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82p CoNGRESS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { ReporT
2d Session No. 1944

SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1952

May 16, 1952.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. DouarroN, from the Committee on Ways and Means, submitted
the following

REPORT

[To accompany H. R. 7800}

_The Committee on Ways and Means, to whom was referred the
bill (H. R. 7800) to amend title IT of the Social Security Act to
mcrease old-age and survivors insurance benefits, to preserve insur-
ance rights of permanently and totally disabled individuals, and to
increase the amount of earnings permitted without loss of benefits,
and for other purposes, having considered the same, report favorably
thereon with an amendment and recommend that the bill, as amended,
do pass.

The amendment is as follows: ]

On page 33, strike out lines 3 through 7, and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

(d) (1) Section 1 (q) of the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937, as amended, is
amended by striking out “1950”’ and inserting in lieu thereof “1952”,

(2) Bection 5 (i) (1) (ii) of the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937, as amended,
is amended to read as follows:

““(ii) will have rendered service for wages as determined under section 209 of
the Social Security Act, without regard to subsection (a) thereof, of more than
$70, or will have been charged under section 203 (e) of that Act with net earnings
from self-employment of more than $70;.

(3) Section 5 (I) (6) of the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937, as amended, is
amended by inserting “‘or (e)” after ‘‘section 217 (a)”. i

The committee amendment maintains the relationship between the
old-age and survivors insurance system and the railroad retirement
system which was established by the amendments made in 1951 to the
Railroad Retirement Act by Public Law 234, Eighty-second Congress.
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PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE BILL

This bill provides for six urgently needed changes in the old-age
and survivors insurance program:
1. Benefit increases.
2. Liberalizaiion of the retirement test.
3. Wage credits for military service during emergency period.
4. Preservation of insurance rights for those permanently and
totally disabled.
5. Removal of bar to coverage for certain persons under State
and Jocal retirement systems.
6. Correction of defects in benefit computation provisions.
Your committee believes that all of these changes require attention
this year. They are all within areas which were intensively studied
by your committee over a period of 6 months of hearings and executive
sessions prior to the 1950 amendments, and thus do not require pro-
longed consideration now. These changes do not affect the funda-
mental fprinciples of the program. They will not require any amend-
ment of the present contribution schedule, nor will they -disturb the
self-supporting basis of the system. Your committee recognizes that
there are other amendments to the old-age and survivors insurance
program which are needed, but these six have been selected because
of their urgency and because of the widespread agreement on their
desirability.
In addition, the bill corrects a defect in the public assistance pro-
visions of the Social Security Act with respect to earned income of
recipients of aid to the blind.

A. BENEFIT INCREASES

The rapid rise in wages and prices during the last few years makes
immediate benefit adjustments imperative. While the money income
of many groups in the population has gone up since the outbreak of
hostilities in Korea, the benefit rates of over 4% million persons now
on the old-age and survivors insurance rolls were determined in the
early part of 1950, prior to the beginning of the present emergency
period. As a consequence, retired aged persons and widows and
orphans are finding it very difficult to meet their costs of living.

Adjustment of the program to keep its provisions in line with major
changes in economic conditions is of great personal significance to
nearly all Americans. Nearly 8 out of every 10 persons at work in paid
civilian employment are covered by old-age and survivors insurance.
Over 60 million persons (in addition to those now receiving benefits)
are insured. More than three out of every four mothers and children
i the Nation can count on monthly survivors insurance benefits if the
family breadwinner dies. '

Four and a half million persons (nearly 3.5 million of them aged 65
or over) receive payments from this program every month. For most
of these people the montbly insurance payments are their chief source
of dependable income, and often their only source. A recent survey
of beneficiaries has shown that even when all of their money income
is taken into account (such as annuities, company pensions, earnings
from part-time work, public assistance payments, and contributions
from relatives) nearly three-fourths of all retired aged individuals and
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married couples have less than $50 a month per person in addition to
their benefits. ' .

Today the average old-age insurance benefit for a retired worker is
about $42 a month. For an aged couple, the average is $70; for an
aged widow it is $36. These incomes must perforce be used almost
entirely to procure the bare essentials of existence. Consequently,
unless the old-age and survivors insurance program is kept dynamic
and is constantly adjusted to major economic developments, many
more beneficiaries will have to turn to public assistance to make up
the deficiency between their income and the minimum necessary to
meet living costs.

From the beginning of the social security program in 1935 it has
been the intent of Congress to establish contributory social insurance,
with benefits related to individual eafnings, as the foundation of social
security. Public assistance is less satisfactory for the individual thamn
the insurance program and the cost of assistance falls on the general
taxpayer. Old-age and survivors insurance benefits, on the other
hand, are payable without the humiliation of a test of need, and the
cost of those benefits is met by the contributions of covered workers
and their employers. A major objective of the amendments of 1950,
therefore, was to strengthen the insurance program and thereby cut
down the need for further expansion of public assistance.

Toward achievement of this goal, Congress broadened the coverage
of old-age and survivors insurance, increased the benefit amounts
payable and modtified the eligibility requirements so that more persons
already aged could qualify. As a result, in 1951, for the first time
since the establishment of the social security programs, more people
were receiving old-age insurance payments than were receiving old-age
assistance. 'T'0 maintain the gains which already have been made and
to- prevent more and more people from having to turn to the less
satisfactory assistance program for supplementation of their insurance
benefits, it is necessary that benefits under old-age and survivors
insurance be increased.

Such an increase can be accomplished at this time without changing
the contribution schedule or the self-supporting nature of the system.
Under the benefit formula the percentage of a worker’s average wage
paid in benefits declines as his average wage increases. For the pro-
gram as a whole, therefore, benefit costs measured as a percentage of
payroll drop as those covered have higher average wages. Thus the
percentages of pay roll in the contribution schedule allow for benefit
increases as wage levels rise.

The schedule of contributions in existing law was based on a 1950
estimate that the level-premium cost of the present program was 6.05
percent. These estimates were based on the wage levels of 1947.
Based on 1951 wage levels, which are some 20 percent higher, and on:
current interest rates applicable to the trust fund (2.25 percent) the
level-premium cost of the program under these amendments will be
about 5.85 percent.

General explanation of benefit increases

The bill would increase old-age and survivors insurance benefit
amounts for both present and future beneficiaries. The increases are
accomplished by a revision of the conversion table and of the benefit
formula provided in existing law. For nearly all persons now on the
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rolls, the benefit increases would be derived from the liberalized con-
version table. On the other hand, most of those who will come on
the rolls in the future will receive the larger benefits provided through
the revised formula in this bill.

Increase in benefits computed by conversion table. —Individuals receiv-
ing benefits based on earnings from 1937 on (who constitute almost
the entire beneficiary roll at this time) would have their benefits
increased at least 12} percent, subject to certain maximum provisions
applying to the larger families. The increase in the primary insurance
amount (the amount payable to a retired insured individual or the
amount on which benefits of dependents and survivors are based)
would be $5 or 12} percent, whichever is greater. For retired workers,
the increases would range from $5 to $8.60 and would average about $6.
These increases would apply also to future beneficiaries whose benefits
are based on earnings beginning with 1937.

The following table gives examples of increases in primary insurance
amounts.

Present old-age insurance benefit, from present Old-age insurance bcngﬁtbga increased under table

conversion table in bill
$20. 00 $25. 00
30. 00 35. 00
40. 00 45. 00
50. 00 56. 30
60. 00 67. 50
68. 50 77.10

Dependents’ and survivors’ benefits (which are a proportion of the
Erimary insurance amount) are increased for those now on the rolls

y 12% percent (if the primary insurance amount is increased by 12%
percent) or by the appropriate proportion of $5 (if the primary
insurance smount is increased by $5). These increased amounts
would be subject to the provisions limiting the total monthly amount
payable to a family on the basis of the wages and self-employment
income of an insured individual. ,

Increase in benefits computed by the new benefit formula.—Beneficiaries
whose benefits are based on earnings after 1950 (a very small number
now on the old-age and survivors insurance benefit rolls and the great
majority of those coming on the rolls in future), would have their
primary insurance amounts computed by the revised formula pro-
vided in the bill. The formula would be 55 percent of the first $100
of average monthly wage and 15 percent of the next $200, rather than
50 percent of the first $100 and 15 percent of the next $200, as in
present law. The new formula thus results in an increase of $5 in
the primary insurance amount where the average monthly wage is
$100 and over, with smaller increases where the average monthly
wage is below $100. The following table illustrates the increases in
benefit amounts provided by the new formula in the bill:
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Illustrative monthly benefils

Retired worker and

Retired worker slone wife Aged widow
Average monthly wage
Present H. R. Present H.R. Present H. R.
law 7800 law 7800 law 7800
$25.00 $27. 50 $37. 50 $41.30 $18.80 $20. 70
50. 00 55.00 75.00 80.00 37.50 41.30
57. 50 62. 50 86.30 93. 80 43.20 46. 90
65.00 70. 00 97. 50 105. 00 48.80 52, 50
72. 50 77. 50 108. 80 116.30 54. 40 58. 20
80. 00 85.00 120.00 127. 50 60. 00 63. 80

Widow and 1 child ‘Widow and 2 children | Widow and 3 children

Average monthly wage
Present law| H. R. 7800 [Present law{ H. R. 7800 |Prescnt law| H. R. 7800

$37.60 $41. 40 $40. 00 $45. 20 $40.20 $45. 00
75.00 20.00 80.00 80.10 80.10 80.20
86. 40 93.80 115.20 120.20 120.00 120.30
97.60 105. 00 130. 20 140.10 150.00 160. 20

108.80 116. 40 144. 80 155.20 150.10 168. 80

120.00 127.60 150.10 168. 90 150.30 168. 90

Increase in mintmum primaery amount—The present minimum
primary insurance amount of $20 would be raised to $25.

Increase in mazimum family benefits—The act now provides that
the total of benefits payable on one record may not exceed the smaller
of 80 percent of the average monthly wage on which the benefits are
based, or $150, except that the 80 percent maximum cannot reduce
the total family benefits below $40. The bill raises the dollar maxi-
mum to $168.75 and raises to $45 the amount below which total
family benefits cannot be reduced by the operation of the maximum.
Both the $168.75 and the $45 amounts are 12% percent higher than
the present amounts. The provision that total family benefits cannot
excéed 80 percent of the average monthly wage is retained.

B. LIBERALIZATION OF THE RETIREMENT TEST

Payments to beneficiaries under 75 are designed as replacements for
earnings lost through retirement or death and not as annuities payable
to those who remain in full-time-work status. The objective of the
retirement test should be to prevent the payment of benefits to a large
number of persons working full time.

The removal of the test would be very expensive.

Under the present program the average age at which people first
claim old-age-insurance benefits is 68% rather than 65. The contribution
schedule which supports the program takes this into account. If
there were no retirement test the long-run cost of the program would
be increased by over 1 percent of payrolls; in 1953 alone it would cost
the trust fund an additional billion dollars. This amount would be
paid largely to people over 65 who are employed full time and who
are no more in need of benefits than regularly employed people at
younger ages.

Although it.is not a desirable use of social insurance funds to pay
benefits to persons employed full time, it is desirable to allow old-age
beneficiaries and dependent and survivor beneficiaries to supplement
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their benefits with part-time work. In the light of current wage
levels a $70 test rather than the present $50 test is more in keeping
with this objective.

Under the bill, a beneficiary will be able to earn $70 of wages in a
month (rather than $50 as in existing law) and still receive his benefits

for the month. Similarly, a beneficiary may derive net earnings from
self-employment averaging $70 a month in a taxable year (rather
than $50 as in existing law) and receive all his benefits for the year.

€. WAGE CREDITS FOR MILITARY SERVICE DURING EMERGENCY PERIOD

The Korean conflict has made urgently necessary an adjustment to
protect servicemen’s rights under the system. In the 1950 amend-
ments to the Social Security Act, your committee provided wage
credits of $160 for each month of active military or naval service
during World War II. No credit was provided for any month after
the end of World War II. The millions of men and women who will
have served their country during the present emergency, especially
those who have fought in Korea, should have the same opportunity
to build up old-age and survivors insurance rights as people in covered
employment and those who served in World War I1. Your committee
believes that credit should be given, also, for service between the end
of World War IT and the beginning of the Korean hostilities. If such
credit is not given the survivors of many of the men already killed in
Korea would not be able to qualify for benefits. -

Your committee believes that it is proper for credits given to
servicemen for this emergency period to be financed by general
revenues. The cost of the credits would average about $5 million
annually over the next 50 years.

General explanation of wage credit provision

The bill provides wage credits of $160 for each month of active
military or naval service after July 24, 1947, and before January 1,
1954. Veterans would be eligible for these credits if they died in
service or were discharged from service, under conditions other than
dishonorable, after active service of at least 90 days or by reason of a
service-connected disability.

As in the case of World War I1 wage credits, the credits provided by
the bill would not be given in any case where another benefit based on
the same period of service is payable by any Federal agency other
than the Veterans’ Administration. Thus, for example, if credit is
given under the civil service retirement system or any of the military
retirement systems for the service in question, it could not be credited
under old-age and survivors insurance.

Reinterment of deceased veterans

An extension of the time normally permitted for claiming a lump-
sum death payment as reimbursement for burial expenses is provided
where a serviceman dies abroad on or after June 25, 1950, and prior
to January 1954, and is later returned to the United States for burial
or reburial. Persons incurring such burial expenses could claim reim-
bursement within 2 years of the date of burial or reburial. Existing
law requires that such claims be filed within 2 years of the date of death.
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D. PRESERVATION OF INSURANCE RIGHTS OF PERMANENTLY AND
TOTALLY DISABLED INDIVIDUALS

Each year several hundred thousand workers under age 65 are forced
into premature retirement by diseases of the heart and arteries, cancer,
kidney disease, crippling arthritis, and other chronic ailments. Under
present law workers who are permanently and totally disabled are
penalized in that their retirement or survivors benefits may be sharply
reduced because their contributions to the program have necessarily .
stopped, or the individual or his survivors may be disqualified from
benefits altogether.

The Committee on Ways and Means made an exhaustive study of
the program and administrative aspects of disability insurance and
disability assistance in connection with the 1950 amendments to the
Social Security Act. The House of Representatives at that time ap-
proved a program which would have paid monthly cash benefits to
insured workers who became permanently and totally disabled. This
program was not approved by the Senate and was omitted from the
conference bill which became the Social Security Act amendments of
1950. The present recommendation is much more limited since it
merely preserves the insurance rights of qualified workers who become
permanently and totally disabled.

The waiver of premium in the event of disability is contained in
over half of ordinary life-insurance policies currently being issued.
Long experience of both public and private programs has demonstrated
that such provisions can be administered without substantial difficulty.
In private insurance and governmental insurance for veterans such
“walver’ provisions with respect to insured individuals who become
totally disabled operate to keep their insurance in force, undiminished,
without any further premium payments for the duration of total
disability. Similarly, under the provisions of the bill, no further
contribution would be required, in the absence of earning capacity, to
preserve the status a qualified worker had acquired at the time he
became disabled.

The preservation of rights to old-age and survivors insurance for
disabled persons would be afforded under your committee’s bill only
to those having both substantial and recent covered employment.
Moreover, rights would be protected only in case of blindness or
disability for any kind of substantially gainful work.

General explanation of provisions preserving insurance rights of per-
manently and totally disabled

The bill would maintain the insured status and benefit amount of
qualified workers who are totally disabled for not less than 6 consecu-
tive calendar months and whose physical or mental impairment can
be expected to be permanent. When the worker dies or retires,his
insured status would be determined on the basis of his covered earnings
for the years he was not disabled. In figuring his old-age and sur-
vivors benefits, the years in which he was incapacitated for work
would be excluded from the computation of his average earnings;
hence his total earnings would be averaged out over the years in which
he actually worked or was able to work.

In order to be considered permanently and totally disabled an
individual must have been stricken with an illness, injury, or other
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physical or mental impairment which can be expected to be per-
manent. The impairment must be medically determinable and it
must preclude the disabled person from performing any substantially
gainful work.

An individual would also be disabled, by definition, if be is blind
within the meaning of that term as used in the bill.  Persons who do
not meet the statutory definition, but who nevertheless have a severe
visual handicap would be in the same position as all other disabled
persons, 1. e., they may qualify for a period of disability under the
general definition of disability if they are unable to engage in any
substantially gainful activity by reason of their impairment.

To qualify for a period of disability, an individual must have had
at least 20 quarters of coverage out of the 40-quarter calendar period
ending with the quarter in which his period of disability began. In
addition, for the purpose of testing recent attachment to the labor
force, he must have had at least 6 quarters of coverage out of the 13-

uarter period ending with the quarter in which the period of his dis-
ability began. These requirements would screen out most persons
employed only intermittently and those who have not recently been
employed. They are more restrictive than those for retirement or
death benefits in order to make certain that only those will be eligible
whose reason for leaving the labor market can be presumed to be
disability.

The first month in which disabled persons could file an application
for a disability determination would be April 1953. Retired workers
on the old-age and survivors insurance rolls who establish a ““period
of disability” could receive increased retirement benefits beginning
with the month of July 1953. Persons who were permanently and
totally disabled as early as the fourth quarter of 1941 could establish
a period of disability (if otherwise qualified) provided they were con-
tinuously disabled and filed an application for disability on or after
April 1, 1953, and before January 1, 1955. The survivors of workers
who died after having qualified for a period of disability would also
receive increased benefits.

