative Byrnes, I
would also in administering this program
have an annual recapitulation for those who
receive as well as those who pay. I would
treat both groups alike. You must do that
in any event because you will be operating
the family assistance program on the basis
of advance estimates and you need a recon-
ciliation in order to compare what happens
after the event with what was planned.

So the same worker, for example, might
in some weeks be receiving a supplement to
his pay and in other weeks having his in-
come tax subtracted, because the same
worker might one week have a wage that was
so low that if he continued on that level for
the year, be would be—

Mr. BYRNES. We have so much trouble to-
day, though. Professor, in my judgment,
with respect to the refund recapitulation
with such a higher percentage having re-
funds. Would we get Into a morass of prob-
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lems here as we add this factor into the—
Dr. FRIEDMAN. This reduces that problem,

Mr. Byrnes, because now one of the reasotis
you have refunds is precisely that if a per-
son who is employed falls below the level at
which taxes should be subtracted from his
pay, nothing is subtracted and nothing is
added. And as a result he accumulates a
benefit which later on provides him With a
refund.

By treating him throughout the year sym-
metrically on both sides of the exemption.
the problem of refunds, I believe, would in
the main be reduced and not made worse.

In both cases. it 'seems tome, the employer
would be acting as an agent of the Federal
Government. He is now acting as an agent
of the Federal Government in subtracting
the withholding taxes. He would also be act-
ing as an agent of the Federal Government
in supplementing the wages by whatever
provision was made for such supplementa-
tion.

In both cases the employee would have to
provide once a year a form reconciling what
was deducted or added during the year with
what he was entitled to and with his other
sources of income. And it is precisely this
possibility of combining these different parts
or our structure that seems to me a major
argument in favor of having this admin-
istered by the Internal Revenue Service
rather than linking it with social security.

Mr. BYRNES. Of course, what we have
done—and I think probably quite inten-
tionally—is to have a system that in many
cases overwithholds as a collection device.

Do you suggest that as far as the negative
payments are concerned, you would under-
pay for the same basic reason. so that at
the end of the year you would be more in-
clined to be paying the family some addi-
tional funds rather than having to require
them to pay back some funds that they had
already received?

Dr. FRIEDMAN. Under our present withhold-
ing we do have a great many refunds be-
cause of overcollection, but we also have a
great many people who underpay and have
to pay subsequently, because with the best
will In the world it is impossible to collect
from all accurately. I would expect that
doing the best Job you could, you would find
that in paying out the negative taxes just
as in collecting the positive taxes, you would
have a considerable number of people who
would have to pay additional sums, but also
a considerable number who would receive
refund.

Clearly, if I were setting this up, I might
try to veer us a little bit in the direction of
underpayment but not much, because the
contemporary cost to the people of being
underpaid, it seems to me, would be rather
important.

Mr. BYRNES. You address your whole per
here to the dollar-and-cents aspects.

Dr. FRIEDMAN. Right.
Mr. BYRNES. And, of course, that can't be

underestimated in its importance, but to me
one of the major thrusts of equal significance
and importance, and which in some respects
may be even more important in the long
run. is the thrust of the administration
proposal placing the emphasis on job train-
ing, bringing job opportunities together with
the individual.

And I wonder whether the emphasis you
put here doesn't almost ignore that aspect.

Dr. FRIEDMAN. I believe not.
Mr. BYRNES. Or do you think it can be

ignored?
Dr. FRIEDMAN. Oh, no. I don't.
Mr. BYRNES. What is your attitude in that

area?
Dr. FRIEDMAN. I don't believe it can be

ignored. But I believe that those aspects of.
the proposal will not be effective unless the
people Involved have a very strong incentive
to take advantage of the opportunities that
are open.
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Mr. BYRNES. That is your 50 percent?
Dr. FRIEDMAN. Right. It seems to me you

have two problems. One is to have opportuni-
ties available. The second problem Is to make
the people themselves who are Involved have
a strong incentive to take advantage of those
opportunities.

No civil servant bureaucrat is going to be
able, with the best intentions in the world,
to pick out which people thould get the
training, which people should have the op-
portunities, and force them to do it. That has
to. come from the individual himself.

One of the most effective ways to have it
come from the individual Is to give him as
great an incentive as possible to take advan-
tage of the opportunities available. We are,
seems to me, asking a good deal of a very
impoverished person, a person of a very low
income level, if we say to him, "You go take
a job and work, leave your home and Incur
the extra expenses of going back and forth.
But, of course, you are only going to get back
30 cents for every extra dollar you earn, or
at a higher level you are only going to get
back 16 cents for every dollar 'you earn."

It seems to me that unless we can say to
people, "You will get back half of what you
earn, anyway, at least," it is going to be very
hard to provide them with the kind of in-
centive that you and I would like them to
have to take advantage of the opportunities
available.

I may say on one other point that Is sug-
gested by your comment, one of the major
reasons why I would like to see this handled
evenhandedly, and particularly the withhold-
ing. arrangement, is for nonmonetary rea-
sons. If the program is handled by HEW as
proposed, those people Who receive a payment
are in a Wholly different category from those
who don't. They have to go and make special
application at a different office. They are
going to get a separate check somewhere
else.

Particularly for the working people who
are receiving a supplement, if you can inte-
grate the whole thing, everybody in that
factory working In the plant is on the same
basis. There aren't two classes of citizens.
Everybody gets his paycheck at the end of
the week. Some of the people who have had
high pay have a little deducted. Others who
have had low pay have a little added. And a
person may shift from one category to an-
other from month to month. From the point
of view of morale and of not making people
feel that they are somehow pariahs and
making them participate in the activity of
the economy, it seems to me that is a very
great advantage.

Mr. BYRNES. Your paper and your corn-
meets are most Intriguing and most InIer-
esting. Thank you very much.

Mr. BURKE. Are there any further, ques-tions?
Mr. Corman?
Mr. CORMAN. Thahic you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr.' Friedman, would you agree tha.t we

really can't consider a negative income tax
until we get to the point where we tax all
sources of wealth? We get ourselves In this
dilemma Where people may have a rather
sulbstanjtial number of dollars at their dis-
posal and yet they aren't suhject to the
income lax.

What woukj we do with them when we talk
about the negative income tax?

Dr. FRIEDMAN This is what was intended in
the comment I made here when I said that
the ohief barrier at the moment is simply the
different definitions of income employed for
the positive income tax and the negative In-
come tax. As an ultimate ideal I agree thor-
oughly with what you say. I would myself
like to see a far more far-reaching reform of
the entire positive and negative income taxstructure so that all incomes would betreated alike.

But I believe we want to be very careful
not to let the best destroy the good. I think
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we have a dha.nce to improve the system as a
whole substanlt2ially by introducing the prin-
ciple of a negative income tax but with a
different definition of "income" than that
which is used for the positive income tax.
That is a step forward.

Let's not refrain from taking it because
there is a still bigger step that you and I
would like to take as the opportunity offers.

Mr. CORMAN. Another question I have COflq
cerns the supplement to the paycheck, In the
long run What effect is that going to have on
the willingness of employers to pay living
wages out of their own pockets.

Dr. FRIEDMAN. It will have no effect, sir, be-
cause the willingness of employers to pay
what they have to day does not derive from
their social conscience, it does not derive
from their concept of a living pay. It derives
from competition, it derives from the fact
that unless they pay as muoh as other em-
ployers pay, they are not going to get anybody
to work fOr ibsen.

So there Is no reason that I can see why
from the side of the employer he will be af-
fected in any significant way by the fact thatin part he is serving as an agent of the Fed-
eral Government.

Let me put It to you, if I may, another
way, If his administering this for the Federal
Government would affect him, then his
knowledge that 'the 'individual is getting a
supplementary check from the social secur-
ity board or somebody else Would have the
same effect, fld I think that it would be
very hard on economic grounds to see any
reason why that should 'have any measurable
effect on the wages. Not that he wouldn't be
willing to pay more. Any employer is willing
to pay an indefinite amount if he can affordto do so. But he can't afford to pay more
than the market requires him to pay to at-
tract t'he labor, and 'he can't afford to pay
less, 'because if he pays less, he doesn't get
any workers, if he pays more, he is going to
go out of business.

Mr. CORMAN. Yes, sir, but my concern is of
the marginal Worker, the person who doesn't
have great skill, and there is competition forthose Jobs. It presents a dilemma. You don't
want the man to live on less 'than a reason-
able amount of money.

On the other hand, I would think that this
employer might say, "I can pay you at the
poverty level. The Governnent is going to
subsidize a portion of it, and I will pay you
the rest, and you take the Job."

I think I would be concerned with whom
we are really subsidizing with supplementary
payments, it seems to me we have to hedge
those with some protection for the othertaxpay'ers, to require minimum wages or
something of that sort, it seems to me we
Just compound the problem if we tell the
employer, "You don't want to pay him any
wages. Ve will supplement it, and you put
it on the 'paycheck. And the employee isgoing to go home with enough dollars to
keep body and soul together, even though it
isn't going to cost you very much of It."

You really don't think that is a problem?
Dr. FRIEDMAN. On the contrary, I believe,sir, that it is really rather the Other way

around.
One of the reasons we have unduly high

unemployment among the so-called "mar-
ginal" and "skilled" workers is because of
the effect of the minimum wage rate, the
legal minimum wage rate, which arises be-
cause of a confusion between a wage rate and
income. It has always been mystery to me
how a teenage boy is better off being unem-
ployed at $1.60 an hour than being employed
at $1.40 an hour. And yet the effect of the
minimum wage rate has been to render un-
employed, people whose economic productiv-
ity does not equal the minimum wage rate.

What the well meaning peoponenta or the
minimum wage rate have wanted to do is to
provide some kind of a minimum income,
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not a minimum wage rate, which is of no
value unless employment Is available, on
that rate. In fact, the effect of this kind of a
negative income tax program is precisely
that it serves the real function which the
well meaning proponents of minimum wage
rates have mistakenly believed that they
could serve by minimum wage rates. It serves
that real function of enabling people to
earn what they can In the market, whatever
their skill, and improve their skills through
on-the-job training, while at the same time,
through supplementing their income, you
maintain a minimum level of take-home pay,
which is available for them to purchase
goods and services.

The fear that the employer would some-
how be In a position to take advantage of
this is a very understandable and natural
fear. But I believe It does not correspond
to the facts of the marketplace.

With respect to the group of workers we
are now speaking of, there are, in general in
most market areas in the country, a con-
siderable number of potential employers.
Those potential employers are in competi-
tion with one another, and they have no ef-
fective leeway to pay people less, simply
because they are getting some supplement
from somewhere else.

Mr. BURKE. Mr. Gibbons?
Mr. GIBBONS. Dr. Friedman, I am Intrigued

by your testimony. I never had an op!por-
tunity to read much of your material except
what has appeared in the newspapers, and
you have thrown some new light on it here
today.

You are suggesting that perhaps a waythat this could be worked, your negative
income, is by adding through a private busi-
ness employer an additional amount of
money, just as we now deduct an additional
amount of money from the paycheck for the
Internal Revenue. I woujci assume, follow-ing that on through, that eventually, the
employer would have to get the money from
somebody. He would get the money from
the Government the same way be now pays
the money to the Government, He would just
submit a statement saying that, in effect,"I have so many people who are employed,
and they have this kind of a social back-
ground. Therefore, I ant entitled to moneyback."

This is a silly situation, but I could envision
an employer perhaps going to employees andsaying, "Maybe you better go home and
have a few more kids. You don't want to
work any harder, but I can get'more money
for what you are now doing."

Dr. FRIEDMAN. No, sir.
Mr. GIBBONS. You don't think it will workthat Way?
Dr. FRIEDMAN. No, it doesn't work that way

now with the positive income tax. He doesn't
say to the employees, "Why don't you gohome so I don't have to pay over to the
Government as much in withholding tax."
The actual way it would work is that each
employer would be withholding from most
of his employees. The number of employ-
ees whose wages he would be supplementing
would be relatively small. Given the kind
of tax rates you have been thinking of, he
would hand Into the Internal Revenue a net
payment. Re would pay over. Re would say,
"This is the amount of money I have col-
lected on your behalf. This is the amount
of money I have paid out on your behalf.
The difference Is the amount I pay over toyou."

Mr. GIBBONS. Wouldn't your program really
encourage the employer to discriminate and
to hire the poor and the disadvantaged and
the large family person, as opposed to a
single person, perhaps?

Dr. FRIEDMAN. Not at all. His wage cost is
exactly the same regardless of the family
status. His personal wage cost that enters
into business calculations is not affected by
the family status of the person, just as now
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the fact that he has to deduct more from the
pay of a man with a small family, of a single
person, than of a man with a large family
does not lead him now to prefer the man with
the large family. His wage cost is a wage rate
he pays for the job to the man whom he
employs.

Then In addition to that, he now serves
as an agent of the Internal Revenue in with-
holding at source from that man's pay the
taxes that are due to the Federal Govern-
ment in the same way he would serve as an
agent of the Federal Government or the In-
ternal Revenue in paying over an additional
sum to which the man was entitled.

Mr. GIBBONS. Let me give you an illustra-
tion,

Suppose you have a man working on an
assembly line and maybe he is making $2
an hour, and he Is operating a machine or
something like that. That would be pretty
minimum pay. He turns out z number of
products an hour, which result in an eco-
nomic benefit to his employer, so much.

.If that man were poor—of course, he would
be poor at $2 an hour—but if that man were
poor, let's say, then hIs employer would, in
effect, get a refund from the Federal Gov-
ernment, which he would in turn pay to that
man.

Dr. FRIEDMAN. That Is right.
Mr. GIBBONS. Yet he would still be pay-

ing $2 an hour, wouldn't he?
Dr. FRIEDMAN. That is right.
Mr. GIBBONS. And maybe the man would

then be taking home $2.25 an hour, or $2.50
an hour. It looks like to me that there
would be a great encouragement in your sys-
tem to hire the poor first.

Dr. FRIEDMAN. No.
Mr. GIBBONS. I wish you would draw me a
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picture of it. I don't want to take up the
committee's time.

Dr. FRIEDMAN. Let me give you this.
Here right now an employer hires peo-

ple at $2 an hour, some of whom, for all
he knows, have extra income and some of
whom don't. Does that affect which ones
he hires? Or does he pay those who have
extra income outside less money than he
pays those who don't?

Right now suppose you adopted the pro-
posal as suggested by the President. Then
the employer would know. Re would know
perfectly well that John Jones is getting
an additional check from somebody because
of the fact that he has six children and
has a lower income than the income he
would have to have In order not to receive
a grant, so he knows what he is getting.

Employers are not fools. They know per-
fectly well what the other arrangements
are, and so changing the bookkeeping by
having somebody a block down the street
hand the man the check; Instead of com-
bining it with the payroll operation of the
firm itself, doesn't change the facts.

Mr. GIBBONS. I regret to say most of us
live by forms. Have you ever gone so far in
your thinking as to figure oUt what the new
form 1040 would look like under your pro-
posal?

Dr. FRIEDMAN. Yes.
Mr. GIBBONS. Do yàu have that?
Dr. FRIEDMAN. I don't have that with me,

but I have in earlier cases when I have
worked on thisdrawn up forms 1040 to han-
dle the negative income tax.

Mr. GIBBONS. I wonder if you could just
supply one, so we could put it in the record
at this point.

Mr. Chairman, would that be all right?
Dr. FRIEDMAN. I will see if I can get one.
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"Unfortunately, I was unable to locate in

time the forms I had drawn up earlier and
time did not permit my writing out new
ones in full. However, for form 1040, only
changes that would be necessary would be
(a) to add several lines in computation of
tax parallel to those now used in computa-
tion of positive tax, e.g.:

(1) If deductions and exemptions exceed
reported taxable income, enter excess here.

"'(2) See Tax Table—for payment to which
you are entitled.

"(3) Enter advance payments received
during year.

'(4) Enter any taxes withheld during year.
"'(5) If (2) and (4) is greater than (3),

enter excess here. This is amount you will
receive.

"'(6) If (3) is greater than (2) and (4),
enter excess here. Remit this amount with
tax return.'

"(b) To allow in b only of return of items
of income on deductions treated differently
for positive and negative income tax."

Mr. GIBBONS. At least mail me one, anyway.

Dr. FRIEDMAN, Sure.
Mr. GIBBONS. And I would like to see what

the form looks like that the employer would
furnish the Internal Revenue Service to
claim the additional compensation.

Those are all the questions I have, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. BURKE. Thank you, We thank you very
much, Professor Friedman, for your appear-
ance here today and your testimony.

I can assure you the entire membership
of the committee and the committee staff
will study your statement very carefully and
also your chart.

Thank you.
Dr. FRIEDMAN. Thank you.
(The chart referred to follows:)

MARGINAL TAX RATES IMPLICIT IN WELFARE PROPOSAL

Ifamily of 4(2 adults, 2 dependenfs); all income earned (other than welfare grants and food stamps); city and State income taxes neglecledj

A. 20 STATES WHICH NOW PAY BENEFITS LESS THAN PROPOSED FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS

'Income excludes basic grant and is all assumed to be earned income.
Employee's tax under OASI.

Professor Frledman objects to this bill
on the following basis:

First, that when the value of food
stamps and State supplementary benefits
is figured In, the marginal 'tax rate on the
earned income of the working poor Is far
higher than the apparent 50 percent—
that, Indeed, it may actually come to
more than 100 percent, thus providing
a serious disincentive 'to accept employ-

ment rather than the incentive that this
program Is designed to create;

Second, that families in simile" -
nomic situations should be treated equai-
ly, and that 'this is not the case under
the provisions of the bill as it now stands,
either In the regulations relating to State
supplemental benefits or in the advan-
tages it may give persons who do not
work over those who do. Thus, the act

Tax schedule

Marginal tax rate (percent) Basic benefit

Family Food Social Federal Family Food

Income bracket' assistance stamps security 2 income taxo Total assistance stamps Total

0 to $720 0 30 4.8 0 34.8 $1, 600 $720 $2, 320
$720 to $3,000 50 15 4.8 0 69.8
$3,000 to $3,920 50 15 4.8 14 83.8
$3,920 to $4,000 30 4.8 14 48.8
$4,000 to $5,000 4.8 15 19.8

B. SAMPLE STATE WITH CURRENT MAXIMUM BENEFIT OF $3,400 A YEAR (NEW YORK STATE)

las schedule

Marginal tan rate (percent) Basic benefit

Family State Food Social Federal Family State Food

Income bracket' assistance supplement stamps securit! income tax S Total assistance supplement stamps Total

$0 to $600 0 0 30 4,8 0 34,8 $1, 600 $1, 800 $180 $3, 580

$600 to $720 0 0 4.8 0 4.8
$720 to $3,000 50 16.7 4.8 0 71. 5
$3,000 to $3,920 50 16.7 4.8 14 85. 5
$3,920 to $4,000 4 80.0 4.8 14 98.8
$4,000 to $5,000 4 80.0 4,8 15 99.8
$5,000 to $5,503 4 80.0 4.8 16 100.8
$5,503 to $6,000 4.8 16 20.8

o Present law, excluding surtax.
4 Maximum permitted under proposal.

does not require states to pay supple-
mental benefits to the working poor—
which means that two men could be
working at similar jobs and earning the
same wages, but one would receive the
state supplemexltal by virtue of the fact
that he had been unemployed, but the
other would not. This Is a clear incentive
for the working men to "arrange" unem-
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ployment category status in order to
qualify for the extra benefit; and

Third, that the arrangements proposed
to administer the provisions of this bill
are cumbersome and costly, and that it
could actually be administered far more
efficiently through the system already in
existence for payroll deductions and in-
come tax payments.

Let me conclude this section of my re-
marks by noting that Professor Fried-
man—4he rather of 'the negative income
tax—stated in a public meeting last
Saturday, Atn-il 11, 1970, in Chicago that:

If I were a Memler of Congress, I ou1d
vote against HR. 16311, as it is presently
wrItten.

As I have indicated, however, I am
not totally in agreement with Professor
Friedman. One of the main objections
that I have to the pending bill, that he
does not share, is the inclusion of the
working poor in the Nation's welfare
population. I must object to this on
several counts: First, its cost; second,
its bureaucratic implications; and third,
its moral and psychological implications.

My first objection is to the enormous
financial burden that this extension of
the concept of welfare will impose upon
the American people. It is estimated that
the cost of increasing the number of
welfare recipients from the present 10
million to about 22 million under the
pending bill will be $4.4 billion in the
first full year, and that it will increase
substantially thereafter. In 1 year we
will add 12 million new persons to the
welfare rolls—most of them the very
people who have struggled for years to
avoid subjecting themselves to that very
indignity.

The second point is that the present
bill would add a whole new bureaucracy
under the Social Security Administration
of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. As Professor Friedman so
aptly pointed out In his testimony to the
Committee on Ways and Means, the
wrong administrators could use this new
program to expand their own offices and
staffs. It should also be noted that one
of the ways in which our present welfare
system is most in need of reform is in
the bureaucracy that has grown up to
administer it. We should not now be
looking for ways to expand that bureauc-
racy or give it a new lease on life.

My third objection to the pending leg-
islation as it affects the working poor
is probably the most serious of all. Here-
tofore, we have always believed that work
was the proper way for a family to sup-
port itself in our society. As a people,
we have realized our obligations when it
came to particular hardship cases, such
as the disabled and the aged; but in gen-
eral the work ethic has been an integral
part of our whole national fabric and, I
believe, vital to our national success.

In the past, welfare programs have
sought to encourage those who are un-
employed to seek employment. They have
been, at least In theory, temporary or
emergency measures. To be on welfare
and to receive a Government handout
has had a definite social stigma attached
to it. And this is as it should be, if we are
to encourage individuals, capable of
doing so, to stand on their own twofeet.

Now, however, we are seeing this long-
standing principle demolished. In recent
years we have witnessed a new class of
permanent welfare recipients come into
being and produce a second and third
generation of welfare families. And to-
day we -have before us a proposal that
will even further institutionalize this
new and tragic welfare class, this time
under the aegis of the Federal Govern-
ment.

I believe such a system will be truly
demoralizing for those citizens who have
long been too proud to accept a dole from
the Government. Those who claim that
the proposed legislation will provide in-
centives to the nonworking poor to get
jobs, apparently have not looked at the
other side of the coin—that it will also
provide a disincentive for the working
poor to stay employed.

NEW FmERM.ISM

Mr. Chairman, the President has con-
sistently expressed his belief that we
should be returning to a reinvigorated
federalism in our Nation's domestic af-
fairs.

I support this viewpoint and heartily
concur that we must redress the imbal-
ance that currently exists in our State-
Federal relations. We must enable the
States to determine the priority of their
own programs, so that dictation by the
faceless Federal bureaucracy is not de-
termining the lives of individuals in
the Arlington Heights', Keokuk's, and
Springfield's of the Nation.

The pending bill would move us in the
wrong direction—it would move us to-
ward more Federal oontrol, and away
from State determination of their own
future programs.

It seems to me that this point hBs
been completely overlooked by those who
support the pending bill.

SUMMARY

To summarize, then, I oppose this bill
because I do not believe that it takes
into account the dangers involved in
establishing a "guaranteed income" for
American families. I am opposed to its
enactment because it does not, in my
opinion, provide any genuine incentives
to work for anyone not now employed,
but rather that it does the contrary. I
further oppose this bill because It treats
the working poor and the nonworking
poor unequally, and to the disadvantage
of the working poor. I oppose it because
it would bring into being a new and ex-
tensive Federal administrative bureau-
cacy, including the social workers needed
to police the system, at a time when we
are supposedly trying to reduce the size
of government. Finally, I oppose it be-
cause It represents one more step toward
the centralization of government rather
than decentralized federalism.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in strong support of
H.R. 16311, the family assistance plan.

The occasions are all too rare that I
find myself honestly excited about in-
novative and original legislation on this
floor, but today I think that we have be-
fore us a truly creative proposal which
lightens not only my spirits, but also the
spirits of poor people all over the-coun-
try, who for too long have lived with a

morass of residency requirements and
broken, fatherless families.

So it is not for reasons of congres-
sional courtesy that I now commend the
President and the Committee on Ways
and Means, who have respectively intro-
duced a good bill, and made a good bill
better, and together worked to propose
what may well be the most constructive
and original initiative I have seen over
the past several years.

This is a positive program. It is a
program which keeps families together
rather than splitting them up; which in-
duces economic independence rather
than humiliating subservience; which
provides day-care centers and manpower
training programs; and which makes of
what was once a stifling and even coun-
terproductive system an open and pro-
ductive one.

it is a program through which a re-
cipient can see the light at the end of the
tunnel. Where all too often the life cycle
of an AFDC recipient was from depend-
ency to stagnation, now it can be one
of independence and dignity.

The precedents that this bill sets are
invaluable—first of all, it has been rec-
ognized that family security is the re-
sponsibility of the Federal Government,
and no matter how important States'
rights are, it is basically wrong for a
family in Mississippi to get $39 a month
while a family in New Jersey gets $263
a month. Poverty happens to be na-
tional in scope and in origin—it should
indeed be national in solution, and the
concepts of national minimus and a Fed-
eral Income floor are progressive steps
in this direction. Second, been certified
as deserving of Federal assistance; and
third, it is the responsibility of the Fed-
eral Government to help people who
want to work but cannot, by providing
day-care centers and Job training facili-
ties.

This is not to say that I think that the
program, as outlined in this document
before me, Is perfect. I come from a State
which has served its poor relatively well;
benefit levels in New York are presently
the second highest in the Nation. Yet,
this new plan threatens to substitute new
inequities for the old. For instance, al-
though New York State bears 15 per-
cent of the national welfare caseload, un-
der this plan it will get only about 6 per-
cent of the funds. And New York City,
which alone bears 10 percent of the na-
tional caseload, will get only 1 percent of
the funds—a mere $40 million out of
more than $4.4 billion In the program.

It is indeed unfortunate that the for-
mula as presently stated in the bill ap-
pears- to penalize New York and the
wealthier States which have been pro-
gressive enough to Institute decent bene-
fit levels. To remedy this and to guard
against this possible new inequity, I
therefore would urge that the formula
be changed and, as the National Gov-
ernors' Conference has recommended
and as both Governor Rockefeller and
Mayor Lindsay have recommended, that.
within 3 to 5 years the Federal Govern-
ment assume all' benefit costs and all
administrative costs. Federal matching
funds should be provided for costs above
the $1,600 floor, and they should be in-



H 3194

creased annually so that within 5 years
all costs would be federalized.

I am concerned also about the eligibil-
ity requirement which precludes childless
couples and single persons from receiv-
ing assistance under this plan. To deny
benefits to people because they are un-
married, though they may be just as
poor, just as destitute, as the families
around them, is discriminatory. And to
penalize a couple who choses not to bear
children, though they too may be job-
less and homeless, is unjust and un-
reasonable. In New York State, for ex-
ample, there are at least 93,000 poor
people who would fall into these cate-
gories but who are excluded from benefits
under this bill. I would strongly urge,
therefore, that the eligibility definitions
be reconsidered to provide assistance
based on need, not on numbers.

Second, I believe that the concept of,
let alone the funds for, day-care facili-
ties, should be broadened to be more than
a welfare benefit. Families in a middle-
income bracket who desire or need day
care for their children should have this
opportunity, and could pay for the serv-
ices according to their ability. Although
I will of course support the day-care au-
thorizations in this bill for 'the poor, in
New York State alone we need 300,000 to
400,000 day-care places, so I warn against
limiting our horizons in this area. I urge
broadening both the concept and the
funds to include quality educational care
as well as custodial care, and funds for
construction as well as renovation of
facilities.

Third, although I applaud the man-
power training program and the work
Incentives, statistics differ as to the num-
ber of persons actually able to work, let
alone the availablilty of jobs for them.
It is important that the training be re-
lated to the local employment market,
and that a decent job will be available
upon completion of the training.

Finally, I am not at all sure that a
mother with school-age children should
be required to work, as she is in this bill.
If she is, then the State is in fact dictat-
ing that her child must be cared for by
a day-care center rather than by herself.
Possibly it is old fashioned of me to sug-
gest this, but I am inclined to believe that
to involuntarily deny a woman the op-
tion of caring for her own child is wrong.
I am under no circumstances saying
that "a woman's place is in the home,"
but I am saying that she should be given
the free choice of working or staying at
home, as she would in a nonassistance
family.

I submit these reservations basically as
a cautionary note that this bill in and of
itself may not end all poverty, and as a
reminder that we must remain open to
suggestions. Despite these reservations,
however, I consider this legislation a
monumental breakthrough. And al-
though I will continue to urge that the
Federal Government take a still larger
portion of the responsibility by broad-
ening eligibility, authorizing greater day
care funds and employment responsibili-
ties, and reconsidering the mandatory
work provision for mothers, I continue
to believe that this legislation represents
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a vital and historic step toward lifting
the poor from dependency to dignity.

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to H.R. 16311, the Family As-
sistance Act.

This bill pretends to be a reform of
the present welfare system when actually
it opens a Pandora's box which will
greatly increase the total cost of welfare
in every county and city in the United
States. In my opinion, the bill now before
us, if adopted, will be a major step toward
a Federal dole system.

This is a matter of much importance,
and I believe that the so-called reforms
which are now being considered may in
fact be the most encompassing domestic
legislation to come before the Congress
since the adoption of the Social Security
Act in the 1930's. This greatly concerns
me and I am afraid that in our haste to
reform the present system, we may in
fact be creating far greater problems
than now exist.

There is no question that the present
system needs reforming to some extent.
We have tolerated too long certain fea-
tures of the present law which tend to
benefit those who are not interested in
working, but feel that they were entitled
to support from the Government. On the
other hand, there are certain aspects 01
the present laws which tend to penalize
needy families simply because of the bu-
reaucratic structure which does not take
into account personal circumstances in
individual cases. I also feel that the pres-
ent system does not provide for adequate
investigation and followup in some wel-
fare cases.

However, I believe that the reform pro-
posals now before us do very little, if
anything, to change this situation. In
fact, the bill incorporates most of the
bad features of the present welfare sys-
tem and makes provision for no improve-
ment in the administrative tangle that
makes the existing program so ineffec-
tive. This simply adds a new Federal
layer on top of a system that is already
buried in bureaucracy. The Family As-
sistance Act has all of the features which
tend to foster indolence and encourage
reliance on the Government. In addition,
by establishing national standards, it
undercuts the established patterns of
welfare systems in many States.

The thing that concerns me most is
that the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare is using unfairly the
claim that the present aid for dependent
children program encourages the break-
up of families. The truth of the matter is
that HEW is simply using this as a
facade to get approval of a guaranteed
annual income and once the door is open
there is no telling what the eventual
ramifications and cost will be.

According to my understanding, the
statistics being used by HEW in support
of the family assistance program were
obtained in a survey of only 18,000 homes.
This compares with approximately 50
million homes in the country and such a
sampling would be only thirty-six one-
hundredths of 1 percent of the total. It
is incredible that Congress should be
called upon to act on the basis of the
meager information which has been pre-

• sented to us in this instance.
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I have looked over the figures supplied
by HEW and frankly am at a loss to un-
deratand exactly how they have arrived
at certain statistics. It is indicated on the
one hand that there are now 1.7 million
families receiving AFDC funds on a
regular basis. This involves approxi-
mately 7 million persons. Under the pro-
posed family assistance plan, the total
would be increased to 3.9 million
homes—including the 1.7 million under
AFDC—and a total of 20 million persons.
Still other figures which have been cir-
culated show that the possible total to
be covered by the program would include
not 3.9 million homes but 5.2 million
which would up the total number of per-
Sons to 26 million, so nobody 'knows ex-
actly what the statistical situation is.

Enactment of the family assistance
plan will eventually cost incalculable
sums which must be made up some place.
The guaranteed income Is, of course, sub-
ject to rising living costs, so that it is
a foregone conclusion that once the
principle of guaranteed income is estab-
lished, increases will surely follow. I am
opposed to the guaranteed income as
such but also realize that the figure pro-
vided in this bill is low enough so that
if the law is passed, there will be an im-
mediate clamor to raise the level.

I am diametrically opposed to trying
to solve problems by creating new levels
of Government bureaucracy with the
idea that they may be able to grope to-
ward workable solutions. We have had
far too much of this and HEW is perhaps
the most significant example in the Gov-
ernment of the inadvisability and ineffi-
ciency of such attacks on preblems.

It is obvious to those who have taken
the time to study the family assistance
proposal that reform of existing pro-
grams is secondary to the objective of
establishing a guaranteed income. I am
opposed to this and feel that the vast
majority of our people are against it.
HEW is merely trying to camouflage its
real purposes by putting forth the idea
that this will encourage families to stay
together. I do not believe that any action
by the Government per se can be called
the primary reason for the breakup of
families. This bill would add to the Gov-
ernment welfare rolls vast millions of
people and establish the precedent that
the Government will guarantee to them a
basic income. No one in authority seems
to be able to give any idea as to how
many people will be involved, how much
the cost will be, how many more admin-
istrative personnel will be required, or
where the road will eventually lead.

For this reason, I feel that it is a
mistake to go into a program of this
kind without more painstaking study by
Congress. Past experience has shown
that we cannot rely too much on the
statistical information provided by HEW
and we need only the recent experience
with medicare to cause us to pause and
raise questions as to where this all will
lead.

It seems to me that we have gone far
afield in this country as to our under-
standing of the role of the Government
in relation to its citizens. The Govern-
ment was never established to take care
of the people but to simply provide a
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climate wherein its citizens may have
the freedom to make a living and go
about their daily pursuits without gov-
ernmental interference. We have traveled
already too far down the road toward
socialism and the establishment of a dole
system would be the final major step
toward the completion of the socialistic
pattern. Obviously there are many good
features to the welfare program and the
present bill makes Improvements In aid
to the blind and other handicapped per-
sons, child care and certain Incentives to-
ward manpower training, and so forth.
I am afraid, however, that taken on bal-
ance the bill before us would create more
problems than It would solve and will
establish patterns which will be difficult
to reverse once It is obvious that they are
wrong.