E. REMOVAL OF BAR TO COVERAGE OF CERTAIN EMPLOYEES UNDER STATE
AND LOCAL RETIREMENT SYSTEMS

The 1950 amendments to the Social Security Act bar coverage
under old-age and survivors insurance of members of State and local
retirement systems. As a result, in a number of States the desire of
both employees and employers for old-age and survivors insurance
coverage has led to the liquidation of State and local retirement plans.
In other States such action is under consideration. Your committee
believes it is imperative to take action now so that employees in
positions covered by a State or local retirement plan can have old-age
and survivors insurance without liquidation of the existing plan.

In private industry the combination of old-age and survivors
insurance and a supplementary system has been a common pattern.
About 14,000 retirement plans, covering some 10 million employees,
have been established to supplement the basic protection of old-age
and survivors insurance. Similarly since the passage of the 1950
amendments, most employees of nonprofit organizations covered by
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retirement plans have had the advantage of combined protection
under these plans and under old-age and survivors insurance.

There is no reason why State and local Governments and their
employees and employers should not have the advantages enjoyed
by employers and employees in private employment. The fact that
this is generally not possible under present law is discriminatory. The
bill would remove this discrimination against State and local govern-
ments and their employees.

Your committee believes, though, that old-age and survivors insur-
ance coverage should be extended to members of a retirement system
" only after they have formally expressed a desire to be covered. The
bill therefore makes coverage of retirement systems subject to a
favorable vote of the members of the system by a two-thirds majority
in a written referendum.

The bill also contains a special provision under which employees in
positions under a retirement system may be covered without a refer-
endum if provisions relating to coordination of the retirement system
with old-age and survivors insurance were in effect in a State or local
law on January 1, 1951. This provision of the bill would permit
coverage of the Wisconsin retirement system, which was established
with the idea of coordinating it with old-age and survivors insurance.

Policemen, firemen, and elementary and secondary school teachers
under State or local retirement systems are not agreed on the desir-
ability of having old-age and survivors insurance coverage made
available to them and therefore, the bill does not permit the coverage
of these groups.

Special provision is made for systems which cover positions of
employees of the State and positions of employees of one or more
political subdivisions of the State, or cover some or all positions of
employees of two or more political subdivisions of the State. For
purposes of the referendum and subsequent coverage, the State could
treat such a system either as a single group, consisting of all employees
in positions covered by the retirement system, or as several separate
groups, each consisting of the employees of a separate governmental
unit (State or political subdivision) in positions covered by the
system.

The bill would extend from January 1, 1953, to January 1, 1955,
the period within which coverage could be made retroactive to Janu-
ary 1, 1951, the date on which coverage of State and local government
employees first became possible and the beginning date which will be
used in determining eligibility and benefit amounts under the program.

¥. CORRECTION OF DEFECTS IN BENEFIT COMPUTATION PROVISIONS

The bill contains several technical amendments. The most
important of these would correct inequities arising in 1952 under the
benefit computation provisions of the present law. One such amend-
ment permits self-employment income derived in any taxable year
beginning or ending in 1952, to be used in benefit computations made
for persons who die or become entitled to benefits in 1952 or in a
fiscal year beginning in 1952. This change is particularly important
for 1952 because the minimum divisor of 18 used in computing average
monthly wage would cause serious reductions in the benefit if only
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years prior to 1952 may be counted. Another such change would
permit individuals who die or become entitled to benefits in 1952
and who have six quarters of coverage after 1950 to have all their
covered wages up to the quarter of death or entitlement included,in
the initial computation of the benefit amount.

The bill would also allow beneficiaries aged 75 or over whose benefits
have been determined only under the conversion table to have their
benefits recomputed under the new benefit formula if they have at
least six quarters of coverage after 1950.

G. EARNED INCOME OF RECIPIENTS OF AID TO THE BLIND

In 1950 the provisions of the Social Security Act relating to State
plans for aid to the blind were amended to provide that such plans (a)
could provide for disregarding the first $50 of earned income of needy
blind recipients in determining their need, and (b) had to provide for
disregarding such income after June 30 of this year if the plans were
to continue to be approved. However, this income is disregarded only
in determining the need for aid to the blind of the individual who
earned it. Where that individual is a member of a family which also
includes another individual claiming or receiving aid under the same
or another State plan approved under the Social Security Act (relating
to old-age assistance, aid to the dependent children, or aid to the
permanently and totally disabled), the income available to such other
individual from the blind individual who earned it must be considered
a resource in determining such other individual’s need for assistance.
This prevents giving full effect to the special consideration which your
committee felt the blind deserved and which was the purpose of the
Congress in enacting the 1950 amendment. In order to remedy this
deficiency in the law, the bill would also permit the States, if they so
desired, to disregard the earned income of the recipient of aid to the
blind in determining the need of any other individual under the same
or any of the other State public assistance plans approved under the
Social Security Act.

ACTUARIAL COST ESTIMATES FOR THE OLD-AGE AND
SURVIVORS INSURANCE SYSTEM AS MODIFIED BY

H. R. 7800
A. INTRODUCTION

This actuarial study presents long-range cost estimates for the
old-age and survivors insurance provisions of H. R. 7800 as introduced
on May 12, 1952.

From an actuarial cost standpoint the main features of this bill
are as follows:

(1) Monthly primary insurance amount is based on 55 percent
of the first $100 of average monthly wage (determined from covered
earnings after 1950) plus 15 percent of the next $200, as contrasted
with the formula in present law which is 50 percent of the first $100
and 15 percent of the next $200. Minimum primary insurance
amount is $26, unless average wage is less than $35—in which case the
benefit is $25. Maximum family benefits are $168.75 or 80 percent of
average wage, if less. Retired worker beneficiaries on the roll are to
be given an increase of either $5 or 12% percent, whichever is larger,
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with corresponding increases generally for other beneficiaries; this is
done by means of a conversion table which is also applicable for those
retiring in the future, if on the basis of average wage after 1936, it
yields more favorable results. '

(2) Amount of earnings permitted under the work clause is raised
from $50 per month to $70 per month.

(3) Provisions are introduced to “freeze’”’ the insured status and
benefit amounts of persons who become permanently and totally
disabled prior to retirement age.

(4) Wage credits of $160 for each month of military service are
given for such service after the close of World War II and during the
present emergency (through calendar year 1953).

(5) Coverage is extended to certain employees of State and local
governments who are under a retirement system (this will have
relatively little effect on costs).

Estimates of the future costs of the old-age and survivors insurance
program are affected by many factors that are difficult to determine.
Accordingly, the assumptions used in the actuarial cost estimates
may differ widely and yet be reasonable. Because of numerous
factors, such as the aging of the population of the country and the
inherent slow but steady growth of the benefit roll in any retirement-~
insurance program, benefit payments may be expected to increase
continuously for at least the next 50 years.

The cost estimates made for the present system at the time the
legislation was enacted were presented in a committee print, Actuarial
Cost Estimates for the Old-Age and Survivors Insurance System as
Modified by the Social Security Act Amendments of 1950, July 27,
1950.

The cost estimates for the amendments proposed in the bill are
presented here first on a range basis so as to indicate the plausible
variation in future costs depending upon the actual trend developin,
for the various cost factors in the future. Both the low-cost an
high-cost estimates are based on ‘“high” economic assumptions,
intended to represent close to full employment, with average annual
earnings at about the level prevailing in 1951, or probably somewhat
below current experience. Following the presentation of the cost
estimates on a range basis, intermediate estimates developed directly
from the low-cost and high-cost estimates (by averaging them) are
sllxlcl)wn so as to indicate the basis for the financing provisions of the
bill.

In general, the costs are shown as a percentage of covered payroll.
It is believed that this is the best measure of the financial cost of the
program. Dollar figures taken alone are misleading, because, for
example, extension of coverage will increase not only the outgo but
also to a greater extent the income of the system with the result that
the cost relative to payroll will decrease.

Both the House and the Senate very carefully considered the prob-
lems of cost in determining the benefit provisions of the 1950 act and
were of the belief that the old-age and survivors insurance program
should be on a completely self-supporting basis. Accordingly, the act
contained a tax schedule which 1t was believed would, under a level-
wage assumption, make the system self-supporting as nearly as could
be foreseen under circumstances then existing. The amendments pro-
posed by the bill will not affect the actuarial balance of the program,
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which will remain virtually the same as in the estimates made at the
time the 1950 act was enacted; this is the case because of the rise in
earnings levels in the past 3 or 4 years. Future experience may be
expected to differ from the conditions assumed in the estimates so
that this tax schedule, at least in the distant future, may have to be
modified. This may readily be determined by future Congresses
after the revised program has been in operation for a decade or two.

B. BASIC ASSUMPTIONS FOR ACTUARIAL COST ESTIMATES

The estimates have been prepared on the basis of high-employment
assumptions somewhat below conditions now prevailing. The esti-
mates are based on level-earnings assumptions (slightly below the
present level). If in the future the earnings level should be consid-
erably above that which now prevails, and if the benefits for those on
the roll are at some time adjusted upward on this account, the in-
creased outgo resulting will be offset. This is an important reason
for considering costs relative to payroll rather than in dollars.

The cost estimates, however, have not taken into account the pos-
sibility of a rise in earnings levels, as has consistently occurred over
the past history of this country. If such an assumption were used in
the cost estimates, along with the unlikely assumption that the bene-
fits nevertheless would not be changed, the cost relative to payroll
would, of course, be lower. If benefits are adjusted to keep pace with
rising earnings trends, the year-by-year costs as a percentage of payroll
would be unaffected. However, in such case this would not be true as
to the level-premium cost. If earnings do consistently rise, thorough
consideration would need to be given to the financing basis of the sys-
tem since under such circumstances the relative value of the accumu-
lated reserves would be diminished.

The low-cost and high-cost assumptions relate to the cost as a per-
cent of payroll in the aggregate and not to the dollar costs. The two
cost assumptions are based on possible variations in fertility rates,
mortality rates, retirement rates, remarriage rates, etc.

In general, the cost estimates have been prepared according to the
same assumptions and techniques as those contained in Actuarial
Studies Nos. 23, 27, and 28 of the Social Security Administration,
and also the same as in the estimates prepared for the Advisory
Council on Social Security of the Senate Committee on Finance
(S. Doc. 208, 80th Cong., 2d sess.) and for the congressional com-
mittees which considered the 1950 amendments. The only changes
made in the assumptions as used in the present estimates are the use
of an interest rate of 2% percent instead of 2 percent (since interest
rates have risen significantly) and the use of higher earnings assump-
tions, namely corresponding to the experience during 1951 (as con-
trasted with the previous estimates having been based on the 1947
experience).

The earnings assumptions used in the current cost estimates, along
with the actual recorded earnings of the past few years, are indicated
in the following table which shows for men and women separately
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the average annual taxable earnings for persons working in covered
employment during all four quarters of the year:

Men Women
Used in 1950 cost estimates, $3,600 base 1.._...._._. - $2, 550 $1, 625
Used in present cost estimates, $3,600 base_____._______________.__________ ... 2, 950 030
Actual 1944, $3,000 base 2,301 1,402
Actual 1945, $3,000 base 2,293 1,384
Actual 1946, $3,000 base._. 2, 269 1,480
Actual 1947, $3,000 base 2,393 1,611
Actual 1948, $3,000 base._..... - 2,493 1,733
Actual 1949, $3,000 base 3_____.______ [ 2,493 1,750
Actual 1950, $3,000 base ¥ _ ... ememmmemmeemaame e mme—m——————— 2, 558 1,811
Estimated 1950, if $3,600 base 2. — 2, 800 1,860

1 Based on 1947 experience adjusted for $3,600 base.
2 Preliminary. i

C. RESULTS OF COST ESTIMATES ON RANGE BASIS

Table 1 gives the estimated taxable payrolls, which are the same
under the bill as under present law. Because of increased earnings
the estimates of payroll shown are about 20 percent higher than in
the 1950 estimates; total earnings increased by somewhat more than
25 percent, but taxable earnings had a smaller increase because of
the effect of the $3,600 maximum taxable earnings base. Since both
the low-cost and the high-cost estimates assume a high future level
of economic activity, the payrolls are substantially the same under
the two estimates in the ear{; years. In later years the estimated
payrolls increase in accordance with the population assumptions, and
a spread develops between the lost-cost and high-cost estimates.
The assumptions which affect benefits, however, have widely different
effects even in the early years of the program. The range of error
in the estimates, nevertheless, may be fully as great for contributions
as it is for benefits.

TasLe 1.—Estimated tazable payrolls under present act and under H. R. 7800

[In billions}

Low-cost | High-cost

Calendar year estimate | estimate
L TS $130 $120
10550 .00 S 132 131
T 136 137
1970.0_.T 0 150 150
T 160 156
0990 - o T 170 159
2000._ 181 160

The estimates of the number of monthly beneficiaries (see table 2)
are substantially the same as for the present law. However, there
will be slight increases in most categories because of the provisions
for ‘freezing” the benefit rights of disabled persons and because of
the liberalized work clause.
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TaBLe 2.— Estimated numbers of beneficiaries under H. R. 7800

[In thousands}
Monthly beneficiaries
Lump-~
. 2 . - sum
Calendar year Retirement beneficiaries Survivor beneficiaries death
¥ pay-
. . . Par- . Total ments4
Old-age | Wife’s? | Child’s | Widow’s 3| - .y |Mother’s| Child’s
Actual data for present law
1952 oo 2,345 663 69 403 20 208 804 4,512 475
Low-cost estimate
2,792 848 75 1,101 37 343 1,135 6,331 687
4,158 1,138 88 2,031 42 394 1,317 9,168 890
5763 | 1,328 115 2,709 42 434 | 1,446 | 11,837 1,090
7,835 1,356 130 3,029 39 471 1,576 14, 436 1,290
8,087 | 1,217 129 3,008 34 513 1,714 | 15,662 1,472
High-cost estimate

4,448 1,262 101 1,133 69 355 901 8, 269 627
6,996 1,750 119 2,074 90 335 808 | 12,172 811

10, 390 2,252 130 2,788 97 312 718 | 16,687
14,610 2, 563 121 3,141 9 204 653 | 21,476 1,246
17, 522 2,658 86 3,083 90 283 602 | 24,324 1,468

1In current payment status as of middle of year. Actual figures for 1952 are for March.

31 e., for benefits paid to retired workers and their dependents.

2 Does not include -those also eligible for old-age benefits. For wife’s and widow’s benefits, includes
husband’s and widower’s benefits, respectively.

« Number of insured deaths for which payments are made during year. Actual figure for 1952 based on
experience during first 3 months.

Table 3 shows the estimated average benefits under the bill; these
are given only for 1952, 1960, and 2000, since in general there is a
smooth trend in the intervening periods. Also shown are the esti-
mated average payments under the present system as of August 1952.

TasLe 3.— Estimated average monthly benefit payments and average lump-sum death
payments under present law and under H. R. 7800

Under Under H. R. 7800
resent
Category Aaw int Septemb
ugus! eptember
1952 1952 1960 2000
Old-age (primary) $42 $48 $59 $58
N%ale._. — - 44 50 62 67
Female ____.______._. ——— 33 38 46 44
Wife'st e iananas - 23 26 32 35
Widow’s 1. - 36 40 46 53
Parent’s?. - 37 41 46 52
Mother’s - e mmmmmmmmmade—mm—————e 33 36 43 49
Child’ss._... - 27 30 39 43
Lump-sum death 4_ . oL 150 170 185 180

1 Does not include those eligible for primary benefits. Includes husband’s and widower’s benefits.
3 Does not include those eligible for primary, widow’s, or widower’s benefits.

3 Includes child’s benefits for both children of old-age beneficiaries and child-survivor beneficiaries.
4 Average amount per death.

NoOTE.—A range of figures is not shown because there is relatively little difference between the low-cost
and high-cost benefits.  Also the figures for child’s and mother’s benefits are consistent with operating
procedures (which grant benefits to all family members, subject to the maximum benefit provisions) rather
than with the estimates set forth in the other tables (which assume that only sufficient persons file as to
reach such maximum).
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It will be noted that for old-age beneficiaries separate figures are
given for men and women, since the results differ greatly and since a
combination would obscure the trend. For men the average old-age
benefit increases from 1952 to 1960, and also to some extent there-
after, due to the effect of the ‘‘new start” average wage and, in
addition, due to the fact that the conversion table produces some-
what lower results than will arise under the new benefit formula.
On the other hand, for women the average old-age benefit shows a
small decrease over the long-range future because there will ulti-
mately be a large number of women receiving such benefits who did
not engage in covered employment for their entire adult lifetime after.
1950.

Table 4 presents costs as a percentage of payroll for each of the
various types of benefits. The increases in benefit amounts resulting
from the disability “freeze’’ provision are included in each type of
benefit separately. As used here, “level-premium cost” may be
defined as the level contribution rate charged from 1951 on, which
together with interest on invested assets would meet all benefit pay-
ments after 1950. This level-premium rate, which is based on a level-
earnings assumption, would produce a substantial excess of income
over disbursements in the early years, the interest on which would
help considerably in meeting the higher benefit outgo ultimately.
The level-premium cost shown for the bill on the basis of 2-percent
interest is roughly 4% to 7% percent of payroll, or about the same as
for the 1950 act; using a 2% percent interest rate yields somewhat
lower figures.

TaBLE 4.— Estimaled relative costs in percentage of payroll for H. R. 7800, by type of

benefit
Lump-
Calendar year Old-age | Wife’s! [Widow’s!| Parent’s | Mother’s| Child's* dsumh Total
eat]
Low-cost estimate
1.46 0.24 0.44 0.02 0.15 0.45 0.09 2.86
2.10 31 .81 .02 17 49 11 4.02
2.68 35 1.07 .02 17 51 13 4.92
3.31 34 1.17 02 18 52 14 5.68
3.49 30 112 01 18 53 15 5.78
Level premium: ?
At 2 percent._.._ 2.75 29 .92 01 17 49 13 4.76
At 234 percent. .. 2.67 29 .89 01 17 49 13 4.65
High-cost estimate
2.29 0.36 0.46 0.03 0.15 0.36 0.08 3.73
3.42 .48 .84 .04 .14 .31 .10 5.34
4.80 1.14 .04 .13 .27 .12 7.00
6.44 .68 1.31 .04 .12 .24 .14 8.97
2000 — 7.53 .72 1.34 .03 .1 .22 .18 10.11
Level premium:?
At 2percent.___. 5.30 .57 1.03 .03 .12 .26 .13 7.45
At 214 percent___ 5.10 .56 1.00 .03 .12 .27 .12 7.21

1Included are excesses of wife’s and widow’s benefits over old-age benefits for fomale old-age beneficiaries
also eligible for wife’s or widow's benefits. Also includes husband’s and widower’s benefits, respectively.

2 Includes child’s benefits for both children of old-age beneficiaries and child-survivor beneficiaries.

3 Level-premium contribution rate for beneﬂtsopayments after 1950 and into perpetuity, not taking into
account the accumulated funds at the end of 1950 or administrative expenses.
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Table 5 presents the estimated operations of the trust fund under
the expanded program. The trust fund at the end of 1952 is estimated
to be about $17% billion. The figures for 1952 reflect the operation of
the present act for the entire year as to contribution receipts, but as
to benefit disbursements the figure includes payments made under the
present act for the first 9 months of the year and under the bill for the
remainder of the year; the liberalized benefit conditions will be effec-
tive in September, with the first payments coming out of the trust
fund in October. The future progress of the trust fund has been de-
veloped here on the basis of a 2%-percent interest rate, which is about
what the trust fund is currently earning.

TasLE 5.—Estimatéd progress of trust fund for H. R. 7800

{In millions]
Contribu- Benefit Administra- | Interest on | Fund at end
Calendar year tions 1 payments | tive expenses fund 2 of year
Actual data for present law
1961 . el $3, 367 $1,885 $81 $417 $15, 540
Low-cost estimate
$3, 763 $2,200 $88 $366 $17, 381
5,140 2,762 91 519 24, 724
6,428 3,890 99 806 37,844
9,352 6,018 136 1, 660 77,041
10, 096 7,861 168 2,752 126, 099
10, 735 9,639 199 3, 809 173, 529
11, 470 10,477 215 4,041 224, 919
High-cost estimate

$3, 763 §2,200 $88 $366 $17, 381
5, 105 3,316 112 490 23,092
6, 454 5,118 148 664 30, 780
9, 359 7,995 206 1,097 50,428
9, 850 11,048 266 1,374 61, 724
10, 041 14,238 327 990 42, 735

10, 092 16,139 363 “ 4

1 Combined employer, employee, and self-employed contributions. The combined employer-employee
rate is 3 percent for 1950-53, 4 pereent for 1954~59, 5 percent for 1960-64, 6 percent for 1965-69, and 614 percent
for 1970 and after. The self-eIployed pay %4 of these rates. i

2 Interest is figured at 234 percent on average balance in fund during year.

3 See text for description of assumptions made for 1952.

4 Fund exhausted in 1999,

Under the low-cost estimate, the trust fund builds up quite rapidly
and even some 50 years hence 1t is growing at a rate of $5% billion per
year and at that time is about $225 billion in magnitude;in fact, under
this estimate benefit disbursements never exceed contribution income
and even in the year 2000 are almost 10 percent smaller.

On the other hand, under the high-cost estimate the trust fund
builds up to a maximum (of nearly $62 billion in 1980), but decreases
thereafter until it is exhausted (shortly before 2000). In each of the
years prior to the scheduled tax increases (namely, 1953, 1959, 1964,
and 1969) benefit disbursements are over 10 percent lower than con-
tributions. Benefit disbursements exceed contribution income after
1975. '
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These results are consistent and reasonable, since the system on an
intermediate-cost estimate basis is intended to be approximately self-
supporting, as will be indicated hereafter. Accordingly, a low-cost
estimate should show that the system is more than self-supporting,
whereas a high-cost estimate should show that a deficiency would
arise later on. In actual practice under the philosophy in the 1950
Amendments and set forth in the committee reports therefor, the tax
schedule would be adjusted in future years so that neither of the de--
velopments of the trust fund shown in table 5 would ever eventuate.
Thus, if experience followed the low-cost estimate, the contribution
rates would probably be adjusted downward or perhaps would not be
increased in future years according to schedule. On the other hand,
if the experience followed the high-cost estimate, the contribution
rates would have to be raised above those scheduled. At any rate,
the high-cost estimate doecs indicate that under the tax schedule
adopted there would be ample funds for several decades even under
relatively unfavorable experience.

D. INTERMEDIATE~COST ESTIMATES

In this section there will be given intermediate-cost estimates,
developed from the low-cost and high-cost estimates of this report.
These intermediate costs are based on an average of the low-cost
and high-cost estimates (using the dollar estimates and developing
therefrom the corresponding estimates relative to payroll). It should
be recognized that these intermediate-cost estimates do not repre-
sent the “most probable’’ estimates, since it is impossible to develop
any such figures. Rather, they have been set down as a convenient
and readily available single set of figures to use for comparative
purposes.

The Congress, in enacting the 1950 amendments, was of the belief
that the old-age and survivors insurance program should be on a
completely self-supporting basis. Therefore, a single figure is neces-
sary in the development of a tax schedule which will make the system
self-supporting; according to a reasonable estimate. Any specifie
schedule will be different from what will actually be required to obtain
exact balance between contributions and benefits. However, this
procedure does make the intention specific, even though in actual
practice future changes in the tax schedule might be necessary. Like-
wise, exact self-support cannot be obtained from a specific set of inte-
gral or rounded fractional rates, but rather this principle of setf-sup-
port should be aimed at as closely as possible.

The tax schedule contained in present law is as follows:

Calendar year Employee Employer (Self-employed

Percent Percent Percent
134 4

1y 214
2 2 3
234 234 33
3 3 434

34 314 174
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This tax schedule was determined to be roughly equivalent to the
level-premium cost under the intermediate estimate for the 1950
amendments when they were enacted and, as will be shown on the
basis of the following actuarial cost analysis, continued to be so for the
bill according to current estimates.

o I : I b '] P :

Table 6 gives an estimate of the ievel-premium cost of the bill,
tracing through the increase in cost over the present program ac-
cording to the major types of changes proposed.

TaBLE 6.— Estimated level-premium costs as percentage of payroll by type of change

Level-
Item premium
cost
Cost of present law: ! Percent
1950 estimate, using 2-percent interest_ . iciceccaes 6.
1950 estimate, using 2¥4-percent interest_ . oo 5.85
Current estimate, using 2%-percent interest . o liaeo. 5.35
Effect of proposed changes:
Increased benefits. ... oL +.40
Disability ‘“freeze” - +.05
Liberalized work clause +.05
Cost of program as amended by H. R. 7800, using 2}4-percent interest !. 5.85

i Including adjustments for existing trust fund and for future administrative expenses.

Note.—Figures relate to benefit payments after 1950 and represent an intermediate estimate which is
subject to a significant range because of the possible variation in the cost factors involved in the future.

It should be emphasized that in 1950 neither committee recommend-
ed that the system be financed by a high, level tax rate from 1951 on
but rather recommended an increasing schedule, which—of necessity—
will ultimately have to rise higher than the level-premium rate.
Nonetheless, this graded tax schedule will produce a considerable
excess of income over outgo for many years so that a sizable trust fund
will arise, although not as large as would arise under a level-premium
tax rate; this fund will be invested in Government securities (just as
is much of the reserves of life insurance companies and banks, and as
is also the case for the trust funds of tha civil-service retirement, rail-
road retirement, national service life insurance, and United States
Government life insurance systems), and the resulting interest income
will help to bear part of the increased benefit costs of the future.
For comparing the cost of various possible alternative plans and pro-
visions, the use of level-premium rates based on a level-earnings
assumption is helpful as a convenient yardstick instead of consider-
ing the relative year-by-year costs, regardless of whether future wages
remain level.

As will be seen from table 6, the level-premium cost of the present
law—taking into account 2} percent interest—is about 5% percent of
payroll; this is approximately 0.7 percent of payroll lower than the
.cost was estimated to be on a 2-percent interest basis when the program
was revised in 1950, partially because of the higher assumed interest
Tate and partially because of the rise in the earnings level which has
occurred in the past 3 or 4 years (higher earnings result in lower
annual costs as a percentage of payroll because of the weighted nature
of the benefit formula).
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Under the bill the level-premium cost of the system is increased to
5.85 percent of payroll using a 2Y%-percent interest rate. This is about
0.2 percent of payroll lower than the estimated cost, on an intermediate-
cost basis, of the 1950 act according to the estimates made during con-
gressional consideration of the legislation, which used a 2-percent
interest rate.

Table 7 compares the year-by-year cost of the benefit payments ac-
cording to the intermediate-cost estimate, not only for the bill but
also for the present act. These figures are based on a future level-
earnings assumption and do not consider business cycles (booms and
depressions) which over a long period of years tend to average out
about the trend. The dollar amount of the increased cost in 1952 of
the bill over the present act is about $75 million; this relatively small
rise 1s due to the fact that the increased benefits under the bill would
be disbursed from the trust fund during only the last 3 months of the
year. The increase for 1952, the first full year of operation, is roughly
$300 million. '

TaBLE 7.—Estimated cost of benefit payments under present law and under H. R.
7800, intermediate-cost estimale

Amount (in millions) In percent of payroll
Calendar year
Present Present
law H. R. 7800 law H. R. 7800
8 2 $2,125 $2,200 1.65 1.71
3 iy 1.81 2.03
2.11 2.31
3.01 3.29
4.27 4.68
5.51 6.00
- 6.69 7.27
2030 . - 7.20 7.81
Level premium: !
At2pereent_ . ___________ . ____ 5.58 6.06
At 214 percent___ 5.42 5.89
At 2% pereent . _____ 5.27 5.73

I Lavel-nre-niun eoyntributidn rate for benefit payments after 1950 and into perpetuity, not taking into
acchu 1t the accu nalated furdsat the end of 195 or al ni 1istrative exnenses.

Nore.—These figures represent an intermediate estimate which is subject to a significant range because
of the possible variation in the cost factors involved in the future.

Benellt costs expressed as a percentage of payroll, according to the
intermediate estimate, do not exceed the employer-employee combined
tax rate until about 1985. In other words, according to this estimate,
for approximately the next three decades contribution income to the
system will exceed benefit outgo. However, considering also interest
income on the assets of the trust fund, total income will exceed total
outgo for a number of years further, as will be discussed later.

Table 8 presents estimates of the numbers of beneficiaries and is
comparable with table 2 of the previous section.
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TasrLe 8.—Estimated number of beneficiaries under H. R. 7800, intermediate-cost

estimate
{In thousands]
- Monthly beneficiaries!
Lump-
- X sum
Calendar yesr Retirement beneficiaries 2 Survivor beneficiaries Total death
pay-
. Par- . ments ¢
Old-age | Wife’s # { Child’s (Widow’s 3{ ;> |Mother’s| Child’s
Actual data for present law
1962 o ecaccaeee 2,345 663 69 403 20 208 804 4, 512 475
Intermediate-cost estimate
2, 652 800 72 654 38 319 934 5, 469 570
3,620 1,085 83 1,117 53 349 1,018 7,285 657
5, 577 , 104 2,052 66 364 1,062 | 10, 669 850
8,076 1,790 122 2,748 70 373 1,082 | 14,261 1,044
s 1,960 126 3,085 66 382 | 1,114 | 17,955 1,268
13, 254 1,968 108 3, 046 62 398 1,158 | 19,994 1,470

1 In current payment status as of middle of year. ~Actual figures for 1952 are for March.

3 1. e., for benefits paid to retired workers and their dependents.

3 Does not include those also eligible for old-age benefits. For wife’s and widow’s benefits, includes hus-
band’s and widower’s benefits, respectively.

¢ Number of insured deaths for which payments are made during year. Actual figure for 1952 based on
experience during first 3 months.

Table 9 presents costs of benefits under the bill as a percent of pay-
roll for each of the various types of benefits and is comparable with
table 4 of the previous section.

TaBLe 9.-—Estimated relative costs in percentage of payroll for H. R. 7800, by type
of benefit, intermediate-cost estimate

Lump-
Calendar year Old-age | Wife’'s! |[Widow’s1} Parent’s | Mother’s | Child’s 2 (isumh Total
eat|

1960_. ... 1.88 0.30 0.45 0.02 0.15 0.41 0.09 .29
1970_. . 2.76 .40 .83 .03 .15 .40 .11 4.68
1980. . 3.73 .47 1.10 .03 .15 .39 .12 6.00
1960. . - 4.83 .51 1.24 .03 .15 .39 .14 7.21
2000 ... 5.38 .60 1.22 .02 .15 .38 .15 7.81
Level premiwm: 2

At 2 percent_..._ 3.98 .43 .97 .02 .15 .38 .13 6.08

At 234 percent. .. 3.85 .42 .94 .02 .15 .38 .13 5.89

1 Ingluded are excesses of wife’s and widow’s benefits over old-age benefits for female old-age beneficiaries
also eli :ible fcr wife’s or widow’s benefits. Also includes husband’s and widower’s benefits, respectively.

2 Inctudes child’s benefits for both children of old-age beneficiaries and child-survivor beneficiaries.

3 Level-preniium contribution rate for benefit payments after 1950 and into perpetuity, not taking into
account the accumulated funds at the end of 1950 or administrative expenses.

Table 10 presents the estimated operation of the trust fund accord-
ing to the intermediate estimate (using a 2%-percent interest rate)
and is comparable to table 5 of the previous section.
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TaBLE 10.—Estimated progress of trust fund for H. R. 7800, intermediate-cost

estimate
[In millions]
; Administra- Fund at
Contribu- Benefit Interest
Calendar year s tive end of
! tions ! payments expenses on fund # year
Actual data for present law
1961, e iieol. $3, 367 $1, 885 $81 $417 $15, 540

Intermediate-cost estimate

$3,763 $2, 200 $88 $366 $17, 381
3,787 2, 630 89 403 18, 852
4, 878 2,835 91 446 21, 250
5,117 3,039 96 500 23,732
6, 441 4, 124 731 34,124
9.355 7,006 171 1,373 63, 505
9,973 9,454 217 2,057 43, 628

10,388 11,938 263 2,392 107,779

10,781 13,308 289 2,384 106, 932

1Combined employer, employee, and self-employed contributions. The combined employer-employee
rate is 3 percent for 1950-53, 4 percent for 1954-59, 5 percent for 1960-64, 6 percent for 1965~69, and 614 percent
for 1970 and after. The self-employed pay 34 of these rates. .

2 Interest is figured at 214 })ercent on averag: balance in fund during year.

3 See text for deseription of assumptions made for 1952,

The trust fund grows steadily reaching a maximum of almost $110
billion in 1995, angr then declines slowly. The fact that the trust fund
declines slowly after 1995 indicates, that under the bill, the proposed
tax schedule 1s not quite self-supporting under a level-wage assump-
tion but is sufficiently close for all practical purposes considering the
uncertainties and variations possible in the cost estimates. This same
situation was the case for the 1950 amendments according to estimates
made at the time they were being considered, but to a somewhat
greater extent. In regard to the ultimate 6}%-percent employer-
employee rate, your committee stated as follows in regard to the
1950 amendments:

If a 7-percent ultimate employer-employee rate had been chosen, the cost
estimates developed would have indicated that the system would be slightly
overfinanced. Your committee believes that it is not necessary in such a long-
range matter to attempt to be unduly conservative and provide an intentional
overcharge—especially when it is considered that it will be many, many years
before any deficit or excess in the ultimate rate will be determined and even at
that time it will probably be of only a small amount.

The Senate Committee on Finance concurred in this statement and
acted accordingly in its action on the 1950 amendments.

E. COST OF MILITARY SERVICE WAGE CREDITS

The military service provisions contained in present law (namely,
wage credits of $160 for each month of military service during World
War II and survivor benefits for veterans who die within 3 years
after discharge) are financed from the trust fund from time to time
as benefits thereunder fall due. However, the cost of the additional
military-service wage credits proposed in the bill for the period after
the end of World War II and prior to 1954 is to be met from the
General Treasury as benefits based on such wage credits are paid.