One of the main failings of the Fed-
eral Government Is that we too often
think of sdlving problems In terms of
creating bureaucracy and making Fed-
eral aid available. In the instance of pub-
lic welfare my feeling Is that too much
money has been spent to accoxrpUsh too
little good and that along the way we
have contributed to the establishment of
a pattern whereby many Individuals tend
to rely on public support rather than to
recognize their own responsibilities. I see
nothing in the present bill which would
reverse that trend but, in fact, feel that
it is likely to be accelerated under Its
terms.

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Chairman, we have
before us today one of the most far-
reaching pieces of legislation to be de-
bated In the 91st Congress, the family
assistance plan. I am pleased that we
are moving in this direction, but I am
concerned at the procedure under which
the bill Is proceeding. While I am in
general agreement with the concepts
contained in the bill, I was hopeful that
the measure could have been presented
to us under an open rule permitting
amendments. It was for this reason that
I voted against the closed rule yesterday.
I intend to vote for the bill on final
passage while at the same time express-
ing the hope and the belief that the
Senate will refine certain of the provi-
sions with which I am not In whole-
hearted agreement.

For a moment now, I would like to dis-
cuss a few of the more important fea-
tures of the bill.

The President proposes a floor of $1,600
income for a family of four, paid en-
tirely by the Federal Government. Ad-
ditional payments to families with no in-
come at all would be made by those
States where current benefit levels ex-
ceed $1,600. For families where a mem-
ber is working, the first $720 per year
earned income will not be counted
against the $1,600 floor. In ad1itIon, only
one dollar of each two earned over the
$720 will be taken from the floor pay-
ment. For the family of four, when
earned Income reaches $4,000, the Fed-
eral payment would no longer be paid.

I am pleased with this provision be-
cause it will represent a substantial im-
provement in the lives of the poor and
the indigent in some States, but I do not
believe that the inherent disparity in
benefits among the States will slow or

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

alter the trend toward uprooting and mi-
gration. I am pleased that the eligibility
features for the family assistance plan
will apply nationwide, and I hope that
the bill is amended in the Senate to close
even more the gap which exists in bene-
fits among the States.

I regret that the President's program
does not contain a new proposal to
strengthen the hand of the welfare
agency in obtaining support payments
from deserting fathers, but two provi-
sions should help to cut down on deser-
tions: Removal of the "man in the
house" rule and imposition on the desert-
ing parent or spouse of a financial obli-
gation equal to the amount of Federal
assistance paid to his or her family as a
result of the abandonment. This first
provision is a humane and stabilizing
feature because we are removing the in-
centive which exists for a father to de-
sert his family when he is unable to pro-
vide for them and when his mere pres-
ence is a stumbling block to the family's
receipt of public assistance. It replaces
the incentive to desert with an incentive
to find work or accept job training. The
second provision moves in the direction
of insuring that the Government is not
picking up the tab for someone who Is
capable of picking it up himself.

One of the more negligent points in
the bill before us, and one which I am
sure the Senate will attempt to revise in
its consideration, Is the fact that the leg-
islation does not move in the direction of
providing relief for State and local tax-
payers by assuming a greater Federal
share of the costs of the program in the
more progressive States like New York.
The Nixon program requires the States
to supplement the income of welfare
families in the amount which exceeds the
basic $1,600 up to the level of welfare
paid in that State at the beginning of
1970. Unfortunately, the bill provides
that the Federal Government will pay
only 30 percent of the cost of these sup-
plernentary payments, and no Federal
assistance will be available where the
State makes a supplemental payment to
the working poor. In my judgment, this
provision of the Nixon program offers
New Yorkers no relief to speak of from
the burden of welfare. The bill has to be
amended In the Senate to provide for a
much larger share of the supplemental
benefits and aid should be available for
the working poor.

Mr. Chairman, my remarks today, of
necessity, could not cover all of the fea-
tures in this complex bill, owing to the
time element. I am going to vote for the
bill because, on balance, it is a good one.
I did, however, want to take this oppor-
tunity to address the attention of my col-
leagues to some of the more obvious defi-
ciencies In the measure and at the same
time urge our colleagues over in the
Senate to seriously consider amendatory
language.

Mr. OT'FINGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
Insupport of H.R. 16311, the Family As-
sistance Act of 170. While I believe that
this bill should have been brought to the
floor under an open rule to allow us to
offer much-needed amendments, the
measure Is a step in the right direction
of reform of our drastically Ineffective,
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inequitable, and misdirected welfare sys-
tem. I have been advocating welfare re-
form since early In my congressional
career, and I am gratified that we at last
have a vehicle to enable us to carry
forward the necessary struggle to elimi-
nate hunger and poverty in the United
States.

Our existing welfare system should
have been discarded long ago. It places
recipients in the awful position of having
to refuse employment that would reduce
their meager Income from public assist-
ance. It encourages dependency and cre-
ates generational cycles on relief rolls.
It breaks up families in areas where
"man in the house" rules have restricted
eligibility. And it encourages the poor to
flock to overcrowded cities where welfare
payments are higher. When a family of
four receives $44 a month in Mississippi
and could be eligible for $264 a month
in New Jersey, who could resist the im-
pulse to emigrate?

It Is heartening to witness the public
support for overhaul of public assistance.
Significant elements of the business com-
munity, the Presidential commission on
income maintenance, key figures In the
administration, public-service agencies
such as the Urban Coalition, the Na-
tional Welfare Rights Organization, and
many, many more have lent their back-
ing to this effort, and while the Family
Assistance Act falls short of what needs
to be done, it deserves our support be-
cause it will incorporate many desirable
principles into the Nation's public assist-
ance programs.

I specifically endorse the bill's empha-
sis on jobs and job training for all able-
bodied welfare recipients who have no
small children to care for; the establish-
ment of minimum Federal standards for
eligibility and expanded Federal financ-
ing and administration; complete Fed-.
eral funding of day-care centers for
working mothers; a floor on income for
the very poor; assistance to the working
poor whose Income falls well below the
poverty level; and a minimum guaran-
teed payment for aged, blind, and dis-
abled individuals who have no other in-
come. These Initiatives embody much-
needed principles if we are to break the
pervasiveness of poverty which so de-
bases the moral posture of a Nation with
a gross national product nearing $1 tril-
lion a year.

I was, however, among those who re-
quested an open rule on this legislation
to give all Members of this body a full
opportunity to add still further Innova-
tions and Increases needed to make this
truly a welfare reform bill.

While the Family Assisance Act does
provide for greater Federal involvement,
it will stifi allow for variations in the
amounts of assistance paid by different
States and will, therefore, not completely
discourage the migration of the poor to
cities like New York where public welfare
burdens distort the entire municipal
budget. Equity demands full Federal
funding and administration of public as-
sistance, and we will not have a truly
workable and adequate system until this
basic step Is taken.

Further, the princIple of an income
ftoor Is a major breakthrough and a long
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overdue reform. But how any family of
four in the United States can live with
dignity on $1,600 eludes me completely.
Instead of testing the water with our toe,
we ought to act on our realization that
even the official poverty borderline of $3,-
720 Is not adequate in most sections of
the country to maintain a decent stand-
ard of living. In New Yçrk $5,500 would
be a more reasonable and realistic mini-
mum, and we should not blanch at such
a positive move toward social justice. For
those who cry that we are establishing a
new welfare population, we have many
alternatives to prevent such an occur-
rence. It is my conviction that all men
want the satisfaction and dignity of self-
supporting employment, and by expand-
ing the job-training provisions of this
program, and also creating Jobs if we
must, we can bring this principle into
operation. Thus the income floor will be
but a springboard to a higher goal.

The Family Assistance Act does not
penalize the working individual for earn-
ing minimal outside income, but the dis-
regard amounts to only $720, beyond
which 50 to 67 percent of earnings would
be deducted from the person's income.
Surely there Is no equity in levying this
steep a tax on family heads trying to
support dependents on $2,320 a year, and
a built-in disincentive to seek further
work will be embodied In the program.
This is the same fault in existing welfare
rules, and by not deleting these penalties
at low-income levels, we will once again
encourage the search for hidden income
and other subterfuges plaguing the relief
system today. One of the most interest-
ing proposals I have seen on the work-
Incentive problem has been developed
and advanced by a distinguished and
successful New York businessman, Mr.
Leonard M. Greene, who has devoted
considerable time and effort to remov-
ing the stigma of poverty from our na-
tional life. Mr. Greene's admirable plan
Is labeled "fair share," and in the belief
that Congress should give full and fair
consideration to this solution, I append
Mr. Greene's position to my remarks. We
simply must remove all government bar-
riers and penalties on the working poor
in the form of excessive taxation of mea-
ger earnings, and fair share deals elo-
quently with a remedy for this practice.

Mr. Chairman, I am also perplexed
that HR. 16311 excludes childless couples
and single people from public assistance.
This Is a major shortcoming of the bill
and belles the reform label. A poor person
is a poor person, and by passage of this
legislation we shall have failed to help
untold numbers of the disadvantaged,
while at the same time we will place a
premium on family size at a time when
we should rather be discouraging the ac-
celerating growth of our population.
There can be no justification for penallz-
lng people for not bearing children.

Furthermore, while stress has been
placed on the work-Incentive provisions
of this bill, let us not lose sight of the
fact that over 90 percent of present wel-
fare recipients are aged, blind, disabled,
dependent children, and mothers caring
for preschool children. With national Un-
employmeflt°zooming to 4.4 per cent, we
need to be mindful of the ilmitations and
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not imply that we will force mothers
to work. Certainly no able-bodied per-
son should be allowed to refuse decent
employment, and this bill includes saf e-
guards to prevent exploitation of the
employable poor, but we need to beware
of allowing punitive action to intrude
on our legitimate effort to ensure a life
of dignity, with adequate housing and
nutrition, for every American. The
needs of children must be kept upper-
most .ln mind as we attempt to uplift
those in need of help.

In addition to raising family support
levels, Mr. Chairman, we must increase
the guarantee for the blind, disabled, the
aged, from the proposed $110 to at least
$150 a month. The staggering rise In the
cost of living is a burden on most, but
none more so than those on fixed in-
comes and unable to work. Age eligibility
should be reduced to 60 for men and 55
for women, and cost-of-living clauses
seem only fair. Cost-of-living Increases
are coming to be the recognized neces-
sities in all wage determinations, Mr.
Chairman, and we should include them
In the overall provisions of the public
assistance program.

Mr. Chairman, we have today an op-
portunity to begin—and it is only a be-
ginning—to strike out in new directions
in our society. We have among us 15
million malnourished, 30 million poor,
and 77 millIon deprived people. We have
the worst welfare system of all the de-
veloped nations of the world. Ten coun-
tries have lower infant mortality rates,
and 15 have higher literacy rates than
the United States. National pride and
human decency impel us to move boldly
to eradicate the flaws in our social fabric.
We must compete not only in armaments
and technology and trade, but In the
far more fundamental reforms which will
improve the quality of the lives of all
of our people. Instead of taking one small
step as men, let us take that giant leap
for mankind.

The article referred to folows:
FAIR SISARR—A FULL INCENTIVE PI,AN To

REPLACE WELFARE

(By Leonard M. Greene)
THE PROBLEM

Recently, the widowed mother of five chil-
dren living in Westchester County, New York,
on funds provided by our present wetlfare
system was delighted when her eldest
daughter came home and announced proudly
that she had ,obtained a Job at the checkout
counter of a supermarket.

The family's joy was short-lived. It quickly
discovered that with a wage earner in the
home, welfare payments were reduced. When
simple costs such as lunches and bus fares
were subtracted from the total, the family
had less moneys to live on than it had had
before. To be of real help at home, the dis-
appointed youngster was forced to resign.
The unhappy episode is a tragic example of
how "second generation" welfare cases are
created and how abysmally another "Noble
Experiment" in America has failed because of
a lack of Imaginative planning.

WELFARE REFORM
In his current proposals for welfare re-

form, President Nixon has taken note of this
"incentive pitfall." Reactions of leaders in
various fields to his suggested improvements
range from high to extremely faint praise.
Certainly, almost any change from the utter
chaos of the present system which sees wel-
fare rolls zooming upward during years of
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national prosperity is welcome. A "step in
the right direction" thus far has been the
favored summation.

But is a step enough? I, for one, and a lot
of other people with me. do not think so. For
example, the new "welfare reform" still con-
tains the same fatal flaw that doomed the
original high-minded concept of help for the
poor—it does not provide the vital full in-
centive that inspires a person to lift himself
up and improve his lot in life.

Under the new plan, the basic Federal
benefit for a family of four would be $1,600
per year; $500 for each of the first two
family members and $300 per member
thereafter. So far, so good. But here comes
our old pitfall beneath a fresh camouflage.
According to the official "Welfare Reform Fact
Sheet" issued by the United States Govern-
ment, 'Benefits would be reduced by 50 per
cent as earnings increase above $720 per
year."

A 50-PERCENT TAX FOR THE POOR

In other words, a welfare recipient who
labored to make $61 a month would Imme-
diately leap Into a 50 per cent tax bracket!
Figuratively, he would be rubbing elbows
with highly-successful doctors, lawyers and
business executives. Undoubtedly, his elbows
would be considerably more frayed but he
would be in that relatively exclusive corn-
pañy nonetheless.

Ills incent;ve to earn that extra dollar
must evaporate by 50 percent according to
the "law" of human nature. This "law" has
not yet been repealed despite the hopeful
administration declaration, "With such in-
centives, most recipients who can work will
want to work. This is part of the American
character."

It is also part of the "American character"
to expect to be fully rewarded for one's
efforts.

That Is why I propose a complete new plan
that we have named "Fair Share" which
abolishes welfare altogether, wipes out the
enormous bureaucratic machine that admin-
isters it, and, most important, gives every
American citizen that spiritual spark, that
incentive drive which says, "I can do better,
and my efforts will be fully rewarded."

ABOLISH WELFARE

How can this be done? Remember that
the welfare problem In this country is im-
mense and the situation is growing more
explosive daily. Bold, drastic measures rem-
iniscent of the early days of the New Deal
that met the Great Depression head-on must
be takeS. Abolishing welfare sounds as out-
rageous as closing the banks did then. But
that courageous strategy worked and we who
believe in "Fair Share" are confident that
this equally forceful and daring plan also
will succeed where any halfway measure, any
patchwork stopgap is doomed before It starts.

FAIR SHARE

Briefly, this is how the "Fair Share" plan
can replace welfare, providing the poor with
the necessities of life While at the same time
opening wide the door of opportunity and
inviting them to better their standard of
living.

Poor or not, every citizen (and that in-
cludes President Nixon, the butcher, the
baker and you and me) would receive a
taxable allowance. For example, Congress
might set this figure at $900 for an adult
and $400 for a child. This would give a fam-
ily of four an annual "Fair Share" income
of $2,600.

Disbursement of these "Fair Share" funds
would be handled by and combined with our
existing internal revenue service system.

A 100-PERCENT ENCOURAGEMENT TO WORK
Our present welfare system offers the re-

cipIent 100 per cent discouragement against
working. The proposed "welfare reform"
still offers 50 per cent work discouragcment.
Iii my opinion, that remains fataUy high
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and it will not produce the miracle we need
to solve our problem. "Pair Share" offers,
Instead, 100 per cent encouragement to take
a job, and that is the kind of booster power
we must have If we are ever to get this
American society-saving missile off the pad.

Let's look at a table that shows how muoh
better off a family of four would be under
"Pair Share" than It would be under the re-
form propoeal with Its
discouragement.

50 per cent work

Earned income
Welfare
reform

Fair
share

0
720
1,000
1,500
2,000
2,500
3,000
3,500
3,920

1,600
2,320
2,460
2,710
2,960
3,210
3,460
3, 710
3,920

2,600
3,320
3,600
4,100
4,600
5, 100
5,600
6, 100
5,520

The recipient of reformed welfare who
somehow fought his way to an annual in-
come of $3,920 despite the 50 per cent benefit
deduction on everything he made over $720
would at that point have $3930 In his pocket.
He would have been dragging a 50 per cent
ball and chain ever since he passed the $720
mark and now would be recelvthg no benefits
at all for his tremendous effort.

But consider a recipient who adds his
"Fair Share" of $2,800 to earnings of $3,920
to support his family of four. He has $6,520.
Assume he takes the ordinary 10 per cent de-
duction plus $2,400 for members of his family
and pays a surcharge of 20 per cent as all tax-
payers would be required to do to finance
the program. At present rates, he would re-
turn to the government $635.47 In taxes and
etlU have $5,884.53 In his pocket.

He would have had full incentive to climb
the ladder of earning power because as he
climbed, his spendable income would have
risen with him rung by rung.

REDUCE TAXES FOR MOST

It will not be until the higher brackets are
reached that the "Pair Share" allowance Is
canceled out by Increasing Income taxes,

Thoee wIth low Income receive the greatest
benefit which goes hand In hand with in-
centive to earn.

And because "Pair 8hare" both gives and
it takes—it gives in allowance and takes In
taxes—It will pay for itself; these taxes plus
the money saved by scrapping the bureau-
cratic anti-poverty programs that cost an
estimated $50 billion a year would balance
the "Fair Share" payments.

Admittedly, because of the 20 per cent In-
come tax surcharge on present rates needed
to get "Fair Share" started, persons in the
highest brackets would at first pay more
than they are paying now. But eventually
they too, would benefit as America recovered
its economic health and more of the people
would be in a position to contribute taxes
and the tax rates could be lowered,

CHECK ESP'LATION

Millions of persons now on welfare will
Instead be encouraged to seek Jobs. They
would begin to fit again Into society, to per-
form services, to manufacture articles for
sale. The Gross National Product could rise
dramatically to a point where the value of
the dollar would no longer be attacked by
the threat of inflation,

Gone forever Into the limbo of unhappy
economic experiments would be the cost of
welfare workers who are ml8ualng their tal-
ents to examine shoes, poke mattresses and
scan cupboards to determine if a person Is
entitled to relief. Gone with them would be
the ghettos born of the rush to be where the
handout is biggest.

"Fair Share" protects every American
citizen from destitution simply because he Ia
an American citizen, He would be able to hold

his head high, to put his heart, his mind,
and his hands to the business of earning a
better living.

Mr, ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman, we
have before the House today welfare re-
form legislation which aims to revamp
the chaotic welfare system in the Na-
tion.

I certainly concur that there is ample
need for improvement in our welfare pro-
gram which has grown like Topsy and
has placed a very heavy tax burden on
our citizens,

All Americans share the concern and
sympathy for the less fortunate in our
society, but at the same time it Is diffi-
cult for our productive and hard-working
citizens to accept a system that seems
to actually encourage indolence and de-
pendence on assistance even though em-
ployment and the ability to work Is avail-
able.

We are all willing to assist those who
by physical disability or by economical
circumstances cannot find work. But a
new plan that will, according to some
estimates, nearly double the number of
persons receiving welfare does not ap-
pear to offer reform, but instead seems
to be an expansion of an already pon-
derous and expensive program.

Therefore, rather than further com-
pound the problems of the present pro-
gram, it Is my intention to oppose this
legislation,

I do not think the Federal Oovern-
ment should be the encourager and mul-
tiplier of the welfare "way of life" in
this Nation,

Our citizens will never turn away from
those honestly and sincerely in need of
assistance, but to tax our productive citi-
zenry exorbitantly to prolong and ex-
pand an already misused program, Is not
good legislation.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, many
of us have long looked forward to the
opportunity to contribute toward the
passage of basic welfare reform legis-
lation. Therefore, I would like to com-
mend those who have paved the way for
today's vote on HR. 16311, which will
make very important structural changes
In our present welfare system,

In particular, I want to call attention
to the contribution of the Honorable
WILBUR MILLS, whose role as chairman
of the Committee on Ways and Means
was crucial to the development of the
proposal which Is now before us. The
committee, under the leadership of Mr.
MILLS, worked both quickly and success-
fully In studying the proposal made by
the administration and making amend-
ments to strengthen It. The chairman Is
to be commended for his very construc-
tive leadership for welfare reform.

The bill before us Is a good one. It
does not please everyone, but surely we
must recognize that welfare legislation
never will please everyone, whatever it
contains. It does, however, go very far In
the direction of rationalizing our present
Irrational system, It also introduces a
much-needed element of equity Into de-
termining eligibility for—and the amount
of—welfare assistance which families
throughout the country are entitled to
receive.

I have been concerned about the grow-
ing crisis in welfare for some time. In

August 1967, Cook County began a
growth in the number of recipients of aid
to families with dependent children
which was unprecedented, and which has
not yet begun to slow. The number of
families receiving AFDC In Cook County
increased nearly 20 percent in the last
year. Overall, the county now includes
about 380,000 individuals who are re-
ceiving some kind of cash welfare assist-
ance. We now have slightly more than
two-thirds of all the welfare recipients in
the entire State of Illinois.

What is distressing about all this is not
only the numbers, but the human misery
behind the numbers. A substantial num-
ber of those now on welfare, both those
new to Chicago and old-time residents,
might never have had to ask for assist-
ance, or might have worked their way
off by now, if we had a system which
helped them at the time and In the way
that they needed it.

We knOw that our public welfare sys-
tem, although created to promote the
general welfare, has in some ways under-
mined it. It has—too often—provided too
little assistance for those in desperate
need. It has—too often—promoted in-
equities beth for welfare recipients and
for taxpayers. And, finally, it has failed
to provide assistance and incentives de-
signed to promote family stability and
independence.

H.R. 16311, the Fan-illy Asslst.ance Act.
is not a cure-all for the problems of
poverty in this country. However, it con-
stitutes a major departure from previous
policy, and moves very definitely in the
direction of providing a national floor for
welfare payments, removing the discrimi-
nation against families in which the
father Is present and working, and to-
ward uniformity In eligibility require-
ments.

The bill would provide at least $1,600 a
year for a needy family of four, regard-
less of where in the United States It lived,
This basic payment would be supple-
mented In several ways, depending on the
family's circumstances. The working
poor, who would be eligible for assist-
ance for the lrst time, would, of course,
supplement the payment through their
earnings. Other families would, in all
except a few States, be eligible for State
supplementary payments. And all poor
families would be eligible for food stamps
to add to their cash Income.

In addition to providing a minimum
standard of assistance payments, the
proposal contains very promising provi-
sions for work Incentives. The provision
for dlsregertilng certain earned income
should give recipients strong economic
Incentive to maximize their Incomes
through enployment.

I believe the manpower training fea-
tures of the bill will also be of Immeas-
urable value to those who need an
opportunity to Improve their employment
potential, In Cook County we have had
extensive pi'ograms for training recipi-
ents of AFDC In the past, but our efforts
should be manifestly more effective under
hls new legislation, The bill makes pos-
sible a mobilization of all kinds of services
to assist individuals In training for and
finding jobs, and we know from experi-
ence that It Is this kind of comprehensive
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approach which welfare recipients often
need.

Perhaps the most valuable of the sup-
portive services which the bill provides
is for expanded child care services. Many
people fail to realize that a large number
of mothers on welfare are already work-
ing, but are haunted by the constant
worry that their children are not being
properly cared for. Many more mothers
want to work, but have refrained from
seeking employment because they could

-not arrange for appropriate child care.
The Family Assistance Act would as-

sure that all mothers who participate In
employment or training under the family
assistance plan would have appropriate
child care. It is estimated that 450,000
child care openings would be provided
under the bill, including 150,000 for qual-
ity preschool care and 300,000 for after-
school care.

The bill would also provide a greatly
improved program of assistance for the
aged, blind, and disabled. These people,
who are the most disadvantaged of all in
our society, would be assured a minimum
welfare standard of $110 for each Indi-
vidual, or $220 for a couple. This stand-
ard, which was Increased substantially
by the Ways and Means Committee
above the administration's proposal, will
make it possible for many more Ameri-
cans to live with some measure of de-
cency and dignity.

Another major improvement in the bill
is the strengthened role of the Federal
Government in the administration of
welfare assistance. The Federal pay-
ments for family assistance recipients
would be made by a new Federal agency
which could draw upon other Federal
resources to assist It In making eligi-
bility and payment determinations. For
example, the vast record and computer
resources of the Social Security Admin-
Istration could be used to check earn-
ings statements for purposes of family
assistance.

By having the plan administered by
the Federal Government, we can end the
very wide discrepancies which have ex-
isted in the past in welfare determina-
tions by the States. We can introduce a
much needed uniformity, and a greater
assurance that poor families will be
treated In a dignified and fair way.

The Ways and Means Committee also
improved the likelihood of having Fed-
eral administration of the State supple-
mentary payments and of the adult pro-
grams by providing 100 percent Federal
funding for the costs of administration
In those States which make agreements
with the Federal Government for Fed-
eral administration. This is another step
toward equity and rationality in public
welfare.

Mr. Chairman, the Members of the
House of Representatives, Republicans
and Democrats alike, cannot lose the op-
portunity now before us to legislate basic
welfare reform. We have castigated the
present system for years. We know Its
failings and weaknesses. We know that
we cannot in good conscience let it grow
and fester, and further contribute to our
social problems.

H.R. 16311 offers a new and promising
alternative. It does, as I have already out-
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lined, accomplish some very important
reforms: First, It eliminates discrimina-
tion against working poor families; sec-
ond, it offers incentives to training, and
employment; third, it establishes Federal
standards and requirements to promote
equity among the States: and fourth, it
provides new Federal machinery to im-
prove welfare administration.

I believe this bill, as reported by the
Committee on Ways and Means, consti-
tutes the kind of reform we have long
been seeking. I strongly support its pas-
sage.

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, our present
welfare system is not succeeding and
needs change. This Is a generally ac-
cepted judgment and is supported by a
margin of more than 6 to 1 by those citi-
zens In my district who have responded
to my inquiry. The question before us
now is whether the costly changes pro-
posed by the legislation before us consti-
tute the proper solution. Actually, no one
can say. Each of us must be guided by
what seems to us to be the best evidence
and by our own conscience in the matter
as influenced by our individual search.

For our free system with expanding
opportunity to survive, It is necessary
that it be responsibly bulwarked by prop-
er recognition of and aid 'to those who,
through misfortune or circumstances
generally beyond their control, are living
or raising families under conditions 'of
exceptional poverty and wretchedness.

Our present welfare system Is falling
and getting worse. Particularly is this
true in the case of families with growing
children where the head of the family Is
either unemployable or failing to be
charged with clear responsibility to go to
work. Cost of our present system Is about
$4.2 billion annually. The cost of this
system which is generally acknowledged
to be falling in Important ways is pro-
jectcd to rise to $12 billion annually In
the next 5 years, according to the De-
partments of Labor and Health, Edi,tca-
tion, and Welfare. This Congress is faced
with the challenge to act to acknowledge
this failure of the present welfare sys-
tem and to adopt a system which has
prospects for success rather than the
certainty of continued failure. It is time
we stopped going downhill and that we
find a path that goes up the hill, and we
must run the risk, in my opinion, that
the uphill path will be a costly and diffi-
cult one, But at least we will have the
satisfaction of trying to fight our way
up rather than contInuing the easier
road down.

This decision to decide on what I con-
sider to be the upward leading path has
not been an easy one for me or perhaps
most of us, because the difficulties of this
course are plain to see and we cannot
even be sure such a course actually is an
upward one. I am under no illusions. This
plan, too, may end in failure. The Nixon
administration has, ,however, conducted
exhaustive research and has recom-
mended this course without reservation.
The greatly respected Ways and Means
Committee of this House has conducted
its own inquiries In depth and urgently
recommends this course to us. We have
ample testimony and ample evidence
from qualified witnesses that this alter-
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native upon which we vote today will in
actual fact result In substantial transi-
tion to work where idleness now exists.

In making this difficult decision, I have
been mQst mindful of an experience I
had during the recent Easter recess. In
answer to an inquiry in March of my con-
stituents regarding their feelings on this
issue, I received a letter from a citizen
of middle to modest income, living In a
clean and unpretentious neighborhood in
which he stated that he and his wife
had worked hard at unskilled and skilled
labor for the past 23 years. He said that
he was not able to give his children
everything they perhaps needed, but that
as a result of his work and that of his
wife, they were getting along and paying
their bills without having much of any-
thing to save except the payment on
their mortgage. But they were living in
dignity and passing' this pride down to
their family. He said it was his view and
that of his associates and neighbors in
similar circumstances that it was unfair
to them to add to their tax burdens in
order to make increased welfare pay-
ments to those who were not willing to
make similar efforts to work and to take
care of themselves.

It was a very impressive letter to me
and I wrote in reply asking that I might
meet and talk to him during the recess.
While home in my district, he invited
me to his home one night, and there I
gathered with his neighbors and friends.
I am a Republican. This was a Demo-
cratic neighborhood. I did not ask them
their politics, but I assume they were
predominantly Democratic, since those
are the clear figures of the district. They
were not concerned with politics, how-
ever. In this room full of neighbors and
friends, they were all devoted to taking
care of their own needs. All hard, honest
workers on modest income, and every
one of these good citizens, without ran-
cor and with good will, told me they
believed an increase In welfare payments
would increase the desire of many of their
neighbors to remain or go on welfare,
and add unfairly to the burden of those
self-reliant citizens who desired to work
and to raise their children in an atnnos-
phere of work and dignity.

Memory of' that evening has remained
strongly with me making it even more
difficult to reach the decision to vote
for this bill. I can only say to them that
my decision, is based on the fact that I
believe we have more chance of putting
these idle people to work under this bill
before us today which demands regis-
tration for work and willingness to work
at suitable emoloyment as a condition
to receiving public welfare.

As to the charge by others that this
represents a "guaranteed annual in-
come," my reply is that in my view this
legislation reoresents a conditional pay-
ment, conditioned unon willingness to
work. As to a guarantee to those unable
to work and unable to take care of them-
selves. we already have this type of guar-
anteed payment in every one of the 50
States, and by this bill we are merely
acknowledging that conditions of pov-
erty and wretchedness exist and we are
raising our priorities in relation to aid
and encouragement to this unfortunate
segment of our society, and as I stated
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at the beginning, we cannot expect a
healthy capitalistic, free system to sur-
vive if we do not establish this bulwark
against actual misery.

The most expensive part of this legis-
lation is the addition of the working poor
to the welfare rolls. To the annual mini-
mum guaranteed payment of $1,600 per
year to a family of four—$500 for each
parent, $300 for each child—we are ad-
ding the right to work and earn money
up to $720 per year. Beyond that, 50 cents
of each welfare dollar is deducted for
each $1 earned, and the complete transi-
tion from welfare to self-reliance is
reached at $3,920. This is not a perfect
formula, but to allow the recipient to
retain more than 50 cents would add
Improperly to costs of the program, and
to require him to deduct more from his
welfare would discourage him from
working. I am not satisfied with this
formula, but I know none better and we
will have to learn from experience in
order to make needed corrections.

To allow and to encourage the welfare
recipient to work o supplement his in-
come seems only civilized to me and we
must face the Initial cost of carrylngthe
welfare recipient in order to promote him
to self sufficiency.

There is widespread impression among
many of my friends that the welfare rolls
re filled with lazy persons who would not
work. There. are some, but the proved
percentage is very low. Of all those on
welfare, the figure for these individuals
in my State, for example, is 6.7 percent.
For those "lazy persons who would not
work," this legislation has an answer,
which is "work, or else." This applies to
females who are heads of families and
whose children are above 6 years of age.
Our present welfare program contains
no such ultimatum.

In conclusion, our present system is an
economic and social disaster. If It con-
tinues unchanged, it can only lead to
higher costs, more broken homes, and
hopeless numbers of otherwise employ-
able people living off Government wel-
fare.. The family assistance plan offers an
alternative—an alternative which I be-
lieve I should support as Congressman
from my Second Utah District, not be-
cause it offers a sure solution, but be-
cause It offers what my personal research
and instincts lead me to believe is a bet-
ter way, with reasonable hope of less cost
in the long run than the present pro-
gram, and with reasonable hope that
there will result greater proportionate
employment and less proportiona de-
pendence on Government.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I
take this minute to read the text of the
following letter to me .dated March 16,
1970, from the distinguished former Sec-retary of Health, Education, and Wel-fare, the Honorable Wilbur J. Cohen,
now dean of the School of Education at
the University of Michigan and a recog-
nized authority on welfare programs.

As sponsor of HR. 13520, the Compre-
hensive Preschool Education and ChildDay Care Act, which is now under con-
sideration in the Commjttm on Educa-
tion and Labor, I asked Mr. Cohen tocomment on the relationship betweenthat bill and the day care provisions ofthe bill under consideration today, HR.

Wn.uuz 3. COHRN, Dean.
Mr. Chairman, I am glad to say that

the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, the gentle-
man from Arkansas (Mr. MILLS) has
read Mr. Cohen's letter and has advised
me that he agrees with the interpretation
in this letter on the relationship between
the two bills.

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, like every
other Member In this Chamber, I am
highly discontented with the operations
of the present welfare program. During
this debate, several Members have char-
acterized the present program as a
"mess." With that characterization, i
wholeheartedly agree. The present pro-
gram has had the effect of destroying the
will to work on the part of many welfare
recipients. We need a new program—a
new direction.

I believe that this legislation is an
earnest effort on the part of the majority
of the members of the Committee on
Ways and Means to combine a "carrot
and stick" approach to get welfare re-
cipient.s who are able to work off the
"welfare rolls" and on the "payrolls."
There are many provisions In the legis-
lation which would lead me to vote for
the same. The establishment of a nation-
wide floor is definitely desirable. The
"carrot" is provided in the form of in-
centives to work. The "stick" Is presentIn the form of requirements on the part
of certain recipients to either work or
train to work. However, when I examine
the specific provisions of the bill, I must
conclude that the "stick" has not been
fashioned sufficiently strong to reach the
objectives so meritoriously sought. In

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3199
16311, the Family Assistance Act of 1970.fact, the "stick" in at least one instanceHere is Mr. Cohen's letter: is used to encourage the welfare recipient

THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN, to have more children in order to stay
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION, on welfare. The distinguished chairman

Ann Arbor, Mich., March 16, 1970. of the committee has stated that 75 per-Representative JOHN BRADEMAS, cent of 1,700,000 aid to dependent chil-House o/ Representatives,
then families now are receiving welfareWashington, D.C.
are families where there has not been aDEAR JOHN: This Is in further reference marriage. This bill, I fear, rather thanto your request for my views on the rela-
alleviate the present situation will op-tionship of your bill, the Comprehensive Pre-

school Education and Child Day Care Act" erate tO make matters worst. Why? Be-
(HR 13520) to the Family Assistance Act of cause of the provision exempting the
1970 (HR 16311). mother of children under 6 years of age

I have studied both bills very carefully and from having to work or training for
I find that the provisions of your child de- work. Under the present program, the
velopment bill are in no way in conflict with only possible incentive for the motherthe Family Assistance legislation. In fact, to have another child is the additionalyour legislation is supplementary to the clay money she would receive for the child.care provisions of the Family Assistance pro- I doubt that the small amount of addi-gram. As I see it, the child development
provisions in your bill would provide the fl tional money she would receive would
nancial authorization for services to persons operate as an incentive. But, under this
not on the family assistance rolls, and pro- legislation, if the mother does not have
vide the basis for an educational and learn- another child she is required to work or
ing component which is so important. train for work. This, In my opinion, is

The regulations of the Department of HEW using the stick to induce the mother to
which I approved during my tenure and have further children. Rather than im-which are still in effect provide for a mecha- prove the situation, I believe we arenism to coordinate any and all day care burning down the house to destroy theand preschool programs, thus assuring that rats. With the closed rule under whichthere will be effective cooperation among

we are considering this bill, there Is noprograms for those children on the family
assistance program and those who are not, opportunity to correct this most ill-

I strongly favor the provision of your bill advised provision. I must, therefore, cast
encouraging parent involvement (section my vote in opposition and I hope that
6(d) (9) (5)). I hope this feature will be the Senate in Its consideration of theimplemented in the Family Assistance pro- measure will fully appraise the ramifica-gram. tions of this exemption.I strongly support the objectives of your

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I am cer-proposal. If there is anything else I can do
tam there is general agreement in thisplease let me know.

Sincerely, Congress that the present welfare sys-
tem is badly in need of revision. In my
judgment, however, It is of primary im-
portance that we look before we leap.

Certainly, the President's proposal of
the Family Assistance Act of 1970 Is new
and Imaginative, and may indeed be what
is needed to find our way out of the pres-
ent welfare mess. I heartily commend the
President for his efforts. Indeed, we are
told that this legislation will get people
off of welfare and put them to wQrk. We
are told that it will eliminate the seem-
ingly paradoxical "incentives" of the
present program, which teem to encour-
age the breakup of families, to penalize
industriousness, and to create dissension
by arbitrarily providIng assistance to
some of the needy while denying It to
others.

If these benefits will be realized by the
passage of H.R. 16311, then It will truly
be a landmark piece of legislation. But
I would ask this particular question: How
do we know? A small number of similar
but limited programs have been tested,
but much of the data from these experi-
ments is inconclusive, I suggest that a
full-fledged pilot program should be In-
stituted so that the family assistance
plan can be adeauately tested and studied
for at least a year, in one or more States
with major cities, before we commit our-
selves to a program that might create a
welfare mess greater than that with
which we are now confronted.

Many questions must be answered, and
in my judgment the answers will be avail-
able only after we out the family assist-
ance plan Into existence on a smaller
scale and examine the results. To what
extent might the Family Assistance Act
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undermine the work motivation of the
millions of new recipients—the working
poor—who will be added to the welfare
rolls? Does this bill's implicit tac rate
on other income really offer the best
work incentive for the least cost? Will
the employment and training programs
in H.R. 16311 really be effective In inov-
Ing people off the welfare rolls, or will
they, like the similar provisions In pres-
ent law, prove to be little more than ex-
pensive window dressing? As a practical
matter, will the mandatory work provi-
sions be effective, or will recipients who
are so inclined to be able to evade them?
Will this bill help to heal whatever ani-
mosity there may now be between wel-
fare recipients and the working poor,
who are Ineligible for welfare? Or is it
possible that any such animosity will be
deepened when both groups are eligible
for welfare but the working poor are ex-
cluded from State supplemental pay-
ments and from the benefits of the med-
icaid program?

Indeed, will a guaranteed annual in-
come actually promote work? What re-
quirements will be necessary to clarify
the term "suitable" employment? In this
time of financial stress, do we have the
resources to find the program adequate-
ly? Are adequate provisions available to
account for the different standards of
living in urban and rural areas? And,
perhaps most Important, what will this
legislation cost the Government In 5
years, or 10, or 20? I raise this last ques-
tion because of Our unpleasant experi-
ence with the skyrocketing costs of the
medicare program. According to the Bu-
reau of the Budget, the cost to the Fed-
eral Government of "providing or fi-
nancing medical services" has Increased
an estimated 1,000 percent since 1966,
accounting for anproximately 15 percent
of the entire increased Federal expendi-
ture since that time.

The immediate cost of this program
also concerns me. It Is estimated that
during the first full year of operation,
the family assistance plan will cost the
Federal Government an additional $4
billion, above and beyond the current
Federal expenditure of $4.2 billion an-
nually. An additional $4 billion of spend-
ing by the Federal Government In what
still might be an overheated economy
will not help ease our financial crisis. It
Is estimated that under the current wel-
fare system costs will rise to $8.8 billion
by 1975, double the present outlay, and
I think we need to be very certain that
a program of "workfare" will lift people
off the welfare rolls to avoid the possibil-
ity that this program, too, might cost
twice as much In 5 years.

Let me stress exactly what my
thoughts are. Perhaps the Family As-
sistance Act Is workable and practical,
and it certainly is Innovative. To take
such a giant step—at least in Its present
form—demands In my judgment much
more documentation and many more
facts than we no whave at hand. I sug-
gest, therefore, that this Congress give
careful consideration to the Idea of In-
stituting a fully funded and legally au-
thorized pilot program before we take
off, since I am certain none of my col-
leagues would want to take a ride in an
airplane that had not yet been flight
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tested. If such a program Is Instituted,
and if the basic concepts of the Family
Aslstant Act prove workable, then this
proposal can safely be made a permanent
replacement for the present welfare
system.

I would like to add one further
thought. As yesterday's vote indicated, a
number of my colleagues and I deeply
regret that consideration of this legisla-
tion Is limited by a closed rule. Such a
rule prohibited not only possible amend-
ment of the legislation to improve spe-
cific sections but also denied us the pos-
sibility to propose immediately what I
believe to. be a needed pilot program.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Chairman, I want to
express strong support for H.R. 16311,
the Family Assistance Act of 1970. As a
welfare board member, as chairman of
the Hamilton County Council of Social
Agencies, as a State legislator, and as
a Member of Congress, I have had per-
sonál contact with the hardships to peo-
ple and the problems of society crowded
or aggravated by the deficiencies of our
existing welfare programs.

This measure proposes a broad frontal
attack to correct family disruption, dis-
incentive to work, inadequate levels, wel-
fare-motivated desertion and migration,
and a lack of adequate training and day
care facilities. It may develop some prob-
lems on Its own. Any comprehensive
measure of this sort would be almost cer-
tain to do so, but it is, at least, a cour-
ageous assault on monumental existing
difficulties, and represents an honest at-
tempt to adapt our institutions to meet
realistically present-day needs and chal-
lenges. The alternative Is to stand by and
watch family relationships deteriorate
further, the relief cycle of generation to
generation to continue, and the burden
on our States, and metropolitan areas
mount.

Much has been said already about the
bill's provisions, I would just like to add
emphasis that the .approach of this leg-
islation may well have the effect of stem-
ming the flow to the cities of those in
need of help and opportunity. It would
do this by enabling our working and our
nonworking poor of the nonurban areas
to maintain a minimum standard of liv-
ing where they are and thus to encourage
the development of such areas commer-
cially and as labor plentiful areas.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, the debate
here today has contained much comment
that we are revising our present welfare
program. Well, there Is no question that
our present welfare program is In need
of drastic revision, but this Is not the
answer.

What we are actually doing here Is an
entirely new concept which will add mil-
lions to the welfare rolls at a cost of
billions of addItional dollars to the
American taxpayer.

I believe with many other Members
of the Congress that the priorities of this
legislation are wrong. They are: cash
first, food second and work or productive
lives third. I believe that there should
be a reversal of these priorities, that
our thrust should be to help people lead
productive lives and secondly to provide
food for the needy, and cash third.

Little has been said about the fact that
an estImated 12 millIon persons could be

April 16, 1970
added to the welfare rolls and the Fed-
eral cost of the program Increased by
as much as $5.5 billion.

The American people have simply not
been told the facts about this proposal.

We need emphasis on job training so
that those who are able to work can do
so and not be relegated to the welfare
rolls,

A guaranteed annual Income would
not serve as an Incentive for an Ameri-
can to make a contribution to our society.
Many will find that it Is more advan-
tageous to sit idly by while they receive
a monthly dole from the Federal Treas-
ury, making no effort to lead productive
lives.

This Is more of the something for
nothing philosophy. The American peo-
ple are going to be shocked when they
understand the additional costs whlci
they must pay through their taxes for
this program.

Another thing that disturbs me is that
once we start with this type of program,
the only way it will go is for an increase
in expenditures. And we are either going
to raise taxes to support such a program
or else suffer more deficit spending.

We need to Imorove our welfare pro-
gram. We need to be concerned about
the plight of the blind, the physically
handicapped, the helpless child, and all
of the other unfortunates of our society.

At the same time we have an obliga-
tion to make every effort to allow and
encourage every citizen who can make
a contribution to do so. This program,
if adopted, wiliprove to be an expensive
mistake and I hope that the Members of
the Congress will vote against its pas-
sage and begin immediately to revise our
present welfare laws to eliminate some
of the Inequities to truly serve the plight
of the needy and those who will have to
pay the costs of any such program.

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, for more than a generation, wel-
fare programs throughout the Nation
have grown In size and cost, but accom-
plished precious little in reclaiming hu-
man resources, providing dignified as-
sistance to those genuinely in need, and
providing a ladder out of poverty for
millions of Americans. Indeed, these sys-
tems have been counterproductive—
they have served to lock people into pov-
erty and despair, rather than lift them
out.

No single piece of legislation in the
past 25 years has been as critical to the
problem of welfare as the bill we are
considering today, the Family Assist-
ance Act of 1970. I strongly support this
bill, and I extend my congratulations
and compliments to Chairman MILLS
and the members of the Committee on
Ways and Means for bringing this
vitally needed legislation before us.

I have long favored a greater Fed-
eral assumption of responsibility and
participation in welfare programs be-
cause I believe that the Federal Govern-
ment is the only Instrumentality capa-
ble of tackling the problem on a national
basis. The lesson of a generation is that
no other solution wifi work, because pov-
erty knows no regional, sectional, or
other jurisdictional boundaries. It is
truly a national problem, requiring a
national solution.
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Over the years, the large urban areas
of America have borne the brunt of the
national problem without having the na-
tional resources needed to provide effec-
tive and productive welfare assistance.
Our cities can no longer be expected to
shoulder this burden alone.

In my district in New York there is
wide-ranging support for this bill—
among those who must receive welfare,
and among those who do not. All rec-
ognize that the existing situation is in-
tolerable and should be changed. They
recognize that only under the Federal
plan will the welfare system fill the needs
of those who it is intended to serve, and
distribute the burden evenly through-
out the Nation.

This legislation establishes a family
assistance plan with Federal eligibility
standards and benefits for families with
children, and also provides standards
and minimums for aid to the aged, the
blind, and the Inform. National stand-
ardization will stop the drift of poor
into the already intolerable ghettos of
the cities, and give hope to those who
subsist on welfare.

It is important to note that this new
approach to welfare contains strong re-
quirements for Federal work-registration
and referral-for-employment procedures.
The bill authorizes a new work incentive
program, and provides for additional
day-care facilities. These important pro-
visions will insure that those on welfare
who are capable of working will work.
There will be no more opportunity for
those who have used the present system
incorrectly to live on the system without
a genuine effort to find and hold em-
ployment.

Support for this legislation has come
from many quarters. The AFL—CIO sup-
ports the bill, and notes that it contains
important labor standard safeguards.
The American Labor Alliance, the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers, the
National Association of Senior Citizens,
and the Urban Coalition are on record
in support of the national assumption of
the welfare burden, and of the Family
Assistance Act of 1970.

A major point of controversy in con-
sideration of the bill has been the ques-
tion of adequacy of income levels au-
thorized by the bill. Some have argued
that the guaranteed minimums are too
low; an equally sincere number of people
have argued for lower minimums. It is
my belief -that the levels conta.ined in
this bill are adequate for the initiation
of the program. Of course, it is impos-
sible to project with 100-percent accur-
scy how well these levels will work. How-
ever, the Congress is certainly free to
adjust these levels as the future war-
rants—up or down—and the program
should be permitted to operate for a time
on the levels established by the bill.

The family assistance plan is a vitally
needed first step toward the elimination
of povert.y and despair in America. It will
give new hope to those on welfare—hope
for a brighter future, filled with dignity
and promise. It will also herald new hope
for those in our society who support wel-
fare, but understandably demand that
the money and energy spent truly work
for the elimination of poverty. The bur-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

den on these Americans will be eased, and
the future of those on welfare brightened.
I strongly support this legislation, and
heartily commend it to my colleagues.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, we
have had thorough debate these past 2
days on the merits of this legislation and
I believe that the debate was consistently
objective.

It is obvious that there is legitimate
doubt as to the workability of the pro-
gram, as well as legitimate concern- over
the cost and ineffectiveness of existing
programs.

I was impressed by the argument that
the existing welfare programs could and,
therefore, were not being effectively ad-
ministered and the proposal before us
was at least a practical alternative.

After carefully reviewing the figures
presented in the committee report and
interpretation of the figures that many
critics of the bill have produced, I am
convinced that instead of replacing the
welfare program, we are adding a new
dimension to the welfare burden. There-
fore, I will cast my .vote against the
measure, emphasizing that the questions
raised by many Members have not been
effectively answered.

May I also direct the attention of the
Members to the possibility that the Sen-
ate will make drastic revisions of this
plan, adding new costs, and administra-
tive complications to it and the House
conferees will be hard pressed to main-
tain the House position against the other
body in the conference.-

I am afraid the bill as drawn will sub-
stantially increase the tax burden of the
residents of fllinois and other States,
due to the great number of people that
will be added to the welfare rolls. In
turn, incentives to work will not produce
the results needed to remove people from
the rolls.

The bill does -not contaih enough em-
phasis on incentives for people to remove
themselves from assistance rolls and,
therefore, we are not solving the welfare
problem through this measure but un-
fortunately compounding it. Therefore,
for these and other reasons I will reluc-
tant.ly cast my vote against the measure.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, the
decade of the 1960's brought many of
our social problems to the forefront, but
none of them have struck our minds and
our consciences more forceably than
those involving our system of public wel-
fare. We have become ever more aware
that our present system has not provided
the kind of support and incentives which
poor families in this country need.

It is gratifying, therefore, that posi-
tive action toward welfare reform has
been initiated by the administration and
is being considered by the Congress. I be-
lieve that the Family Assistance Act,
which we have before us today, will cre-
ate a genuinely constructive welfare sys-
tem. Its major purpose is to strengthen
families, and by so doing -it will strength-
en our entire social structure.

Our present program of aid to families
with dependent children, which is the
public assistance program designed to
assist families with children, has a num-
ber of basic flaws. First and foremost, it
does not, in some States, provide even a
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a subsistence level of welfare payments.
It Is, therefore, creating an ever-growing
future welfare population through its
failure to sustain the present one. Se-
riously deprived children, as we know, all
too often grow into deprived adults who
cannot hold their own in today's world.

Second, although it provides money, it
does not provide additional kinds of en-
couragement and help to families In
need. It has not helped adults prepare
for and nd employment, it has discour-
aged them. It has not helped people
build their pwn secure futures, but has
encouraged them to fall back on the
security of a welfare payment. It also
has embodied strong incentives for fam-
ily breakup.

In short, what should have been a
constructive program, has in fact been
destructive. The many billions of dollars
which we have invested In welfare have
brought a bitter return.

H.R. 16311 represents a turning point
in our efforts. It establishes the goal of
encouraging stable and self-sufficient
families, and provides the machinery to
achieve this goal.

Perhaps the most Important, and cer-
tainly the most controversial aspect of
the proposal is for cash assistance to the
working poor. The family assistance plan
would cover some 20 million people, In-
stead of the 6.7 million who are now
receiving AFDC. This is an Impossible
hurdle for some. The very idea of helping
so many millions of Individuals Is abhor-
rent to those who believe the only proper
goal of a welfare program is to elimi-
nate itself.

And yet, the President has stated, and
as the Committee on Ways and Means
has agreed, coverage of the working poor
is a necessary investment in the future.
By helping poor families In which the
father is employed we are not simply
providing them with needed cash assist-
ance for the moment, we are helping
those families retain their vlbillty, and
we are reducing the Incentive for fathers
to leave their families iri order to qualify
them for welfare.

We all recognize that one of our major
causes of poverty and of many of our
social ills is the broken family. One of.
the greatest contributions which we can
make to the public welfare Is to help
families stay together. This bill would
help them. And If the cost is great, I
believe it is nonetheless a cost we must
accept. It is, in any case, a far lower
cost to society than the alternative of
allowing the problems of our existing
system to continue to grow.

The proposal also contains incentives
for all families on welfare to undertake
manpower training and to become em-
ployed. Much has been learned from the
experience of the work incentive pro-
gram in the last 2 years, and the new
manpower provisions represent an Im-
provement over existing law.

The bill would require all adults, with
certain specified exceptions, to register
with the employment service. This pro-
cedure would eliminate the current prob-
lem of Irregular and uncertain referrals
from the welfare agencies to the employ-
ment service.
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The bill would also require the employ-
ment service to provide vital services to
each individual who registers. An em-
ployability p1an would have to be drawn
up for each person, and a whole range
of rehabilitative resources would be
drawn upon in order to help the welfare
recipient to be trained for and to find
a suitable job.

Individuals who enter training will re-
ceive a training allowance. Perhaps even
more important, mothers who require day
care services for their children in order
to participate in work or training will be
provided them. The bill makes possible a
major expansion of day care resources
by authorizing the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare to pay for up to
100 percent of the cost of necessary day
care projects.

Studies of the present work incentive
program have shown that one of the ma-
jor impediments of welfare reciolents to
entering or retaining employment is the
lack of adequate child care facilities. This
bill would work toward eliminating this
impediment, and at the same time pro-
vide the kind of quality child care serv-
ices which many disadvantaged children
need. The bill envisages preschool child
care programs which will include educa-
tional, medical, nutritional, and social
services. In this way, too, it will reduce
the likelihood of rearing a new genera-
tion of welfare recipients.

The bill moves toward a greater fed-
eralization of welfare, and I believe that
welfare recipients throughout the United
States will benefit from this. A new Fed-
eral payment floor Is established, and
welfare recipients who live In the States
which now pay amounts below that floor
will benefit very obviously by being elig-
ible for a higher cash payment. But needy
families everywhere will benefit from
Federal administration of family assist-
ance payments and from the new Federal
standards for eligibility. The family as-
sistance olan will introduce greater
equity, uniformity, and dignity Into the
treatment of welfa'i'e recipients.

The States will benefit, also. They can,
if they choose, elect to have the Federal
Government administer the entire wel-
fare program for them, retaining Qnly
the obligation of providing sunportive
services to welfare recipients who are in
training, and of contributing their share
of the cash assistance payments.

Hopefully, then the proposal will help
to equalize the current welfare burden
among the States, at the same time that
it contributes toward greater equity for

'welfare receioients.
Although I have concentrated my re-

marks on the provisions of the bill which
relate to families, because as we all rec-
ognize that it Is the heart of the welfare
problem, I am also In strong support of
the provisions which relate to the old,
the blind, and the disabled. The new
Federal minimum standard of need will
be of very great assistance to' this group
of needy individuals. A payment of $220
for a couple, which is provided by the
bill, will enable many to move out of pov-
erty. This is surely the least which we
can do for them. The new liberalized pro-
visions relating to earnings exemptions
will be of great help to those who are In
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a position to undertake employment, and
will also encourage them to do so.

By combining the three existirg adult,
programs into one single program and'
providing for Federal eligibility require-
ments, we will be promoting greater
equity and uniformity for this group,
just as we will be for recipients of family
as&stance.

Mr. Chairman, this bill has strong
merits. Probably every Member of the
House has some point, major or minor,
with which he disagrees and would like
to change. But the administration has
worked long and hard over the bill. The
Committee on Ways and Means has
spent months in public hearings and in
executive session refining the proposal.
And we have now a well thought-out
package of 'true welifare reform.

There will, in the future, be Improve-
ments which we will want to make. But
I am satisfied that the bill moves in the
proper direction. Levels of assistance will
certainly have to be reconsidered in the
future, as the administration has testi-
fied will be necessary. But the family as-
sistance plan can stand now as a solid
social program which will benefit both
the needy and the general public. I urge
my colleagues to join with me in voting
for H.R. 16311.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chajrman, I am
supporting H.R. 16311, the Family As-
sistance Act of 1970.

The President has urged the passage
of this bill as a means of reducing wel-
fare loads and his request and assurance
are entitled to great consideration'.

Although there are many debatable
points about this legislation, there are
two principal considerations which Im-
pel me to support it. One is the fact that
the proposed method of providing for
poor families may bring about the elimi-
nation of the scandalous defects in the
aid to the dependent children program.
Certainly the present system has proved
to be a disaster and I agree that we must
embrace any reasonable alternative.

The serious shortcomings of the wel-
fare system In its present form are obvi-
ous. In operation the system fosters fam-
ily breakups, it encourages benefit re-
qipients to stay on welfare by failing to
have workable incentives and provisions
for becoming employed, and it has failed
to slow the steady movement of needy
families from State to State in search of
higher welfare payments. In short, the
present welfare system is unworkable; It
definitely must be changed in the direc-
tion of encouraging employment and
family stability. No one can guarantee,
of course, that this will work but I am
convinced that we must try this method.
It is significant, I think, that no one has
offered any alternative.

The second important point is the pro-
vision in this bill for a reduction of varia-
tions in payment levels among the States
through the introduction of a Federal
floor for family assistance payments.
This provision should help to eliminate
the flow of people to the most generous
States, such as Connecticut, where pay-
ment levels have been markedly higher.
This Is an objective which I have advo-
cated for a long period of time and it
would have a marked effect upon the
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increasing welfare rolls In the State of
Conecticut.

In the first session of the 91st Congress
I introduced legislation to require the
establishment of nationally uniform
minimum standards and eligibility re-
quirements for public assistance, and I
am gratified to see that my proposal Is
included in the provisions of this bill.
The uniform eligibility requirements cou-
pled with standardized welfare payments
will help correct inequities In the present
system which have resulted in my own
State of Connecticut spending a stagger-
ing 30 percent of the State's gross gen-
eral fund expenditures for gross welfare
expenditures in 1968—69.

One of the most significant innova-
tions of this proposal is to require that
as a prerequisite to receipt of benefits
every adult in assisted families register
at an employment office for work or
training or sign up for vocational reh-
bilitation. Although work Incentives were
put into Federal public asistance pro-
grams by major legislation in 1962 and
again in 1967, the incentives have not
been effective and there is a continuing
need to tighten provisions tying the re-
ceipt of benefits to a firm commitment to
work.

It is the children, our future citizens,
who are my concern. In them lies the
hope of tomorow. If we can contribute
to greater stability in the family and eli-
minate the financial encouragement for
fatherless families, I believe that we are
taking a major step in the right direc-
tion, and I am convinced that this plan
should have an opportunity to be tested.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, that eve-
ning last August when President Nixon
announced his proposed welfare reform
plan, a national radio network asked me
to perform one of those "Instant analy-
ses" which later became so unpopular
with the administration. My very first
comment on the President's suggestions
was that parts of the proposal should
be recognized as meaningful and pro-
gressive, while others should be exposed
as mere continuations of the atavistic
mentality which created the current wel-
fare problems In the first place. Eight
months and Innumerable contentions
later, I find that my view has changed
very little.

There is no question that the Presi-
dent deserves credit for opening up the
issue of welfare reform and for a num-
ber of the specific recommendations In
his bill. The minimum Federal payment
guarantee, the Inclusion of the workIrg
poor in, the programs, and the nation-
alization of eligibility standards are all
desperately needed changes in the pres-
ent AFDC system.

The House Ways and Means Commit-
tee should likewise be complimented for
several improvements they fashioned in
the original proposal. I was especially
pleased that the base' payment for aid
to the aged, blind, and disabled was In-
creased by over 20 percent. The added in-
centives which should result In Federal
administration of the entire family as-
sistance program was also a very neces-
sary betterment, as was the elimination
of 10 percent local matcilng require-
ments for day care centers.
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Collectively, these suggestions mark a
significant forward thrust in the Fed-
eral Government's attitude concerning
its responsibilities to the poor of this
Nation, and for that reason I shall vote
for H.R. 16311. Nevertheless; my col-
leagues should thoroughly understand
that this bill falls far short of reaching
what those responsibilities ought to be,
and that all of us in this chamber who
have worked so long for an adequate wel-
fare system will not be satisfied until they
are.

My primary objection tO H.R. 16311
concerns the payment provisions, which
are inferior even to those in the Presi-
dent's originaj bill. It is disgraceful, for
instance, that the eight Southern States
that have done the very worst job of pro-
viding for their needy citizens are re-
warded in this legislation by allowing
them to terminate all State payments.

Mr. Chairman, we have all been pre-
sented with documented'-. proof that
Americans are starving to death in these
States—that children are of ten forced to
eat clay to quiet their empty stomachs.
How then can we justifiably turn around
and tell those very State governments
primarily responsible for creating these
Intolerable conditions that they need no
longer contribute anything to their
eradication? Surely no one rationally
believes that a welfare mother in At-
lanta, Birmingham, New Orleans. or St.
Louis can raise her child on the 82 cents
a day from the Federal minimum. At
least the President's bill required these
States to continue 50 percent of their
former paltry share. I thought that pro-
vision was inadequate—the current one
is unconscionable.

Of course, meager though it is, at least
AFDC recipients in those eight South-
ern and border States will receive some
increase in their monthly checks—which
is more than can be said for recipients
in Ohio or any of the other 41 States. If
both Houses of Congress would pass HR.
16311 and the President sign it today,
these people would get the same unac-
ceptable pittance tomorrow that they re-
ceived yesterday. A rather unbelievable
result from a bill heralded as a great hu-
manitarian measure.

Moreover, the problems with the bill
only begin with the amounts. The work-
ing requirements, while somewhat clekrer
after the committee's action, are still
an administrative nightmare. The $30
per month allowable Income is barely
enough to cover the cost of going to and
from the job. The welfare mother with
school-aged children Is deprived of rais-
ing them—the most blatant form of dis-
crimination against the poor. There is
no provision for cost-of-living increases.
And perhaps most pernicious of all, the
whole scheme seems to still be premised
on the attitude that the recipient is basic-
ally a lazy, booze-guzzling ne'er-do-
well—an attitude proved totally falla-
cious long ago to all who cared to listen.

So, Mr. Chairman, I shall vote for the
bill. However, neither I nor a number of
my colleagues who believe that poverty
should not exist In the richest country in
the history of this planet will walk from
the floor in any state of euphoria. But we
promise you that we will be back.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, ap-
parently a lot of votes are going to be
cast for or against this very controversial
piece of legislation, the so-called family
assistance plan, or FAP, on the basis of
hunch, or hope, or of sympathy for the
poor or prejudice against the poor, or
because of confidence in the judgment
and wisdom of the President and Mr.
Moynthan, or because of lack of such
confidence. Any of these motivations may
perhaps be defensible ones for casting a
vote for or against this bill but they are
not nearly as good reasons as listening
to the full debate and trying to make an
independent judgment. And, unfortu-
nately, many of the deeply thought-out
and well-reasoned arguments on this bill
over the last 2 days have been made to
a nearly empty House.

NEW DIRECTION OR DISASTROUS MISTAKE?

This is tragic. There is very little other
legislation we will consider in this Con-
gress of potentially more far-reaching
significance. This bill challenges us to
decide if we are on the threshold of a
brilliant new direction in solving some
of our most serious social problems, or on
the verge of an economically and so-
cially disastrous mistake of incalculable
consequence.

I have been in attendance throughout
the entire debate on this bill, hoping to
find solid evidence that a far-reaching
bill so strongly urged upon us by the
President and so strongly supported by
the Committee on Ways and Means,
which includes Members who enjoy the
highest degree of respect and esteem
among all Members of the House, is one
which I could support. I have found no
such evidence.

I know from long exposure to the bitter
problems in a major city that our welfare
program, initiated in the early days of
the New Deal to meet what were then
well-understood family crisis situa-
tions—a program little changed since
then except in details—is completely out
of date In terms of today's problems. If
this family assistance plan had been a
part of the original Social Security Act
of 1935, it would have made a great deal
of sense. In those days, the concept of
public asistance was new and people who
needed welfare assistance could not wait
to find the Jobs which would get them off
welfare. Most of them would have leaped
enthusiastically to take advantage of the
opportunity to learn new skills, and
would have welcomed supplemental ben-
efits while in job training and then when
starting to work, benefits which would
have speeded the economic rehabilitation
of most of the families then eligible for
the kind of help now called for in this
bill.
WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAMS ALREADY ENACTED

We made repeated attempts during the
Kennedy and Johnson administrations
to establish programs to achieve what
this bill is now intended by its sponsors
to do—that Is, to encourage people on
public assistance to take training and
gradually become self-supporting. The
chairman of the Committee on Ways and
Means (Mr. MILLS), who played an enor-
mouse role in the passage of those pro-
grams, referred to them yesterday. The
States, he said, have not accepted their
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resporjsjbjflties to make those programs
work as intended, and so the results have
been dirappointjng.

Therefore, this bill would place almost
the entire burden of responsibility—ad-
ministrative and financial—on the Fed-
eral Government, getting rid of the case-
by-case investigation of eligibility and
letting people just file a form saying
they are eligible and immediately re-
ceiving checks from the Government to
bring their income up to specified levels.

In view of the degree of welfare cheat-
ing which is already regarded by the
public as being so widespread as to be
absolutely shameful and indefensible, I
wonder what public reaction would be
to a plan of this nature—where yOu could
just rate yourself as eligible, whether you
are or not, and hope the computer will
never catch. up with you. Catching the
cheats is not insurmountable if you have
enough computers and enough people
to check the computers, but in a de-
mocracy even the best-intentioned law
cannot survive if there is public convic-
tion that it is being widely abused by
chiselers at the expense of the moderate-
income taxpayer who has just noted
once again this week, with shock and
dismay, how high a percentage of his pay
is going to Uncle Sam.
PUBLIC UNDERSTANDING AND ACCEPTANCE ARE

ESSENTIAL

This is one of the reasons I am so
much against turning the food stamp
program into a free handout, giving the
stamps to people to buy enough food to
eat well without having to pay anything
for them. It is not the cost of the stamps
which disurbs me: We can afford, out of
our tremendous abundance of food in
this country to help every American to
eat a proper, nutritious diet. What wor-
ries me about giving the stamps out free
is the implication that the Government
has the obligation to give every poor
family all the food it needs without any
cost to it whatsoever, so that the money
that family would normally spend for
food could be spent for other things.

Once that principle were established,
the moderate income family, which
struggles to pay its bills and struggles to
afford a decent diet, would so resent the
idea of other families receiving absolutely
free more food than the self-supporting
family can afford to buy that such resent-
ment would destroy the basis of public
support for any kind of food stamp
program.

I feel that this so-called family as-
sistance plan invites a similar reaction—
not envy for someone who is needy get-
ting a little help or even a lot of help;
rather it is the likelihood of indignation
by the taxpaying family that its taxes
are being used to subsidize someone who
abuses the program.

Most people will gladly pay taxes at
personal sacrifice to help. children break
the welfare cycle. But they insist that
any such progTam be tightly adminis-
tered to weed out adult chiselers who use
the welfare payments for their own In-
dulgence rather than for the children
for whom the money is intended. And
this is why the aid to dependent children
program is in such bad public repute. If
I thought this bill would solve the prob-
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lems, I would not hesitate for a second
to endorse it wholeheartedlY.
MAIN NEED IS FOR ADEQUATE DAY CARE CENTERS

But throughout the long hours of de-
bate on this bill, I have not been able
to see or learn how this bill would solve
our real welfare problems. All It would
do, it seems to me, would be to give the
impression the problems were in some
way being solved, as if an income of $31
a week—which is what this bill would
assure a family of four, including their
own earnings—would unify broken
homes, prevent deserting, encourage job
trainiiig, and so on.

I do not know what the figure would
have to be to serve as incentive enough
to accomplish those objectives; no one
in the debate has ventured to give such
a figure. We all know that If the figure
were set high enough to really achieve
these goals, the sums needed to carry
out the program could never be appro-
priated.

Probably the main key to getting more
welfare mothers motivated Into taking
job training and getting off welfare Is
to provide adequate—and I mean ad-
equate—daycare centers for their chil-
dren. This bill does not do that. It nib-
bles at the problem. I would gladly vote
to spend all the money the bill authorizes
to be spent for the supplementary bene-
fits if it were used instead to build and
operate the kind of day care center one
can find, for instance, in the center of
downtown Singapore, but hardly any-
where in the United States. We had such
centers during World War II, and moth-
ers gratefully left their young children
there each day to take jobs where their
skIlls and hands were needed. If we can
do It in a war, we can certainly do It in
the achievement of the social objectives
of this bill—knowing that we would be
cutting right to the heart of this whole
issue.