22 SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1952

It is estimated that the total cost of the proposed new military-
service wage credits will amount to about $250 to $350 million spread
.over the next 50 years, or perhaps somewhat longer. Accordinglv, the
average annual cost would run about $5 million, although the actual
annual disbursement curve would not be level. The cost in the early
years might be as high as $5 million per year, but would gradually
decrease to a very small amount after about 15 years and then would be
very low for the next 25 years. Thereafter, as the veterans involved
(as well as their wives and widows) would reach age 65 and draw old-
age benefits, which would be slightly higher because of these wage
credits, the annual cost arising would begin to increase.

F. SUMMARY OF COST OF H. R. 7800

The old-age and survivors insurance system, as modified by H. R.
7800 has a cost, on the basis of the continuation of 1951 wage levels

and interest rates, slightly below the estimated cost of the 1950 act
at the time it was enacted. In other words, the system as amended
by the bill would be more nearly in actuarial balance, according to
the estimates made, than were the 1950 amendments when they were
considered by the Congress. Although in both instances the system is
shown to be not quite self-supporting under the intermediate estimate,
there is very close to an exact balance especially considering that a
range of error is necessarily present in_long-range actuarial cost
estimates and that rounded tax rates are used in actual practice and
hence an éxact balance would not be possible even if exact future
conditions were known.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE BILL
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE

The first section of the bill contains a short title, “Social Security
Act Amendments of 1952.”

SECTION 2. INCREASE IN BENEFIT AMOUNTS

Under title IT of the Social Security Act, as amended in 1950, two
methods are provided for computing the primary insurance amount.
(Al benefit amounts are derived from this primary insurance
amount, the retired worker getting a monthly benefit equal to this
amount and dependents or survivors getting between one-half and
three-fourths thereof, subject to the maximum imposed on the total
payable on the basis of one individual’s wages and self-emvloyment
mcome.) For those on the benefit rolls on August 31, 1950, a con-
version table was included in the law, showing the primary insurance
amount for each of the primary insurance benefits (in dollar intervals)
derived by application of the preexisting law. For those coming on
the rolls thereafter, who obtained six quarters of coverage after 1950
and were 22 before 1951, their primary insurance amount is computed
(generally) in the same way or, if it gives them a larger amount, it is
computed by use of a formula prescribed in section 215 (a) (1) of the
act. This formula (50 percent of the first $100 of the worker’s
average monthly wage plus 15 percent of the next $200) is used also
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for computing the primary insurance amount of any worker who
became 22 after 1950 and obtained six quarters of coverage after 1950.

Section 2 of the bill provides an increase in primary insurance
amounts whether derived from use of the conversion table or from
the formula.

Changes in benefits computed by conversion table

Section 2 (a) of the bill amends section 215 (c) of the Social Security
Act to increase the primary insurance amount of individuals whose
benefits are computed through use of the conversion table.

Paragraph (1) of section 2 (a) amends section 215 (c) (1) of the act
by striking out the table and inserting in lieu thereof a new table.

The primary insurance amounts in column II of the new table
were derived by taking the amounts in the table in existing law, and
increasing them by 12} percent (rounding each resulting amount,
where not then a multiple of 10 cents, to the next higher multiple of
10 cents). If, however, this resulted in any case in an increase of
less than $5—as it would where the present primary insurance armnount
is less than $40—the present amount was raised by $5.

The new table also increases the amounts of the average monthly
wages contained in column III, which are used under section 203 (a)
of the Social Security Act in determining the maximum amount which
the beneficiaries receiving benefits on the same wages and self-employ-
ment income may receive for any month. Tliese increased amounts
in column III were obtained by determining .the average monthly
wage which would be necessary to obtain each of the increased prmi-
mary insurance amounts by application of the formula centained in
section 215 (a) (1) of the Social Security Act, as amended by the bill
(55 percent of the first $100 plus 15 percent of the next $200 of the
average monthly wage). These amounts were then rounded to the
nearcst dollar. .

Scction 215 (¢) (2) of existing law provides that when the conversion
table is to be used, and an individual’s primary insurance benefit falls
between the amounts shown on any two consecutive lines in column I
of the table (i. e., where it is not a multiple of $1), his primaryv insur-
ance amount and average monthly wage shall be determined by
regulations which will yield results consistent with those obtained
under the table in existing law for individuals whose primary insurance
benefits are a multiple of $1. Paragraph (2) of section 2 (a) of the bill
would amend this provision of the law so as to provide, for individuals

*whose primary insurance amounts are determined under these regu-
lations, the same increase as is provided for individuals whose primary
insurance amounts are in the new conversion table—i. e., $5, or 12%
percent of the existing amount (rounded to the next higher multiple
of 10 cents), whichever is larger.

Paragraph (3) of section 2 (a) of the bill adds a new paragraph (4) to
section 215 (c) of the Social Security Act. This new paragraph (4)
provides a method for determining average monthly wage amounts
corresponding to the primary insurance amounts derived pursuant to
paragraph (2) of section 215 (¢) of the act as amended by this bill.
This method relates each new average monthly wage amount to its
corresponding primary insurance amount in the same manner as each
average monthly wage amount appearing in the new table is related
to its corresponding primary insurance amount.
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Revision of the benefit formula; revised minimum and mazimum amounts

- Section 2 (b) (1) of the bill amends section 215 (2) (1) of the Social
Security Act to provide 2 new benefit formula for the computation of
benefits based entirely on wages paid and self-employment income
derived after 1950. The new benefit formula is 55 percent of the first
$100 of average monthly wage plus 15 percent of the next $200. The
formula in existing law is 50 percent of the first $100 of average
monthly wage plus 15 percent of the next $200.

The minimum primary insurance amount is raised by section 2 (b)
(1) to $25 from the present range of $20-$24 for individuals with
average monthly wages of $34 or less; individuals with average monthly
wages ranging from $35 through $47 would have a primary insurance
amount of $26, rather than the $25 provided for them in existing law.

Section 2 (b) (2) amends section 203 (a) of the Social Security Act
to provide that the maximum monthly amount of benefits payable to
a family on the basis of the same wages and self-employment income
may not exceed the lesser of $168.75 (rather than $150 in existing law)
or 80 percent of the average monthly wage of the insured individual on
whose record the benefits are based. The amount below which the
limitation of 80 percent of average monthly wage could not operate
to reduce total family benefits would be increased from the present
$40 per month to $45.

Effective date for increase in benefits derived from conversion table

Section 2 (c) (1) of the bill provides that the amounts computed
pursuant to section 2 (a) of the bill shall (except as provided in sec.
2 (¢) (2)) apply in the case of lump-sum death payments with respect
to deaths occurring after, and in the case of monthly benefits for any
month after, August 1952,

Computation of increased benefits for dependents and survivors on bene-
fit rolls for August 1952 unth benefit amounts derived from conversion:
table

Section 2 (¢) (2) provides a special method for increasing the monthly
benefit amounts of dependents and survivors who are entitled to bene-
fits for August 1952 (without regard to sec. 202 (j) (1) of the Social
Security Act, relating to the retroactive effect of an application) and
whose benefit amounts are based on primary insurance amounts
determined under section 215 (¢) of the act, relating to determinations
made by the conversion table.

Subparagraph (A) provides for computing such increased benefits by
raising the benefit amount for August 1952 (as reduced by the maxi-
mum benefit provisions in existing law, and as rounded to the next
higher multiple of 10 cents) to the larger of (1) 112% percent of such
benefit amount for August 1952, or (2) such benefit amount for August
1952 increased by an amount equal to the product obtained by multi-
plying $5 by the fraction applied to the primary insurance amount
which was used in determining such benefit. Any amount so com-
puted, if not a multiple of 10 cents, would then be increased to the
next higher multiple of 10 cents. The resulting amount would be
subject to the maximum provisions as amended by this bill, and, after
application of such provisions, rounded, if not a multiple of 10 cents,
to the next higher multiple of 10 cents.
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Subparagraph (B) provides that the benefit amounts computed
under subparagraph (A) are to be redetermined upon (1) the entitle-
ment of an additional individual to benefits on the basis of the same
wages and self-employment income, (2) the termination of any other
individual’s entitlement to benefits on the basis of the same wages and
self-employment income, or (3) any change in the benefit amount of
any individual entitled on the same record, as compared with what
would have been payable to him for August 1952 had the provisions of
this bill been applicable in that month. The redetermination would
be made by the application of the appropriate provisions of the Social
Security Act as amended by this bill; and the redetermined benefit
amount would be payable beginning with the first month for which
subparagraph (A) ceases to apply.

Eftective date for revised benefit formula and for new minimum and
marimum provisions

Section 2 (¢) (3) provides that the revised benefit formula and the
new minimum and maximum provisions relating to benefits computed
under either the benefit formula or the conversion table will be ap-
plicable in the case of lump-sum death payments with respect to
deaths occuring after August 1952, and in the case of monthly benefits
for months after August 1952.
Saving provisions

In a small number of retirement cases the increase in the benefit
of the old-age insurance beneficiary would, in the absence of a saving
provision, decrease the benefits payable to his dependents, because
his own increase exceeds the maximum increase allowable for the
entire family. Section 2 (d) (1) of the bill would guarantee that the
amount payable to the dependents would be at least as much as was
payable to them for August 1952. This guaranty would be effective
only so long as the old-age insurance beneficiary lives, since it would
be unnecessary after his death.

Section 2 (d) (2) provides that any recomputation of benefits made
pursuant to section 2 of this bill shall not be regarded as a recom-
putation for purposes of section 215 (f) of the act.

SECTION 3. PRESERVATION OF INSURANCE RIGHTS IN THE CASE OF
PERMANENTLY AND TOTALLY DISABLED INDIVIDUALS

Under existing law entitlement to benefits depends upon insured
status, and the amount of benefits depends, in general, upon average
monthly wage. - If an individual becomes disabled he may lose his
insured status. If he does not lose his insured status, his average
monthly wage will in nearly all cases be reduced.

Section 3 of the bill would protect certain individuals from having
their insured status and their average monthly wage adversely affected
while they are permnanently and totally disabled.

Quarter of coverage

Section 3 (a) (1) of the bill amends section 213 (a) (2) (A) of -the
Social Security Act by excluding from the definition of “quarter of
coverage’’ any quarter prior to 1951, any part of which was included
in a period of disability, except the imtial quarter of such period.

H. Rept. 1944, 82-2—4
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Thus, if an individual’s ‘“period of disability’’ starts in the middle of
a quarter, such quarter can be a quarter of coverage if the individual
was paid wages of $50 or more in such quarter.

Section 3 (a) (2) amends section 213 (a) (2) (B) (i) of the act to
exclude from the definition of “quarter of coverage’’ any quarter
occurring after 1950, any part of which was included in a period of
disability, except the initial and last quarters of such period. This
exception permits the use of such terminal quarters of a period of
disability as quarters of coverage if they otherwise meet the definition
of “‘quarter of coverage” under the law.

Section 3 (a) (3) is a technical amendment to section 213 (a) (2)
(B) (ii1) of the act so that its provisions will be in conformity with the

fl(I)ViSionS of section 213 (a) (2) (B) (i) of the act as amended by the
Insured status

Section 3 (b) of the bill excludes from the elapsed period under
section 214 (a) (2) (A) of the act (relating to fully insured status)
and from the elapsed period under section 214 (b) of the act (relating
to currently insured status) any quarter any part of which was included
in a period of disability, unless such quarter was a quarter of coverage.

Average monthly wage

Section 3 (c¢) amends section 215 (b) (1) of the act (defining average
monthly wage) to exclude from the divisor (the elapsed months) any
month 1n any quarter any part of which was included in a period of
disability unless such quarter was a quarter of coverage, and to
exclude from the dividend (total of wages and self-employment in-
come): (1) The wages paid in any quarter any part of which was
included in a period of disability unless such quarter was a quarter of
coverage, and (2) any self-employment income for any taxable year
all of which was included in a period of disability.

In order to extend this protection to individuals whose benefits are
computed in the future through the conversion table under section
215 (¢) of the law and to those individuals who are now on the rolls
and whose benefits were computed through the conversion table,
section 3 (c) also amends section 215 (d) of the act so as to exclude,
wherever necessary, in the computation of the primary insurance
benefit of such individuals, any quarter prior to 1951 which was
included in a period of disability unless it was a quarter of coverage,
and to exclude from such computation any wages paid in any quarter
so excluded.

Definition of disability and period of disability

Section 3 (d) of the bill amends section 216 of the act (relating to
certain definitions) by adding new subsection (i) defining the terms
“disability’’ and ‘‘period of disability.”

Paragraph (1) of the new subsection (i) defines ‘‘disability”’ as
inability to engage in any substantially gainful activity by reason of
any medically determinable physical or mental impairment which
can be expected to be permanent. To meet this definition it must
be clearly established through medical and other evidence that the
individual’s impairment does in fact render him incapable of per-
forming any substantially gainful activity. Under this definition
conditions which usually respond to therapy and may normally be
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expected to result in recovery would be ruled out unless there are
circumstances in a particular case, such as advanced age of the
individual or history of previous episodes, which will lead medical
judgment to the conclusion that the condition can be expected to
be permanent.

“Blindness” also constitutes ‘‘disability.” ‘Blindness”’ is defined
as central visual acuity of 5/200 or less in the better eye with correcting
lenses; an eye in which the visual field 1s reduced to 5° or less con-
centric contraction is considered as having a central visual acuity
of 5/200 or less. A medical finding of blindness, as defined, would
alone be sufficient proof that an individual is under a “disability.”
Individuals with a visual handicap which does not meet this definition
may, nevertheless, meet the general definition of disability if they are
found unable to engage in any substantially gainful activity by reason
of visual impairment which can be expected to be permanent.

The paragraph also requires an individual filing an application for
a disability determination to submit such proof of the existence of
his disability as may be required by regulations of the Administrator.

Paragraph (2) of the new subsection (i) of the act defines a “period
of disability” as being a continuous period of not less than six full
calendar months during which an individual is under a disability.
To qualify for a period of disability an individual must, while he is
under a ‘““disability,” file an application for a disability determination
and meet the requirements as to quarters of coverage contained in
paragraph (3). While there will be cases in which regulations will
permit the application to be filed on behalf of the disabled individual
by someone else, becaus> his impairment is of such a nature that he
is unable to file it himself, the application cannot be filed on his behalf
after his death. No application for a disability determination which
is filed more than 3 months before the first day on which a period
of disability can begia—i. e., before the other conditions necessary to
the beginning of the period have been met—will be accepted as an
application for purposes of a disability determmation; and 1 no event
may any such application be filed prior to Apnil 1, 1953.

Except as provided in paragraph (5) of subsection (i), a period of
disability begms on whichever of the following days is the latest: the
day the disability began, the first day of the 1-year period which ends
with the day before the day on which the individual filed an applica-
tion for a disability determination, or the first day of the first quarter
on which he satisfies the quarters of coverage requirements contained
in paragraph (3). Except as provided in paragraph (5), a period of
disability ends on the day on which the disability ccases unless it is
terminated before that day in accordance with the provisions of
paragraph (4).

Paragraph (3) of subsection (i) provides tbat in order for a period
of disability to begin with respect to any quarter, the individual must
have not less than six quarters of coverage (as defined in sec. 213 (a)
(2)) during the 13-quarter period which ends with such quarter; and
20 quarters of coverage during the 40-quarter period which ends with
such quarter, not counting as part of the 13-quarter period or the
40-quarter period any quarter any part of which was included in a
prior period of disability unless such quarter was a quarter of cover-
age.
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Paragraph (4) provides that a period of disability may be terminated
by the Administrator because of the individual’s failure to comply with
regulations governing examinations or reexaminations, or because of
the individual’s refusal without good cause to accept rehabilitation
services available to him under a State plan approved under the Voca-
tional Rehabilitation Act after having been requested to do so by the
Administrator. It also provides that if any individual whose dis-
ability has ceased fails to notify the Administrator before thc end of
the quarter following the quarter in which his disability ceased, then
for each quarter which elapses after the quarter in which the disability
ceased and before the quarter in which he notifies the Administrator,
his disability shall be deemed to have ceased 3 months earlier than
it did (but in no case more than 1 year earlier than it did).

Paragraph (5) provides an exception to the general provisions of
paragraph (2), governing the day on which a period of disability shall
begin, in the case of individuals whose disabilities began before April
1, 1953. Under its terms, if an individual files an application for a
disability determination after March 31, 1953, and before January 1,
1955, with respect to a disability which begaun before April 1, 1953,
and continued without interruption until such application was filed,
then the beginning day for the period of disability shall be whichever
of the following days 1s the later: the day the disability began or the
first day of the quarter in which the disabled individual satisfies the
requirements of paragraph (3).

Ezamination of disabled individuals

Section 3 (e) of the bill adds new sections 220 and 221 to the Social
Security Act. Section 220 provides for such examinations of indi-
viduals as the Administrator determines to be necessary to carry out
the provisions relating to disability and periods of disability. Such
examinations may be necessary to amplify or substantiate the evidence
which the disabled individual is able to submit concerning the existence
or continuance of his disability. Examinations authorized by the
Administrator may be performed in existing facilities of the Federal
Government if readily available. Examinations may also be per-
formed by private physicians or public or private agencies or institu-
tions designated by the Administrator for the performance of such
examinations; and the cost of such examinations may be paid for in
accordance with agreements made by the Administrator, either
directly or through appropriate Federal or State agencies. An indi-
vidual undergoing an examination authorized by the Administrator
could, if necessary, be paid travel and subsistence expenses. In order
to expedite payments to doctors and others in connection with author-
ized examinations, such payments may be made in advance or as re-
imbursement and may be made prior to any action thereon by the
General Accounting Office.