I have never pretended, even to myself,
that everyone else is wrong and I alone
am right because I know that could not
happen in the Congress or anywhere else.
But I have deep reservations about this
bill after hearing the entire debate—
reservations so deeP about the eventual
direction or cost of this program, com-
pared to its anticipated results, that I
have reluctantly decided I must vote
against It.

The fact that it would cost so much
to do so little, and the fact that the cost
of doing what would have to be done If
the concept of the bill were really to
solve anything would be so prohibitive,
fortify my conclusion.

DEFEAT OF BILL COULD RESULT IN BE'ITER
PROGRAM

My whole record In the Congress has
been directed toward helping all of our
people, and particularly our very low in-
come people, to enjoy a better standard
of living. I have often been criticized
and even attacked for my efforts In be-
half of social welfare legislation, and I
have been willing tO stand on my record
because I think we all prosper In this
country only as every American has a
decent opportunity to advance himself
economically. If I thought this bill would
solve any of our serious welfare prob-
lems, I would be delighted to vote for It.
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Perhaps other Members have more
wisdom, more knowledge of this issue,
more confidence in the draftsmanship
of this program, and do not suffer the
same doubts I feel so strongly. I recall
that a lot of Members Of Congress could
not see the good In the social security bill
in 1935, and made a partisan issue of it,
and voted against It, and of course were
wrong. On a measure like this bill, one
can imagine that a "no" vote, for what-
ever reason, might stand forever as a
monument to one's lack of foresight.
Thus, with so many Members ready to
accept this bill, I feel somewhat lonely
in taking a negative position, but I think
the Members here know that I do not
cast my vote lightly on any issue or with-
out feeling in my heart that my vote is
the right one. On that prayerful basis,
I will vote "nay."

On the unlikely possibility that It
might be defeated here, or is recommit-
ted. I am sure the Committee on Ways
and Means could give us a bill its mem-
bers were convinced could do what they
know this bill can never accomplish in
achieving a real, thorough, reform of our
whole welfare program.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, as we
approach a determination on the meas-
ure before us, H.R. 16311, I think we
should be mindful of two basic facts.

First, experts of all political persua-
sions agree that the present welfare sys-
tem is a tragic failure.

Second, it is the Federal Govern-
ment's responsibility to try to establish
a workable system; one that will restore
human dignity to those caught in the
welfare trap; one that eases the plight
of the taxpayer by moving persons, by
work incentives and requirements, from
welfare rolls to payrolls; one that pre-
serves,• rather than attacks, the basic
family structure.

The present program of aid to fam-
ilies with dependent children—AFDC—
actually discourages recipients from ac-
cepting jobs. In almost all States, allot-
ments are reduced customarily by the
amount of family earnings, so that the
effect is to put a 100-percent tax on earn-
ings. Even more disturbing, a family
with the father employed full time is in-
eligible for benefits, no matter how small
his income or how large his family. This
situation inevitably encourages the
worker to quit his job to increase his
family's income.

Under the measure before us a family's
payment will be reduced by only half of
total earnings. The principle will be
firmly established that a family with
earned income from a job will be better
off as a result of that job.

As you know, Mr. Chairman,an experi-
ment conducted in New Jersey over the
last 3 years confirms the tendency of
incentives to encourage people to work
themselves out of poverty. An early re-
port on the experiment concluded that—

The work effort of participants receiving
payments increased relative to the work ef-
fort of those not receiving payments.

Let us realize further that in most
States the present AFDC program cre-
ates a financial Incentive for the breakup
of family units. Since families with a
male head of household are cut off from
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any AFDC benefits, a father, by deserting
his wife and children, can entitle them to
public assistance. How can we hope to
survive as an individual nation, Mr.
Chairman, and as the leader of the civi-
lized world, if we encourage by Govern-
ment policy the disintegration of the
basic unit of society, the family?

The bill before us would eliminate this
family instability incentive, and encour-
age the father to stay and seek employ-
ment.

Also, Mr. Chairman, the wide variation
in State levels of public assistance per-
mitted under the present welfare system
has plaôed an unfair burden on those
States attempting to shoulder the re-
sponsibility for their needy and deprived.

With the family assistance program
providing a nationwide set of benefits
and eligibility standards, these inequities
will be eased, and every State system will
be relieved to some extent, with an over-
all reduction of almost $600 million.

There are many other features of this
bill, of course, designed to insure that it
accomplishes Its goal of moving persons
from welfare rolls to payrolls. Able-
bodied adults will be required to regis-
ter for work or work training, unless car-
ing for preschool children or sick adults.
Day-care facilities will be expanded, to
make it possible for welfare mothers to
work while their children get adequate
supervision. A nationwide, computerized
job bank is to be set up, and manpower
programs will be bolstered.

Mr. Chairman, this is in no sense a
partisan matter. President Nixon's basic
proposals are contained In H.R. 16311,
along with significant revisions voted by
the distinguished House Ways and Means
Committee. The bill is supported by
groups as diverse as the AFL-CIO and
the National Association of Manufactur-
ers. The family assistance plan is de-
signed and intended to offer to the poor
not a handout, but rather a hand-up.

Let us extend that encouraging hand
In conscientious effort to project whole-
some, farsighted reform into an ad-
mittedly antiquated welfare system while
we remain ever watchful and ready to
promptly repair any unexpected weak-
nesses or even Initiate repeal review of
the whole program if administration and
congressional anticipations are not
quickly fulfilled.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 16311. I do so, how-
ever, with mixed emotions.

This bill provides for a Federal assist-
ance payment of $1,600 for a family of
four with no other income. This basic
benefit is increased by the exclusion of
the value of food stamps from the defini-
tion of earned income so that It is pos-
sible tO have Federal assistance for a
family of four at the level of $2,464.

In addition to this Federal assistance
there are provisions for a State supple-
mental assistance, of which the Federal
Government could pay up to 30 percent.
These supplemental payments are to be
maintained payments at January 1970
AFDC levels or up to the poverty level,
which ever is lower. Under the provisions
of the bill the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare would be required
to annually update the property levels to
reect the increased cost of 1Ivin. This
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bill also consolidates the assistance for
the blind, disabled, and aged.

The coverage under this bifi will In-
crease those assisted from 7 mIllion to
20 mfflion under family assistance plan—
FAP—and from 3 to 4 million under the
blind, disabled, and aged. The total Fed-
eral-State cost is estimated to be in-
creased by an additional $4.4 billion for
FAP including $500 million for blind,
disabled and aged and $600 million for
job training features and day-care
centers.

In analyzing this bill, I share the con-
cern of a number of my colleagues that
the $1,600 Federal minimum is inade-
quate to cover even the barest necessities
of food, clothing, and shelter for our less-
fortunate citizens. Although this will be
increased by the State supplement, I
would like to see a cost-of-living feature
in the direct Federal contribution. Since
this bill comes to the floor under a closed
rule, we cannot amend the bill, but I
think that the final version should in-
clude a higher Federal base and the cost-
of-living feature in the Federal contribu-
tion so that our poorer citizens are not
left out in the cold by fluctuations in our
economy.

The coverage of this bill is commend-
able but in some areas falls short. The
bill quite correctly extends coverage to
the poverty-level families headed by full-
time employed males—working poor—
and families where the father is unem-
ployed and at home. This hopefully will
curb the trend in the dissolution of the
family structure of the poor.

This bill also requires FAP benefici-
aries to register for work training and
employment, Those specifically exempt
are: the aged, disabled, and ill; mothers
caring for children under 6 years of age;
mothers in cases where father register;
citizens caring for ill members of the
household; or citizens under 16 or under
21 and in school. All others are required
to register. Under the bill, the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare is re-
quired to provide for child-care centers
for working mothers and those in job
training. These centers can be funded
100 percent by the Federal Government.

The House Ways and Means Commit-
tee has to be congratulated because of
its improvements over the administra-
tion's work-requirement proposals, but
I still have serious reservations about the
required registration of mothers for job
training and job referrals. In addition,
I am concerned that there will not be
enough high quality day-care centers or
Job training programs even though they
are carefully delineated in the bill. Also,
I am not convinced that the food stamp
program feature of the family assistance
plan should not be replaced by a cash
equivalent.

Yet, the bill represents a step ahead of
the crumbling AFDC structure it replaces.
The AFDC has, as some Members point
out, institutionalized poverty. The pro-
jected cost of AFDC this year is $4.3 bil-
lion, and HEW projects the cost to ex-
ceed $12 billion by 1975. This new family
assistance program attempts to redress
some glaring weaknesses of the present
structure:

It establishes Federal standards to
eliminate inequitable treatment but the
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$1,600 Federal minimum seems painfully
inadequate;

It extends coverage to families headed
by an unemployed father and extends
coverage to the working poor;

It will reduce State and regional dif-
ferences although some States will still
have reductions;

It establishes Federal standards and
minimums for the Nation's aged, blind,
and disabled; and

It attempts through stronger Federal
participation to extend job training and
job placement.

All of these new directions should be
subject to the most rigorous testing and
analyses to correct dIculties that arise.

This new family assistance plan is not
a panacea for ending poverty but I do
feel that it offers an increased oppor-
tunity for many of our less-fortunate cit-
izens to break out of the poverty cycle.
The existing welfare structure has not
been effective, I think the family assist-
ance plan represents a prudent first step
in correcting some of its deficiencies.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I am
against the passage of H.R. 16311, labeled
"the Family Assistance Act of 1970."

There are so many good and valid rea-
sons to oppose the passage of this bill
that it becomes a problem to enumerate
such reasons in their relative importance
or to decide which deserves the greater
emphasis. It will take too much time to
provide detailed statistics to prove the
danger of this bill. But all of these back-
up figures can be fully documented and
substantiated.

This welfare package is a 100-page
bill with an accompanying report of 85
pages. It will entail a first annual Fed-
eral cost of $4.4 billion in three cate-
gories. By 1975, it Is estimated the annual
cost will have increased to $7.3 billion.

Under the provisions of this bill a
family which consists of the parents and
two children will be assigned a family
benefit level of $1,600 per year. If their
income falls below this amount, supple-
ments will be paid to elevate their income
to the $1,600 level. So far as I have been
able to find out, this is the first time in
the history of our country the Federal
Government has agreed by law to provide
a guaranteed annual income to its citi.
zens.

In my opinion, this is a wrong turn for
our country to take at this time. Re-
gardless of the magnitude of the figures
that are involved, under the provisions of
this bill, there is a philosophy which is
closely akin to a pure socialistic philos-
ophy.

In the present law administered by
the States it is true there is aid or wel-
fare for the aged, the badly disabled and
the blind. ThIs is true welfare. On the
other hand, to pay able-bodied people
to do nothing is a shame. Such people
who can sit at home and be guaranteed
a fixed amount of income may very well
soon lose their own self-respect. As much
as I deplore the deuression conditions
which necessitated WPA at least this
was a true work program for the able-
bodied. With all of the jobs that go beg-
ging in our country today, people ought
to work and should not be encouraged
to stay home in idleness.

Of course we are all mindful of the
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words that have been used to make this
act saleable. It is argued that "workf are"
should replace the word "welfare." Yet,
careful study of those portions of the
bill which require each member of the
family to register for employment or
training, will reveal there is a long list
of exceptions, exclusions as well as a
long list of exemptions. One member
suggested that the bill took at least three
pages of print to provide all the loop-
holes for those who want to receive wel-
fare but do no work.

One of the worst things about this
entire welfare package is that the guar-
anteed annual income amounts to a kind
of foot in the door that could very well
be open ended. True, we have established
a definite figure for this current year
but I have reason to believe that those
who vote for this measure today will have
opponents campaigning against them
who will be promising an increase in
guaranteed annual income if they are
elected. Each of those who support this
bill today should pause long enough to
ask themselves the question, Will they
be for larger payments next year? And
the next year? And the following year?

If we pass this bill today we; in effect,
establish a policy that the Federal Gov-
ernment will reward those who will
choose to take advantage of every exclu-
sion, exception, and exemption under the
beautiful description of workfare. This
beginning of a national guaranteed in-
come, instead of proving any kind of an
incentive, could well be described as a
disincentive to improve earnings or oc-
cupational capacities, and a disincentive
for recipients to improve their lot in life.

Today, we hear so much about revenue
sharing with the States and the desir-
ability of decentralization toward greater
State responsibility. Has anyone taken
the time to consider what this bill will
do to such concepts? It should be re-
called that benefits payable under title
II of this measure spells out that there
must be a State supplement in order to
receive Federal funds. The very natural
question to follow Is how well can the
already improverished States afford
these additional demands on their treas-
uries for welfare funds?

In passing, it should be noted that if
the present program is repealed a new
Federal program Is substituted under
which the States are forbidden to Im-
pose restrictions such as duration of
residence requirements and the prohibi-
tion of payments to aliens. Then this
means that the recipients in low-benefit
States will flock to States where higher
benefits are paid with the result of
further overcrowding of the already
teeming cities in those States where
higher paying State programs are in
effect.

I hope I am making it clear that I am
not opposed to all of the provisions of
this bill. I am unalterably opposed to
that part which commences or begins
for the first time a revolutionary guaran-
teed Income plan. Because of the gag
rule under which all the Members of this
House are muted, muzzled, and have had
their voices stilled to offer any amend-
ments, there is no way to eliminate this
most objectionable provision, unless the
minority is fair enough to offer a motion
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to recommit or else hope for the defeat of
the bill or final passage.

Nearly all of the Members of the
House are for welfare reform, but most
of us are also against welfare expan-
sion. If the figures which have been
made available to me are correct, this
bill will provide for tripling the number
of persons on welfare. It would add about
3 million more families, or 15 million
more persons. These figures have been
rather carefully concealed in most of
the discussions. It is little wonder that
they have, because therein ites the entry
wedge for the guaranteed annual income.

The present measure extends the guar-
antee to families with fully employed
fathers. I recognize that the proponents
will counter such a statement by saying
that if the head of a family refuses to
work or take a better-paying job he will
lose his welfare. That is true. But what
really happens is that his share—$300
per year—will be deducted from the fam-
ily welfare allotment and the rest of
the family allotment will continue to be
guaranteed with nothing required and
no questions asked about the expendi-
ture of the remainder of the money.

One of the best criteria of the weak-
ness of the so-called workfare section
of the bill is that it is the subject of
criticism by conservatives because they
believe there are too many loopholes and
at the same time is the target of criti-
cism by the liberals because there are
not enough loopholes. Both groups thus
seem to admit that it will take a costly,
cumbersome bureaucracy which will
grow to supervise the assignment of job
opportunities and the training of mil-
lions of people if such provisions are to
be really and truly enforced. The bill
deserves a lot more consideration by the
Committee on Ways and Means and
should be restudied in detail if we expect
to reform our welfare programs rather
than the vast expansion of these pro-
grams.

Search as carefully and as frequently
as you choose and you will find nowhere
in this bill any provisions to finance it.
Even if all the surplus anticipated by the
present administration in this current
year's budget materializes, there would
not be enough money to pay for the
benefits of HR. 16311. No matter how
hatd an effort is made to conceal the
fact, if this bill is passed, this same
Committee on Ways and Means will have
to propose a tax increase to pay for this
handout. Does this Committee on Ways
and Means expect to extend the surtax,
with increased rates back to 10 percent
in order to finance what has been so
cleverly called the Family Assistance
Act?

Does the Committee on Ways and
Means intend to raise the payroll tax
provisions? Do they propose a social
security payroll tax increase, doubled
in order to provide family assistance
benefits? These are questions which no
one has answered during this debate and
so far as I know, no one has made an
attempt to answer.

I had hoped I could be granted a few
minutes out of the 6 hours of debate to
propound some questions to those three
members on the Committee on Ways and
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Means who were opposed to this bill.
Even with 6 hours, like any other Mem-
bers, I was denied by the floor managers
of this bill even a few minutes to inter-
rogate some of the members of the com-
mittee. The questions I would have asked
would have been to explain how the dis-
tinguished members of this most distin-
guished committee proposed to finance
the cost of H.R. 16311. I would have also
asked the proponent members of the
committee who wrote this measure, to try
to explain that if the present program is
a failure how do they expect to resusci-
tate It by spending 4 bIllion more money
on a program that is quite similar, but
differing only in the machinery for pay-
ing out money for nonproductiveness and
adding about 15 million people to the
welfare rolls as HR. 16311 will do?

To recapitulate, our principal objec-
tion is directed to that part of the bill
which llegins guaranteeing incomes to
families with employed fathers. Once we
start this It could well be that it will
not be too long before one-third or more
of our national population will be re-
ceiving income supplements at a cost of
$20 billion more annually. The bill offers
no improvement in the present adminis-
trative tangle that causes the present
welfare program to be so ineffective. As
those three members of the committee
who joined in dissenting views put It
"for all the rhetoric about work incen-
tives the bill merely puts cash payments
first."

We commenced consideration of this
bill on April 15 which is the day on
which everyone in America must file
their income tax returns for 1969. It is
significant that we conclude debate 1 day
later giving all of our taxpayers an ad-
ditional day to think of the potential im-
pact that this legislation will have upon
them In future years.

The truth is that the provisions of
H.R. 16311 providing for a guaranteed
income is a dangerous snowball that
can grow and grow to where it can sad-
dle future generations of taxpayers with
an unbearable burden.

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Chairman, our fore-
fathers who carved this civilization out of
a wilderness did so without any expecta-
tion of a guaranteed Income or livelihood.
As free men they sought Individual lib-
erty under Ood.

Immigrants from foreign lands who
have come to our country to become
Americans were not induced by the
promise of a guaranteed dole—most
sought escape from tyranny, and a
chance for a better life through freedom.

I care not what name it bears, any
measure of law which would take from
the worker and give to the nonpro-
ducer—who is not ill or handicapped—Is
recognized by the people as a guaranteed
income plan—legalized theft. It is an as-
cursed philosophy which will demoralize
every worker.

Have we not tórmented and politically
exploited the poor long enough? Must
they be blamed further? For, ironically,
the motivating force behind this sinis-
ter plan flows stronger from the
wealthy—the successful and upper-in-
come groups of our society—than from
the misfortunate poor who do not under-

April 16, 1970

stand who benefits from controlled
economics.

Who gains from distribution-of-the-
wealth programs? In four generations of
rehabilitative welfare, many of the same
families remain on welfare while the
rich, the manipulators of the program,
have become richer.

Few among us would have ever feared
that a controlled Socialist plan such as
guaranteed income would be the an-
nounced goal and program of a Republi-
can President. Had this proposal arisen
under a Democratic President, one
doubts it could have received such a bi-
partisan support?

The positive thinkers urge us to look
at the good side of the plan—to ignore
the evil—while the progressives say give
the plan a chance to see what will hap-
pen.

I say neither time or experience Is
needed to know a scheme born of upside
down fantasy. Socialism but begets so-
cialism.

In our lifetime we have seen empire
building by a central government under
both national parties exert more and
more power and control over our lives
and institutions, and, as always, through
the inducement of our moneys.

Federal funds are but followed with
Federal control. Witness the downfall of
State authority, local government, in-
dustries, public schools, labor unions, and
now this latest attack on the basic unit
of our society—our families.

This bill is a menace to the family—
with its expected guidelines and the ever-
present threat of a removal of funds for
noncompliance with some bureaucrat's
ideological dictates.

Today's bill p'aces a ceiling of $1,600
a year for coverage. Who will guarantee
that next year the ante will not be $10,000
or $20,000?

We have all wItnessed socialism with
its foot-in-the-dogr advance. It survives
only on growth and requires expansion
to bring more and more people under its
nefarious umbrella.

If H.R. 16311 passes this body and be-
comes law, we are participating in the
creation of a new feudal system In the
United States, in which case we are at-
tending the funeral of the American tra-
ditions of our fathers—work, pride, thrift
and individuality.

The class war will then have officially
been instituted.

I would never cast my people's one
vote for such an un-American measure.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, we have no further requests
for time.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time. I had some
time to reserve for myself, but I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
bill is considered as having been read
for amendment. No amendments are in
order to the bill except amendments of-
fered by direction of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Are there any committee amend-
ments?

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, there are
no committee amendments.
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PARlIAMENTARY DiQIEY

Mr. RURLESON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, a parliamentary inquiry,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parilamentary inquiry,

Mr. BURLESON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I have a preferential motion. Is
it in brder to offer a preferential motion
at this time?

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman
advise the Chair what sort of preferen-
tial motion he has in mind?

Mr. BURLESON of Texas. To strike
the enacting clause.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ad-
vise the gentleman from Texas that that
motion is not In order unless amend-
ments are In order, and are offered.
There being no committee amendments,
that motion will not be In order at this
time.

Mr. BURLESON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, may I inquire, if there are no com-
mittee amendments to be offered, If the
bill is perfected?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ad-
vise the gentleman from Texas that the
chairman of the Committee on Ways and
Means, the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. MILLS), has just advised the Chair
that there are no committee amend-
ments. That being so, the motion is not
In order at this time.

Under the rule, the Committee rises.
Accordingly the Committee rose; and

the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. DINGELL, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 16311) to authorize a family assist-
ance plan providing basic benefits to low-
income families with children, to provide
incentives for employment and training
to Improve the capacity for employment
of members of such families, to achieve
greater uniformity of treatment of re-
cipients under the Federal-State public
assistance programs and to otherwise im-
prove such programs, and for other pur-
poses, pursuant to House Resolution 916,
he reported the bill back to the House.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question Is ordered.

The question Is On the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bifi was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question Is on the
passage of the bill.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BURLESON of Texas, Mr. Speaker
a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry..

Mr. BURLESON of Texas. Mr. Speaker
I have a preferential motion which was
not permitted to be made in the Com-
mittee of the Whole. The preferential
motion is to strike the enacting clause. Is
It in order in the House at this time?

The SPEAKER. Due to the fact that
the previous question has been ordered
on the bill to final passage, the motion is
not In order at this time.

MOTION To RECOMMIT OFFERED DY MR.
COLLIER

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion to recommit.
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The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. COLLIER. In its present form I
am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman quali-
fies.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. LANDRUM. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state the parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. LANDRUM. Mr. Speaker, is it not
true under the rules of the House that
the motion to recommit should go to one
who is unqualifiedly opposed to the bill?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state
that a Member who states that he Is op-
posed to the bill in Its present form
qualifies.

Mr. LANDRUM. Mr. Speaker, Is that
not a modification of the rule that a
Member In order to qualify must be op-
posed to the bill?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
flilnois (Mr. C0LUER) qualifies because
he has stated he is In opposition to the
bill in Its present form, which Is the bill
now before the House.

PABI.IAMENTART INQUIRy

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary Inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state the parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, the gentle-
man from Illinois has repeatedly stated,
as recently as a few minutes ago, that he
firmly supports the bill.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I said I
firmly support the principle and the con-
cept of the bill. That is what I said, but
I am opposed to the bill In its present
form.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Ililno'Is has stated that he Is opposed to
the bill In its present form. Therefore,
the gentleman, with that statement, and
upon his responsibility, qualifies.

The Clerk will report the motion to
recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. COLLIER moves to recommit the bill

(H.R. 16311) to the Committee on Ways said
Means with instructions to report the same
back to the House forthwith with the fol-
lowing amendments:

Page 21. line 1, strike out "suitable".
Page 21, lines 2 and 3, strIke out "suit-

able".
Strike out line 21 on page 21 and all that

follows down through line 17 on page 22,
and Insert in lieu thereof the foUowing:

(b) No family shall be denied benefits
under this part, or have its benefits under
this part reduced, because an Individual who
is (or would, but for subsection (a), be) a
member of such family . refuses work under
any of the following conditions:

(1) if the position offered Is vacant due
directly to a strike, lockout, or other labor
dispute;

(2) if the wages, hours, or other terms or
condltioos of the work offered are contrary
to or less than those prescribed by Federal,
State, or local law or are substantially less
favorable to the individual than those pre-
vailing for similar work In the locality;

(3) if. as a condition of being emiloyed,
the individual would b, required to join a
company union or to resign from or refrain
from joining any bona fide labor organiza-
ton; or

(4) if the individual has the demon-
strated capacity, through other available
t'aining or employment opportunities, of
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securing work that would better enable him
to achieve self-suSlclency."

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the motion to re-
commit.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER. The question is on

the motion to recommit.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker being in doubt, the House di-
vided, and there were—ayes 69, noes 60.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject 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. 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
were—yeas 248, nays 149, not votIng 33,
as follows:

YEAS—248
Abbitt Evans, Cob. Marsh

Albert
Evins, Tena. Mathias

Alexander
Falbon May
Findley Mayne

Anderson, Ill, Fish Meleher
Anderson, Fisher Meskill

Andrews,
N. flak.

Flowers Michel
Ford, Gerald ii. Miller, Calif.

Arenda
Foreman Miller, Ohio
Fountain Mills

Ayres Freiinghuyaen MInshfl
Beall,
Beicher

Frey Mize
Fulton, Team, Mizell
Fuqus Monagan
Oalifianaki Morse

Betts
Garmatz Morton
Olairno Mother

Bevill
Biaggi

Goldwater Moss

Biester
Oeodling Murphy, N.Y.

Bianton
Grlmn Myers
Oriffitha Natcher

Boland
Oubser Nelsen

Bow
Halpern Nichols

Bray
Brinkley
Brock

Hamilton O'Konski
Hammer- Pelly

schmidt Pepper
Brooks
Broomfield

Hansen, Idaho Pettls
Hansen, Wash. Pike

Brotzman
Harsha Pirnie
Harvey Poage

Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, NC.
Buchanan

Hastings Poff
Hechier, W. Vs. Preyer, NC.
Hogan Price, TeE.
Horton Pryor, Ark,

Burlison, Mo, Homier PuclnskjBurton, Utah
Bush

Howard Purcell
Hungate Qute
Hunt QuillenCamp

Carter
Hutchinson Railsback
Ichord Randall

Chamberlain
Jarrnan Reid, Ill.
Johnson, Pa. ReifelClancy

Clausen,
Don

Jonas Rhodes
Jones, Ala. Riegle
Jones, Tenn, Robison

Collins
Kee Roe

Conable
Keith Rogers, Cob.

Conte
King Rogers, Pbs.

Corbeti
Kieppe Rostenkowski

Corman
Kuykendafl Roth

Coughlin
Langen Roudebush
Lloyd Ruppe

Cramer
Long, Md. Ruth

Crane
Lujan St. Onge
McClory Sandman

Cunningham
Daddario
Daniel, Va.
Davis, Wts.

McCboskey Saylor
McClure Sthadeberg
McCulboch Schwengel
Mcflade Scott

Delaney
Deilenback

McDonald, Sebelius
Mich. Shipleyflenney McEwen Shriver

Dent
Derwinskj

McFall Sikes
Dickinson

McKneally Sisk
Macdonald, Skubltz

Dowdy Mass. Slack
Downing
dmondson

MacGregor Smith, Calif.
Mahon Smith, Iowa

Edwards, Ala. Mailliard Smith, N.Y.
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Thompson, Ga. Widnail
Thomson, Wis. Wiggins
Udall Williams
Van Deerlin Wilson, Bob
Vander Jagt Wlnn
Waldie Wold
Wainpler Wolff
Watkins Wright
Watson Wyatt
Watts Wydler
Weicker Wyman
Whalen Yatron
Whalley Zion
Wbitehurst Zwach
Whitten

NAYS—149
Abernethy Eilberg
Adams E1i
Addabbo Farbstein
Anderson, Fascell

Calif. Flood
Andrews, Ala. Flynt
Annunzio Foley
Ashbrook Ford,
Ashley William D.
Aspiri all Fraser
Baring Friedel
Barrett Gallagher
Bingham Gaydos
Blackburn Gilbert
Boggs Gonzalez
Boiling Gray
Brademas Green, Oreg.
Brasco Green, Pa.
Burke, Fin. Gross
Burke Mass. Hagan
Burleson, Tex. Haley
Burton, Calif. Hall
Button Hanley
Byrne, Pa. Harrington
Caffery Hathaway
Carey Hawkins
Casey Hays
Celler Htbert
Chappell Helstoski
Chisholm Henderson
Clark Hicks
Clawson, Del Holifield
Clay Hull
Cleveland Jacobs
Cohelan Johnson, Calif.
Colmer Jones, NC.
Conyers Karth
Daniels, N.J. Kastenmeier
Davis, Ga. Kazen
de la Garza Kluczynski
Dennis Koch
Devine Kyl
Dingell Kyros
Donohue Landgrebe
Dorn Landrum
Duiski Latta
Duncan Leggett
Dwyer Lowenstein
Eckhardt Martin
Edwards, Calif. Matsunaga
Edwards, La. Meeds

So the motion to recommit was agreed
to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. White with Mr. Teague of California.
Mr. Cabell with Mr. Erlenborn.
Mr. Mikva with Mr. FultOn of Pennsyl-

vania.
Mr. Ottinger with Mr. Gude.
Mr. Feighan with Mr. Pollock.
Mr. Gettys with Mr. Grover.
Mr. Gibbons with Mr. Broyhill of Virginia.
Mr. Hanna with Mr. Diggs.
Mr. Long of Louisiana with Mr. SchneebelL
Mr. Patman with Mr. Wylie.
Mr. Rivers with Mr. Lukens.
Mr. Tunney with Mr. Kirwan.
Mr. McMillan with Mrs. Heckler of Mas-

sachusetts.
Mr. Culver with Mr. Mccarthy.
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Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Brown of California.

Mr. PERKINS changed his vote from
"yea" to "nay."

Messrs. WRIGHT, STAGGERS, GUS-
SER, CLANCY, SCHADEBERG, and
McFALL changed their votes from "nay"
to "yea."

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.
Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I have a pref-

erential motion.
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman

state his motion?
Mr. HAYS. I move that the enacting

clause be stricken out.
The SPEAKER. The Chair will state

that that motion Is not in order. The
Chair passed on it awhile ago. That mo-
tion is not In order.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, in accord-
ance with the instructions of the House
in the motion to recommit, I report back
the bill with an amendment.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment:
Page 21, line 1, strike out "suitable".
Page 21, lines 2 and 3, strike out "suitable".
Strike out line 21 on page 21 and all that

follows down through line 17 on page 22,
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

(b) No family shall be denied benefits
under this part, or have its benefits under
this part reduced, because an individual who
Is (or would, but for subsection (a), be) a
member of such family refuses work under
any of the following conditions:

"(1) if the position offered is vacant due
directly to a strike, lockout, or other labor
dispute;

(2) if the wages, hours, or other terms or
conditions of the work offered are contrary
to or less than those prescribed by Federal,
State. or local law or are substantialfy less
favorable to the individual than those pre-
vailing for similar work in the locality;

"(3) if, as a condition of being employed,
the individual would be required to join a
company union or to resign from or refrain
from joining any bona tide labor ceganiza-
tion; or

"(4) if the individual has the demon-
strated capacity, through other available
training or employment opportunities, of se-
curing work that would better enable him
to achieve self-sufficiency."

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the amendment.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER. The question is on the

amendment.
The amendment was agreed to.
The SPEAKER. The question is on the

engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

HR. 16311
An act to authorize a family assistance plan

providing basic benefits to low-income
families with children, to provide incen-
tives for empidyment and training to Im-
prove the capacity for employment of
members of such families, to achieve
greater uniformity of treatment of recip-
ients under the Federal-State public as-
sistance programs and to otherwise im-
prove such programs, and for other pur-
poses
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act, with the following table of contents,
may be cited as the "Family Assistance Act
of 1970".
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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 purpose 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-sup-
port, 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 ex-

cluded pursuant to section 443(b), Is less
than—

"(A) $500 per year for each of the first two
members of the family, plus

"(B) $300 per year for each additional
member, and
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"(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 paid a family assistance benefit.

"Amount
"(b) The family assistance benefit for a

family shall be payable at the rate of—
"(1) $500 per year for each of the first two

members of the family, plus
"(2) $300 per year for each additional

member, reduced by the amount of income,
not excluded pursuant to section 443(b), of
the members of the family.

"Period for Determination of Benefits
'(c) (1) A family's eligibility for and its

amount of family assistance benefits shall
be determined for each quarter of a calen-
dar 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 account 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 redetermination to be effec-
tive prospectively.

"(2) The Secretary shall by regulation pre-
scribe 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
application 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 expense incurred in one period
in earning income) sha1l for purposes of de-
termining eligibility for and amount of fain-
i-ly assistance benefits, be considered as re-
ceived (or incurred) in another period or
periods.

"Special Limits on Gross Income
"(d) The Secretary may, in accordance

with regulations, prescribe the circumstances
under which the gross income from a trade
or business (Including farming) will be
considered sufficiently large to make such
family ineligible for such benefits.
"Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam

"(e) For special provisions applicable to
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam,
see section 1108(e).

"INCOME

"Meaning of Income
"SEC. 443. (a) For purposes of this part,

income means both earned income and un-
earned income; and—

"(1) earned income means only—
"(A) remuneration for services performed

as an employee (as defined in section 210
(j)), other than remuneration to which sec-
tion 209 (b). (c), (d), (f), or (k), or section
211, would apply; and

"(B) net earnings from self-employment,
as defined in section 211 (without the appli-
cation of the second and third sentences
following clause (C) of subsection (a) (9)),
including earnings for services described in
paragraphs (4), (5), and (6) of subsection
(c); and

(2) unearned income means all other
income Including—

"(A) any payments received as an an-
nuity, pension, retirement, or disability bene-
fit, including veteran's or workmen's com-
pensation and old-age, survivors, and dis-
ability Insurance, railroad retirement, and
unemployment benefits;

"(B) prizes and awards;
"(C) the proceeds of any life insurance

policy;
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(D) gifts (cash or otherwise), support

and alimony payments, and inheritances;
and

(E) rents, dividends, interest, and royal-
ties.

"Exclusions From Income
"(b) In determining the income of a

family there shall be excluded—
"(1) subject to limitations (as to amount

or otherwise) prescribed 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) the total unearned income of all
members of a family in a calendar quarter
which, as determined in accordance with
criteria prescribed by the Secretary, Is re-
ceived too infrequently or irregularly to be
included, if such income so received does not
exceed $30 in such quarter, and (B) the
total earned income of all members of a
family in a calendar quarter which, as de-
termined in accordance with Such criteria,
is received too infrequently or irregularly to
be included, if Such income so received does
not exceed $30 in such quarter;

"(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 re-
habilitation, employment, or self-employ-
ment;

"(4) the first 8720 per year (or proportion-
ately smaller amounts for shorter periods)
of the total of earned income (not excluded
by the preceding paragraphs of this sub-
section) of all members of the family plusone-half of the remainder thereof;

"(5) food stamps or any other assistance
(.except veterans' pensions) which Is based
on need. and furnished by any State or po-
litical subdivision of a State or any Federal
agency, or by any private charitable agency or
organization (as determined by the Secre-
tary);

"(6) allowances under section 432(a);
"(7) any portion of a scholarship or fellow-

ship received for use in paying the cost of
tuition and fees at any educational (includ-
ing technical or vocational education) insti-
tution; and

(8) home produce of a member of the
family utilized by the household for its own
consumption.

"RESOURCES

"Exclusions from resourcea
"SEc. 444. (a) In determining the resources

of a family there shall be excluded—
"(1) the home, household goods, and

personal effects; and
"(2) other property which, as determined

in accordance with and subject to limita-
tions in regulations of the Secretary, is so
essential to the family's means of self-support
as to warrant Its exclusion.

"DISPOSITION OF RESOURCES
'(b) The Secretary shall prescribe regula-

tions 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 determin-
ing a family's eligibility for family assistance
benefits. Any portion of the family's bene-
fits paid for any such period shall be con-
ditioned upon such disposal; and any bene-
fits so paid shall (at the time of the dis-
posal) be considered over-payments to the
extent they would not have been paid had
the dispoSal occurred. at the beginning of
the period for which such benefits were
paid.
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'MEANING 05' FAMILY AND CHILD
"Composition of Family

'SEC. 445. (a) Two or more 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 their own home,

'(3) who are residents of the United
States, and

"(4) at least one of whom is a child who
A) is not married to another of such indi-

viduals and (B) is in the care of or depend-
ent upon another of such individuals,
shall be regarded as a family for purposes of
this part and parts A, C, and E. A parent (of
a child living in a place of residence referred
to in paragraph (2)), or a spouse of such
a parent, who is determined by the Secre-
tary to •be temporarily absent from such
place of residence for the purpose of en-
gaging in or seeking employment or self-
employment (including military service)
shall nevertheless be considered (for pur-
poses of paragraph (2)) to be living in such
place of residence.

"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 eighteen, or (2)
under the age of twenty-one and (as deter-
mined by the Secretary under regulations)
a student regularly attending a school, col-
lege, or university, or a course of vocational
or technical training designed to prepare him
for gainful employment.

"Determination of Family Relationships
(c) In determining whether an individual

is related to another individual by blood,
marriage, or adoption, appropriate State law
shall be applied.
"Income and Resources of Noncontributing

Adult
"(d' For purposes of determining eligibility

for and the amount of family assistance bene-
fits for any family there shall be excluded
the income and resources of any individual,
other than a parent of a child (or a spouse
of a parent) , which, as determined in accord-
ance with criteria prescribed by the Secre-
tary, is not available to other members of
the family; and for such purposes such in-
dividual—

"(1) in the case of a child, shall be re-
garded as a member of the family for pur-
poses of determining the family's eligibility
for such benefits but not for purposes of
determining the amount of such benefits, and

"(2) in any other case, shall not be con-
sidered a member of the Lamily for any pur-
pose.

"Recipients of Aid to the Aged, Blind, and
Disabled Ineligible

(e) If an individual is receiving aid to
the aged, blind, and disabled under a State
plan approved under title XVI, or if his
needs are taken Into account in determining
the need of another person receiving such
aid, then, for the period for which such aid
is received, such individual shall not be re-
garded as a member of a family for pur-
poses of determining the amount of the
family assistance benefits of the family.

"PAYMENTS AND PROCEDURES

"Payments of Benefits
'Szc. 446. (a) (1) Family assistance bene-

fits shall be paid at such time or times and
in such installments as the Secretary deter-
mines 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, or, if the
Secretary deems it appropriate, to any person,
other than a member of such family, who is
interested in or concerned with the welfare
of the family.

"(3) The Secretary may by regulation es-
tablish ranges of incomes within which a
single amount of family assistance benefit
shall apply.

"Overpaymente and Underpayments
"(b) Whenever the Secretary finds that

more or less than the correct amount of
family assistance benefits has been paid with
respect to any family, proper adjustment or
recovery shall, subject to the succeeding pro-
visions of this subsection, be made by ap-
propriate adjustments in future payments
to the family or by recovery from or pay-
ment to any one or more of the individuals
who are or were members thereof. The. Sec-
retary shall make such provision as he finds
appropirate in the case of payment of more
than the correct amount of benefits with re-
spect to a family with a view to avoiding
penalizing members of the family who were
without fault in connection with the over-
payment, if adjustment or recovery on ac-
count of such overpayment in such case
would defeat the purposes of this part, or
be against equity or good conscience, or (be-
cause of the small amount involved) impede
efficient or effective administration of this
part.

"Hearings and Review
"(c) (1) The Secretary shall provide rea-

sonable notice and opportunity for a hear-
ing to any Individual who is or claims to be
a member of a family and Is in disagree-
ment with any determination under this part
with respect to eligibility of the family for
family assistance benefits, the number of
members of the family, or the amount of the
benefits, if such individual requests a hear-
ing on the matter in disagreement within
thirty days after notice of such determina-
tion is received. Until a determination is
made on the basis of such hearing or upon
disposition of the matter through default,
withdrawal of the request by the individual,
or revision of the initial determination by
the Secretary, any amounts which are pay-
able (or would be payable but for the mat-
ter in disagreement) to any individual who
has been determined to be a member of such
family shall continue to be paid; but any
amounts so paid for periods prior to such
determination or disposition shall be consid-
ered overpayments to the extent they would
not have been paid had such determination
or disposition occurred at the same time as
the Secretary's initial determination on the
matter in disagreement.

"(2) Determination on the basis of such
hearing shall be made within ninety days
after the individual requests the hearing as
provided in paragraph (1).

(3) The final determination of the Secre-
tary after a hearing under paragraph (1)
shall be subject to judicial review as pro-
vided in section 205(g) to the same extent
at the Secretary's final determinations un-
der section 205; except that the determina-
tion of the Secretary after such hearing as
to any fact shall be final and conclusive and
not subject to review by any court.

"Procedures; Prohibition of Assignments
"(d) The provisions of sections 206 and

207 and subsections (a), (d), (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 reg-

ulations applicable to families or members
thereof with respect to the filing of applica-
tions, the furnishing of other data and mate-
rial, and the reporting of events and
in circumstances, as may be necessary to
determine eligibility for and amount of fam-
ily assistance benefits.

"(2) In order to encourage prompt re-
porting of events and changes in circum-
stances relevant to eligibility for or amount

of family assistance benefits, and more ac-
curate estimates of expeóted income or ex-
penses 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 re-
porting, or

(B) inaccuracy of information which is
furnished by the members and on which the
estimates of income or expenses for such pur-
poses are based,
will result in treatment as overpayments of
all or any portion of payments of such bene-
fits for the period involved,

"Furnishing of Information by Other
Agencies

(f) The head of any Federal agency shall
provide such information as the Secretary
needs for purposes of determining eligibility
for or amount of family assistance benefits,
or verifying other information with respect
thereto.
"REGISTRATION AND REFERRAL OF FAMILY M5M-

BERS FOR MANPOWER SERVICES TRAINING, AND
EMPLOYMENT

"Sxc. 447. (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
paragraph (1), (2), (3), (4), or (5) of sub-
section (b) applies, shall register for man-
power 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 is found by the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare to have failed
to so register, he shall not be regarded as a
member of a family but his income which
would otherwise be counted under this part
as income of a family shall be so counted;
except that if such individual is the only
member of the family other than a child
such individual shall be regarded as a mesa-
ber for purposes of determination of the
family's eligibility for family assistance bene-
fits, but not (except for counting his income)
for purposes of determination of the amount
of such benefits. No part of the family as-
sistance 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 concefned with the welfare
of the family.

"(b) An individual shall not be required
to register pursuant to subsection (a) if the
Secretary determines that such individual
is—

(1) unable to engage in work or training
by reason of illness, incapacity, or advanced
age;

"(2) a mother or other relative of a child
under the age of six who is caring for such
child;

"(3) the mother or other female caretaker
of a child, if the father or another adult male
relative is in the home and not excluded by
paragraph (1), (2), (4), or (5) of this sub-
section (unless the second sentence of sub-
section (a), or section 448(a), is applicable
to him);

"(4) a child who is under the age of six-
teen or meets the requirements of section
445(b) (2); or

"(5) one whose presence in the home on
a substantially continuous basis is required
because of the illness or incapacity of another
member of the household.
An individual who would, but for the pre-
ceding sentence, be required to register pur-
suant to subsection (a), may, if he wishes,
register as provided in such subsection.

(c) The Secretary shall make provision
for the furnishing of child care services in
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such cases and for so long as he deems appro-
priate in the case of (1) individuals regis-
tered pursuant to subsection (a) who are,
pursuant to such registration, participating
in manpower services, training, or employ-
ment, and (2) individuals referred pursuant
to subsection (d) who are, pursuant to such
referral, participating in vocational rehabil-
itation.

"(d) In the case of any member of a family
receiving family assistance benefits who Is
not required to register pursuant to subsec-
tion (a) because of such member's incapacity,
the Secretary shall make provision for re-
ferral of such member to the appropriate
State agency administering or supervising the
administration of the State plan for voca-
itonal rehabilitation services approved under
the Vocational Rehabilitation Act, and (ex-
cept in such cases involving permanent In-
capacity as the Secretary may determine)
for a review not less often than quarterly of
such member's incapacity and his need for
and utilization of the rehabilitation services
made available to him under such plan. If
and for so long as such member is found by
the Secretary to have refused without good
cause to accept rehabilitation services avail-
able to him under such plan, he shall be
treated as an individual to whom subsection
(a) is applicable by reason of refusal to ac-
cept or participate in employment or train-
tag.
"DENIAL OF BENIITS IN CASE OF REFtiSAL OP

MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, OR EMPLOY-
MENT

"SEc. 448. (a) For purposes of determining
eligibility for and amount of family assist-
ance benefits under this part, an individual
who has registered as required under sec-
tion 447(a) shall not be regarded as a mem-
ber of a faintly, but his income which would
otherwise be counted as income of the family
under this part shall be so counted, if and
for so long as he has been found by the Sec-
retary of Labor, after reasonable notice and
opportunity for hearing (which shall be held
in the same manner and subject to the same
conditions as a hearing under section 446(c)
(1) and (2)), to have refused without good
cause to participate or continue to partici-
pate in manpower services, training, or em-
ploysnent, O to have refused without good
cause to accept employment in which he is
able to engage which is offered through the
public employment omces of the State, or is
otherwise offered by an employer if the offer
of such employer is determined by the See-
retary of Labor, after notification by 8uch
employer or otherwise, to be a bona tide offer
of employment; except that if such Individ-
ual is the only member of the family other
than a child, such individual shall be re-
garded as a member of the family for pur-
poses of determination of the family's eligi-
bility for benefits, but not (except for count-
ing his Income) for the purposes of deter-
mination of the amount of its benefits. 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 See-
reta.ry may, if he deems it appropriate, pro-
vide for payment of such benefits during
such period to any person, other than a mem-
ber of such family, Who is interested in or
concerned with the welfare of the family.

(b) No family shall be denied benefits
under this part, or have its benefits under
this part reduced, because an individual who
is (or would, but for subsection (a), be) a
member of such family refuses to work under
any of the following conditions:

"(1) if the position offered Is vacant due
directly to a strike, lockout, or other labor
dispute:

"(2) if the wages, hours, or other terms or
conditions of the work offered are contrary
to or less than those prescribed by Federal,
State, ci' local law or are substantially lees
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favorable to the individual than those pre-
vailing for similar work in the locality;

(3) if, as a condition of being employed,
the individual would be required to join a
company union or to resign from or refrain
from joining any bona tide labor organisa-
tion;,or

(4) if the individual has the demon-
strateci capacity, through other available
training or employment opportunities, of
securing work that would better enable him
to achieve self-sufficiency."
"TRANSFER OF FUNDS FOR ON-THE-JOB TRAINING

PROGRAMS

"Ssc. 449. The Secretary shall, pursuant
to and to the extent provided by agreement
with the Secretary of Labor, pay to the Secre-
tary of Labor amounts which he estimates
would be paid as family assistance beneftis
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 partici-
pating in such training. Such amounts shall
be available to pay the costs of such pro-
grams.
PART E—STATE SUPPLEMENTATION OF FAMILY

ASSISTANCE BENEFITS

"PAYMENTS UNDER TITLES IV, V, XVI, AND xix
CONDITIONED ON SUPPLEMENTATION

"SEc. 451. In order 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 un-
der which it will make supplementary pay-
ments, as provided in this part, to any family
other than a faintly in which both parents of
the child or children are present, neither
parent is incapacitated, and the male parent
is not unemployed.

"ELIGIBILITY FOR AND AMOUNT OF
SUPPLEMENTARY PAYMENTS

"SEC. 452. (a) Eligibility for and amount of
supplementary payments under the agree-
ment with any State under this part shall,
subject to the succeeding provisions of this
section, be determined by application of the
provisions of, and rules and regulations un-
der, sections 442(a) (2), (c), and (d), 443(a),
444, 445, 446 (to the extent the Secretary
deems appropriate), 447, and 448, and by
application of the standard for determining
need under the plan of such State as in effect
for January 1970 (which standard complies
with the requirements for approval under
part A as in effect for such month) or, if
lower, a standard equal to the applicable
poverty level determined pursuant to sec-
tion 453(c) and in effect at the time of such
payments, or such higher standard of need
as the State may apply, with the resulting
amount reduced by the family assistance
benefit payable under part D and further re-
duced by any other income (earned or un-
earned) not excluded under section 443(b)
(except paragraph (4) thereof) or under
subsection (b) of this section; but in mak-
ing such determination the State may im-
pose limitations on the amount of aid paid
to the extent that such limitations (In
combination with other provisions of the
plan) are no more stringent in result than
those imposed under the plan of such State
as in effect for such month. In the case of
any State which provides for meeting less
than 100 per centum of its standard of need
or provides for considering less than 100 per
centum of requirements in determining need,
the Secretary shall prescribe by regulation
the method or methods for achieving as
nearly as possible the results provided for
under the foregoing provisions of this
subsection.

(b) For purposes of determining eligibility
for and amount of supplementary payments
to a family for any period pursuant to an
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agreement under this part, in the case of
earned income to which paragraph (4) of
Section 443(b) applies, there shall be dis-
regarded $720 per year (or proportionately
smaller amounts for shorter periods), plus—

(1) one-third of the portion of the re-
mainder of earnings which does not exceed
twice the amount of the family assistance
benefits that would be payable to the family
if it had no income, plus

(2) one-fifth (or more if the Secretary
by regulation so prescribes) of the balance
of the earnings.
For special provisions applicable to Puerto
Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam, see sec-
tion 1108(e).

'(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 des-
ignation 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 agreement to any individual
whose claim for supplementary payments is
denied or is not acted upon with reasonable
promptness;

"(4) provide (A) such methods of admin-
istration (including methods relating to the
establishment and maintenance of person-
nel standards on a merit basis, 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 be necessary for
the proper and - efficient operation of the
agreement in the gate, and (B) for the
training and effective use of paid. subprofes-
sional staff, with particular emphasis on the
full- or part-time employment of recipients
of supplementary payments and other per-
sons of low income, as community services
aides, in carrying out the agreement and for
the use of nonpaidor partially paid volun-
teers in a social service volunteer program
in providing services to applicants for and
recipients of supplementary payments and
in assisting any advisory committees estab-
lished by the State agency:

(5) provide that the State agency carry-
ing out the agreement will make such re-
ports, in such form and containing such in-
formation, as the Secretary may from time
to time require, and comply with such pro-
visions 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 cpncerning
applicants for and recipients of supple-
mentary payments to purposes directly con-
nected with the administration of this title;
and

"(7) provide that all Individuals wishing
to make application for supplementary pay-
ments shall have opportunity to do so, and
that supplementary payments shall be fur-
nished with reasonable promptness to all
eligible individuals.

"PAYMENTS TO STATES
"Sac. 453. (a) (1) The Secretary shall pay

to any State which has in effect an agree-
ment under this part, for each fiscal year, an
amount equal to 30 per centum of the total
amount expended during such year pursuant
to its agreement as supplementary payments
to families other than families in which both
parents of the child or children are present,
neither parent is incapacitated, and the male
parent is not employed, not counting so much
of the supplementary payment made to any
family as exceeds the amount by which (with
respect to the period involved)—

"(A) the family assistance benefit payable
to such family under part D, plus any income
of such family (earned or unearned) not d18-
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regarded In determining the amount of such
supplementary payment, is less than

"(B) the applicable poverty level as prom-
ulgated and in effect under subsection (c)

"(2) The Secretary shall also pay to each
such State an amount equal to 50 per centum
of its administrative costs found necessary
by the Secretary for carrying out its agree-
ment.

(b) Payments under subsection (a) shall
be made at such time or times, In advance or
by way of reimbursement, and in such in-
stallments as the Secretary may determine;
and shall be made on such conditions as may
be necessary to assure the carrying out of
the purposes of this title.

"(c) (1) For purposes of this part, the
'poverty level' for a family group of any given
size shall be the amount shown for a family
group of such size in the following table, ad-
justed fls provided in paragraph (2):
"Family size: Basic amount

One $1,920
Two 2,460
Three 2,940
Four 3,720
Five 4,440
Six 4,980
Seven or more 6, 120

"(2) Between July 1 and September 30 of
each year, beginning with 1970, the Secretary
(A) shall adjust the amount shown for each
site of family group in the table in paragraph
(1) by increasing such amount by the per-
centage by which the average level of the
price Index for the months in the calendar
quarter beginning April 1 of such year ex-
ceeds the average level of the price index for
months in 1969, and (B) shall thereupon
promulgate the amounts so adjusted as the
poverty levels for family groups of various
sizes which shall be conclusive for purposes
of this part for the fiscal year beginning
July 1 next succeeding such promulgation.

"(3) As used in this subsection, the term
'price index' means the Consumer Price In-
dex (all Items—United States city average)
published monthly by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics.
"FAILtflE BY STATE TO COMPLY WITH ARGEEMENT

"SEc. 454. If the Secretary, alter reason-
able 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
payments to which such State is otherwise
entitled under this part or part A or B of this
title or under title V. XVI, or XIX; but the
amounts so withheld from payments under
such part A or B or under title V. XVI, or
XIX shall be deemed to have been paid to
the State under such part or title. Such with-
holding shall be effected at such time or
times and in such Installments as the Secre-
tary may deem appropriate.

"PART F—ADMINISTRATION
"AGREEMENTS WITH STATES

SsC. 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 under part E, or will perform such other
functions of the State in connection with
such payments as may be agreed upon, or
both. In any such case, the agreement shall
also (1) provide for payment by the State
to the Secretary of an amount equal to the
supplementary payments the State would
otherwise make pursuant to part E, less any
payments which would be made to the State
under section 453(a), and (2) at the request
of the State, provide for joint audit of pay-
ments under the agreement

"(b) The Secretary may also enter into an
agreement with any State under which such
State will make, on behalf of the Secretary,
the family assistance beneftt payments pro-
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vided for under part D with respect to all or
specified families in the State who are eligi-
ble for such benefits or will perform such
other functions in connection with the ad-
ministration of part D as may be agreed
upon. The cost of carrying out any such
agreement shall be paid to the State by the
Secretary In advance or by way of reimburse-
ment and in such installments as may be
agreed upon.

"PENALTIES FOR FRAUD

"Szc. 462. The provisions of section 208,
other than paragraph (a), shall apply with
respect to benefits under part D and allow-
ances under part C, of this title, to the same
extent as they apply to payments under title
II.
'REPORT, EVALUATION, RESEARCH AND DEMON-

STRATIONS, 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 adininistra-
tion of parts D and E, Including an evalu-
ation thereof in carrying out the purposes of
such parts and recommendations with re-
spect 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 con-
duct, directly or by grants or contracts, re-
search into or demonstrations of ways of bet-
ter providing financial assistance to needy
persons or of better carrying out the pur-
poses 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 pro-
vide such technical assistance 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 avail-
able therefor, such portion of any appropri-
ation to carry out part D or B as the Secre-
tary may determine, but not in excess of
$20,000,000 in any fiscal year, shall be avail-
able to him to carry out this section.

"OBLIGATION OP DESERTING PARENTS

"SEC. 464. In any case where an individual
has deserted or abandoned his spouse or his
child or children and such spouse or any
such child (during the period of such deser-
tion or abandonment) is a member of a f am-
ily receiving family assistance benefits un-
der part D or supplementary payments un-
der part E, such individual shall be obligated
to the United States in an amount equal
to-

"(1) the total amount of the family assis-
tance benefits paid to such family during
such period with respect to such spouse and
child or children, plus the amount paid by
the Secretary under sectiOn 453 on account
of the supplementary payments made to
such family during such period with respect
to such spouse and child or children, reduced
by

"(2) aty amount actually paid by such in-
dividual to or for the support and mainte-
nance of such spouse and child or children
during such period, if and to the extent that
such amount is excluded in determining the.
amount of such family assistance benefits;
except that in any case where an order for
the support and maintenance of such spouse
or any such child has been issued by a court
of competent jurisdiction, the obligation of
such individual under tflls subsection (with
respect to such spouse or child) for any pe-
riod shall not exceed the amount specified
in such order less any amount actually paid
by such individual (to or for the support
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and maintenance of such spouse or child)
during such period. The amount due the
United States under such obligation shall be
collected (to the extent that the claim of
the United States therefor is not otherwise
satisfied), in such manner as may be spe-
cified by the Secretary, from any amounts
otherwise due him or becoming due him at
any time from any officer or agency of the
United States or under any Federal program.
Amounts collected under the preceding sen-
tence shall be deposited in the Treasury as
miscellaneous receipts.
"TREATMENT OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS

AS INCOME FOR FOOD STAMP PURPOSES

"Szc. 465. Family assistance benefits paid
under this title shall be taken into consider-
ation for the purpose of determining the en-
titlement of any household to purchase food
stamps, and the cost thereof, under the
food stamp program conducted under the
Food Stamp Act of 1964."
MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, EMPLOYMENT,

CHILD CARE, AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES PRO-
GRAMS

SEc. 102. Part C of title IV of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 630 et seq.) Is
amended to read as follows:
"PART C—MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, EM-

PLOYMENT, CHILD CARE AND SUPPORTIVE
SERVICES PROGRAMS FOR REcIPIENTS OF FAM-
ILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS OR SUPPLEMENTARY
PAYMENTS

PURPOSE

"SEC. 430. The purpose of this part is to
authorize provision, for individuals who are
members of a family receiving benefits under
part ID or supplementary payments pursuant
to part E, of manpower services, training,
employment, child care, and related sup-
portive services necessary to train such in-
dividuals, prepare them for employment, and
otherwise assist them In securing and re-
taining regular employment and having the
opportunity for advancement in employment,
to the end that needy families with children
WIll be restored to self-supporting. independ-
ent, and useful roles in their communities.
"OPERATION OF MANPOWER SERVICTS, TRAINING,

AND EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS

"SEC. 431, (a) The Secretary of Labor shall:
for each person registered pursuant 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 employ-
ment which the Secretary of Labor deter-
mines each person needs In order to enable
him to become self-supporting and secure
and retain employment and opportunities
for advancement.

(b) The Secretary of Labor shall, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of this part,
establish and assure the provision of man-
power services, training, and employment
programs in each State for persons regis-
tered pursuant to part D or receiving sup-
plementary payments pursuant to part E.

"(c) The Secretary of Labor shall, through
such programs, provide or assure the pro-
vision of manpower services, training, and
employment and opportunities necessary to
prepare such persons for and place them in
regular employment. including—

"(1) any of such services, training, em-
ployment, and opportunities which the
Secretary of Labor is authorized to provide
under any other Act;

(2) counseling, testing, coaching, pro-
gram orientation, institutional and on-the-
job training, work experience, upgrading, job
development, job placement, and follow up
services required to assist in securing and
retaining employment and opportunities for
advancement;

(3) relocation assistance (including
grants, loans, . and the furnishing of such
services as will aid an Involuntarily unem-
ployed individual who desires to relocate to
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do eo in an area where there Is assurance of
regular suitable employment, offered through
the public employment offices of the State in
such area, which will lead to the earning of
income sufficient to make such individual
and 1118 family ineligible for benefits under
part D and supplementary payments under
part E); and

"(4) specal work projects.
"(d) (1) For purposes of subsection (c)

(4), a 'special work project' is a project
(meeting the requirements of this subsec-
tion) which consists of the performance of
work in the public interest through grants
to or contracts with public or nonprofit pri-
vate agencies or organizations.

(2) No wage rates provied under any
special work project shall be lower than the
applicable minimum wage for the particular
work concerned.

"(3) Before entering into any special work
project under a program established as pro-
vided in subsection (b), the Secretary of
Labor shall have reasonable assurances
that—

(A) appropriate standards for the health.
safety, and other conditions applicable to
the performance of work and training on
such projects are established and will be
maintained,

"(B) such project will not result in the
displacement of employed workers.

"(C) with respect to such project the con-
ditions of work, training, education, and
employment are reasonable in the light of
such factors as the type of work, geographical
region, and proficiency of the participant,

"(D) appropriate workmen's compensa-
tion protection Is provided to all partici-
pants, and

(E) such project will improve the em-
ployability of the participants,

"(4) With respect to Individuals who are
participants In special work projects under
programs established as provided in subsec-
tion (b). the Secretary of Labor shall pa-
riodlcaly (at least once every six months) re-
view the employment record of each such
individual while on the special work project
and on the basis of such record and such
other information as he may acquire deter-
mine whether it would be feasible to place
such individual in regular employment or
in on-the-job, institutional, or other training.
"ALLOWANCES FOR INDIVIDUALS UNDERGOING

TRAINING

"Sw. 432. (a) (1) The Secretary of Labor
shall pay to each individual who is a member
of a family and Is participating in manpower
training under this part an incentive allow-
ance of $30 per month. If one or more
members of a family are receiving training
for which training allowances are payable
under sectIon 203 of the Manpower Devel-
opment and Training Act and meet the other
reqirementa under such section (except sub-
section (1) (1) thereof) for the receipt of
allowances which would be in excess of the
sum of the family assistance benefit under
part D and supplementary payments pur-
suant to part E payable with respect to such
month to the family, the total of the in-
oentive allowances per month under this
section for such members 8hall be equal to
the greater of (1) the amount of such excess
or, if lower, the amount of the excess of
the training allowances which would be pay-
able under such section 203 as In effect on
March 1. 1970, over the sum of such family
assistance benefit and such supplementary
payments, and (2) $30 for each such
member.

(2) The Secretary of Labor shall, in ac-
cordance with regulations, also pay, to any
member of a family participating in man-
power training under this part, allowances
for transportation and other costs to him
which are necessary to and directly related
to his participation in training.

(3) The Secretary of Labor shall by reg-
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ulation provide for such smaller allowances
under this subsection as he deems appropri-
ate for individuals In Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, and Guam.

(b) Allowances under this section shall
be in lieu of allowances provided for par-
ticipants 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 of Labor pro-
viding public or private employer compen-
sated on-the-job training.

"UTILIZATION OF OTHER PROGRAMS

"SEc. 433. In providing the manpower
training and employment services and op-
portunities required by this part the Sec-
retary of Labor, to the maximum extent fea-
sible. shall assure that such services and
opportunities 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 program involving all
sectors of the economy and all levels of
government and as will make maximum use
of existing manpower and manpower re-
lated programs and agencies. To such end
the Secretary of Labor may use the funds
appropriated to him under this part to pro-
vide the programs required by this part
through such other Act, to the same extent
and under the same conditions as If ap-
propriated under such other Act and In mak-
ing use of the 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 oppor-
tunities are not otherwise available on a
nonrelmbursa'ble basis.

"RULES AND REGULATIONS

"Sxc. 434. The Secretary of Labor may issue
such rules and regulations as he finds neces-
sary to carry out his responsibilities under
this part.

"APPROPRIATIONS; NONFEDERAL SHARE

"Szc. 435. (a) There Is authorized to be
appropriated to the Secretary of Labor for
each fiscal year a sum sufficient for carrying
out the purposes of this part (other than
sections 436 and 437). Including payment
of not to exceed 90 per centum of the cost of
manpower services, training, and employment
and opportunities provided for individuals
registered pursuant to section 447. The Sec-
retary of Labor shall establish criteria to
achieve an equitable apportionment among
the States of Federal expenditures for carry-
ln out the programs authorized by section
431. In developing these criteria the Secre-
tary of Labor shall consider the number of
registrations under section 447 and other
relevant factors.

"(b) If a non-Federal contribution of 10
per centum of the cost specified in subsection
(a) is not made In any State (as required
by section 402(a) (13)), the Secretary of
Health. Education, and Welfare may with-
hold any action under section 404 on ac-
count thereof and if he does so he shall in-
stead, after reasonable notice and oppor-
tunity for hearing to the appropriate State
agency or agencies, withhold any payments
to be made to the State under sections 403
(a), 453, 1604, and 1903(a) until the amount
so withheld (including any amounts con-
tributed by the State pursuant to the re-
quirement in section 402(a)(13)) equals 10
per centum of such costs. Such withholding
shall remain in effect until such time as the
Secretary of Labor has assurances from the
Sjate that such 10 per centum will be con-
tributed as required by section 402(a) (13).
Amounts so withheld shall be deemed to have
been paid to the State under such sections
and shall be paid by the Secretary of Heatlb.
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Education, and Welfare to the Secrelary of
Labor.

"CHILD CARE
"SEC. 436. (a)(1) Forthepurposeofassur-

ing that individuals receiving benefits under
part D or supplementary payments pursuant
to part E will not be prevented from partici-
pating in training or employment by the un-
availability of appropriate child care, there
are authorized to be appropriated for each
fiscal year such sums as may be necessary to
enable the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare to make grants to any public or
nonprofit private agency or organization, and
contracts with any public or private agency
or organization, for, part or all of the cost of
projects for the provision of child care, in-
cluding necessary transportation and altera-
tion, remodeling, and renovation 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 re-
ceiving supplementary payments pursuant
to part E to undertake or continue manpower
training or employment under this part, or
to enable an individual who has been referred
pursuant to section 447(d) to participate in
vocational rehabilitation, 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 1) or payments pursuant to such
part E to undertake 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
better enable an individual who is receiving
aid to families with dependent children, or
whose needs are taken into account in deter-
mining the need of any one claiming or re-
ceiving such aid, to participate in manpower
training or employment.

"(2) Such grants or contracts for the pro-
vision of child care in any area may be made
directly, or through grants to any public or
nonprofit private agency which is designated
by the appropriate elected or appointed offi-
cial or officials in such area and which dem-
onstrates a capacity to wurk effectively with
the manpower agency in such area (includ-
ing provision for the stationing of personnel
with the manpower team in appropriate
cases). To the extent appropriate, such care
for children attending school which is pro-
vided on a group or Institutional basis shall
be provided through arrangements with the
appropriate local'educational agency.

(3) Such projects shall provide for vari-
ous types of child care needed in the light of
the different circumstances and needs of the
children involved.

(b) Such sums shall also be available to
enable the Secretary of Health. Education,
and Welfare to make grants to any public or
nonprofit private agency or organization, and
contracts with any public or private agency
or organization, for evaluation, training of
personnel, technical assistance, or research or
demonstration projects to determine more
effective methods of providing any such care.

(c) The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare may provide, in any case In
which a family is able to pay for part or all
of the cost of child care provided under a
project assisted under this section, for pay-
ment by the family of such fees for the care
as may be reasonable in the light of such
ability.

"SUPPORT WE SERVICES

"SEC. 437. (a) No payments shall be made
to any State under title V, XVI, or XIX, or
part A or B of this title, with respect to
expenditures for any calendar quarter be-
ginning on or after the date part D becomes
effective with respect to such State, unless
it has in effect an agreement with the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare
under which it will provide health, vocation-
l rehabilitation, counseling, aQcial. and
other supportive services which the Secre-
tary under regulations determines to be
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necessary to permit an individual who has
been registered pursuant to part D or is
receiving supplementary payments pursuant
to part E to undertake or continue man.
power training and employment under this
part.

(b) Services under such an agreement
shall be provided in close cooperation with
manpower training and employment services
provided under this part.

(e) The Secretary of Health. Education,
and Welfare shall from time to time, in such
installments and on such conditions as he
deems appropriate, pay to any State with
which he has an agreement pursuant to sub-
section (a) up to 90 per centum of the cost
of such State of carrying out such agree-
ment. There are authorized to be appropri-
ated for each fiscal year such sums as may
be necessary to carry out this section.

"ADVANCE FUNDING

"Szc. 438. (a) For the purpose of afford-
ing adequate notice of funding available un-
der this part, appropriations for grants,
contracts, or other payments with respect
to individuals registered pursuant to sec-
tion 447 are authorized to be Included In
the appropriation Act for the fiscal year
preceding the fLscal year for which they are
available for oblition.