Disability provisions inapplicable if benefits would be reduced

Section 221 contains a saving provision which makes the disability
provisions inapplicable if an individual’s benefit would be reduced by
their use. Under this section the provisions relating to periods of
disability would not apply in the case of any monthly benefit or
lump-sum death payment if such benefit or payment would be greater
without the application of the provisions. Thus, for example, section
221 permits a blind individual who, subsequent to establishing a
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period of disability, receive wages or derives self-employment income
to include the amount thereof in his benefit computation (with the
months and quarters in the period being counted as elapsed months
and quarters), if this would produce a higher benefit than if he was
credited with a period of disability. He could not, however, include
some periods of disability and not others. The choice is on an all
or none basis,

Effective date

Section 3 (f) provides the effective date for excluding periods of
disability from benefit computations. Monthly benefits for retired
workers already on the rolls and their dependents may be increased
by the operation of the disability provisions beginning with the
month of July 1953, provided the old-age beneficiary has met the
requirements of this section for establishing a period of disability.
Periods of disability may be excluded from the computation of the
amount of the lump-sum death payments under title IT of the Social
Security Act in the case of deaths occurring after March 31, 1953,
provided the disabled individual established a period of dlsabﬂlty
during his lifetime.

SECTION 4, INCREASE IN AMOUNT OF EARNINGS WITHOUT DEDUCTIONS

Section 4 (a) of the bill amends section 203 (b) (1) of the act to
raise from $50 to $70 the amount of wages a beneficiary under age 75
may earn in covered employment in any month without being subject
to a deduction from his benefits. It also amends section 203 (c) (1) of
the act to raise from $50 to $70 the amount of wages an old-age insur-
ance beneficiary under age 75 may earn in covered employment in
any month without having the benefits of his dependents (his spouse
or child) subject to deduction.

Section 4 (b) amends section 203 (b) (2) of the act to raise from
$50 to $70 the amount of net earnings from self-employment with
which an individual under age 75 must be charged for any month
before he becomes subject to a deduction from his benefits.

Section 4 (¢) amends section 203 (¢) (2) of the act to raise from $50
to $70 the amount of net earnings from self-employment with which
an old-age-insurance beneficiary under age 75 must be charged for a
Iglongl before his dependents become subject to deductions from their

enefits.

Section 4 (d) amends section 203. (e) of the act to raise from $50
to $70, the amount used in the method prescribed by section 203 (e)
for charging net earnings from self-employment to months of the
taxable year. Section 4 (d) also amends section 203 (g) of the act,
which describes the circumstances under which beneficiaries with net
earnings from self-employment are required to file reports with the
Federal Security Administrator, by changing the figure of $50 to $70.

Section 4 (e) provides when the amendments made by section 4
will take effect. In general, these amendments will apply, in the
case of wages, to monthly benefits for months after August 1952,
and, in the case of net earnings from self-employment, to monthly
benefits for months in any taxable year ending after August 1952.
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SECTION 5. WAGE CREDITS FOR CERTAIN MILITARY BERVICE;
REINTERMENT OF DECEASED VETERANS

Wage credits for certain military service

Section 5 (a) of the bill provides old-age and survivors insurance
wage credits of $160 per month for service in the active military or
naval service of the United States from July 25, 1947, through Decem-
ber 31, 1953. With the two exceptions noted below, these credits
will be provided on the same basis as credits are provided under sec-
tion 217 (a) of existing law for World War II service. One of these
exceptions is the provision making it unnecessary for the Federal
Security Administrator to ascertain whether another benefit has been
determined by a Federal agency other than the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration to be payable on the basis of the same service in cases in which
the denial of the wage credits, otherwise required because of such a
determination, would make a difference of 50 cents or less in the
amount of the primary insurance amount of the serviceman. Sec-
tion 5 (d) of the bill adds the same provision (effective in the case of
applications for benefits filed after August 1952) to section 217 (a)
of existing law.

The second exception is that the new section 217 (e) authorizes an
appropriation from the general Treasury funds to the Federal old-age
and survivors insurance trust fund of the additional cost resulting
from the wage credits provided thereby.

Where a serviceman has served in July of 1947 both before and on
or after July 25, it is not intended that he shall receive more than
$160 in wage credits for his active military or naval service during
that month.

Technical amendment

Section 5 (b) makes a technical amendment in section 205 (o) of the
Social Secunity Act necessitated by the addition of the new section
217 (e). '
Effective date

Section 5 (c¢) of the bill provides effective dates for the new wage
credits given by section 217 (e) and extends the time for the filing
of proof of support by certain survivors of deceased servicemen.

Paragraph (1) of section 5 (c) provides that wage credits granted
under section 217 (e) of the Social Security Act will, except in the
case of beaneficiaries already on the rolls, apply in the case of monthly
benefits for months after August 1952 and in the case of lump-sum
death. payments with respect to deaths after August 1952. 1In the
case of beneficiaries already on the rolls, recomputation of the benefit
amounts of all persons entitled on the basis of the same wages and
self-employment income will be authorized only upon the filing of an
application for such recomputation by one of them. Upon such
filing a recomputation will be made for all of them, effective for and
after September 1952 or the sixth month before the month in which
the application is filed, whichever is later.

Paragraph (2) of section 5 (c) of the bill extends the time within
which proof of support may be filed by the surviving dependent parent
or widower of a veteran of active service after July 24, 1947, who
died before September 1952. Proof of support in such cases can be
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filed at any time before September 1954 instead of within 2 years
of the date of death.

Reinterment of deceased veterans

Section 5 (e) of the bill (sec. 5 (d) was explained above) extends the
time allowed for filing a claim for reimbursement of burial expenses
in certain cases where a serviceman who dies outside the United
States is later returned to the United States for burial or reburial.

Paragraph (1) of subsection (e) amends section 101 (d) of the
Social Security Act Amendments of 1950 to extend the time allowed
for filing application for reimbursement of burial expenses in the case
of a serviceman who died outside the United States on or after June
25, 1950, and before September 1950, and who is returned to the
United States for burial or reburial. Under the amendment an appli-
cation for reimbursement of burial expenses may be filed, by or on
behalf of the person who paid such expenses, prior to the expiration
of 2 years after the date of burial or reburial in the United States.
Existing provisions require that such an application be filed within
2 years of the date of death.

Paragraph (2) of section 5 (e) of the bill makes a similar extension
of the time limitation on the filing of applications for reimbursement,
prescribed in section 202 (i) of the Social Security Act, in the case of
deaths after August 1950 and before January 1954.

SECTION 6. COVERAGE OF CERTAIN EMPLOYEES COVERED BY STATE AND
LOCAL RETIREMENT SYSTEMS

Section 6 of the bill amends section 218 (d) of the Social Security
Act to permit service performed in positions covered by a retirement
system, except service performed by policemen, firemen, or elementary
or secondary school teachers, to be included, under prescribed condi-
tions, under an agreement between a State and the Federal Security
Administrator covering State and local government employees for
old-age and survivors insurance purposes.

Section 6 (a) amends the heading of section 218 (d) of the Social
Security Act by striking out the words ““Exclusion of”” contained there-
in, by redesignating the present provisions of the section as paragraph
(1) thereof, and by adding four new paragraphs.

The new paragraph (2) (A) of section 218 (d) permits coverage under
an agreement of service performed by employees in positions (other
than positions referred to in paragraph (4)) covered by a retirement
system if there were in effect on January 1, 1951, in a State or local
law, provisions relating to the coordination of the retirement system
with the old-age and survivors insurance program. This provision is
intended to apply to States such as Wisconsin, the retirement-fund
law of which contains provisions for coordinating the,State system
with old-age and survivors insurance. '

Paragraph (2) (B) permits a State to include under an agreement
service in positions (other than positions referred to in paragraph
(4)) covered by a retirement system if the Governor of the State cer-
tifies that the following conditions have been met:

1. A referendum by secret, written ballot was held on the question
whether service in positions covered by such retirement system should
be excluded from or included under an agreement under section 218;
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2. An opportunity to vote in the referendum was given (and was
limited) to all the employees who, at the time the referendum was
held, were in positions then covered by such retirement system (other
than employees who would not be affected by the referendum because
they are in positions already covered under the agreement, and other
than employees in positions referred to in par. {4));

3. Ninety days’ notice was given to all such employees;

4. The referendum was conducted under the supervision of the
Governor or an individual designated by him; and

5. At least two-thirds of the employees who voted in the referendum
voted in favor of including such positions under an agreement under
section 218.

No referendum with respect to a retirement system shall be effective
for the purposes of paragraph (2) (B) unless held within the 2-vear
period ending on the date of execution of the agreement (or modifica-
tion) which extends the old-age and survivors insurance system to such
retirement system.

Paragraph (3) establishes, for the purposes of sections 218 (c¢) and
(g), a separate coverage group consisting of the following:

1. All employees in positions covered by the same retirement system
on the date when an agreement (or modification) entered into in com-
pliance with the conditions in paragraph (2) was made applicable to
such system. The employees in this category are those to whose
services an agreement cannot be made applicable under existing law
because the services are performed in positions covered by a retire-
ment system.

2. All employees in positions which were covered by such retirement
system at any time after the date an agreement (or modification
thereof) entered into in compliance with the conditions in paragraph
(2) was made applicable to such system. The employees in this
category are those in positions which were brought under such retire-
ment system after the agreement was made applicable to services in
positions covered by that retirement system.

3. All employees in positions which were covered by the same
retirement system at any time prior to the date when an agreement
or modification was entered into in compliance with the conditions in
paragraph (2) and to which the old-age and survivors insurance
system was not extended because of the existing provisions of section
218 (d) (which, under the bill, are contained in section 218 (d) (1)).
The employees in this category are those in positions which were
covered by the retirement system at the time an agreement or modifi-
cation was made applicable to the coverage group of which they
were members, but which were later removed from coverage under
such retirement system. .

Paragraph (4) provides that no agreement (or modification thereof)
entered into under section 218 of the act shall be made applicable to
service performed by any individual as a member of any coverage
group in any policeman’s or fireman’s position or in any elementary or
secondary school teacher’s position if such position i1s covered by a
retirement system on the date when such agreement {(or modification)
1s made applicable to any such coverage group. Paragraph (4) would
further exclude from coverage under an agreement (or modification
thereof) service in any position covered by a retirement system appli-
cable exclusively to positions in one or more law-enforcement or
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fire-fighting units, agencies, or departments. For the purposes of
paragraph (4), an elementary or secondary school teacher’s position
includes that of school principal or superintendent or other supervisor
of instruction in any elementary or secondary school, or any elementary
or secondary school system, of the State or any political subdivision
thereof. Service performed by any employee of an institution of
higher learning in a position covered by a retirement system established
by the State or any political subdivisior thereof may be mmciuded in an
agrecment or modification entered into in compliance with the con-
ditions in paragraph (2).

Paragraph (5) provides that a retirement system which covers posi-
tions of employces of the State and positions of employees of one or
more political subdivisions thercof, or covers positions of employees
of two or more political subdivisions of the State, may be deemed, at
the option of the State, to constitute a separate retirement system
with respect to each such political subdivision, and, where applicable,
a separate retirement system with respect to the State. If the State
determines that such retirement system shall not be deemed to con-
stitute scparate retirement systems and a referendum is held with
respect to such retirement system, then any agreement or modifica-
tion entered into pursuant to such referendum must be made appli-
cable to service performed by all employees in positions covered by
such system. -

Section 6 (b) of the bill amends section 218 (f) of the Social
Security Act to extend from January 1, 1953, to January 1, 1955, the
period within which the coverage of State and local government
employees may be made retroactive to January 1, 1951. This section

ives States two additional years within which to enact necessary
egislation and to enter into agreements or modifications of agreements
(including agrecments and modifications of agreements applicable to
service covered by reason of the amendments made by section 6 (a) of
the bill) retroactive to January 1, 1951. An agreement or modification
retroactive to a date prior to its execution, either under existing law or
by reason of the provisions of section 6 of the bill, cannot, however, be
made applicable with respect to service in the retroactive period
performed by any individual who is not a member of a coverage group
to which such agreement or modification applies on the date of execu-
tion of such agreement or modification. Thus service of individuals
who die, retire, or otherwise leave the employ of the State or political
subdivision prior to the date of execution would not be covered for
retroactive periods covered under the agreement or modification.
Likewise, remuneration received prior to the date of execution of an
agreement or modification for service to which the agreecment or
modification applies does not constitute ‘‘wages,” under existing law
or by reason of the provisions of section 6 of this bill, for purposes of
deductions from benefits under section 203 of the act.

SECTION 7. TECHNICAL PROVISIONS

Recomputation of benefits of certain individuals aged 75 and over
Section 7 (a) of the bill amends section 215 (f) (2) of the Social
Security Act to provide that, upon application, an individual will
have his benefit recomputed by the new formula prescribed in section
215 (a) (1) of the Social Security Act as amended by the bill, if (1) in
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or before the month of filing such application he attained the age
of 75, and (2) he is entitled to an old-age insurance benefit which was
computed and could have been computed only under the conversion
table, and (3) he has at least 6 quarters of coverage after 1950 and
before the quarter in which he filed application for such recomputation.
This change would provide these individuals with an opportunity,
not now available, to have their benefits computed by the benefit for-
mula rather than by the conversion table if this alternative results in
a larger primary insurance amount.

Recomputation of benefits for certain self-employed individuals

Section 7 (b) renumbers the present paragraph (5) of section 215 (f)
as paragraph (6) and adds a new paragraph (5). The new paragraph
(5) provides for a recomputation of benefits to take into account
certain self-employment income which was omitted from the initial
computation of the benefit amounts.

Under existing law (sec. 215 (b) (4)) an individual’s self-employ-
ment income for the taxable year ending in or after the month in
which he became entitled to old-age insurance benefits or died, which-
ever first occurred, cannot be taken into account in a computation
of his average monthly wage. Under section 215 (b) (1), in computing
an individual’s average monthly wage, a minimum divisor of 18 is
required. As a result, an individual who, for example, becomes entitled
or dies in 1952 can in the computation of his average monthly wage
have at most only 1 year of self-employment income divided by 18.
This lowers the average monthly wage and primary insurance amount.

Under the new paragraph (5) in the case of any individual who
becomes entitled to an old-age-insurance benefit in 1952, or in 1953
in a taxable year which began in 1952, and whose self-employment in-
come for the taxable year in which he became entitled (without the
application of the provisions for retroactivity in sec. 202 (j) (1)) was
not, because of the provisions of section 215 (b) (4), used in the initial
computation of his average monthly wage, such individual would have
his benefit recomputed if he files an application for such recomputa-
tion after the close of such taxable year. In recomputing his benefit,
the Administrator would include the self-employment income during
the taxable year in which the individual became entitled. Any iu-
crease in the amount of the benefit resulting from any such recompu-
tation would be paid retroactively to the first month of entitlement,
including months for which benefits can be paid pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 202 () (1) of the act. ,

Similarly, where an individual, on the basis of whose wages and
self-cmployment income survivors’ benefits ars payable, dies in 1952,
or dies in 1953 a taxable year which began in 1952, and where he had
self-employvment income in the taxable year which ended with his
death, the primary insurance amount of the deceased individual would
be recomputed to include the self-employment income derived by him
during the taxable year ending with his death. No such recomputa-
tion would be made, however, if the individual, on the basis of whose
wages and self-employmentincome benefits arc payable tohis survivors,
became entitled to old-age insurance benefits prior to 1952. Any
increase resulting from a recomputation under this provision would
be paid retroactively to the first month of entitlement, including
months for which benefits can be paid pursuant to section 202 (j) (1)
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of the act. Further, no such recomputation would affect the amount
of the lump-sum death payment under subsection (i) of section 202,
and no such recomputation would render erroneous any such payment
certified by the Administrator prior to the effective date of the recompu~
tation.

Change of wage closing date in certain cases to the first day of the quarter
of death or entitlement

Section 7 (¢) provides that in the case of an individual who died or
became entitled to old-age insurance benefits in 1952, and had at least
six quarters of coverage after 1950 and prior to the quarter following
the quarter in which he died or became entitled, the wage closing date
for computation of his shall be the first day of the quarter in which he
died or became entitled, whichever first occurred, rather than the first
day of the second quarter preceding that quarter, as provided in
existing law. This provision will apply only if it will yield a higher
primary insurance amount.

Maintenance of existing relationship between the old-age and survivors
insurance system and the railroad retirement system

Section 7 (d) of the bill, as reported, amends the Railroad Retire-
ment Act of 1937. These amendments are designed to maintain the
relationship between the old-age and survivors insurance system and
the railroad retirement system that was established by the amend-
ments made in 1951 to the Railroad Retirement Act by Public Law
234, Eighty-second Congress.

Paragraph (1) of section 7 (d) amends section 1 (q) of the Railroad
Retirement Act so as to provide that references in the Railroad Retire-
ment Act to the “Social Security Act’”’ and to the “Social Security
Act, as amended,” are references to the Social Security Act, as amended
to date (that is, as amended by all previous acts and by this bill).

Paragraph (2) of section 7 (d) amends section 5 (1) (1) (ii) of the
Railroad Retirement Act so as to raise from $50 to $70 a month the
work clause which is applicable to individuals receiving survivor
beaefts under the Railroad Retiremeat Act. This ameidme._t con-
forms this provision with the work clause of the Social Security Act, as
amended by section 4 of the bill.

Paragraph (3) of section 7 (d) amends section 5 (1) (6) of the Rail-
road Retirement Act so as to include in the definition of Social Security
Act wages the military wage credits provided in the amendment made
by section 5 (a) of the bill, but only to the extent the military service
is not creditable under section 4 of the Railroad Retirement Act.

It should be noted that for the purposes of section 7 (d) of the hill
tlf1e effective dates will be those set forth in the appropriate provisions
of the bill.

SECTION 8. EARNED INCOME OF RECIPIENTS OF AID TO THE BLIND

In order for a State to be eligible for Federal payments under title X
of the Social Security Act toward the cost of assistance provided by it
to its needy blind individuals, it must provide such assistance in
accordance with a State plan which meets the requirements set forth
in section 1002 of that act. One of these requirements is that the
plan must provide for taking into consideration any income and
resources of a claimant for aid in determining his need therefor,



36 SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1952

except that, in making such determination, the first $50 per month of
his earned income may be disregarded and, effective July 1, 1952,
must be disregarded.

Section 8 of the bill would amend title XI of the Social Security
Act by the addition of a new section 1109, providing that the amount

of earned income so disregarded may also be disregarded by the State,
if it so desires, in determining the need of any other individual apply-
ing for or receiving old-age assistance, aid to dependent children, aid
to the blind, or aid to the permanently and totally disabled under a

State plan approved under the Social Security Act.-

CHanGgEs IN ExisTing Law

In compliance with paragraph 2a of rule XIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, as
introduced, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted
is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italics, existing
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman):

SOCIAL SECURITY ACT

TITLE II—FEDERAL OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS INSURANCE
BENEFITS

* * * * * * *

REDUCTION OF INSURANCE BENEFITS
Maximum Benefits

Skc. 203. (a) Whenever the total of monthly benefits to which individuals are
entitled under section 202 for a month on the basis of the wages and self-employ-
ment incowme of an insured individual exceeds [$150] $168.75, or is more than
[$40] $46 and excceds 80 per centum of his average monthly wage (as determincd
under subsection (b) or (¢) of section 215, whichever is applicable), such total of
benefits shall, after any deductions under this scetion, be reduced to [$150]18168.76
or to 80 per centum of his average monthly wage, whichever is the lesser, but in
no case to less than [$407] 845, except that when any of such individuals so cntitled
would (but for the provisions of section 202 (k) (2) (A) be cntitled to child’s
insurance bencfits on the basis of the wages and sclf-employment income of one
or morc other insured individuals, such total of hbenefits shall, after any deductions
under this section, be reduced to [$150] $168.75 or to 80 per centum of the sumn
of the average monthly wages of all such insured individuals, whichever is the
lesser, but in no case to lecss than [$40] $45. Whenever a reduction is madc ur der
this subscction, each benefit, except the old-age insurance bencfit, shall be pro-
portionately decreased.

Deductions on Account of Work or Failure To Have Child in Care

(b) Deductions, in such amounts and at such time or times as the Administrator
shall determine, shall be made from any payment or payments under this title
to which an individual is entitled, until the total of such deductions equals such
individual’s benefit or benefits under section 202 for any month—

(1) in which such individual is under the age of seventy-five and in which
he rendered services for wages (as determined under section 209 without
regard to subsection (a) thereof) of more than [$50] $70; or

(2) in which such individual is under the age of seventy-five and for which
month he is charged, under the provisions of subsection (e) of this section,
with net earnings from self-employment of more than [$50] $70; or

(3) in which such individual, if a wife under retirement age entitled to a
wife’s insurance benefit, did not have in her care (individually or jointly
vbvéthﬁher husband) a child of her husband entitled to a child’s insurance

nefit; or
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(4) in which such individual, if a widow entitled to a mother’s insurance
benefit, did not have in her care a child of her deceased husband entitled to
a child’s insurance benefit; or

(5) in which such individual, if a former wife divoreed entitled to a mother’s-
insurance benefit, did not have in her care a child, of her deceased former
husband, who (A) is her son, daughter, or legally adopted child and (B) is.
entitled to a child’s insurance benefit on the basis of the wages and self-
employment income of her deceased former husband.

Deductions From Dependents’ Benefits Because of Work by Old-Age Insurance
Beneficiary

(¢) Deductions shall be made from any wife’s, husband’s, or child’s insurance
benefit to which a wife, husband, or child is entitled, until the total of such deduc-
tions equals such wife’s, husband’s, or child’s insurance benefit or benefits under
section 202 for any month—

(1) in which the individual, on the basis of whose wages and self-employ-
ment income such benefit was payable, is under the age of seventy-five and
in which he rendered services for wages (as determined under section 209
without regard to subsection (a) thereof) of more than [$50] $70; or

(2) in which the individual referred to in paragraph (1) is under the age
of seventy-five and for which month he is charged, under the provisions of
subsection (e) of this section, with net earnings from self-employment of
more than [$50] $70:

* * * * * * *
Months to Which Net Earnings From Self~Employment Are Charged

(e) For the purposes of subsections (b) and (¢)—

(1) If an individual’s net earnings from self-employment for his taxable
year are not more than the product of [$50] $70 times the number of months
in such year, no month in such year shall be charged with more than [$50]
$70 of net earnings from self-employment.

(2) If an individual’s net earnings from self-employment for his taxable:
year are more than the product of [$50] $70 times the number of months
in such year, each month of such year shall be charged with.-[$50] $70 of
net earnings from self-employment, and the amount of such net earnings in
excess of such product shall be further charged to months as follows: The:
first [$50] $70 of such excess shall be charged to the last month of such
taxable year, and the balance, if any, of such excess shall be charged at the
rate of [$50] $70 per month to each preceding month in such year until all
of such balance has been applied, except that no part of such excess shall be:
charged to any month (A) for which such individual was not entitled to a.
benefit under this title, (B) in which an event described in paragraph (1),
(3), (4), or (8) of subsection (b) occurred, (C) in which such individual was.
age seventy-five or over, or (D) in which such individual did not engage in
self-employment.

(3) (A) As used in paragraph (2), the term ‘‘last month of such taxzable
year’’ means the latest month in such year to which the charging of the excess-

- described in such paragraph is not prohibited by the application of clauses.
(A), (B), (C), and (D) thereof.

(B) For the purposes of clause (D) of paragraph (2), an individual will be
presumed, with respect to any month, to have been engaged in self-employ-
ment in such month until it is shown to the satisfaction of the Administrator:
that such individual rendered no substantial services in such month with
respect to any trade or business the net income or loss of which is includible:
in computing his net earnings from self-employment for any taxable year.
The Administrator shall by regulations preseribe the methods and criteria
for determining whether or not an individual has rendered substantial services
with respect to any trade or business.

* * * % * * *

Report to Administrator of Net Earnings From Self-Employment

(g) (1) If an individual is entitled to any monthly insurance benefit under
section 202 during any taxable year in which he has net earnings from self-
employment in excess of the product of [$50] $70 times the number of months
in such year, such individual (or the individual who is in receipt of such benefit
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on his behalf) shall make a report to the Administrator of his net earnings from
self-employment for such taxable year. Such report shall be made on or before
the fifteenth day of the third month following the close of such year, and shall
contain such information and be made in such manner as the Administrator
may by regulations prescribe. Such report need not be made for any taxable
year beginuing with or after the month in which such individual attained the
age of seventy-five.

(2) If an individual fails to make a report required under paragraph (1),
within the time prescribed therein, of his net earnings from self-employment for
any taxable year and any deduction is imposed under subsection (b) (2) by reason
of such net earnings—

(A) such individual shall suffer one additional deduction in an amount
equal to his benefit or benefits for the last month in such taxable year for
which he was entitled to a benefit under section 202; and

(B) if the failure to make such report continues after the close of the
fourth calendar month following the close of such taxable year, such indi-
vidual shall suffer an additional deduction in the same amount for each
month during all or any part of which such failure continues after such

- fourth month;

except that the number of the additional deductions required by this paragraph
shall not exceed the number of months in such taxable year for which such indi-
vidual received and accepted insurance benefits under section 202 and for which
deductions are imposed uuder subsection (b) (2) by reason of such net earnings
from self-employment. If more than one additional deduction would be imposed
under this paragraph with respect to a failure by an individual to file a report
required by paragraph (1) and such failure is the first for which any additional
deduction is imposed under this paragraph, only one additional deduction shall
be imposed with respect to such first failure,.

(3) If the Administrator determines, on the basis of information obtained by or

-submitted to him, that it may reasonably be expected that an individual entitled
to benefits under section 202 for any taxable year will suffer deductions imposed
under subsection (b) (2) by reason of his net earnings from self-employment for
such year, the Administrator may, before the close of such taxable year, suspend
the payment for each month in such year (or for only such months as the Admin-
istrator may specify) of the benefits payable on the basis of such individual’s
wages and self-employment income; and such suspension shall remain in effect
with respect to the benefits for any month until the Administrator has determined
whether or not any deduction is imposed for such month under subsection (b).
The Administrator is authorized, before the close of the taxable year of an indi-
vidual entitled to benefits during such year, to request of such individual that he
make, at such time or times as the Administrator may specify, a declaration of his
estimated net earnings from self-employment for the taxable year and that he
furnish to ithe Administrator such other information with respect to such net
earnings as the Administrator may specify. A failure by such individual to com-
ply with any such request shall in itself constitute justification for a determination
under this paragraph that it may reasonably be expected that the individual will
suffer deductions immposed under subsection (b) (2) by reason of his net earnings
from self-employment for such year.

* * * * * * *

EVIDENCE, PROCEDURE, AND CERTIFICATION FOR PAYMENT

Sec. 205. (a) * * *
* * * * * * *

Crediting of Compensation Under the Railroad Retirement Act

(o) If there is no person who would be entitled, upon application therefor, to
an annuity under section 5 of the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937, or to a lump-
sum payment under subsection (f) (1) of such section, with respect to the death
of an employee (as defined in such Act), then, notwithstanding section 210 (a) (10)
of this Act, compensation (as defined in such Railroad Retirement Act, but
excluding compensation attributable as having been paid during any month on
account of military service creditable under section 4 of such Act if wages are
deemed to have been paid to such employee during such month under [section
217 (a)} subsection (a) or (¢) of section 217 of this Act) of such employee shall
constitute remuneration for employment for purposes of determining (A) entitle-
ment to and the amount of any lump-sum death payment under this title on the
basis of such employee’s wages and self-employment income and (B) entitlement
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to and the amount of any monthly benefit under this title, for the month in which
such employee died or for any month thereafter, on the basis of such wages and’
self-employment income. For such purposes, compensation (as so defined) paid.
in a calendar year shall, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, be presumed
to have been paid in equal proportions with respect to all months in the year in
which the employee rendered services for such compensation.

* * * * * * *

QUARTER AND QUARTER OF COVERAGE

Definitions

Sec. 213. (a) For the purposes of this title—

(1) The term “quarter”’, and the term ‘‘calendar quarter’’, means a period of
three calendar months ending on March 31, June 30, September 30, or Decem-
ber 31.

(2) (A) The term “‘quarter of coverage’’ means, in the case of any quarter oc-
curring prior to 1951, a quarter in which the individual has been paid $50 or more
in [wages.} wages, except that no guarter any part of which was included in a period
of disability (as defined in section 216 (2)), other than the initial quarter of such period,
shall be a quarter of coverage. In the case of any individual who has been paid, in
a calendar year prior to 1951, $3,000 or more in [wages each] wages, each quarter
of such year following his first quarter of coverage shall be deemed a quarter of
coverage, excepting any quarter in such year in which such individual died or be-
came entitled to a primary insurance benefit and any quarter succeeding such
quarter in which he died or became so [entitled. ] entitled, and ezcepling any quarter
any part of which was included in a period of disabilily, other than the initial quarter
of such period.

(B) The term “quarter of coverage’” means, in the case of a quarter occurring
after 1950, a quarter in which the individual has been paid $50 or more in wages
or for which he has been credited (as determined under section 212) with $100 or
more of self-employment income, except that—

(i) no quarter after the quarter in which such individual died-shall be a
quarter of [coverage;J coverage, and no quarter any part of which was included
in a period of disability (other than the initial quarter and the last quarter of such
period) shall be a quarter of coverage;

* * * * * * "

(iii) if an individual has self-employment income for a taxzable year, and
if the sum of such income and the wages paid to him during such taxable
year equals $3,600, each quarter any part of which falls in such year shall
(subject to clause (2)) be a quarter of coverage; and

* * * * * * *

INSURED STATUS FOR PURPOSES OF OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS INSURANCE BENEFITS

SEc. 214. For the purposes of this title—

Fully Insured Individual

(a) (1) In the case of any individual who died prior to September 1, 1950, the
term “fully insured individual’”’ means any individual who had not less than one
quarter of coverage (whenever acquired) for each two of the quarters elapsing
after 1936, or after the quarter in which he attained the age of twenty-one, which-
ever is later, and up to but excluding the quarter in which he attained retirement
age, or died, whichever first occurred, except that in no case shall an individual
be a fully insured individual unless he has at least six quarters of coverage.

(2) In the case of any individual who did not die prior to September. 1, 1950,
the term “fully insured individual’’ means any individual who had not less than—

(A) one quarter of coverage (whether acquired before or after such day)
for each two of the quarters elapsing after 1950, or after the quarter in which
he attained the age of twenty-one, whichever is later, and up to but excluding
the quarter in which he attained retirement age, or died, whichever first
occurred, except that in no case shall an individual be a fully insured indi-
vidual unless he has at least six quarters of coverage; or

(B) forty quarters of [coverage.]} coverage,

not counting as an elapsed quarier for purposes of subparagraph (A) any quarter
any part of which was tncluded in a period of disability (as defined Tn section 216 (7))
unless such quarter was a quarter of coverage. -
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(3) When the number of elapsed quarters specified in paragraph (1) or (2) (A}
is an odd number, for purposes of such paragraph such number shall be reduced
by one. .

Currently Insured Individual

(b) The term ‘“‘currently insured individual’’ means any individual who had
not less than six quarters of coverage during the thirteen-quarter period ending
with (1) the quarter in which he died, (2) the quarter in which he became entitled
to old-age insurance benefits, or (3) the quarter in which he became entitled to
primary insurance benefits under this title as in effect prior to the enactment of
this section[.1, not counting as part of such thirteen-quarter period any quarter any
part of which was included in a period of disability unless such quarter was a quarter
of coverage.

COMPUTATION OF PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT

SEc. 215. For the purposes of this title—

Primary Insurance Amount

(a) (1) The primary insurance amount of an individual who attained age
twenty-two after 1950 and with respect to whom not less than six of the quarters
elapsing after 1950 are quarters of coverage shall be [50] 65 per centum of the
first $100 of his average monthly [wage plus] wage, plus 15 per centum of the
next $200 of such wage; except [that if] that, if his average monthly wage is less
than [$507 $48, his primary insurance amount shall be the amount appearing
in column II of the following table on the line on which in column I appears his
average monthly wage.

1 ) I
Average Monthly Wage Primary Insurance Amount

$30 or less $20
$31 %21
$32 $22
$33 $23
$34 824
$35 to $49 $25

I n

Average Monthly Wage Primary Insurance Amount
884 or less e $25
835 through 847 - e $26
* * * * * * *

Average Monthly Wage

(b) (1) An individual’s “average monthly wage” shall be the quotient obtained;

by dividing the total of—
(A) his wages after his starting date (determined under paragraph (2))
and prior to lis wage closing date (determined under paragraph (3)), and
(B) his self-employment income after such starting date and prior to his
self-employment income closing date (determined under paragraph (3)).
by the number of months elapsing after such starting date and prior to his divisor-
closing date (determined under paragraph (3)) excluding from such elapsed months
any month in any quarter prior to the quarter in which he attained the age of”
twenty-two which was not a quarter of coverage and any month in any quarter
any part of which was included in a period of disability (as defined in section 216"
() unless such quarter was a quarter of coverage, except that when the number of
such elapsed months thus computed is less than eighteen, it shall be increased to
eighteen.
* * * * * * *

L[(4) Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this subsection, in computing
an individual’s average monthly wage, there shall not be taken into account any
self-employment income of such individual for taxable years ending in or after the-
month in which he died or became entitled to old-age insurance benefits, which--
ever first occurred.]
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(4) Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this subsection, in computing an
éndividual’s average monthly wage, there shall not be taken into account—

(4) any self-employment income of such individual for tazable years ending

in or after the month in which he died or became entitled to old-age insurance

benefits, whichever first occurred;

) any wages paid such individual in any quarter any part of which was
included in a period of disability unless such quarter was a quarter of coverage;
(C) any self-employment income of such individual for any taxable year all
of which was included in a period of disability.

Determinations Made by Use of the Conversion Table

(¢) (1) The amount referred to in paragraph (3) and clause (B) of paragraph (2)
of subsection (a) for an individual shall be the amount appearing in column IT of
the following table on the line on which in column I appears his primary insurance
benefit (determined as provided in subsection (d)); and his average monthly wage
shall, for purposcs of section 203 (a), be the amount appearing on such line in

column III.