"(b) In order to effect a transition to the
advance funding method of timing appro-
priation action, 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; REPORTS TO
CONGRESS

"Sxc. 439. (a) (1) The Secretary shall
(jointly with the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare) provide for the contin-
uing evaluation of the manpower training
and employment programs provided under
this part, including their effectiveness in
achieving stated goals and their impact on
other related programs. The Secretary may
conduct research regarding, and demonstra-
tions of, ways to improve the effectiveness
of the manpower training and employment
programs so provided and may also conduct
demonstrations of improved training tech-
niques for upgrading the skills of the work-
ing poor. The Secretary may, for these pur-
poses, contract for independent evaluations
of and research regarding such programs or
individual projects under such programs, and
establish a data collection, processing, and
retrieval system.

"(2) There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums, not exceeding $15,000,000
for any fiscal year, as may be necessary to
carry out paragraph (1).

"(b) On or before September 1 following
each fiscal year In which part D Is effective
with respect to any State—

(1) the Secretary shall report to the Con-
gress on the manpower training and employ-
snent programs provided under this part in
such fiscal year, and

"(2) the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare shall report to the Congress on
the child care and supportive services pro-
vided under this part In such fiscal year."
CONFORMING AMENDMENTS RELATING TO AS-
SISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES WTIR CHfl.DRZN

Sac. 103. (a) Section 401 of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 601) is amended)—

(1) by striking out "financial assistance
and" in the first sentence; and

(2) by striking out "aid and" in the second
sentence.

(b) (1) Subsection (a) of section 402 of
shch Act (42 U.S.C. 602) Is amended—

(A) by striking out "aid and" In the mat-
ter preceding clause (1);

(B) by. inserting, before "provide" at the

beginning of clause (1), "except to the ex-
tent permitted by the Secretary,";

(C) by striking out clause (4);
(D) (I) by striking out "recipients and

other persons" in clause (5) (B) and insert-
ing in lieu thereof "persons", and

(ii) by striking out "providing services to
applicants and recipients" In such clause and
inserting In lieu thereof "providing services
under the plan";

(E) by striking out clauses (7) and (8):
(F) by striking out "aid to families with

dependent children" In clause (9) and in-
serting In lieu thereof "the plan";

(0) by striking out clauses (10), (11),
and (12);

(H) (I) by striking out "section 406(d)"
in clause (14) and Inserting In lieu thereof
"section 405(c)",

(ii) by 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 rela-
tive and child receiving such aid whose
needs are taken into account In making the
determination under clause (7))" in such
clause and inserting in lieu thereof "for
each member of a family receiving assistance
to needy families with children, each appro-
priate individual (living in th same home
as such family) whose needs would be taken
into acount in determining the need of
any such member under the State plan (ap-
proved under this part) as in effect prior
to the enactment of part D, and each in-
dividual who would have been eligible to re-
ceive aid to families with dependent chil-
dren under such plan", and

(iii) by striking out "such child, relative,
and individual" each place it appears in such
clause and inserting in lieu thereof "such
member or individual";

(I) by striking out clause (15) and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following: "(15) (A)
provide for the development of a program,
for appropriate members of such families
and such other individuals, for preventing or
reducing the incidence of births out of wed-
lock and otherwise strengthening family
life, and for implementing such program by
assuring that in all appropriate cases family
planning services are offered to them, but
acceptance of family planning services pro-
vided under the plan shall be voluntary on
the part of such members and individuals
and shall not be a prerequisite to eligibility
for or the receipt of any other service under
the plan; and (B) to the extent that services
provided under this clause or clause (8)
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
organizational unit in such State or local
agency, as the case may be, responsible for
the furnishing of such services;"

(3) by striking out "aid" in clause (18).
and inserting in lieu thereof "assistance to
needy families with children';

(K) (I) by striking out "aid to families
with dependent children" in clause (17) (A)
(i) and inserting in lieu thereof "assistance
to needy families with children",

(ii) by striking out "aid" in clause (17)
(A) (ii) and inserting in lieu thereof "as-
sistance", and

(iii) by striking out "and" at the end of
clause (1), and adding after clause (ii) the
following new clause:

"(iii) in the case of any parent (of a child
referred to in clause (ii)) receiving such
assistance who has been deserted or aban-
doned by his or her spouse, to secure sup-
port for such parent from such spouse (or
from any other person legally liable for such
support), utilizing any reciprocal arrange-
ments adopted with other States to obtain
or enforce court orders for support, and";

(L) by striking out "clause (17)(A)" in
clause (18) and inserting in lieu thereof
"clause (ll)(A)";

(lvi) by striking out clause (19) and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following: "(19)
provide for arrangements to assure that
there will be made a non-Federal contri-
bution to the cost of manpower services,
training, and employment and opportunities
provided for individuals registered pursuant
to section 447, in cash or kind, equal to 10
per centum of such coat;";

(N) by striking out "aid to families with
dependent children in the form of foster
care In accordance with section 408" In
clause (20) and inserting in lieu thereof
"payments for foster care in accordance with
sectIon 406";

(0) (1) by striking out "of each parent
of a dependent child or children with re-
spect to whom aid is being provided under
the State plan" In clause (21) (A) and in-
serting in lieu thereof "of each person who
Is the parent of a child or children with
respect to whom assistance to needy fami-
lies with children or foster care is being pro-
vided or Is the spouse of the parent of such
a child or children",

(ll by striking out "such child Os' chil-
dren" in clause (21) (A) (I) and inserting in
lieu thereof "such child or children or such
parent",

(Ui) by striking out "such parent" each
place it appears in clause (21) (B) and in-
serting in lieu thereof "such person", and

(iv) by striking out "section 410;" in
clause (21) (C) and Inserting in lieu thereof
"section 408; and";

(F) (I) by striking out "a parent" each
place It appears in clause (22) and inserting
in lieu thereof "a person",

(ii) by striking out "a child or children
of such parent" each place It appears in
such clause and inserting in lieu thereof
"the spouse or a child or children of such
person",

(iii) by striking out "against such parent"
in such clause and inserting In lieu thereof
"against such person", and

(Iv) by striking out "aid is being provided
under the plan of such other State" each
place it appears In such clause and Inserting
In lieu thereof "assistance to needy families
with children or foster care payments are
being provided In such other State"; and

(Q) by striking out "; and (23)" and all
that follows and inserting in lieu thereof
a period.

(2) Clauses (5), (6), (9), (13), (14), (15),

(16), (17), (18), (19), (20), (21), and (22)
of section 402(a) of such Act, as amended by
paragraph (1) of this subsection, are re-
designated as clauses (4) through (16),
respectively.

(c) Section 402(b) of such Act i amended
to read as follows:

"(b) The Secretary shall approve and plan
which fulfills the conditions specified in sub-
section (a), except that he shall not approve
any plan which imposes, as a condition of
eligibility for services under it, any residence
requirement which denies services or foster
care payments with respect to any individual
residing in the State."

(d) Section 402 of such Act is further
amended by striking out subsection (c),

(e) (1) Subsection (a) of section 403 of
such Act (42 U.S.C. 603) is amended—

(A) by striking out "aid and services" and
inserting In lieu thereof "services" In the
matter prçceding paragraph (1);

(B) by striking out paragraph (1) and
inserting In lieu thereof the following:

"(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
406—

"(A) five-sixths of such expenditures, not
counting so much of any expenditures with
respect to any month as exceeds the product
of $18 multiplied by the number of children
receiving such foster care in such month;
plus
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"(B) the Federal percentage of the amount

by Which such expenditures exceed the max-
imum which may be counted under sub-
paragraph (A). not counting so much of any
expenditures with respect to any month as
exceeds the product of $100 multiplied by
the number of children receiving such foster
care for such month; ";

(C) by striking out paragraph (2);
(D) (i) by striking out "In the case of any

State," in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A) in paragraph (3),

(ii) by striking out "or relative who is re-
ceiving aid under the plan, or to any other
individual (living in the same home as such
relative and child) whose needs are taken
into account in making the determination
under clause (7) of such section" in clause
(i) of subparagraph (A) of such paragraph
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
home as such family) whose needs would be
taken into account in determining the need
of any such member under the State plan
approved under this part as in effect prior to
the enactment of part D",

(iii) by striking out "child or relative who
is applying for aid to families with dependent
children or" in clause (ii) of subparagraph
(A) of such paragraph and inserting in lieu
thereof "member of a family",

(iv) by striking out "likely to become an
applicant for or recipient of such aid" in
Clause (ii) of subparagraph (A) of such para-
graph and inserting in lieu thereof "likely
to become eligible to receive such assist-
ance", and

(v) by striking out "(14) and (15)" each
place it appears in subparagraph (A) of such
paragraph and inserting in lieu thereof "(8)
and (9)";

(E) by striking out all that follows "per-
mitted" in the last sentence of such para-
graph and inserting in lieu thereof "by the
Secretary; and";

(F) by striking out "in the case of any
State," in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A) in paragraph (5);

(0) by striking out "section 406(e)" each
place It appears in paragraph (5) and insert-
ing in lieu .thereof "section 405(d) "; and

(B) by striking out the sentences follow-
ing paragraph (5).

(2) Paragraphs (3) and (5) of section
403(a) of such Act, as amended by para-graph (1) of this subsection, are redesig-
flhted as paragraphi (2) and (3), respec-
tively.

(f) Section 403(b) of such Act is
amended—

(1) by striking out "(B) records showing
the number of dependent children in the
State, and (C)" in paragraph (1) and insert-
ing in lieu thereof "and (B) "; and

(2) by striking out "(A)" in paragraph
(2), and by striking out ", and (B)" and all
that follows in such paragraph and inserting
in lieu thereof a period.

(g) Section 404 of such Act (42 U.S.C.
604) is amended—

(1) by striking out "(a) In the case of
any State plan for aid and services" and
inserting in lieu thereof "In the case of anyState plan for services"; and

(2) by striking out subsection (b).
(ii) Section 405 of such Act (42 U.S.C.

605) is repealed.
(i) Section 406 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 606)

is redesignated as section 405, and as so
redesignated is amended—

(1) by striking out subsections (a) and
(b) and Inserting in lieu thereof the follow-
ing:

"(a) The term 'child' means a child asdefined in section 445(b),
"(b) The term 'needy families with chil-

then' means families who are receiving fam-
ily assistance benefits under part D and who
(1) are receiving supplementary payments
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under part E, or (2) would be eligible to
receive aid to families with dependent cliii-
then, under a State plan (approved under
this part) as in effect prior to the enactment
of part D, if the State plan had continued
in effect and if It included assistance to de-
pendent children of unemployed fathers
pursuant to section 407 as it was in effect
prior to such enactment; and 'assistance to
needy families with children' means family
assistance benefits under such part D, paid
to such families.";

(2) by striking out subsection (c) and re-
designating subsections (d) and (e) as sub-
sections (c) and (d), respectively;

(3)(A) by striking'eut "living with any
of the relatives specified in subsection (a) (1)
in a place of residence maintained by one or
more of such relatives as his or their own
home" in paragraph (1) of subsection (d) as
so redesignated and inserting in lieu thereof
"a member of a family (as defined in section
445(a))", and

(B) by 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 redesignated as section 406, and as so re-
designated is amended—

(1) by striking out everything (including
the heading) which precedes paragraph (1)
of subsection (b) and inserting in lieu
thereof the following:

"IOSTm CARE
"Sac. 406. For purposes of this part—

(a) 'foster care' shall include only foster
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 continua-
tion therein would be contrary to his welfare,
be a member of such family receiving assist-
ance to needy families with children, (2)
whose placement and care are the respon..
sibility of (A) the State or local agency ad-
ministering 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 macis an agreement which is
still in effect and which includes provision
for assuring development of a plan, satisfac-
tory to such State agency, for such child as
provided in paragraph (e) (1) and such other
provisions as may be necessary to assure ac-
complishxnent 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 de-
termination, and (4) who (A) received as-
sistance to needy families with children in
or for the month in Which court proceed-
ings leading to such determination were ini-
tiated, or (B) would have received such as-
sistance to needy families with children in
or for such month if application had been
made therefor, or (C) in the case of a child
who had been a member of a family (as de-
fined in section 445(a)) Within six months
prior to the month in which such proceed-
ings were initiated, would have received such'
assistance in or for such month if in such
month he had been a member of (and re-
moved from the home of) such a family and
application had been made therefor;

"(b) 'foster care' shall, however, include
the care described in paragraph (a) only ifit is provided—";

(2) (A) by striking out "'aid to families
with dependent children' " in subsection (b)
(2) and inserting in lieu thereof "foster
care",

(B) by striking out "such foster care" in
such subsection and inserting in lieu thereof
"foster care", and

(C) by striking out the period at the end
of such subsection and inserting in lieu
thereof "; and";
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(8) by striking out subsection (C) and xe-

designating subsections (d), (e), and (f) as
subsections (c), (d), and (e), respectively;

(4) by striking out "paragraph (t)(2)"
and "section 403(a) (8)" in subsection (c)
(as so redesignated) and inserting in lieu
thereof "paragraph (e) (2)" and "section
403(a) (2)" respectively;

(5) by striking out "aid" In subsection
(d) (as so redesignated) and inserting in
lieu thereof "services";

(6) by striking out "relative specified in
section 406(a)" in subsection (e)(1) (as so
redesignated) and inserting in lieu thereof
"family (as defined in section 445(a))"; and

(7) by striking out "522" and "part 3 of
title V" in subsection (e) (2) (as so redesig-
nated) and inserting in lieu thereof "422"
and "part B of this title", respectively,

(l)(1) Section 409 of such Act (42 U.S.C.
609) Is repealed.

(m) Section 410 of such Act (42 U.S.C.
610) Is redesignated as section 407; and sub-
section (a) of such section (as so redesig-
nated) is amended by striking out "section
402(a) (21)" and inserting in lieu thereof
"section 402(a)(15)".

(n)(1) Section 422(a) (1) (A) of such Act
is amended by striking out "Section 402(a)
(15)" and inserting in lieu thereof "section
402(a) (9)",

(2) Section 422(a)(l)(B) of such Act Is
amended by striking out "provided for de-
pendent children" and inserting in lieu
thereof "provided with respect to needy fam-
ilies with children",

(o) References in any law, regulation,
State plan, or other document to any provi-
sion of part A of title IV of the Social Secu-
rity Act which is redesignated by this section
shall (from and after the effective date of
the amendments made by this Act) be con-
sidered to be references to such provision as
so redesignated.

CHANGES IN READIIOs
SEC. 104. (a) The heading of title IV of

the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601, et
seq.) is amended to read as follows:
"TITLE IV—PAMILY ASSISTANCE BENE-

FITS, STATE SUPPLEMENTARY PAY-
MENTS, WORE INCENTIVE PROGRAMS,
AND GRANTS TO STATSS FOR FAMILY
AND CHILD WELFARE SERVICES",
(b) The heading of part A of such title

IV is amended to read as follows:
'PART A—Svzs ro Nzmv FAMfl.IES WITH

CHILDREN",
TITLE fl—AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND

DISABLED
GRANTS TO STArES POE AID TO THE AGED, BLIND,

AND DISABLED

SEC. 201. Title XVI of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 1381 et seq.) Is amended toread as follows:
"TITLE XVI—ORANTS TO STATES FOR

AID TO THE AGED, BLIND AND DIS-
ABLED

"M'PROPRIA'rIONs
"SEc. 1601. For the purpose of enabling

each State to furnish financial assistance to
needy individuals who are sixty-five 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 or retain capability for
self-support or self-care, there are authorized
to be appropriated for each fiscal year sums
sumcient to carry out these purposes, The
sums made available under this section hal1
be used for making payments to States hav-
ing State plans approved under section 1602,
"STATE PLANS POE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE AND

SERVICES TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

"Ssc. 1602. (a) A State plan for aid to the
aged, blind, and disabled must—

"(1) provIde for the establishment or
designation of a single State agency to 54-
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minister or supervise the administration of
the State plan;

"(2) provide such methods of administra-
tion as are found by the Secretary to be
necessary for the proper and efficient opera-
tion of the plan, including 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 selection, tenure of office, and
compensation of individuals employed in ac-
cordance with such methods);

(3) provide for the training and effective
use of social service personnel in the admin-
istration of the plan, for the furnishing ox
technical assistance to units of State govern-
ment and of political subdivisions which are
furnishing financial assistance or services to
the aged, blind, and disabled, and for the de-
velopment through research or demonstra-
tion projects of new or improved methods
of furnishing assistance or services to the
aged, blind, and disabled;

(4) provide for the training and effective
use of paid subprofesSional staff (with par-
ticular emphasis on the full-time or part-
time employment of recipients and other
persons of low income as community service
aides) l.a the administration of the plan and
for the use of non-paid or partially paid
volunteers in a social service volunteer pro-
gram in providing services to applicants and
recipients and in assisting any ivisory corn-.
mittees 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 respect to aU eligible
individuals;

(6) provide for the use of a simplified
statement, conforming to standards pre-
scribed by the Secretary, to establish eligi-
bility, and for adequate and effective meth-
ods of verification of eligibility of applicants
and recipients through the use, in accord-
ance with regulations prescribed by the
Secretary, of sampling and other scientific
techniques;

"(7) provide that, except to the extent
permitted by the Secretary 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 indiivdual 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
rep.sonable promptness;

"(11) provide for periodic evaluation of
the operatipns of the State plan, not less
often than annually, in accordance with
standards prescribed by the Secretary, and
the furnishing of annual reports of such
evaluations to the Secretary together with
any necessary modifications of the State
plan resulting from such evaluations;

"(12) provide that the State agency will
make such reports, in such form and con-
taining 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 or disclosure of information con-
cerning applicants and recipients to pur-
poses directly connected with the adminis-
tration of the plan;

"(14) provide, if the plan includes aid to
or on behalf of individuals in private or
public institutions, for the establishment or

designation of a State authority or authori-
ties which shall be responsible for establish-
ing and maintaining standards for such
i.nstitutions;

"(15) provide a description of the services
which the State makes available to appli-
cants for or recipients of aid 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 avail-
able services that are similar or related; and

"(16) assure that, in administering the
State plan and providing services thereun-
der, the State will observe priorities estab-
lished by the Secretary and comply with
such performance standards as the Secretary
may, from time to time, establish.
Notwithstanding, paragraph (1), if on Jan-
uary 1, 1962, and on the date 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 ap-
proved under title X was different from the
State agency which administered or super-
vised 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 ap-
proved under title XIV, then the State
agency which administered or supervised the
administration of such plan approved under
title X may be designated to administer or
supervise the administration of the portion
of the State plan for the aged, blind, and
disabled which relates to blind individuals
and a separate State agency may be estab-
lished or designated to administer or super-
vise the administration of the rest of such
plan; and in such case the part of the plan
which each such agency administers, or the
administration of which each such agency
supervises, shall be regarded as a separate
plan for purposes of this title.

(b) The Secretary shall approve any plan
which fulfills the conditions specified in sub-
section (a) and in section 1603, except that
he shall not approve any plan which im-
poses, as a condition of eligibility for aid un-
der the plan—

"(1) an age requirement of more than
sixty-five years;

"(2> any residency requirement which ex-
cludes any individual who resides in the
State;

(3) any citizenship requirement which
excludes any citizen of the United States, or
any alien lawfully admitted for permanent
residence who has resided in the United
States continuously during the five years
immediately preceding his application for
such aid;

(4) any disability or age requirement
which excludes any person under a severe
disability, as determined in accordance with
criteria prescribed by the Secretary, who are
eighteen years of age or older, or

(5) any blindness or age requirement
which excludes any persons who are blind
as - determined in accordance with criteria
prescribed by the Secretary.
In the case of any State to which the pro-
visions of section 344 of the Social Security
Act Amendments of 1950 were applicable on
January 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 ap-
proval 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
disabled; 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 ex-
penditures for the purposes of this title un-
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der a plan approved under this section with-
out regard to the provisions of this sentence.

"DETERMINATION OF NEED

"SEc. 1603. (a) A State plan must provide
that, in determining the need for aid under
the plan, the State agency shall take into
consideration any other income or resources
of the individual claiming such aid as well
as any expenses reasonably attributable to
the earning 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 personal 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 essen-
tial to the family's means of self-support as
to warrant its exclusion, but shall apply the
provisions of section 442(d) and regulations
thereunder;

"(2) the State agency may not consider
the financial responsibility of any individual
for any applicant or recipient unless the ap-
plicant or recipient Is the individual's
spouse, or the individual's child who is under
the age of twenty-one or is blind or severely
disabled;

(3) if such individual is blind, the State
agency (A) shall disregard the first $88 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 re-
sources, in the case of any such individual
who has a plan for achieving self-support ap-
proved by the State agency, as may be neces-
sary for the fulfillment of such plan;

"(4) if such individual Is not blind but
is severely disabled, the State agency (A)
shall disregard the first $85 per month of
earned income plus one-half of earned in-
come 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 addi-
tional amounts of other income and re-
sources, in the case of any such individual
who has a plan for achieving self-support
approved by the State agency, as ma3 be nec-
essary for the fulfillment of the plan, but
only with respect to the part or parts of such
period during substantially all of which he
is undergoing vocational rehabilitation;

(5) if such individual has attained age
sixty-five and is neither blind nor severely
disabled, the State agency may disregard not
more than the first $80 per month of earned
income plus one-half of the remainder
thereof; and

(6) the State agency may, before disre-
garding any amounts under the preceding
paragraphs of this subsection, disregard not
more than $7.50 of any income.
For requirement of additional disregarding
of income of OASDI recipients in determin-
ing need for aid under the plan, see section
1007 of the Social Security Amendments of
1969.

'(b) A State plan must also provide that--—
"(1) each eligible Individual, other than

one who Is a patient in a medical institution
or is receiving institutional services in an
intermediate care facility to which section
1121 applies, shall receive financial assist-
ance in such amount as, when added to his
income which is not disregarded pursuant
to subsection (a), will provide a minimum
of $110 per month;

"(2) the standard of need applied for de-
termining eligibility for and amount of aid
to the aged, blind, and disabled shall not be
lower than (A) the standard applied for this
purpose under the State plan (approved un-
der this title) as in effect on the date of
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enactment of part 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—

"(1) the State plan which was in effect on
such date and was approved under title I,
in the case of any Individual who is sixty-
five years of age or older,

"(ii) the State plan In effect on such date
and approved under title X, in the case of an
individual who Is blind, or

"(iii) the State plan in effect on such date
and approved under title XIV, in the case of
an individual who is severely disabled,
except that if two or more of clauses (i), (ii),
and (iii) are applicable 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 ap-
plicable plans, and except that if none of
such clauses is applicable 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 State plans approved under titles I, X,
and XIV which were in effect on such date;
and

"(3) no aid will be furnished to any indi-
vidual under the State plan for any period
with respect to which he is considered a
member of a family receiving family assist-
ance benefits under part D of title IV or
supplementary payments pursuant to part E
thereof, or training allowances under part
C thereof, for purposes of determining the
amount of such benefits, payments, or allow-
ances (but this paragraph shall not apply
to any individual, otherwise considered a
member of such a family, if he elects In such
manner and form as the Secretary may pre-
scribe not to be considered a member of such
a family).

'(c) For special provisions applicable to
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam,
see section 1108(e).

"PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR AID TO 'I'NE AGED,
BLIND, AND DISABLED

"SEC. 1604. Prom the sums appropriated
therefor, the Secretary shall pay to each State
which has a plan approved under this title,
for each calendar quarter, an amount equal
to the sum of the following proportions of the
total amounts expended during each month
of such quarter as aid to the aged, blind, and
disabled under the State plan—

"(1) 90 per centum of such expenditures,
not counting so much of any expenditures as
exceeds the product of $65 multiplied by the
total number of recipients of such aid for
such month; plus

"(2) 25 per centum of the amount by
which such expenditures exceed the maxi-
mum which may be counted under para-
graph (1), not counting so much of any ex-
penditures 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 partici-
pate financially, multiplied by the total
number of recipients of such aid for such
month.
In the case of any individuai in Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, or Guam, the maximum
permissible level of assistance under para-
graph (2) may be lower than in the case of
individuals in the other States. For other
special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, and Guam, see section
1108(e).
"ALTERNATE PROVISION FOR DIRECT -FEDERAL

PAYMENTS TO INDIVIDUALS

"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 individ-
uals in the State under the State's plan ap-
proved under this title and perform such
other functions of the State in connection
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with such payments as may be agreed upon.
In such case payments shall not be made as
provided In section 1604 and the agreement
shall also provide for payment to the Secre-
tary by the State of its share of such aid
(adjusted to reflect the State's share of any
overpayments recovered under sectIon 1606).

"OVERPAYMENTS AND UNDERPAYMENTS
"SEC. 1606. Whenever the Secretary finds

that more or less than the correct amount
of payment has been made to any person as
a direct Federal payment pursuant to section
1605, proper adjustment or recovery shall,
subject to the succeeding provisions of this
section, be made by appropriate adjustments
in future payments of the overpaid individ-
ual or by recovery from him or his estate or
payment to him. The Secretary shall make
such provision as he finds appropriate in the
case of payment of more than the correct
anuunt 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 effec-
tive administration.

"OPERATION OF STATE PLANS
"SEC. 1607. If the Secretary, after reason-

able notice and opportunity for hearing to
the State agency administering or supervis-
ing the administration of the State plan ap-
proved under this title, finds—

(1) that the plan no longer complies with
the provisions of sectIons 1602 and 1603; or

"(2) that In the administration of the
plan there is a failure to comply substan-
tially with any such provision; the Secre-
tary shall notify such State agency that all,
or such portion as he deems appropriate, of
any 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 not affected by
such failure), until the Secretary is satis-
fied that there will no longer be any such
failure to comply. Until he is so satisfied he
shall make no such further payments to the
State or individuals in the State under this
title (or shall limit payments to categories
under or parts of the State plan not affected
by such failure).

"PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR SERVICES AND
ADMINISTRATION

"SEC. 1608. (a) If the State plan of a State
approved under section 1602 provides that
the State agency will make available to ap-
plicants 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 shall qualify for payments for
services under subsection (b) of this section.

"(b) In the case of any State whose State
plan approved under section 1602 meets the
requirements of subsection (a), the Secre-
tary 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 the
proper 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 pur-
suant to subsection (a) and are provided (in
accordance with subsection (c)) to appli-
cants 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 Secre-
tary as likely to prevent or reduce depend-
ency, so provided to the applicants for or
recipients of aid, or
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"(C) any of the services prescribed pur-

suant to the subsection (a), and any of the
services specified in subparagraph (B) of this
paragraph, which the Secretary may specify
as appropriate for Individuals who, within
such period or periods as the Secretary may
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 ac-
cordance with subsection (c), or

"(D) the training of personnel employed
or preparing for—employment by the State
agency or by the local agncy administering
the plan in the political subdivision; plus

"(2) one-half of so much of such expendi-
tures (not included under paragraph (1))
as are for services provided (in accordance
with subsection (c)) to applicants for or
recipents of aid under the plan, and to indi-
viduals requesting such services who (with-
in 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 (2.) of subsection (b) shall, except
to the extent specified by the Secretary, In-
clude only—.

"(.1) services provided by the staff of the
State agency, or the local agency admin-
istering the State plan In the political sub-
division (but no funds authorized under this
title shall be available for services defined
as vocational rehabilitation services under
the Vocational Rehabilitation Act (A) which
are available to individuals In need of them
under programs for their rehabilitation car-
ried on under a State plan approved under
that Act, or (B) which the State agenc or
agencies administering or supervising the ad-
ministration of the State plan approved un-
der 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 Judg-
ment of the State agency cannot be as
economically or as effectively provided by
the staff of that State or'locai agency and
are not otherwise reasonably available to in-
dividuals 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 administer-
ing or supervising the administration of the
State plan for vocational rehabilitation serv-
ices approved under the Vocational Rehabili-
tation Act or by any other State agency
which the Secretary may determine to be
appropriate (whether provided by Its staff or
by contract with public (local) or nonprofit
private agencies).
Services described In clause (B) of paragraph
(I) may be provided only pursuant to agree-
ment with the State agency or agencies ad-
ministering or supervIsing the administration
of the State plan for vocational rehabilita-
tion services approved under the Vocational
Rehabilitation Act.

(d) The portion of the amount expended
for administration of the State plan to
which paragraph (1) of subsection (b) ap-
plies and the portion thereof to which para-
graphs (2) and (3) of subsection (b) apply
shall be determined in accordance with such
methods and procedures as may be permit-
ted 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 sub-
section. (b), an amount equal to one-half
the total of the sums expended during each
quarter as found necessary by the Secretary
for the proper and efficient administration
of the State plan, Including services referred
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to in subsections (b) and (c) and provided
in accordance with the provisions of those
subsections.

"(f) In the case of any State whose State
plan included a provision meeting the re-
quirements of subsection (a), but with re-
spect to which the Secretary finds, after
reasonable notice and opportunity for hear-
ing to the State agency administering or
supervising the administration of the plan,
that—

(1) the provision no longer complies with
the requirements of subsection (a), or

'(2) In the administration of the plan
there is a failure to comply substantially with
such provision,
the Secretary shall nctify the State agency
that all, or such portion as he deems appro-
priate, of any further payments will not be
made to the State under subsection (b) until
he is satisfied that there will no longer be
any such failure to comply. Until the Secre-
tary is so satisfied, no such further payments
with respect to the administration of and
services under the State plan shall be made,
but, instead, such payments shall be made,
subject to the other provisions of this title,
under subsection (e).

"COMPUTATION OF PAYMENTS TO STATES

"Sxc. 1609. (a)(l) Prior to the beginning
of each quarter, the Secretary shall esti-
mate the amount to which a State will be
entitled under sections 1604 and 1608 for
that quarter, such estimates to be based on
(A) a report filed by the State containing its
estimate of the total sum to be expended in
that quarter in accordance with the provi-
sions of sections 1604 and 1608, and stating
the amount appropriated or made available
by the State and its political subdivisions for
such expenditures in that quarter, and, if
such amount Is less than the State's pro-
portionate share of the total sum of such
estimated expenditures, the source or sources
from which the difference is expected to be
derived, and (B) such other investigation as
the Secretary may find necessary.

"(2) The Secretary shall then pay in
such installments as he may determine, the
amount so estimated, reduced or increased
to the extent of any overpayment or under-
payment which the Secretary determines was
made under this section to the State for
any prior quarter and with respect to which
adjustment has not already been made under
this subsection.

'(b) The pro rata share to which the
United States is equitably entitled, as de-
termined by the Secretary, of the net amount
recovered during any quarter by a State or
political subdivision thereof with respect to
aid furnished under the State plan, but ex-
cluding any amount of such aid recovered
from the estate of a deceased recipient which
is not in excess of the amount expended by
the State or any political subdivision thereof
for the funeral expenses of the deceased,
shall be considered an overpayment to be
adjusted under subsection (a) (2).

(c) Upon the making of any estimate by
the Secretary under this section. any appro-
priations available for payments under this
title shall be deemed obligated.

"DEFINITION

"SEc. 1610. For purposes of this title, the
term 'aid to the aged, blind, and disabled'
means money payments to needy individuals
who are 65 years of age or older, are "lind,
or are severely disabled, but such term does
not include—

"(1) any such payments to any individual
who Is an inmate of a public institution
except as a patient 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 diseases.
Such term also includes payments which are
not included within the meaning of such
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term under the preceding sentence, but
which would be so Included except that they
are made on behalf of such a needy indi-
vidual to another individual who (as deter-
mined in accordance with standards pre-
scribed by the Secretary) is interested in or
concerned with the welfare of such needy
individual, but only with respect to a State
whose State plan approved under section 1602
includes provision for—

"(A) determination by the State agency
that the needy individual has, by reason of
his physical or mental condition, such in-
ability to manage funds that making pay-
ments to him would be contrary to his wel-
fare 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 will, 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 re-
sources), meet all the need of the individuals
with respect to whom such payments are
made:

"(C) undertaking and continuing special
efforts to protect the welfare of such individ-
uals and to improve, to the extent possible,
his capacity for self-care and to manage
funds;

"(0) periodic review by the State agency
of the determination under clause (A) to as-
certain 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 ap-
pears that such action will best serve the
interests of the needy individual; and

"(E) opportunity for a fair hearing before
the State agency on the determination re-
ferred to in clause (A) for any individual
with respect to whom it is made.
Whether an individual is blind or severely
disabled shall be determined for purposes of
this title in accordance with criteria pre-
scribed by the Secretary."

REPEAL OF TITLES I. X, AND xiv OF THE
SOCIAL SECURITY ACT

Sec. 202. Titles I, X, and XIV of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 301 et seq., 1201 et
seq.. and 1351 et seq.) are hereby repealed.
,.DJ)rTIONAL DISREGARDING OF INCOME OF OASDI

RECIPIENTS IN DETERMINING NEED FOR AID TO
THE AGED. BLIND, AND DISABLED

SEc. 203. Section 1007 of the Social Se-
curity Amendments of 1969 is amended by
striikng out "and before July 1970".
TP.ANITION PROVISION RELATING TO OVERPAY-

MENTS AND UNDERPAYMENTS

SEC. 204. In the case of any State
which has a State plan approved under title
I, X, XIV, or XVI of the Social Security Act
as in effect prior to the enactment of this
section, any overpayment or underpayment
which the Secretary determines was made
to such State under section 3, 1003, 1403, or

1603 of such Act with respect to a period
before the approval of a plan under title
XVI as amended by this Act, and with re-
spect to which adjustment has not already
been made under subsection (b) of such
sectiOn 3. 1003, 1403, Or 163, shall, for pur-
poses of section 1609(a) of such Act as
herein amended, be considered an overpay-
Inent or underpayment (as the case may be)
made under title XVI of such Act as herein
amended.
TRANSITION PROVISION RELATING TO DEFINI-

TIONS OF BLINDNESS AND DISABILITY
SEC. 205. In the case of any State which

has In operation a plan of aid to the blind
under title X, aid to the permanently and
totally disabled under title XIV. or aid to the
aged, blind, or disabled under title XVI, of
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the Social Security Act as in effect prior to
the enactment of this Act, the State plan of
such State submitted under title XVI of such
Act as amended by this Act shall not be
denied approval thereunder, 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 the enactment of this Act, by reason of
its failure to include therein a teat of dis-
ability or blindness different from that in-
cluded in the State's plan (approved under
such title X, XIV, or XVI of such Act) as
in effect on the date of the enactment of
this Act.
TITLE III---MISCELLANEOUS CONFORM-

ING AMENDMENTS
AMENDMENT OF sEcfION 228(D)

SEc. 301. Section 228(d) (1) of the Social
Security Act is amended by striking out "I,
X, XIV, or", and by striking out "part A" and
inserting in lieu thereof "receives payments
with respect to such month pursuait to part
0 or E".

AMENDSIENTS TO TITLE XI
EEC. 302. Title XI of the Social Securit!

Ac is amended—
(1) by striking out "I,", "X,", and "XIV,"

in section 1101(a)(1);
(2) by striking out "I, X, XIV,' in section

1106(c) (1) (A);
(3) (A) by striking out "I, X, XIV, and

XVI" in section 1108(a) and inserting in lieu
thereof "XVI", and

(B) by striking out "section 402(a) (19)"
in section 1108(b) and inserting in lieu
thereof "part A of title IV";

(4) by striking out the text of section 1109
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

"Sxc. 1109. Any amount which is disre-
garded (Or set aside for future needs) in de-
termining the eligibility for and, amount of
aid or assistance for any individual under a
State plan approved under title XVI or XIX,
or eligibility for and amount of payments
pursuant to part 0 or E of title IV, shall

not be taken into consideration in deter-
mining the eligibility for and amount of
such aid, assistance, or payments for any
other individual under such other State plan
or such part 0 or E.";

(5)(A) by striking out "I, X, XIV, and"
in section lUl, and

(B) by striking out "part A" in such sec-

tion and inserting in lieu thereof "parts D
and E";

(6) (A) by striking out "I, X, XIV," in the
matter preceding clause (a) in section 1115.
and by striking out "part A" in such mat-
ter and inserting in lieu thereof "parts A and
E",

(B) by striking out "of sectioi 2, 402, 1002,
1402," in clause (a) of such section and
inserting in lieu thereof "of or pursuant to
section 402, 452,", and

(C) by strikihg out "3, 403, 1003, 1403.
1603," in clause (b) of such section and In-
serting in lieu thereof "403, 453. 1604. 1608,":

(7) (A) by striking out "I, X, XIV," in
subsections (a)(l), (b), and (d) of section
1116, and

(13) by striking out "4. 404, 1004, 1404,
1604," in subsection (a) (3) of such section
and inserting in lieu thereof "404, 1607,
1608,";

(3) by repealing section 1118;
(9) (A) by striking out "I, X, XIV," in

section 1119,

(B) by striking out "part A" in such sec-
tion and inserting in lieu thereof "services
under a State plan approved under psrt A",
and

(C) bystrikingout "3(a),,403(a), 1003(a).
1403(a), or 1603(a)" in such section and in-

serting in lieu thereof "403(a) or 1604"; and
(10) (A) by striking out "a plan for old-

age assistance, approved under title I, a plan
for aid to the blind, approved under title X,
a plan for aid to the permanently and totally
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disabled',, approved under title XIV, or a plan
for aid to the aged, blind, or disabled" in sec-
tion 1121 (a) and inserting in lieu thereof
"a plan for aid to the aged, blind, and
disbaled", and

(B). by inserting "(other than a public
noninecflcal facility)," in such section after
"Intermediate care facilities" the first time
it appears.

AMENDMENTS TO TI'rLE XVIII
SEC. 303. Title XVIII of the' Social Security

Act is amended—
(I) (A) by striking out "title I or" in

section 1843(b) (1),

(B.) by striking out "all of the plans" in
section 1843(b) (2) and inserting in lieu
thereof "the plan," and

(C) by striking out "titles I, X, XIV, and
XVI, and part A" in section 1843(b) (2) and
inserting in lieu thereof "title XVI and under
part E";

(2) (A) by striking out "title I, X, XIV, or
XVI or part A" in section 1843(f) both times
it appears and inserting In lieu thereof "title
XVI and under part E"; and

(B) by striking out "title I, XVI, or XIX"
in such section and inserting In lieu there-
oX "title XVI or XIX"; and

(3) by striking out "I, XVI" In section
1863 and inserting in lieu thereof "XVI".

AMENDMENTS TO TITLE XIX
SEC. 304. Title XIX of the Social Security

Act is amended—
(1) by striking out "families with depend-

ent children" and "permanently and totally"
in clause (1) of the first sentence of section
1901 and inserting in lieu thereof "needy
families with children" and "severely", re-
spectively;

(2) by striking out "I or" in section 1902
(a)(5);

(3) (A) by striking out everything in sec-
tion 1902(a) (10) which precedes clause (A)
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

"(10) provide for making medical assist-
ance available to all individuals receiving as-
sistance to needy families with children as
defined in section 405(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

(B) by inserting "or payments under such
part E" alter "such plan" each time it ap-
pears in clauses (A) and (B) of such sec-
tion;

(4) by striking out section 1902(a)(l3)
(B) and insertfñg in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing:

"(B) in the case of individuals receiving
assistance to needy families with children
as defined in section 405(b), receiving pay-
ments under an agreement pursuant to part
E of title IV, or receiving aid to the aged,
blind, and disabled under a State plan ap-
proved under title XVI, for the inclusion of
at least the care and services listed in clauses
(1) through (5) of section 1905(a), and";

(5) by striking out "aid or assistance under
State plans approved under titles I, X, XIV,
XVI, and part A of title IV," In section
1902(a) (14) (A) and inserting in lieu thereof
"assistance to needy families with children
as defined in section 405(b), receiving pay-
ments under an agreement pursuant to part
E of title IV, or receiving aid to the aged,
blind, and disabled under a State plan ap-
proved under title XVI,";

(6) (A) by striking out "aid or assistance
under the State's plan approved under title
I, X, XIV, or XVI, or part A of title IV," in
so much of section 1902(a) (17) as precedes
clause (A) and inserting in lieu thereof "as-
sistance to needy families with children as
defined in section 405(b), payments under
an agreement pursuant to part E of title IV,
or aid under a State plan approved under
title XVI,",

(B) by striking out "aid or assistance in
the form of money payments under a State
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plan approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI,
or part A of title IV" in clause (B). of such
section and inserting in lieu thereof "assist-
ance to needy families with children as de-
fined in section 405(b), payments under an
agreement pursuant to part E of title IV, or
aid to the aged, blind, and disabled under
a State plan approved under title XVI", and

(C) by striking out "aid or assistance
under such plan" in such clause (B) and
inserting in lieu thereof "assistance, aid, or
payments";

(7) by striking out "section 3(a) (4) (A)
(i) and (ii) or section 1603(a) (4) (A) (i)
and (ii)" In section 1902(a) (20) (C) and in-
serting In lieu thereof "section 1608(b) (1)
(A) and (B)";

(8) by striking out "title X (or title XVI,
insofar as it relates to the blind) was differ-
ent from the State agency which adminis-
tered or supervised the administration of the
State plan approved under title I (or title
XVI, insofar as it relates to the aged), the
State agency which administered or super-
vised the administration of such plan ap-
proved under title X (or title XVI, insofar
as it relates to the blind)" in the last sen-
tence of section 1902(a) and Inserting in
lieu thereof "title XVI, insofar as it relates
to the blind, was different from the agency
which administered or supervised the
administration of such plan insofar as It re-
lates to the ajed, the agency which adminis-
tered or supervised the administration of
the plan insofar as it relates to the blind";

(9) by striking out "section 406(a)" in
section 1902(b) (2) and inserting in lieu
thereof "section 405(b)

(10) by striking out "I, X, XIV, or XVI,
or part A" in section 1902(c) and inlerting
in lieu thereof "XVI or under an agreement
under part E";

(11) by striking out "I, X, XIV, or XVI, or
part A" in section 1903(a) (1) and inserting
in lieu thereof "XVI or under an agreement
under part E";

(12) by repealing section 1903(c);
(13) by striking out "highest amount

which would ordinarily be paid to a family of
the same size without any income or re-
sources in the form of money payments, un-
der the plan of the State aproved under part
A of title IV of this Act" in section 1903 (f)
(I) (B) (1) and inserting in lieu thereof
"highest total amot'int which would ordinar-
ily be paid under parts I) and E of title IV
to a family of the same size without income
or resori.ices, eligible in that State for money
payments under part E of title IV of this
Act";

(14) (A) 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" In section
1903(1) (3) and inserting in lieu thereof "the
'highest total amount which would ordinarily
be paid' to such family", and

(B) by striking out "section 408" in such
section and Inserting in lieu thereof "section
406";

(15) by striking out "I, X, XIV, or XVI, of
part A" in section 1903(1) (4) (A) and Insert-
ing in lieu thereof "XVI or under an agree-
ment under part E"; and

(16) (A) by striking out "aid or assistance
under the State's plan approved under title I,
X, XIV, or XVI, or part A of title VI, Who
are—" in the matter preceding clause (i) in
section 1905(a) and inserting in lieu thereof
"payments under part E of title IV or aid
under a State plan approved Under title XVI,
who are—",

(B) by striking out clause (ii) of such
section and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

"(ii) receiving assistance to needy families
with children as defined in section 405(b), or
payments pursuant to an agreement under
part E of title IV,",

(C) by striking out clause (v) of such aec-
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'tion and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing:

"(iv) 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.

TITLE IV—GENERAL
EFFECTIVE DATE

SEC. 401, The amendments and repeals
made by this Act shall become effective, and
section 9 of the Act of April 19, 1950 (25
U.S.C. 639), is repealed effective, on July 1,
1971; except that—.-

(1) in the case of any State a statute of
which (on July 1, 1971) prevents it from
making the supplementary payments pro-
vided for in part E of title IV of Ihe Social
Security Act, as amended by this Act, and
the legislature of which does not meet in a
regular session which closes after the en-
actment of this Act and on or before July
1, 1971, the amendments and repeals made
by this Act, and such repeal, shall become
effective with respect to individuals in such
State on the first July 1 which follows the
close of the first regular session of the legis-
lature of such State which closes after July
1, 1971, or (if earlier than such first July 1
after July 1, 1971) on the first day of' the
first calendar quarter following the date on
which the State certifies it is no longer so
prevented from making such payments; and

(2) in the case of any State a statute of
which (on July 1, 1971) prevents it from
complying with the requirements of section
1602 of the Social Security Act, as amended
by this Act, and the legislature of which does
not meet in a regular session which closes
after the enactment of this Act and on
or before July 1, 1971, the amendments made
by title II of this Act shall become effective
on the first July 1 which follows the close
of the first regular session of the legislature
of such State which closes after July 1, 1971,
or (subject to paragraph (1) of this section)
on the earlier date on which such State sub-
mits a plan meeting the requirements uf
such section 1602;
and except that section 436 of the Social
Security Act, as amended by this Act, shall
be effective upon the enactment of this Act.

SAVING PROVISION

SEC. 402. (a) The Secretary shall pay to any
State which has a State plan approved under
title XVI of the Social Security Act, as
amended by this Act, and has In effect an
agreement under part E of title IV of such
Act, for each quarter beginning after June
30, 1971, and prior to July 1, 1973, in addition
to the amount payable to such State under
such title and such agreement, an amount
equal to the excess of—

(1) (A) 70 per centum of the total of those
payments for such quarter pursuant to such
agreements which are required under sec-
tions 451 and 452 of the Social Security Act
(as amended by this Act), plus (B) the non-
Federal share of expenditures for such quar-
tar required under title XVI of the Social
Security Act (as amended by this Act) as
aid to the aged, blind, and disabled (as
defined in subsection (b) (1) of this sec-
tion), over

(2) the non-Federal share of expenditures
which would have been made during such
quarter as aid or assistance under the plans
of the State approved under titles I, IV (part
(A)), X, XVI had they continued In ef-
fect (as defined in subsection (b) (2) of this
section).

(b) For purposes of subsection (a)—
(1) the non-Federal share of expenditures

for any quarter required under title XVI
of the Social Security Act, referred to in
clause (B) of subsection (a) (1), means the
difference between (A) the total of the ex-
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penditures for such quarter under the plan
approved under such title as aid to the aged,
blind, and disabled which would have bren
included as aid to the aged, blind, or dis'
abled under the plan approved under such
title as in effect for June 1971 plus so much
of the rest of such expenditures as is re-
quired (as determined by the Secretary) by
reason of the amendments to suchtitle made
by this Act, and (B) the total amounts de-
termined under section 1604 of the Social
Security Act for such State with respect to
such expenditures for such quarter; and

MEANING OF SECRETARY AND FISCAL YEAR

SEC. 404. As used in this Act and in the
amendments made by this Act, the term
'Secretary" means, unless the context other-
wise requires, the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, 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 bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

Thomson, Wis. Wampler
Tiernan Weicker Wolff
tTdall Whalen Wydler
Van Deerlin Whitehurst Yates
Vander Jagt Widnall Zablocki
Vanik Wiggins Zwach
Vigorito Wilson, Bob
Waldie Wilson,

NAYS—155
Abbitt Fisher Myers
Abernethy Flowers Nichols
Adair Flynt O'Neal. Ga.
Alexander Foreman Passman
Anderson, Fountain Pickle

Pike(2) the non-Federal share of expenditures
which would have been made during any
quarter under approved State plans, referred
to in subsection (a) (2). mealis the differ-
ence between (A) the total of the expendi-
tures which would have been made as aid

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Tenn. Frey
Andrews, Ala. Fuqua Poage
Ashbrook Goldwater Price, Vex.
Aspinall Goodling Purcell
Baring Green, Oreg. Quillen
Belcher Grimn Randall
Bennett Gross Rarick

Robertsor assistance (excluding emergency assist-
ance specified In section 406(e) (1) (A) of the
Social Security Act and foster care under
section 408 thereof) for such quarter under
the plans of such State approved under title
I, IV (part A), X, XIV. and XVI of such Act
and in effect in the month prior to the en-
actment of this Act If they had continued
in effect during such quarter and if they
had included (If they did not already do so)
payments to dependent children of unem-
ployed fathers authorized by section 407 of
the Social Security Act (as in effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act), and (B)
the total of the amounts which would have
been determined under sections 3, 403, 1003,
1403, and 1603, or under section 1118, of the
Social Security Act for such State with re-
spect to such expenditures for such quarter.

SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR PUERTO RICO, THE
VIRGIN ISLANDS, AND GUAM

SEC. 403. Section 1108 of the Social Secu-
rity Act is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

"(e) (1) In applying the provisions of sec-
tions 442 (a) and (b), 443(b) (2), 1603(a) (1)
and (b) (1), and 1604(1) 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),
the $500 and $300 In such section 442(b), the
$30 in clauses (A) and (B) of such section
443(b) (2), the $1,500 In such section 1603
(a) (1), the $110 in such section 1603(b) (1),
and the $65 in section 1604(1)) bear the same
ratio to such $500, $300, $1,500, $500, $300,
$30, $1,500, $110, and $65 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 o
used exceed such $500, $300, $1,500, $500,
$300, $30, $1,500, $110, and $65.

(2) (A) The amounts to be used under
such sections in Puerto Rico, 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 calendar year for which satisfactory
data are available from the Department of
Commerce. Such promulgation shall be effec-
tive for each of the two fisóal years in the
period beginning July 1 next succeeding
such promulgation.

"(B) The term 'United States', for pur-
poses of subparagraph (A) only means the
fifty States and the District of Columbia.

"(3) If the amounts which would other-
wise be promulgated for any fiscal year for
any of the three States referred to in para-
graph (1) would be lower than the amounts
promulgated for such State for the Im-
mediately preceding period, the amounts for
such fiscal year shall be increased to the
extent of the difference; and the amounts
so increased shall be the amounts promul-
gated for such year."

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 243, nays 155, not voting 32,
as follows:

[Roll No. 831
YEAS—243

Adams Fascell Mills
Addabbo Findley Minish
Albert Fish Mink
Anderson, Flood Monagan

Calif. Foley Moorhead
Anderson, Ill. Ford, Gerald R. Morgan
Andrews, Ford, Morse

N. Dak. William D. Morton
Annunzio Fraser Mother
Arends FrelinghUysefl Moss
Ashley Friedel Murphy, Dl.
Ayres Fulton, Tenn. Murphy, N.Y.
Barrett Galifianakis Watcher
Beall, Md. Gallagher Nedsi
Bell, Calif. Garmatz Nelsen
Berry Gaydos Nix
Betts Giaimo Obey
Biester Gilbert O'Hara
Bingham Gonzalez OKonski
Blatnik Gray Olsen
Boggs Green, Pa. O'Neill, Mass.
Boland Gubser Patten
Boiling Gude Pelly
Bow Halpern Pepper
Brademas Hamilton Perkins
Brasco Hanley Pettis
Brock Hansen,Idaho Philbin
Broomfield Hansen, Wash. Pirnie
Brotzman Harrington Podell
Brown, Calif. Harvey Pod
Brown, Mich. Hastings Powell
Brown,Ohio Hathaway Preyer,N.C.
Burke, Mass. Hawkins Price, Ill.
Buriison, Mo. Hechier, W. Va. Pryor, Ark.
Burton, Calif. Helstoski Pucinskl
Burton, Utah Hicks Quie
Bush Hogan RaUsback
Button Holifleld Bees
Byrne, Pa. Horton Reid,
Byrnes, Wis. Hosmer Reid, N.Y.
Carey Howard Reuss
Carter Jacobs Rhodes
Cederberg Johnson, Calif. Riegle
Celler Karth Robison
Chamberlain Kastenmeier Rodino
Clausen, Kee Roe

Don H. Keith Rogers, Cob.
Clay Kluczynski Rooney, N.Y.
Cohelan Koch Rooney, Pa.
Collier Kuykendall Rosenthal
Conabie Kyros Rostenkowski
Conte Langen Roybal
Conyers Leggett Ruppe
Corbett Lloyd Ryan
Coi'man Lowenstein St Germain
Coughiin Lujan St. Onge
Cowger McCarthy Sandman
Culver McClory Saylor
Cunningham McCboskey Scheuer
Daddario McCulloch Schwengel
Daniels. N.J. Mcflade Sisk
Davis Wis. McDonald, Skubitz
de ia Garza Mich. Smith, Iowa
Deuenbaok McFall Smith, N.Y.
Dent Macdonald, Springer
Dingell Mass. Stafford
Donohue MacGregor Staggers
Duiski Mailliard Stanton
Dwyer Matsunaga Steed
Eckhardt May Stelger, Wis.
Edwards, Calif. Mayne Stokes
Eilberg Meeds Stratton
Esch Melcher Symington
Evans, Cob. Meskill Taft
Falbon Miller, Calif. Talcott
Farbstein Miller, Ohio Thompson, N.J.

Bevill Hagan
Biaggl Haley Rogers, Fla.
Blackburn Hall Roth
Blanton Hammer- Roudebush
Bray schmidt Ruth
Brinkley flarsha Satterfield
Brooks Hays Schadeberg
Broyhill, NC. Hébert Scherle
Buchanan Henderson Scott
Burke, Fla. Hull Sebelius
Burleson, Tex. Hungate Shipley
Caffery Hunt Shriver
Camp Hutchinson Bikes
Casey Ichord Slack
Chappell Jarman Smith, Calif.
Chishoim Johnson, Pa. Snyder
Clancy Jonas Steiger, Aria.
Clark Jones, Ala. Stephens
Clawson, Del Jones, NC. Stubblefield
Cleveland Joneg, Tenn. Stuckey
Collins Karen Sullivan
Colmer King Taylor
Cramer Kleppe Teague, Tex.
Crane Kyl Thompson, Ga.
Daniel Va. Landgrebe Uliman
Davis, Ga. Landrum Waggonner
Delaney Latta Watkins
Denney Long, Md. Watson
Dennis McClure Watts
Derwinski McEwen Whalley
Devine McKneally Whitten
Dickinson Mahon Williams
Dorn Mann Winn
Dowdy Marsh Wold
Downing Martin Wright
Duncan Mathlas Wyman
Edmondson Michel Yatron
Edwards, Ala. Minshall Young
Edwards, La. Miss Zion
Eshleman Mizell
Evins, Tenn. Montgomery

NOT v0T1NG32
Broyhill, Va. Hanna Patman
Cabell Heckler, Mass. Pollock
Dawson Kirwan Reifel
Diggs Lennon Rivers
Erlenborn Long, La. Schneebeli
Feighan Lukens Teague, Calif.
Fulton, Pa. McMillan Tunney
Gettys Madden White
Gibbons Mikva Wyatt
Griffiths Mollohan Wylie
Grover Ottinger

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following

.

pairs:
On this vote:
Mr. White for, with Mr. Lennon against.
Mr. Madden for, with M. Grover against.
Mr. Mikva for, with Mr. Long of Loui-

siana against.
Mr. Broyhill of Virginia for, with Mr. Mc-

Millan against.
Mr. Hanfla for, with Mr. Rivers against.
Mr. Schneebeli for, with Mr. Gettys against.

Until further notice:
Mr. Feighan with Mr. Erlenborn.
Mr. Ottlnger with Mr. Dawson.
Mr. Molbohan with Mr. Fulton of Pennsyl-

vania.
Mr. Cabell with Mr. Lukens.
Mr. Tunney with Mrs. Heckler of Mesas-

chuseits.
Mrs. Griftiths with Mr. Pollock.
Mr. Kirwa.fl with Mr. Diggs.
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Mr. Gibbons with Mr. Relfel.
Mr. Patman with Mr. Teague of California.
Mr. Wyatt with Mr. Wylie.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio changed his vote
from "nay" to "yea."

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
U.S. HOUSE ov REPRESENTATIVES,

1102 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING,
Washington, D.C. 2O515

CHAIRMAN WILBUR D. MILLS (DEMOCRAT, ARKANSAS), COMMITTEE
ON WAYS AND MEANS, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, AN-
NOUNCES DECISIONS MADE BY THE COMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SE-
CURITY, MEDICARE AND MEDICAID

The Honorable Wilbur D. Mills, (Democrat, Arkansas) Chairman,
Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives,
today announced the decisions made by the Committee on Ways and
Means on the subject of Social Security, Medicare, and Medicaid for
drafting purposes. The staffs have been instructed to prepare a draft
embodying these decisions and bring it back to the Committee.

The decisions are as follows:

I. AMENDMENTS RELATED TO THE SOCIAL SECURITY
CASH PROGRAM

1. CASH BENEFIT INCREASE

Social security payments to the 26.2 million beneficiaries on the
rolls would be increased by 5 percent beginning with payments for
the month of January 1971 (payable On February 3, 1971). This
benefit increase will mean additional payments of $1.7 billion in the
first 12 months.

2. RETIREMENT TEST

The retirement test, which provides for reducing benefits of social
security beneficiaries who have earnings, would be amended by in-
Creasing the annual exempt amount from the present level of $1,680
to $2,000. For each $ of earnings up to $3,200, a recipient's benefit
would be reduced by $1. For each $1 of earnings over $3,200 per year,
a beneficiary would lose $1 in benefit payments. An additional $475
million would be paid out for months in 1971 under this provision.

3. 100 PERCENT WIDOW'S AND WIDOWER'S BENEFIT AT AGE 65 AND
REDUCED BENEFITS FOR WIDOWERS AT AGE 60

Under present law a full widow's (or dependent widower's) benefit
applied for at age 62 or later is equal to 82 percent of the primary
insurance amount of the wage earner. An actuarially reduced benefit
may be received by a widow at age 60. Under the bill a widow or
widower would be entitled to a benefit equal to 100 percent of the

(1)
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primary insurance amount if first applied for at age 65 or later. Benefits
applied for between age 62 and 65 would be proportionately increased
over the present 82 percent rate according to the age of the applicant
at the time of application. In addition, widowers under age 62 would
be granted the same privilege of applying for benefits on an actuarially
reduced basis as now applies to widows. There are 3.3 million widows
and widowers on the rolls who will receive additional benefits. $700
million in additional benefit payments will be made in the first 12
months.

4. AGE 62—COMPUTATION POINT FOR MEN

Under present law, the method of computing benefits for men and
women differs in that all years of earnings up to age 65 must be taken
into account in determining average wages for men, while for women,
only years up to age 62 must be included. This discrepancy, which
presently favors women over men, would be eliminated by applying
the same rules to men as now apply to women. In the first 12 months,
an additional $925 million would be paid out. An estimated 10 million
on the rolls on the effective date will receive larger benefits under this
provision and in addition 60,000 persons—workers and their depend-
ents not eligible under present law—will be added to the rolls.

5. ELIMINATE REDUCTION IN SPOUSES' BENEFITS IN CERTAIN CASES

Under present law, when a woman applies for a retirement benefit
prior to age 65, it is computed under the actuarial reduction formula;
if she later applies for a spouse's benefit, it is reduced in the same
proportion as her retirement benefit. The bill would eliminate the
actuarial reduction in such cases when the spouse's benefit is applied
for. The same rule would apply to dependent husbands entitled to
spouse's or widower's benefits. Approximately 100,000 beneficiaries
would be affected by this provision, which will result in additional
benefit payments estimated at $10 million during the first 12 months.

6. DIsABILITY BENEFITS FOR BLIND PERSONS

Under present law one of the general requirements for disability
insurance benefits is that the disabled person must have worked
5 out of the 10 years before he becomes disabled. This requirement
would he dropped for blind people. As a result a blind person could
qualify for benefits when he had sufficient work to qualify for retire-
ment benefits.

7. WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION OFFSET FOR DISABILITY INSURANCE
BENEFICIARIES

Under present law a disability insurance beneficiary who also
qualifies for workmen's compensation has his Social Security benefit
reduced so that his combined payment will not be more than 80 per-
cent of his average earnings bdore he became disabled. Under the
bill the combined payments allowable would be raised to 100 percent
of his average earnings.
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8. MILITARY SERVICE CREDIT

Present law provides for a credit of $100 a month, in addition topay, for military service performed after 1967. This credit would alsobe provided for service provided from 1957, the date military servicewas covered under social security. Approximately 130,000 beneficiarieswill be affected immediately. $35 million in additional benefits will bepaid out in the first 12 months.

9. DISABLED CHILDREN

Under present law a person disabled prior to age 18 may continueto receive a child's benefit without regard to his age for as long ashe is disabled. Under the bill persons disabled prior to age 22 couldqualify for such a disabled child's benefit.

10. OTHER AMENDMENTS

The Committee also adopted other amendments relating to SocialSecurity coverage for policemen and firemen in Idaho, the coverage ofhome Loan Bank employees, the treatment of earnings of self-employed persons paying taxes on a fiscal year basis, the treatment of
earnings under the retirement test of persons in the year they attainage 72, and payment of disability insurance benefits on the basis ofapplications filed after the death of the disabled person.

11. FINANCING

In order to pay the additional cost of the new benefits providedand to meet the existing actuarial deficit in the hospital insurance(part A of Medicare) program, the tax base would be increased from$7,800 a year to $9,000 a year, starting January 1, 1971, and a newschedule of tax rates would be provided as follows:

fin percentj

OASDI HI

January 1, 1971
8.4 2Jsuary I, 1975

10. 0 2January 1, to
11.0 2

II. AMENDMENTS RELATED TO THE MEDICARE,
MEDICAID AND MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH
PROGRAMS

COVERAGE AND BENEFIT CHANGES UNDER MEDICARE

1. Relationship Between Medicare and Federal Employees Benefits.—
No payment would be made under medicare for services covered undera Federal Employees Health Benefits plan effective with January 1,1972, unless in the meantime the Secretary of Health, Education, andWelfare determines that the Federal Employees Health Benefits Pro-gram has been modified to make available coverage supplementary tomedicare benefits and to assure that Federal employees reaching age65 will continue to have the benefit of the government contributiontowards health insurance.

2. Hospital Insurance for the Uninsnred.—People reaching age 65who are ineligible for hospital insurance benefits under medicare
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would be able to enroll, on a voluntary basis, for hospital insurance
coverage under the same conditions under which people can enroll
under the supplementary medical insurance part of medicare, provided
that those who enroll must pay the full cost of the protection—$27
a month at the beginning of the program, rising as hospital costs rise.
States and other organizations would be permitted to purchase such
protection on a group basis for their retired employees age 65 or over.

3. Health Maintenance Organization Option.—Individuals eligible for
both Part A and Part B medicare coverage would be able to choose
to have their care provided by a health maintenance organization (a
prepaid group health or other capitation plan). The government would
pay for such coverage on a capitation basis not to exceed 95% of the
cost of medicare benefits provided to beneficiaries in the area not
covered under the health maintenance organization.

IMPROVEMENTS IN THE OPERATING EFFECTIVENESS OF THE MEDICARE,

MEDICAID AND MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH PROGRAMS

1. Limitation on Federal Payment for Disapproved Expenditures.—
Reimbursement amounts to providers of health services under medi-
caid, medicare, and maternal and child health for capital costs, such
as depreciation and interest, would not be made with respect to
capital expenditures (in excess of $100,000) which are inconsistent with
state or local health facility plans.

2. Experiments and Projects in Prospective Reimbursement and
Incentives for Economy.—The Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare would he required to develop experiments and demonstration
j)rojects designed to test various methods of making payment to
providers of services on a prospective basis under medicare, medicaid
and maternal and child health. In addition, the Secretary would be
authorized to conduct experiments with methods of payment or
reimbursement designed to increase efficiency and economy, and with
community-wide utilization review mechanisms.

3. Limits on Costs Recognized as Reasonable.—The Secretary of
Health, Educution, and Welfare would be given authority to establish
and promulgate limits on provider costs to be recognized as reasonable
under medicare based on comparisons of the cost of covered services
by various classes of providers in the same geographical area. Hospitals
and extended care facilities could charge beneficiaries for the care not
covered (except in the case of an admission by a physician who owns
an interest in the facility).

4. Limitation on Recognition of Physician Fee Increases.—Charges
determined to be reasonable under the present criteria in the medicare,
medicaid, and maternal and child health law would be limited by
providing: (a) that for fiscal year 1971 medical charge levels recog-
nized as prevailing may not be increased beyond the 75th percentile
of actual charges in a locality during calendar year 1969; (b) that for
fiscal year 1972 and thereafter the prevailing charge levels recognized
for a locality may be increased, on the average, only to the extent
justified by increases in the cost of production of medical services,
levels of living and the earnings of other professional, managerial and
technical personnel; and (c) that for medical supplies, equipment and
services that, in the judgment of the Secretary, gencrai.y do not vary
significantly in quality from one supplier to another, charges allowed
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as reasonable may not exceed the lowest levels at which such supplies,
equipment and services are widely available in a locality.

5. Changes in Federal Matching Percentages with Respect to Certain
Services.—The Federal medicaid matching for certain outpatient
services would be increased and the Federal matching with respect tolong-term institutional care would be decreased and certain other
limitations would be imposed. Specifically, (1) the Federal matching
percentage for outpatient hospital services, clinic services and home
health services would be increased by 25 percent; (2) the Federal
percentage after the first 60 days of care in a general or TB hospital
would be reduced by one-third; (3) the Federal percentage after thefirst 90 days of care in a year in a skilled nursing home would be re-duced by one-third; (4) the Federal matching for care in a mentalhospital after 90 days of care would be reduced by one-third and no
Federal matching would be available after 275 days of such care during
an individual's lifetime; and (5) the Secretary would be authorized
to compute a reasonable cost differential for reimbursement purposesbetween skilled nursing homes and intermediate care facilities.

6. Payments for Services of Teaching Physicians.—Medjcare and
medicaid would not pay for the services of teaching physicians unless
other patients who have insurance or are able to pay are also charged
for such services and the medicare deductibles and coinsurance
amounts are regularly collected. Medicare payment would 'be au-thorized for services to hospital patients by staff of certain medical
schools that now furnish these services without charge to the hospital.

7. Termination of Payments to Providers Who Abuse the Medicare
Program.—The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare wouldbe given authority to terminate or suspend payment for services
rendered by a supplier of health and medical services found to beguilty of program abuses. Program review teams would be establishedto furnish the Secretary professional advice in carrying out thisauthority.

8. Repeal of Medicaid Provision Requiring Expanded Programs.—The requirement in present law that States have comprehensive
medicaid programs by 1977 would be repealed.

9. State Determination of Reasonable Hospital Costs.—States wouldbe permitted to pay hospitals on the basis of their own determination
of reasonable cost, provided there is assurance that the medicaid
program would pay the actual cost of coverage of hospitalization ofmedicaid recipients.

10. Government Payment No Higher Than Charges.—Payments for
services under the medicare, medicaid, and maternal and child health
programs would not be higher than the charges regularly made forthose services.

11. Institutional Bvdgeting.—Health institutions under these pro-
grams would be required to have a written plan reflecting an operatingbudget and a capital expenditures budget.

12. Federal Matching for Modern, Claims Processrng Systems.—Federal matching at the 90-percent rate would be available under
medicaid for the states to set up mechanized claims processing and
informational retrieval systems. Federal matching for the continuous
operation of such systems would be at the 75-percent rate.

13. Guarantee of PaVment for Extended Care Services.—The Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and 'Welfare would establish specific periods
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of time (by medical condition) after hospitalization during which a
patient would be presumed to require extended care level of services
in an extended care facility. Similar provision would be made for post-
hospital home health services.

14. Prohibition of Reassignments.—Medicare and medicaid pay-
ments to anyone other than a patient or his physician would be
prohibited, unless the physician is required as a condition of his
employment to turn over his fees to his employer or unless there is a
contractual arrangement between the physician and the facility in
which the services were provided under which the facility bills for all
such services.

15. Utilization Review in Medieaid.—Require hospitals and skilled
nursing homes participating in the medicaid and maternal and child
health programs to have the same utilization review committee with
the same functions as in the medicare program.