[

If the primary insurance benefit (as determined under
subsection (d)) is:

II

The primary insur-
ala)nce amount shall
e:

jis

And the average
monthly wage for
purpose of comput-
ing maximum bene-
fits shall be:

$40. 00
44. 00

174. 60
181. 30

230. 00
240. 00

250. 00}
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I Ir 1

Andthe average monthly

If the primary insurance benefit (as determined under sub- | The primary insurance wage for purpose of
section (d)) is: amount shall be computing mazimum

benefits shall be:

$10. e $25. 00 $456. 00
D 3 P 27. 00 49. 00
$18_ e 29. 00 53. 00
$18 . e 31. 00 56. 00
. 383. 00 60. 00
816 - 35. 00 64. 00
316 . e 36.70 67. 00
P o 38. 20 69. 60
318 e 39. 50 72. 00
319 . - 40.70 74. 00
320 _ .. 42. 00 76. 00
.72 43.50 79. 00
322 el 45. 30 82. 00
B8 e 47.60 86. 00
S8 oo 50. 10 91. 00
825 . 52. 40 95. 00
326 - . 54. 40 99. 00
827 e 56. 30 109. 00
328 - o 58. 00 120. 00
829 e e___ 59. 40 129. 00
8380 - - .. 60. 80 139. 00
881 62. 00 147. 00
B30 e 63. 30 155, 00
388 e 64. 40 163. 00
B8 e eemeCa 65. 50 170. 00
B8 - el 66. 60 177. 00
886 ol 67. 80 185. 00
387 e 68. 90 198. 00
388 e 70. 00 200. 00
339 _ e 71. 00 207. 00
840 e 72. 00 213, 00
B4 e 78. 10 221. 00
B4 e 74. 10 227 00
848 ] 75. 10 234. 00
S e 76. 10 241. 00
B4 oo 77. 10 250. 00
B4 e 77. 10 250. 00

(2) In case the primary insurance benefit of an individual (determined as
provided in subsection (d)) falls between the amounts on any two consecutive
lines in column I of the table, the amount referred to in [paragraph (3) and clause
(B) of paragraph (2) of subsection (a) for such individual, and his average monthly
wage for purposes of section 203 (a), shall be determined in accordance with
regulations of the Administrator designed to obtain results consistent with those
obtained for individuals whose primary insurance benefits are shown in column
I of the table] paragraphs (2) (B) and (3) of subsection (a) for such individual
shall be the amount delermined with respect to such benefit (under the applicable
regulations in effect on Moy 1, 1952), increased by 12% per centum or §5, whichever
is the larger. and further increased, if il is not then a multiple of $0.10, to the next
higher multiple of $0.10.

(3) For the purpose of facilitating the use of the conversion table in com-
puting any insurance benefit under section 202, the Administrator is author-
ized to assume that the primary insurance benefit from which such benefit under
section 202 is determined is one cent or two cents more or less than its actual
amount.

(4) For the purposes of section 203 (a), the average monthly wage of an individual
whose primary insurance amount is determined under paragraph (2) of this sub-
section shall be a sum equal to the average monthly wage which would result in such
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primary insurance amount upon application of the provisions of subsection (a) (1)
of this section and without the application of subsection () (2) or (g) of this section;
except that, if such sum is not a muliiple of $1, it shall be rounded to the nearest
multiple of $1.

Primary Insurance Benefit for Purposes of Conversion Table

(d) For the purposes of subsection (c), the primary insurance benefits of indi-
viduals shall be determined as follows:

(1) In the case of any individual who was entitled to a primary insurance bene-
fit for August 1950, his primary insurance benefit shall, except as provided in
paragraph (2), be the primary insurance benefit to which he was 50 entitled.

(2) In the case of any individual to whom paragraph (1) is applicable and who
is a World War II veteran or in August 1950 rendered services for wages of $15
or more, his primary insurance benefit shall be whichever of the following is larger:
(A) the primary insurance benefit to which he was entitled for August 1950, or
(B) his primary insurance henefit for August 1950 recomputed, under séction 209
(q) of the Social Security Act as in effect prior to the enactment of this section, in
the same manner as if such individual had filed application for and was entitled to-
a recomputation for August 1950, except that in making such recomputation
section 217 (a) shall be applicable if such individual is a World War II veteran.

(3) In the case of any individual who died prior to September 1950, his primary
insurance benefit shall be determined as provided in this title as in effect prior to
the enactment of this section, except that section 217 (a) shall be applicable, in
lieu of section 210 of this Act as in effect prior to the enactment of this section, but
only if it results in a larger primary insurance benefit.

(4) In the case of any other individual, his primary insurance benefit shall be:
computed as provided in this title as in effect prior to the enactment of this section,
except that—

(A) In the computation of such benefit, such individual's average monthly
wage shall (in lieu of being determined under section 209 (f) of such title as in
effect prior to the enactment of this section) be determined as provided in
Zubsecgié)n (b) of this section, except that his starting date shall be December

1, 1936. .

’(B) For purposes of such comnputation, the date he became entitled to old-
age insurance benefits shall be deemed to be the date he became entitled to
primary insurance henefits.

(C) The 1 per centum addition provided for in section 209 (e) (2) of this
Act as in effect prior to the enactment of this section shall be applicable only
-with respect to calendar years prior to 1951.

(D) The provisions of subsection (e) shall be applicable to such compu~
tation.

(5) In the case of any individual to whom paragraph (1), (2), or (4) of this sub-
section is applicable, his primary insurance benefit shall be computed. as provided
therein; except that, for purposes of paragraphs (1) and (2) and subparagraph (C) of
paragraph (4), any quarter prior to 1951 any part of which was included in a period
of disabiiity shall be excluded from the elapsed quarters unless it was a quarter of
coverage, and any wages paid in any such quarter shall not be counted.

* * * * * * *

Recomputation of Benefits

(f) (1) After an individual’s primary insurance amount has been determined
under this section, there shall be no recomputation of such individual’s primary
insurance amount except as provided in this subsection or, in the case of a World
War 11 veteran who died prior to Julv 27, 1954, as provided in section 217 (b).

(2) (A) Upon application by an individual entitled to old-age insurance bene-
fits, the Administrator shall recompute his primary insurance amount if applica-
tion therefor is filed after the twelfth month for which deductions under paragraph
(1) or (2) of section 203 (b) have been imposed (within a period of thirty-six
months) with respect to such benefit, not taking into account any month prior
to September 1950 or prior to the earliest month for which the last previous com-
putation of his primary insurance amount was effective, and if not less than six
of the quarters elapsing after 1950 and prior to the quarter in which he filed such
application are quarters of coverage.

(B) Upon application by an individual who, in or before the month of filing of
such application, attained the age of 76 and who is entitled to old-age insurance benefits.
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for which the primary insurance amount was computed under subsection (a) (3) of
this section, the Administrator shall recompule his primary insurance amount if not
less than siz of the quarters elapsing after 1950 and prior to the quarter in which he
Jfiled application for such recomputation are quarters of coverage.

C) A recomputation under subparagraphs (A) and (B) of this paragraph shall
be made only as provided in subsection (a) (1) and shall take into account only
such wages and self-emnployment income as would be taken into account under
subsection (b) if the month in which application for recomputation is filed were
deemed to be the month in which the individual becanie entitled to old-age
insurance benefits. Such recomputation shall be effective for and after the
month in which such application for recomputation is filed.

(3) (A) Upon application by an individual entitled to old-age insurance bene-
fits, filed at least six months after the month in which he became so entitled, the
Administrator shall recompute bis primary insurance amount. Such recompu-
tation shall be made in the mmanner provided in the preceding subsections of this
section for computation of such amount except that his closing dates for purposes
of subsection (b) shall be deemed to be the first day of the quarter in which he
became entitled to old-age insurance benefits. Such recomputation shall be
effective for and after the first month in which he became entitled to old-age
insurance benefits.

(B) Upon application by a person entitled to monthly benefits on the basis
of the wages and self-employment income of an individual who died after August
1950, the Administrator shall recompute such individual’s primary insurance
amount if such application is filed at least six months after the month in which
such individual died or became entitled to old-age insurance benefits, whichever
first occurred. Such recomputation shall be made in the manner provided in the
preceding subsections of this section for computation of such amount except that
his closing dates for purposes of subsection (b) shall be deemed to be the first day
of the quarter in which he died or became entitled to old-age insurance benefits,
whichever first occurred. Such recomputation shall be effective for and after
the month in which such person who filed the application for recomputation
became entitled to such monthly benefits. No recomputation under this para-
graph shall affect the amount of the lump-sum death payment under subsection
(i) of section 202 and no such recomputation shall render erroneous any such
payn;ent certified by the Administrator prior to the effective date of the recom-
putation.

(4) Upon the death after August 1950 of an individual entitled to old-age
insurance benefits, if any person is entitled to monthly benefits, or to a lump-sum
death payment, on the basis of the wages and self-employment income of such
individual, the Administrator shall recompute the decedent’s primary insurance
amount, but (except as provided in paragraph (3) (B)) only if—

(A) the decedent would have been entitled to a recomputation under
gz_n;z;graph (2) if he had filed application therefor in the month in which he
ied; or
(B) the decedent during his lifetime was paid compensation which is
treated, under section 205 (o), as remuneration for employment.
If the recomputation is permitted by subparagraph (A), the recomputation shall
be made (if at all) as though he had filed application for a recomputation under
paragraph (2) in the month in which he died, except that such recomputation shall
include any compensation (described in section 205 (0)) paid to him prior to the
divisor closing date which would have been applicable under such paragraph.
If recomputation is permitted by subparagraph (B), the recomputation shall take
into account only the wages and self-employment income which were taken into
account in the last previous computation of his primary insurance amount and
the compensation (described in section 205 (o)) paid to him prior to the divisor
closing date applicable to such computation. If both of the preceding sentences
are applicable to an individual, only the recomputation which results in the
larger primary insurance amount shall be made.

(5) In the case of any individual who became entitled to old-age insurance benefits
in 1952 or in a tazable year which began in 1962 (and without the application of section
202 (j) (1)), or who died in 1952 or in a tazable year which began in 1952 but did not
become entitled to such benefits prior to 1952, and who had self-employment income
for a tazable year which ended within or with 1952 or which began in 1952, then upon
application filed after the close of such tazable year by such individual or (if he died
without filing such application) by a person entitled to monthly benefits on the basis
of such indwidual’s wages and self-employment income, the Administrator shall
recompule such individual’s primary insurance amount. Such recomputation shall
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be made in the manner provided in the preceding subsections of this section (other than
subsection (b) (4) (A)) for computation of such amount, except that (A) the self-
employment tncome closing date shall be the day following the quarter with or within
which such taxable year ended, dnd (B) the self-employment income for any subsequent
taxable year shall not be taken into account. Such recomputation shall be effective
(A) in the case of an application filed by such individual, for and after the first month
in which he became entitled to old-age insurance benefils, and (B) in the case of an
application filed by any other person, for and after the month tn which such person
who filed such application for recomputation became entitled to such monthly benefits.
No recomputation under this paragraph pursuant to an application filed after such
individual’s death shall affect the amount of the lump-sum death payment under
subsection () of section 202, and no such recomputation shall render erroneous any
such payment certified by the Administrator prior to the effective date of the recompu-
tation.

L[(5)] (6) Any recomputation under this subsection shall be effective only if
such recomputation results in a higher primary insurance amount.

* * * * * * *
OTHER DEFINITIONS

SEc. 216. For the purposes of this title—

* * * . * * * *

Disability; Period of Disability

(9) (1) The term ““disability” means (A) inability to engage in any substantially
gainful activity by reason of any medically determinable physical or mental impair-
ment which can be expected to be permanent, or (B) blindness; and the term ‘‘blindness”
means central visual acuily of 5/200 or less in the better eye with the use of correcting
lenses. An eye in which the visual field is reduced to five degrees or less conceniric
coniraction shall be considered for the purpose of this paragraph as having a central
visual acuity of 5/200 or less. An individual shall not be considered to be under a
disability unless he furnishes such proof of the existence thereof as may be required
by regulations of the Administrator.

(2) The term ‘“period of disability” means a conitnuous period of not less than
stz full calendar months (beginning and ending as hereinafter provided in this sub-
section) during which an tndividual was under a disability (as defined in paragraph
(1)). No such period with respect to any disability shall begin as to any individual
unless such individual, while under such disability, files an application for a disability
determination. FEzcept as provided in paragraph (5), a pertod of disability shall
begin on whichever of the following days is the latest: .

(A) the day the disability began;
(B) the first day of the one-year period which ends with the day before the day
on which the individual filed such application; or
(C) the first day of the first quarter in which he satisfies the requirements of
paragraph (3).
Ezxcept as provided in paragraph (4), a period of disability shall end on the day on
which the disabilily ceases. No application for a disability determination which is
filed more than three months before the first day on which a period of disability can
begin (as determined under this paragraph) shall be accepted as an aprlication for
the purposes of this paragraph.

(3) The requirements referred to in paragraphs (2) (C) and (§) (B) are satisfied

by an individual with respect to any quarter only if he had not less than—
(A) siz quarters of coverage (as defined in section 213 (a) (2)) during the
thirteen-quarter period which ends with such quarter; and
(B) twenty quarters of coverage during the forty-quarter period which ends
with such quarter,
not counting as part of the thirteen-quarter period specified in clause (A), or the forty-
quarter period specified in clause (B), any quarter any part of which was included in o
prior period of disability unless such quarter was a quarter of coverage.

(4) A period of disability may be terminated by the Administrator because of the
individual’s failure to comply with regulations governing examinations or reexamina-~
tions, or because of the indinidual’s refusal without good cause to accept rehabilitation
services available to him under a State vlan approved under the Vocational Rehabilita-
tion Act (29 U. 8. C., ch. 4) after having been requested to do so by the Administrator.
If any individual whose disability has ceased fails to notify the Administrator bsfore
the end of the quarter following the quarter in which the disability ceased, then for each
quarter which elapses after the quarter in which the disability ceased and before the
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.quarter in which he notifies the Administrator, his disability shall be desmed to have
.ceased three months earlier than it did (but 1n no case more than one year earlier than
4t did).

(6) If an individual files an application for a disability determination after March
1953, and before January 1955, with respect to a disabituty which began bafore April
1953, and continued without interrupiion uniil such application was filea, then the
beginning day for the period of disability shail be whichever of the following days is the
later:

(A) the day such disabilivy began; or . .
(B) the first day of the first quarter in which he satisfies the requirements of
paragraph (3).

BENEFITS IN CASE OF [\VORLD WAR II] VETERANS

Skc. 217, (a) (1) For purposes of determining entitlement to and the amount
of any monthly benefit for any month after August 1950, or entitlement to and
the amount of any lump-sum death pavment in case of a death aftér such month,
payvable under this title on the basis of the wages and self-employment income of
any World War II veteran, such veteran shall be deemed to have been paid wages
(in addition to the wages, if any, actually paid to him) of $160 in each month
«during any part of which he served in the active military or naval service of the
United States during World War II. This subsection shall not be applicable in
‘the case of any monthlv benefit or lump-sum death payment if—

(A) alarger such benefit or payment, as the case may be, would be payable

without its application; or

(B) a benefit (other than a benefit pavable in a lump sum unless it is a

commutation of, or a substitute for, periodic payments) which is based, in
whole or in part, upon the active military or naval service of such veteran
during World War II is determined by any agency or wholly owned instru-
mentality of the United States (other than the Veterans’ Administration) to
be pavable by it under any other law of the United States or under a system
established bv such agencv or instrumentality.
‘The provistons of clause (B) shall not apply in the case of any monthly benefit or lump-
sum death payment under this title if its application would reduce by $0.50 or less the
primary insurance amount (as compuled under section 215 prior to any recompula-
lion thereof pursuant to subsection (f) of such section) of the individual on whose
wages and se'f-emploument income such benefit or payment is based.

(2) Upon application for benefits or a lump-sum death pavment on the basis
of the wages and self-employment income of any World War II veteran, the
Federal Securitv Administrator shall make a decision without regard to clause
(B) of paragraph (1) of this subsection unless he has been notified by some other
agency or instrumentality of the United States that, on the basis of the military
or naval service of such veteran during World War II, a benefit described in
clause (B) of paragraph (1) has been determined bv such agency or instrumentality
to be payable by it. If he has not been so notified, the Federal Security Ad-
ministrator shall then ascertain whether some other agency or wholly owned
instrumentality of the United States has decided that a benefit described in clause
(B) of paragraph (1) is pavable by it. If any such agency or instrumentality has
decided, or thereafter decides, that such a benefit is payable by it, it shall so
notify the Federal Security Administrator, and the Administrator shall certify
no further benefits for payment or shall recompute the amount of any further
benefits payable, as may be required by paragraph (1) of this subsection.

Any agency or wholly owned instrumentality of the United States which is
authorized bv any law of the United States to pay benefits, or has a system of
benefits which are based, in whole or in part, on military or naval service during
World War IT shall, at the request of the Federal Security Administrator, certify
to him, with respect to anv veteran, such information as the Administrator
deems necessary to carrv out his funetions under paragraph (2) of this subsection.