16. Medicaid Deductible8 for the Medically Indigent.—States would
be permitted to impose a flat deductible or cost sharing provision with
respect to people eligible under medicaid programs but not eligible
for cash public assistance payments. (Present law requires such de-
ductible or cost sharing to vary directly with the amount of the re-
cipient's income.)

17. Stop-xing Payment Where Hospital Admission Not Necessary.—
If the utilization review committee of a hospital or extended care
facility in its sample review of admissions finds a case where institu-
tionalization is no longer necessary, then payment would be cut off
after 3 days. This provision parallel sthe provision in present law under
which long-stay cases are cut off after 3 days when the utilization
review committee determines that institutionalization is no longer
required.

18. Role of State Health Agencies in Medicaid.—State health agen-
cies would be required to perform certain functions under the medicaid
and maternal and child health programs relating to the quality of the
health care furnished to recipients.

MISCELLANEOUS AND TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

1. Retroactive Coverage Under Medicaid.—States would be required
to cover under medicaid the cost of health care provided to an eligible
individual during the 3-month perio(l before the month in which he
applie(l for medicaid.

2. Cer4/icatiori of Hospitalization for Dental Care.—A dentist would
be authorized to certify to the necessity for hospitalization to protect
the health of a medicare patient who is hospitalized for noncovered
(lental procedures.

3. Christian Science Sanitoria under Medicaid.—Christian Science
sanitoria would be exempted from the medicaid requirement that
they have a licensed nursing home administrator and from other
inappropriate skilled nursing home requirements.

4. Physical Therapy Services Under Medicare.—Under medicare's
sup)ementary medical insurance program, beneficianes would be
covered for up to $100 per calendar year of physical therapy services
furnished by a licensed physical therapist in his office or the patient's
home under a physician's prescription. Hospitals and extended care
facilities could continue to provide covered physical therapy services
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to inpatients who have exhausted their days of hospital insurance
coverage. Where physical therapy is furnished under contractual
arrangement with a hospital or extended care facility medicare reini-
bursement to the institution will in all cases be based on a reasonable
salary payment for the services.

5. Grace Period for Paying Medicare Premium .—Where there is
good cause for a medicare beneficiary's failure to pay supplementary
medical insurance premiums, an extended grace period of 90 days
would be provided.

6. Extension of Time for Filing Medicare Glaims.—The time limit
for filing supplementary medical insurance claims would be extended
where the medicare beneficiary's delay is due to administrative error.

7. Enrollment Under Medicare.—Relief would be provided where ad-
ministrative error has prejudiced an individual's right to enroll in
medicare's supplementary medical insurance program. Eligible in-
dividuals would be permitted to enroll under medicare's supplementary
medical insurance program during any prescribed enrollment period
and would no longer be required to enroll within 3 years following
first eligibility or a previous withdrawal from the program.

8. Waiver of Medicare Overpayment.—Where incorrect medicare
payments were made to a deceased beneficiary, the liability of sur-
vivors for repayment could be waived if the survivors were without
fault in incurring the overpayment.

9. Medicare Fair Hearings.—Fair hearings, held by medicare car-
riers in response to disagreements over amounts paid under supple-
mentary medical insurance, would be conducted only where the amount
in controversy is $100 or more.

10. Collection of Medicare Premium by the Railroad Retirement
Board.—Where a person is entitled to both Railroad Retirement and
Social Security monthly benefits, his premium payment for supple-
mentary medical insurance benefits would be deducted from his Rail-
road Retirement benefit in all cases.

11. Medicare Benefits for People Living Is/ear U.S. Border.—Medi-
care beneficiaries living in the United States close to the U.S. border
would get covered care if the hospital they use is in Canada or Mexico
and is closer to their reside.nce than a comparable hospital in the U.S.

12. Chiropractors' Servicee.—The Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare would conduct a study on covering chiropractors'
services (on a very limited 'basis) under medicare, utilizing the ex-
perimental authority under the medicaid program. A report on the
study, including the experience of other programs paying for chiro-
practors' services would be submitted to the Congress within 2 years.

0
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1970 SOCIAL SECURITY LEGISLATION

To Administrative, Supervisory,
and Technical Employees

Yesterday, Secretary Richardson testified before the Senate Finance
Committee on H. R. 17550, the 'Social Security Amendments of 1970."
Enclosed is a copy of his prepared statement.

The Finance Committee had previously, on June 17, held one day of
hearings on H. R. 17550. At that time, the Assistant Secretary for
Legislation, Creed C. Black, gave a short statement highlighting the
most significant parts of H. R. 17,550, and I presented a series of
charts explaining in greater detail the provisions of the bill.

After the Secretary had finished his statement yesterday, the Committee
questioned him on the various provisions of the bill. The Committee
will continue questioning Department officials today. No date has yet
been fixed for testimony on the bill by public witnesses.

Robert M. Ball
Commissioner

Enclosure



Statement
by Elliot L. Richardson,

Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
before the Committee on Finance

U.S. Senate
July lii, 1970

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee:

I am pleased to testify before your Committee today on H.R. 17550, the
Social Security Amendments of 1970. The bill embodies practically all
of the proposals submitted for the consideration of the Congress by
the President in his September 25, 1969, Message on Social Security, and
other proposals, such as the Cost Effectiveness mendments of 1969, that
were later submitted by the Administration are included in the bill.
The legislation will improve the protection afforded by the social
security cash-benefits program and improve the Medicare, Medicaid, and
maternal and child health programs with regard to both overall effective-
ness and the potentials for control of health care costs. The President
has endorsed the major provisions of the bill.

Mr. Chairman, on June 17th Commissioner Ball went into some detail
concerning H.R. 17550 in his chart presentation. Today, therefore, I
would like to confine my opening remarks to the most significant proposals
in the bill and, with your permission, submit a more detailed statement
for the record.

Automatic Adjustment of Social Security Benefits

H.R. 17550 provides for automatic adjustment of social security benefits
to increases in the cost of living. In my opinion, this proposal is the
most important one in the bill concerning the cash-benefits program.
Both political parties included it in their 1968 national convention
platforms, and there is widespread support for it among both contributors
to the program and beneficiaries. This is a proposal whose time has come.

Over the years Congress has established a policy of restoring the
purchasing power of benefits when price increases have eroded their value.
Sometimes, however, there have been long periods during which benefits
have remained uichanged and beneficiaries have had to get along on these
benefits while the cost of living increased substantially. On the other
hand, the Congress has occasionally set new and higher benefit levels
than had previously been established, actually increasing the purchasing
power of the benefit in real terms.

Here is what has happened: there were no general benefit increases
between l90, when monthly benefits were first payable, and 1950.
Then the benefit level was increased to about make up for the rise
in prices that had occurred during the 1940's. As a result of the
amendments of 1952 and 1954, the Congress established a somewhat
higher level benefits in real terms. Then, during the next 15 years,
three across-the-board benefit increases were enacted that approximately
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restored the purchasing power of the benefits as they were established
in 19514. The 15-percent benefit increase earlier this year again
established a somewhat higher level of benefits in real terms.

Although Congress has established a policy of restoring the purchasing
power of benefits, and indeed on occasion increasing the real level of

benefits, there have been substantial time lags between the increases

In price levels and the increase in benefits. For example, there were

no increases between 19140 and 1950, although the purchasing power of

the benefits declined by about 37 percent. There was no general increase

In benefits between 1959 and 1965 although the purchasing power of the

benefits declined by about 8 percent.

When substantial time lags occur between increases In price levels and

benefit increases, congressional action increasing benefits cannot make

up for the hardships beneficiaries endure while awaiting such action.

Older people, widows, orphans, and disabled people, who have had to get

along for years on benefits that were declining in purchasing power, have

suffered hardships during those years that cannot be overcome by a later

restoration of the purchasing power of the benefits.

The automatic adjustment provision controls the time lag and adds

predictability to the Increase. Writing the established congressional

policy Into the law will give both beneficiaries and covered workers the

peace of mind that comes with the certainty that the purchasing power of

their benefits will not be eroded by future price Increases. Had this

provision been in effect during the last 15 years, Instead of the four

benefit increases that occurred in 1959, 1965, 1968, and 1970, there

would have been seven benefit Increases. Thus, beneficiaries who were

on the rolls during those years would have had the purchasing power of

their benefits maintained throughout the period at a level much closer

to the purchasing power of the benefit level established in 19514. The

somewhat higher level of benefits established this year would have

required congressional action.

To take account of price increases occurring during this calendar year,

1970, the bill provides an across-the-board 5-percent increase in benefits

effective January 1, 1971. The 5-percent benefit increase will go to

more than 26 million beneficiaries and will total $1.7 billion during the

first 12 months the Increase Is in effect. The first automatic benefit

Increase could take place In January 1973, based on an increase in the

cost of living from 1971 to 1972, If that increase is at least 3 percent.

Increase in the Contribution and Benefit Base

The House bill also provides for Increases in the contribution, and

benefit base--the amount of a worker's annual earnings that is subject

to social security contributions and counted towards social security

benefits. The base would be increased from the present $7800 to $9000

effective for 1971. Thereafter, the base would be automaticallY adjusted

on a regular basIs--b1t no more often than once in 2 years--as earning8

levels rise.
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The Congress has clearly established a policy of adjusting thecontribution and benefit base as earnings levels rise, just as it haswith respect to the adjustment of benefits to prices. Here again, aprovision for automatic Increases in the base to keep It in line withincreases In earnings levels would write into the law already establishedCongressional policy, thus giving greater assurance to workers who earnhigher wages In the future that they will get credit toward benefits forthose higher earnings. The automatic increases in the base, in linewith rising wages, would also provide adequate financing for theautomatic benefit increases.

The contribution and benefit base was originally established at $3000in 1935. No action was taken to increase the base until 1950, when Itwas set at $3600. At this level it covered 81 percent of payrolls andall of the earnings of a little over 75 percent of covered workers.Since that time, through legislative changes, the percentage of payrollscovered has been maintained at about 80 percent, and the percentage ofcovered workers who have all their earnings covered has been maintainedat about 75 to 80 percent. The increase in the base to $9000 in 1971will restore the relationship between the base and earnings levels gener-ally that was established in 1950 and that has been maintained byCongress over the last 20 years, and the provision In the bill forautomatic adjustment in the base would mean that similar relationships
would be maintained automatically.

These provisions would not delegate to the executive branch anydiscretion whatsoever. The power to increase taxes would remain in thehands of the Congress. What this provision does Is to provide a specificformula in the law that determines what the social security tax baseshall be. The base would be increased Only in direct proportion toincreases in average earnings for all workers in covered employment.

Retirement Test

H.R. 17550 improves the social security program's retirement test. Thisis the provision under which social security benefits for an Individual
under age 72 are withheld or reduced If he earns more than the exempt
amount--currently $1680-- in any year.

In his Message to the Congress last September the President expressed
his concern about this provision. He said:

"The present retirement test actually penalizes social
security beneficiaries for doing additional work or
taking a job at higher pay. This 18 wrong.

As you know, the Congress has on a number of occasions made changes
designed to minimize this effect. Yet, a problem remains under the
present retirement test because benefits are reduced dollar-for-dollar
on earnings above $2880 in a year. Because of taxes and work expenses,
a beneficiary's spendable income--that Is, his social security benefits
plus his earnings after taxes--may be less if he earns somewhat more
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than $2880 than his income would be if he had earned less than $2880.

The bill remedies this by eliminating the dollar-for-dollar reduction
and providing that social security benefits be reduced by only $1 for

each $2 of earnings above the annual exempt amount,, regardless of how

much Is earned.

The bill also increases the retirement test annual exempt amount from

$1680 to $2000. This change takes account of increases In general
earnings levels that have occurred since the present $1680 exempt
amount became effective.

The bill also provides for the future automatic upward adjustment of
the retirement test as earnings levels rise, similar to the automatic
adjustment provision for raising the contribution and benefit base.
This change would prevent hardships to beneficiaries that have sometimes
occurred because there was a lag In updating the test.

The retirement test changes in the bill would result In about $570
million In additional benefits being paid in 1971. These benefits would

go to about 1.3 million beneficiaries, including 1400,000 who would not
receive benefits under present law.

Increase In Widow's Benefits

Surveys of social security beneficiaries show that, as a group, widows
have less regular Income than most other classes of beneficiaries and
in general are financially worse off. Under present law, a widow
cannot be paid more than 82-1/2 percent of the benefit amount her hus-
band would have received If he started getting benefits at or after
age 65. We believe that a widow should not be expected to live on less
than her liusband would have been paid if he had lived.

H.R. 17550 would Increase benefits for aged widows and widowers. For

those who become entitled to benefits at or after age 65, the benefit

amount would be Increased to 100 percent of' the amount which the widow's
deceased husband would have received If he had lived and his benefits
had started at or after age 65. For those becoming entitled to benefits
before age 65, the 100-percent amount would be reduced In a way similar
to the way in which the worker's benefit is reduced If he elects to
receive it before age 65.

Some 3.3 million widows and widowers on the rolls at the end of January
1971 would receive higher benefits under this provision. Additional

benefit payments in the first 12 months would total $700 million.

Uniform Computation Method for Men and Women

Under present law, the computation of retirement benefits for men Is

different from the computation for women. The re&u.lt Is that a man
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who has had the same earnings as a woman may in many cases get benefits
that are lover than hers. Under the bill, benefits for men would be
calculated in the same way as they are for women under present law. As
a result, 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.

Approximately 10 million people on the rolls in January 1971 would have
their benefits increased under this provision, and additional numbers
would become eligible for benefits in the future because of the change
in the eligibility requirements. In the first 12 months after the
provision goes into effect an additional $925 million in benefits would
be paid.

MEDICARE AND MEDICAID PROVISIONS

Mr. Chairman, the Committee will recall that when HEW representatives
testified here in February, they emphasized the need to take steps to
encourage changes in structure and to improve the operation of the
Natio&s health care delivery system. Inefficiencies and discontinuities
in that system underlie a significant part of the extraordinary increase
in the costs of health care that has been experienced throughout the
Nation in recent years. It is one of the highest-priority objectives
of this Administration to have government programs contribute to improv-
ing the Nation's health-care system to the greatest extent possible.
We believe that the Medicare and Medicaid programs have a special
responsibility in this regard.

MEDICARE

With about 20 million people protected under the hospital insurance part
of Medicare and more than 19 million people enrolled in the medical
insurance part, this program is the major federally operated health
insurance plan and, indeed, by far the largest single plan in the United
States. Overall, Medicare payments in fiscal year 1969 accounted for
about 70 percent of the expenditures of the aged for hospital and
physicians' care. We believe that Medicare, which has done much to
alleviate the financial burden of health care for the aged, can be a
powerful force in improving the system on which we all rely for health
care.

There are four major provisions In H.R. 17550 designed to affect over
the long run the cost of delivering quality health care to the American
people. One of the most significant of these provisions Is the one
which would establish, under Medicare, a health maintenance organization
option.

Health Maintenance Organization Option

We believe that enactment of the lIMO option will have the effect of
stimulating the Nation's voluntary health system to offer new choices
to individuals and families and to organize new ways of delivering
health care.
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Under this provision, doctors, hospitals, and other providers of
service could receive payments from the public programs under terms
that encourage prudent management of utilization.

Several types of existing health organizations and plans have shown
evidence that payment arrangements with physicians can make a difference
in the utilization of a broad spectrum of health services. Payment to
these organizations on a per capita instead of a straight fee-for-service
basis provides incentives for early diagnosis and treatment, an important
factor in the success the organizations have had in reducing the incidence
and duration of high-cost institutional care. This method of payment
also shifts motivation away from the provision of high cost services and
towards the provision of less expensive levels of medically appropriate
care. We believe that with encouragemenj by the Federal Government and
with the removal of legal barriers which exist at the State level, more
of these organizations can be developed.

Health maintenance organizations are, essentially, organizations which
will contract to provide to Medicare eligibles all services covered by
Part A and Part B of the program in return for a fixed annual payment
per enrollee. The fixed annual sum, which would be determined in advance,
would be less than the Government now pays on the average for conven-
tional Medicare benefits. Prospective payments to health maintenance
organizations (HMO's) would be determined annually, taking into account
the organization's regular premiums, and would not exceed 95 percent of
average per capita payments under Parts A and B In the locality (with
appropriate actuarial adjustments for expected cost differentials due
to such factors as age and sex variations in membership composition of
an organization). Thus, the economic Incentive of the provider and the
health Interests of consumer more closely align because the provider
bears the financial risk of Ill health. Both parties will have, there-
fore, an Interest in the maintenance of good health.

When a health maintenance organization offers membership opportunIties
in a community, the individual Medicare beneficiary could choose whether
to continue under the present Parts A and B arrangements or to elect the
HMO option. For Medicaid recipients, sufficient authority currently
exists under title XIX for the States to contract with these same health
maintenance organizations to provide a defined scope of services, on a
negotiated per capita basis.

This proposal represents a significant departure from the more traditional
approach in which the Individual patient must largely find his own way
among the various types and levels of services. Under the health mainten-
ance organization option, a single organization will have the responsibility
for determining the covered services a patient needs and then delivering
those services.

These two features of the proposal--first, the introduction of economic
incentives to control unnecessary utilization and assure effective early
treatment; and second, the requirement that an HMO be responsible for all
phases of covered services--will result in a greater assurance of
medically appropriate care.
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There are a variety of health maintenance organizations already inexistence. I would like to emphasize, however, that we do not think anyparticular structure or Sponsorship is a prerequisite for a health
maintenance organization. Indeed, we think the country will benefit, by
diversity and competition among different kinds of HMO's and between
HMO's and other providers of health care.

One of our goals is to open the market place and provide opportunitiesfor new delivery systems. The capacity of existing HMOts (essentially,
group practice prepayment plans) is limited, so that only a very small
proportion of Medicare and Medicaid recipients will, in the beginning,
be able to receive services through them. We hope that RHO's, and their
use by beneficiaries, will expand greatly in the future, and we believe
that there can be significant long-run savings in program costs due to
the HMO option.

Prospective Reimbursement

When representatjs of the Department last discussed the Medicare and
Medicaid programs before this Committee, we urged moving as quickly as
possible to a system of prospective reimbursement to institutional
providers under these programs.

The House has endorsed the principle of prospective reimbursement andhas directed the Department to experiment with and evaluate alternative
methods for setting reimbursement on a prospective basis, and to recom-
mend to the Congress by July of 1972 specific methods for the full
implementation of a prospective reimbursement system. This is a major
step forward. We recommend, however, that the House-passed bill be
revised to provide authority for the Department to implement desirable
methods for reimbursement as SOOn as they can be worked out by agreement
with providers, without having to wait for further congressional action.
We think that statutory language requiring that the Committees receive
reports on the proposed experiments and projects before they can be
implemented is unnecessary. Such a requirement could result in delays
in the implementation of projects. Considering the fact that a great
deal of research and analysis must be completed within a very short
period of time, any delays in implementing projects and experiments may
be costly. For this reason, we recommend the deletion of the reporting
requirement in section 222.

Reimbursement of Practitioners

Another major change relating to Medicare reimbursement that was
recommended by th Administration and adopted by the House is one that
would make Medicare recognition of prevailing charge levels for medical
services more closely related to general economic trends. Under this
provision, physicians would still ordinarily be reimbursed on the basis
of the customary charge that they made for a specific procedure to their
patients generally. However, the overall maximum set in terms of the
prevailing charges in a community would be allowed to rise in the future
only in relation to rises in prices and the general earnings level.
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It is true that over the long-run past physicians' fees have not risen

quite as fast as earnings generally, and if this were to continue to be

the case, the proposed amendment would ordinarily not have any effect.

However, the amendment is needed as a guarantee that this would indeed

be the case in the future. We are faced with a substantial shortage of

physicians in a period of rapidly increasing demand, and there may be,

therefore, a tendency for fees to rise out of proportion to other

economic indices.

Planning

Although there is a clear need to achieve balance in and improved

distribution of health-care facilities, there is also a need to assure

that improvements will be accomplished in ways which avoid the duplica-

tion or random growth of health care facilities that would result in

inefficient use of the facilities and, therefore, in unduly high health

care costs. Under H.R. 17550, the Secretary of Health, Education, and

Welfare would be given authority to withhold or reduce reimbursement to

providers of service for depreciation and interest for capital expendi-

tures that are found to be inconsistent with State or local health

facility plans. The Secretary determination would be based on findings

and recommendations submitted by qualified planning agencies In the

States--organizations which have consumer representation and which wiU

be designated by agreement between each State and the Department. If

the Secretary determines, however, after consultation with a national

advisory council, that withholding or reduction of reimbursement in a

given case would be inconsistent with effective organization and delivery

of health services he would be authorized to make reimbursement without

such withholding or reduction. As the Committee will recall, a proposal

with the same general objectives passed the Senate in 1967.

Other Medicare Provisions

The House-passed bill contains a considerable number of other Medicare

provisions which I have not discussed. In large part, these provisions

are aimed at Improving the operating effectiveness and the administration

of the Medicare program. They include the Administration's Health Cost

Effectiveness Amendments, previously presented to this Committee. Among

these proposed amendments are those relating to authority to terminate

payments to suppliers of services who abuse the Medicare program, authority

to base payments to institutional providers on charges where these are
less than cost, and expanded authority to conduct experiments and demonstra-

tion projects to develop incentives for economy in the provision of health

services. In addition, the bill makes provision for advance approval of

benefits for extended care and home health services. Under this provision,

the Secretary would be authorized to establish specific periods of time,

related to medical condition, during which a patient would be presumed,

for payment purposes, to require a level of institutional services avail-

able only in an extended-care-facility setting.
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Review of Utilization

The most difficult, as well as the most important, area of program
controls relates to determinations of medical necessity for the volume
and type of service provided. These determinations, of course, can
be made only by the medical profession reviewing the actions of its
own members. There are several features of the present law which are
directed to this problem, including the requirements of a physician's
certification of medical necessity for many types of service and the
requirements for utilization review committees in hospitals and extended
care facilities.

The House bill provides for some additional strengthening in this area
by, for example, modifying utilization review procedures to allow for
payment cutoff when unnecessary utilization is discovered in the course
of a sample review of hospital admissions. In addition, the bill authorizes
experiments with the use of areawide utilization review mechanisms.

However, this is an exceedingly difficult area of administration, and we
welcome the opportunity to examine additional approaches which might have
the effect of strengthening peer review of the utilization of medical
services. The approach recently outlined by Senator Bennett, for example,
represents a possibility that might be most helpful.

As is indicated in the Senator's statement appearing in the Congressional
Record of July 1, the objective of greater physician participation in and
responsibility for reviewing and evaluating utilization cannot be imple-
mented at once, but will require a great deal of careful planning. It
would be impossible, for example, and I believe in many ways undesirable,
to supplant entirely the present Medicare administrative system of con-
ducting utilization reviews and to substitute new review organizations.
Even in areas where review organizations exist, it may be both desirable
and necessary to approach their full implementation in stages.

The Senator's proposal warrants careful consideration, and the Department
is eager to collaborate with the Committee in developing a Sound and
effective system of professional peer review.

MEDICAID

As I have stated earlier, I believe we are now at a time when significant
new Federal initiatives should be taken in the health field. You are all
aware of the President's announcement of June 10 that this Administration
is committed to the reform of the Medicaid program and to the development
and implementation of a Family Health Insurance Program for low-income
families. We believe that this proposal, which we will discuss with you
in more detail in the future, will effectively integrate the Nation's
major health program for the poor with the proposed Family Assistance
Program (FAP). This strategy will fundamentally restructure the Medicaid
program for families with children.



10

In addition, there are other, less critical, changes which should be
made at this time. Let me turn the Committee's attention for a moment,
if I may, to some of the strengths and weaknesses of the current Medicaid
program.

Few can deny that the title XIX program has moved a long way in a short
time toward achieving its goal of improving the availability and accessi-
bility of medical care and services for the Nation's poor. More than 12
million people will receive medical care with Medicaid's help this year.
This is more than double the number who received Federally-aided medical
assistance in 1965.

Medicaid is providing health care for children whose families have enough
money for their daily needs but not enough for special medical needs.
From 1965 to 1969 the number of children who received Federally-supported
medical assistance rose from 1.5 million to 5.9 million; about half the
children in the latter group were not in families receiving AFDC payments.
We believe it is important to recognize the achievements of this program
and to maintain our commitment to improving and expanding health programs
for the poor until medical services are available to all who require them
but cannot afford to pay.

Clearly, however, there have been serious problems with the Medicaid
program; the ability to finance care doesn't guarantee the availability,
adequacy, or reasonable cost of care. The health system has severe
problems in the supply and distribution of facilities, manpower, and
services, as well as in the organization and delivery of care.

In addition, the Medicaid program itself has been difficult to administer--
partly because of the title XIX legislation, partly because of the nature
and administration of the welfare program it has supplemented, and partly
because Medicaid has been a Federal-State program. Medicaid, as you know,
has operated not as one but as 52 separate and distinct programs. Each
program is different in design, varying according to the people it covers,
and in the services offered. Serious geographic and other inequities have,
therefore, resulted.

We know that Medicaid has been an expensive program placing heavy fiscal
burdens on the States and the Federal Government. Because of program
variations, a disproportionate share of Federal matching funds has been
spent in support of programs in only a few of our States.

We have been aware of the need to undertake fundamental reforms of the
Medicaid program to deal with these prpblems. We were also concerned with
the difficulties pointed out by your Committee, of meshing the current
Medicaid program with a reformed welfare system. The "sudden death" loss
of Medicaid benefits when income reaches a specified level--the so-called
"notch" problem--is an unacceptable defect in the current structure of
Medicaid.
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I can assure you that the Department has given the most serious
consideration to these issues. They are not problems which lend them-
selves to easy or quick solutions. Some months' time will be necessary
before we can present you with our final legislative proposals on the
Family Health Insurance Program and with the related proposals dealing
with broad reforms in our health care system. We will continue to work
with the Committee staff as we develop these proposals.

In the meantime, we believe there are important immediate steps that can
and should be taken immediately to amend title XIX to make it a more
effective and economical vehicle for financing health care. We think
these improvements should be made before the Family Health Insurance Plan
becomes an operating program, since title XIX will continue to support
health care for those in the adult assistance programs.

We propose to require that the State health agency be responsible for
establishing and maintaining health standards for institutions in which
title XIX beneficiaries receive care and services. The same agency shall
be responsible for maintaining, to the maximum extent practical, uniformity
or consistency of determinations relating to eligibility of Institutions
for participation In the titles XVIII, XIX, and V programs.

As your Committee has pointed out, some of the most serious problems of
Medicaid relate to the lack of adequate information systems for surveil-
lance, rigorous claims review, utilization review, and program evaluation.
This is caused in part by the lack of capability in the States to develop
the necessary systems. We are, therefore, requesting authorization for
Federal payment of 90 percent of the costs incurred by the States in the
design, development, and installation of mechanized claims processing
and Information systems. The Federal Government would also pay 75 percent
of the cost of operating such approved systems. States would not be
eligible to receive this increased Federal support until they have
developed the capacity to furnish each recipient with a notice and explana-
tion of health care paid for on his behalf by the program- -a suggestion
made by this Committee. We are currently designing information systems
for the States to use as models.

Providers have been reluctant In many instances to care for potential
Medicaid eligibles because frequently the patient has not applied for
Medicaid prior to his Illness and, therefore, the providers would not be
eligible to receive payment for their services. Thirty-one States have
dealt with this problem by providing payment for care of eligibles for
periods up to 3 months prior to the month of application. We propose to
make 3 months retroactive coverage mandatory on all States having title
XIX programs.

This bill also includes a pi-ovision, in line with earlier suggestions
'by the Congress, to prohibit reassignment of benefits, except in specified
cases, in order to prevent vendor payments from being made to independent
collection and bill discount agencies.
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We are hopeful that in this, and other programs, we will establish a

more consistent policy of aiding the States to help themselves. Although

we will provide technical assistance and models, the States will be

encouraged to develop and operate their own systems.

Medicaid Reimbursement Changes

The President, in his message sent to the Congress on February 26,

suggested changes in the Federal matching percentage for medical assistance

that would encourage States to substitute less expensive care for more

expensive care when it is equally beneficial. Our proposal, adopted in

the House-passed bill, provides for increased matching to encourage use

of selected outpatient health services and for decreased Federal matching

to discourage the States from permitting overutilization of institutional

services.

This provision would permit the Federal Government to institute a reasonable

cost differential between reimbursement made to skilled nursing homes and

to intermediate care facilities, thereby incorporating another useful

suggestion made earlier by your Committee. Reimbursement disincentives for

nursing home care are expected to increase placement of patients in inter-

mediate care facilities (institutions that provide care that is more

custodial in nature and at a more appropriate level for many of those in

nursing home and mental institutions) and use of home health services.

Experimental Authority

We are aware of your Committee's concern about ways to restrain the

Increases in cost arising from the relatively open-ended Medicaid program,

including the use of insurance carriers, capitation arrangements, and

changes relating to eligibility. We agree that there are apparent defects

that will be remedied ultimately only by changing the structure of the

program. &it while we are moving toward a complete change in the program's

nature, we need to gain experience with different approaches to providing

the benefits, different approaches to eligibility, underwriting, adminis-

tration, and organization and delivery of services.

We are, therefore, asking Congress to make changes in title XIX to

authorize the States to conduct experiments on a Statewide, areawide,

county, city, or neighborhood basis. We are interested in encouraging

experiments with pre-enrollment of adult categories on an annual basis,

the use of different combinations of benefits and different types of

benefit packages for different population groips, and limited use of

copayments and deductibles for medically needy.

We need to experiment in the way of risk-sharing with private insurance

companies, foundations, prepaid group practices, and health maintenance

organizations. We would use the authority in this provision to experiment

in these types of areas: purchasing private insurance for Medicaid

eligibles, capitation or contract payments to States for specified groups,

and capitation arrangements with prepaid groups, neighborhood health centers,

foundations, and medical societies.
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We are also proposing that the Secretary be permitted, through experiments
or demonstration projects, to make payment to organizations and institu-
tions for services which are not currently covered under titles V, XVIII,
and XIX. These new services would have to be provided in addition to
services already covered under these programs, and their inclusion would
have to offer the promise of program savings without any loss in the
quality of care. The Secretary could also authorize experimentation with
the use of rates established by a State for administration of one or more
of its own laws for payment or reimbursement to health facilities located
in such State.

FINANCING PROVISIONS FOR SOCIAL SECURITY
CASH BENEFITS AND MEDICARE

To meet the cost of the proposed changes in the social security cash-benefits
program and to bring the hospital insurance program into closer actuarial
balance, H.R. 17550 would revise the social security contribution-rate
schedules. Under present law, the current contribution rate for cash bene-
fits of 11.2 percent each for employees and employers is scheduled to go to
11.6 percent for 1971 and 1912 and to 5.0 percent for 1973 and after.
Under this schedule, there would be unnecessarily large accumulations in
the trust funds in the near-future years. For example, the funds would
increase by $7 billion in 1911, about $8 billion in 1972, about $12 1/2
billion in 1973, and much more in future years.

Under the bill, for these reasons, the present rate of #.2 percent for
the cash-benefits program would remain in effect through 1971, would go
to 5.0 percent for 1975 through 1979, and then would rise to an ultimate
rate of 5.5 percent for 1980 and after. Maintaining the present rate of
14.2 percent through 19714 is consistent with past decisions by the Congress
to delay scheduled increases in the rates so as to avoid unnecessarily
large accumulations in the cash benefit trust funds. Under the bill, the
funds would increase by $1.6 billion in 1971, $2.1 billion in 1972, and
$3.3 billion in 1973.

The bill would also make changes in the contribution rate scheduled for
the hospital insurance program. The hospital insurance fund requires
additional income over and above that scheduled under present law in
near-future years. Under the bill, the contribution rate scheduled for
1911 and 1972 would be Increased from 0.6 percent for employees, employers,
and the self-employed to 1 percent each. The rate would then be kept at
1 percent. Under present law it would be gradually increased from 0.6
percent in 1970 to 0.9 percent in 1987 and after.

With the revisions in the contribution-rate schedules, the combined
contribution rate for cash benefits plus hospital insurance in 1971 would
be 5.2 percent each for employees and employers--the same as present law.
The actuarial balances would be -0.15 percent of taxable payroll for the
cash benefits program and -0.11 percent of taxable payroll for the
hospital Insurance program. The estimate for the hospital insurance pro-
gram takes no account of the saving that should result from the cost-control
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provisions of the bill, and not taking account of these potential
savings represents some margin of safety. The long-range deficit of
0.11 percent of payroll indicated in the estimates, if it actually does
develop, would not result in a decline in the HI trust fund before at
least 15 years from now.

CONCLUSION

These then, Mr. Chairman, are the major provisions cf H.R. 17550. We

think they go a long way toward improving all of the programs affected.

The Administration, as you know, is continuing to study the social
security program with the aid of the statutory Advisory Council on Social
Security, which Secretary Finch appointed in May 1969. We recognize that

there are several social security matters of' importance to members of'

this Committee and other members of the Senate that are not included in

H.R. 17550. These matters will be included in the study being made by
the Council, which is reviewing every social security proposal pending

before the Congress. As you know, the Council is required to study all
aspects of the program and to submit its findings and recommendations
not later than January 1, 1971.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer one important cautionary note. The

Federal budget is severely strained. I urge this committee to weigh
this carefully in its consideration of H.R. 17550. Substantial changes,
particularly in total costs or financing techniques, might upset the
delicate balance with the requirements of our economy that this bill now
enjoys. I sincerely hope that the principal features of this bill remain
intact, so that its prompt enactment into law can be assured.

For the present I believe the changes in H.R. 17550 represent significant
progress, and I urge enactment of the bill with the changes I have
mentioned and the more minor ones referred to in the statement I will be
submitting for the record.
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