(b) (1) Any World War IT veteran who died during the period of three years
immediately following his separation from the active miilitarv or naval service
of the United States shall be deemed to have died a fully insured individual
whose pritnarv insurance amount is the amount determined under section 215 (¢).
Notwithstanding section 215 (d), the primary insurance benefit (for purnoses of
‘saction 215 (¢)) of such veteran shall be determined as provided in this title as in
effect prior to the enactment of this section, except that the 1 per centum addition
provided for in section 209 (¢) (2) of this Act as in effcct prior to the enactment ot
this section shall be applicable only with respect to calendar years prior to 1951,
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This subsection shall not be applicable in the case of any monthly benefit or
lump-sum death payment if—
(A) a larger such benefit or payment, as the case may be, would be pay-
able without its application;
(B) any pension or compensation is determined by the Veterans’ Admin-
istration to be payable by it on the basis of the death of such veteran;
(C) the death of the veteran occurred while he was in the active military
or naval service of the United States; or
(D) such veteran has been discharged or released from the active military
or naval service of the United States subsequent to July 26, 1951.

(2) Upon an application for benefits or a lump-sum death payment on the basis
of the wages and self-employment income of any World War II veteran, the
Federal Security Administrator shall make a decision without regard to paragraph
(1) (B) of this subsection unless he has been notified by the Veterans’ Administra-
tion that pension or compensation is determined to be payable by the Veterans’
Administration by reason of the death of such veteran. The Federal Security
Administrator shall thereupon report such decision to the Veterans’ Administra-
tion. If the Veterans’ Administration in any such case has made an adjudication
or thereafter makes an adjudication that any pension or compensation is pavable
under any law administered by it, it shall notify the Federal Security Admin-
istrator, and the Administrator shall certify no further benefits for payment, or
shall recompute the amount of any further benefits pavable, as may be required
bv paragraph (1) of this subsection. Any payments theretofore certified by the
Federal Security Administrator on the basis of paragraph (1) of this subsection to
any individual, not exceeding the amount of any accrued pension or compensation
pavable to him by the Veterans’ Administration, shall (notwithstanding the
‘provisions of section 3 of the Act of August 12, 1935, as amended (38 U. 8. C,,
sec. 454a)) be deemed to have been paid to him by such Administration on account
of such accrued pension or compensation. No such pavment certified by the
Federal Security Administrator, and no payment certified by him for anv month
‘prior to the first month for which any pension or compensation is paid by the
Veterans’ Administration shall be deemed by reason of this subsection to have
been an erroneous payment.

(¢) In the case of any World War IT veteran to whom subsection (a) is appli-
cable, proof of support recuired under section 202 (h) may be filed by a parent
at any time prior to July 1951 or prior to the expiration of two years after the date
of the death of such veteran, whichever is the later.

(d) For the purnoses of this section—

(1) The term “World War IT” means the period beginning with September 16,
1940, and ending at the close of July 24, 1947.

(2) The term “World War II veteran’” means any individual who served in the
active military or naval service of the United States at any time during World
‘War IT and who, if discharged or released therefrom, was so discharged or released
under conditions other than dishonorable after active service of ninety days or
more or by reason of a disability or injury incurred or aggravated in service in line
of duty; but such term shall not include any individual who died while in the
active military or naval service of the United States if his death was inflicted
(other than by an enemy of the United States) as lawful punishment for a military
-or naval offense. )

(e) (1) For purposes of determining entitlement to and the amount of any monthly
benefit or lump-sum death payment payable under this title on the basis of the wages
and self-emnloyment income of any veteran (as defined in paragraph (5)), such
veteran shall be deemed to have been paid wages (in addition to the wages, if any,
actually paid to him) of $160 in each month during any part of which he served in
the active military or naval service of the [nited Slates on or after July 25, 1947,
and prior to January 1, 1954. This subseclion shall not be applicable in the case
of any monthly benefit or lump-sum death payment if—

(A) a larger such benefit or payment, as the case may be, would be payable
without tts application; or

(B) a benefit (other than a benefit payable in a lump sum unless it is a com- -
mutation of, or a substitute for, periodic payments) which s based, in whole or
in part, upon the active military or naval service of such veleran on or after
July 25, 1947, and prior to January 1, 1964, is determined by any agency or
wholly owned instrumentality of the United States (other than the Velerans’
Admanistration) to be payable by i@t under any other law of the United States
or under a system established by such agency or instrumentality.
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The provisions of clause (B) shall nol apply in the case of any monthly benefit or
lump-sum death payment under this title if its application would reduce by $0.50
or less the primary insurance amount (as computed under seclion 215 prior to any
recomputation thereof pursuant to subsection (f) of such section) of the individual on
whose wages and self-employment income such benefit or payment is based.

(2) Upon application for benefits or a lump-sum death payment on the basis of the
wages and self-employment income of any veteran, the Federal Security Administrator
shall make a decision without regard to clause (B) of paragraph (1) of this subsection
unless he has been notified by some other agency or instrumentality of the United
States that, on the basis of the military or naval service of such veteran on or after
July 25, 1947, and prior to January 1, 1954, a benefit described in clause (B) of
paragraph (1) has been determined by such agency or instrumentality to be payable
by it. If he has not been so notified, the Federal Security Administrator shall then
ascertain whether some other agency or wholly owned instrumentality of the United
States has decided that a benefit described in clause (B) of paragraph (1) is payable
by it. If any such agency or instrumentality has decided, or thereafter decides, that
such a benefit is payable by it, it shall so notify the Federal Security Administrator,
and the Administrator shall certify no further benefits for payment or shall recompute
the amount of any further benefils payable, as may be required by paragraph (1) of
this subsection. .

(3) Any agency or wholly owned insirumentality of the United States which is
authorized by any law of the United States to pay benefils, or has « system of benefils
which are based, in whole or in part, on military or naval service on or after July 25,
1947, and prior to January 1, 1954, shall, at the request of the Federal Security
Administrator, certify to him, with respect to any veleran, such information as the
Administrator deems necessary to carry out kis funciions under paragraph (2) of
this subsection. ’

(4) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated to the Trust Fund from time to
time, as benefils which include service to which this subsection applies become payable
under this title, such sums as may be necessary 10 meel the additional costs, resulting
Jrom this subsection, of such benefits (¢ncluding lump-sum death paymenis). The
Administrator shall from time to time estimate the amount of such additional costs
through the use of appropriate accounting, statistical, sampling, or other methods.

() Forthe purposes of this subsection, the term ‘“veteran” means any tndividual who
served in the active military or naval service of the United States at any time on or
after July 25, 1947, and prior to January 1, 1954, and who, if discharged or released
therefrom, was so discharged or released under conditions other than dishonorable after
active service of ninety days or more or by reason of a disability or injury incurred or
aggravated in service in line of duly; but such term shall nol include any individual who
died while in the ~ctive military or naval service of the United States if his death was
inflicted (other than by an enemy of the United States) as lawful punishment for a
military or naval offense.

VOLUNTARY AGREEMENTS FOR COVERAGE OF STATE AND LOCAL EMPLOYEES
Purpose of Agreement

Sec. 218. (a) (1) The Administrator shall, at the request of any State, enter
into an agreement with such State for the purpose of extending the insurance
system established by this title to services performed by individuals as employees
of such State or any political subdivision thereof. KEach such agreement shall
contain such provisions, not inconsistent with the provisions of this section, as
the State may request.

(2) Notwithstanding section 210 (a), for the purposes of this title the term
“employment’ includes any service included under an agreement entered into
under this section.

Definitions

(b) For the purposes of this section—

(1) The term ‘‘State” does not include the District of Columbia.

(2) The term “‘political subdivision’ includes an instrumentality of (A) a
State, (B) one or more political subdivisions of a State, or (C) a State and
one or more of its political subdivisions.

_(3) The term “‘employee” includes an officer of a State or political subdi-
vision.

(4) The term “retirement system’” means a pension, annuity, retirement,
or similar fund or system established by a State or by a political subdivision
thereof. .
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(5) The term ‘“coverage group’” means (A) employees of the State other
than those engaged in performing service in connection with a proprietary
function; (B) employees of a political subdivision of a State other than those
engaged in performing service in connection with a proprietary function;
(C) employees of a State engaged in performing service in connection with a
single proprietary function; or (D) employees of a political subdivision of a
State engaged in performing service in connection with a single proprietary
function. If under the preceding sentence an employee would be included
in more than one coverage group by reason of the fact that he performs
service in connection with two or more proprietary functions or in connection
with both a proprietary function and a nonQIx:oprietary function, he shall be
included in only one such coverage group. he determination of the cover-
age group in which such employee shall be included shall be made in such
manner as may be specified in the agreement.

Services Covered

(¢) (1) An agreement under this section shall be applicable to any one or more
coverage groups designated by the State.

(2) In the case of each coverage group to which the agreement applies, the
agreement must include all services (other than services excluded by or pursuant
to subsection (d) or paragraph (3), (5), or (6) of this subsection) performed by
individuals as members of such group.

(3) Such agreement shall, if the State requests it, exclude (in the case of any
coverage group) any services of an emergency nature or all services in any class
or classes of elective gositions, part-time positions, or positions the compensation
for which is on a fee basis.

(4) The Administrator shall, at the request of any State, modify the agreement
with such State so as to (A) include any coverage group to which the agreement
did not previously apply, or (B) include, in the case of any coverage group to
which the agreement applies, services previously excluded from the agreement;
but the agreement as so modified may not be inconsistent with the provisions of
this section applicable in the case of an original agreement with a State.

(5) Such agreement shall, if the State requests it, exclude (in the case of any
coverage group) any agricultural labor, or service performed by a student, desig-
nated by the State. This paragraph shall apply only with respect to service which
is excluded from employment by any provision of section 210 (a) other than para-
graph (8) of such section.

(6) Such agreement shall exclude—

(A) service performed by an individual who is employed to relieve him
from unemployment,

(B) service performed in a hospital, home, or other institution by a patient
or inmate thereof,

SC) covered transportation service (as determined under section 210 (1)),
an

(D) service (other than agricultural labor or service performed by a
student) which is excluded from employment by any provision of section
210 (a) other than paragraph (8) of such section.

[Exclusion of] Positions Covered by Retirement Systems

(d) (1) No agreement with any State may be made applicable (either in the
original agreement or by any modification thereof) to any service performed by
employees as members of any coverage group in positions covered by a retire-
ment system on the date such agreement is mace applicable to such coverage

group.

(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), an agreement with a State may be made ap-
plicable (either in the original agreement or by any modification thereof) to service
performed by employees in positions covered by a retirement system (including posi-
tions specified in paragraph (3) but excluding positions specified in paragraph (4))
if—

(4) there were in effect on January 1, 1951, in a State or local law, provi-
sions relating to the coordination of such retirement gystem with the insurance
system established by this title; or
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(B) the Governor of the State certifies to the Administrator that the following
conditions have been met:

(Z) A referendum by secrel written ballot was held on the question whether
service in positions covered by such relirement system should be excluded
from or included under an agreement under this section;

71) An opportunity to vote in such referendum was given (and was lim-
ited) o the employees who, at the time the referendum was held, were in
positions then covered by such retirement system (other than employees in
positions to which, at the time the referendum was held, the State agreement
?l;etzjg;)applied and other than employees in positions specified tn paragraph

4 1.
l(iii) Ninety days’ nolice of such referendum was given to all such em-~
ployees; .

(iv) Such referendum was conducted under the supervision of the Governor
or an individual designated by him; and

(v) Two-thirds or more of the employees who voted in such referendum
voted in favor of including service in such positions under an agreement
under this seclion.

No referendum with respect to a retirement system shall be valid for the purposes
of this paragraph unless held within the two-year period which ends on the date
of execution of the agreement or modification which extends the insurance system
established by this title to such retirement system.

(8) For the purposes of subsections (¢) and (g) of this section, the following em-~-
ployees shall be deemed to be a separate coverage group:

: (A) All emplovees tn positions which were covered by the same relirement

system on the date the agreement was made applicable to such system;

(B) All employees in positions which were covered by such system at any time
after such date; and

(C) All employees in positions which were covered by such system at any time
before such date and to which the insurance system established by this title has not
been extended before such date beca:se the positions were covered by such retire-
ment system.

(4) Nothing in the preceding paragravhs of this subsection shall authorize the ex~
tension of the insurance system established by this title to service in any of the following
positions covered by a relirement system—

(A) any policeman’s or fireman’s position or any elementary or secondary
school teacher's position; or
(B) any position covered by a retirement system applicable exclusively to posi-
tions in one or more law-enforcement or fire-fighting unils, agencies, or depart-
ments.
For the purposes of this paragraph, any individual in the educational system of the
State or any political sublivision thereof supervising instruction in such system or in
any elementary or secondary school therein shall be deemed to be an elementary or
secondary school teacher.

(5) If a retirement system covers positions of employees nf the State and positions of
employees of one or more palitical suhdivisions of the State or covers positions of
employees of two or more plitical suhdivisions of the Stale, then, for purposes of the
preceding piragraphs of this subsestion, there shall, of the State so desires, be deemed
to be a separate retiremznt system with respect to each political sublivision concerned
and, where the retiremznt system covers pisitions of employees of the State, a separate
retirement system with respzct ¢ the State.

* % * * * * *
Effective Date of Agreement

(f) Any agreement or modification of an agreement under this section shall be
effective with respect to services performed after an effective date specified in
such agreement or modification, but in no case prior to January 1, 1951, and in
‘no case (other than in the case of an agreement or modification agreed to prior
to January 1, [1953] 1955) prior to the first day of the calendar year in which
such agreement or modification, as the case may be, is agreed to by the Adminis~
trator and the State. - .

* * * * * * *
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EXAMINATION OF DISABLED INDIVIDUALS

Sec. 220. The Administrator shall provide for such examination of individuals as
he determinesto be necessary to carry out the provisions of this title relating to disability
. and periods of disability. Ezxaminations authorized by the Administrator may be
performed in existing facilities of the Federal Government if readily available.
Examinations authorized by the Administrator may also be performed by private
physicians, or by public or private agencies or institutions, designated by the Adminis-
trator for the performance of such examinations; and the cost of such examinations
shall be paid for by the Administrator, in accordance with agreements made by him,
either directly or through appropriate Federal or State agencies. In the ccsz of any
individual undergoing such an examination, he may be paid his necessary travel
expenses (including subsistence expenses incidental thereto) or allowances in lieu
thereof. Payments authorized by this section may be made in advance of or as reim~
bursement for the performance of services or the incurring of obligations or expenses,
and may be made prior to any action thereon by the General Accounting Office.

DISABILITY PROVISIONS INAPPLICABLE IF BENEFITS WOULD BE REDUCED

SEkc. 221. The provisions of this title relating to periods of disati’ity shall not apply
in the case of any monthly benefit or lump-sum death payment if such benefit or pay-
ment would be greater without the application of such provisions.

* * * * * * *
TITLE XI—GENERAL PROVISIONS
% %* % %* * * *

EARNED INCOME OF "BLIND RECIPIENTS

SEc. 1109. Notwithstanding the provisions of sections 2 (a) (7), 402 (a) (M,
1002 (a) (8), and 1402 (a) (8), a State plan approved under title I, IV, X or XTIV
may provide that where earned income has been disregarded in determining the need
of an indwidual receiving aid to the blind under a State plan approved under title X,
the earned tncome so disregarded (but not in cxcess of the amount specified in section
1002 (a) (8)) shall not be taken into consideration in determining the need of any
other individual for assistance under a State plan approved under title I, IV, X,
or XIV,
* * * * * * *

SECTION 101 (d) OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AMENDMENTS OF
1950 (PUBLIC LAW 734, 81ST CONGRESS)

(d) Lump-sum death payments shall be made in the case of individuals who
died prior to September 1950 as though this Act had not been enacted; except
that in the case of any individual who died outside the forty-eight States and the
District of Columbia after December 6, 1941, and prior to August 10, 1946, the
last sentence of section 202 (g) of the Social Security Act as in effect prior to the
enactment of this Act shall not be applicable if application for a lump-sum death
payment is filed prior to September 1952[.], and except that in the case of any
individual who died outside the forty-eight States and the District of Columbia on or
after June 25, 1950, and prior to September 1950, whose death occurred while he was
in the active military or naval service of the United States, and who is returned to any
of such States, the District of Columbia, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico. or the Yirgin
Islands for interment or reinterment. the last sentence of section 202 (g) of the Social
Security Act as in effect prior to the enactment of this Act shall not prevent payment
to any person under the second senfence thereof if application for a lump-sum death
payment under such section with respect to such deceased individual is filed by or on
behalf of such person (whether or not legally competent) prior to the expiration of two
years after the date of such interment or reinterment.

O
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IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

May 12,1952

Mr. DoucaToN introduced the following bill ; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means

May 16, 1952

Reported with an amendment, committed to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union, and ordered to be printed

[Omit the part struck through and insert the part printed in italic]

A BILL

To amend title IT of the Social Security Act to increase old-age
and survivors insurance benefits, to preserve insurance rights
of permanently and totally disabled individuals, and te
increase the amount of earnings permitted without loss of

benefits, and for other purposes.
1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Represenia-
2 twes of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
3 That this Act may be cited as the “Social Security Act

4 Amendments of 1952,

| ) INCREASE IN BENEFIT AMOUNTS
6 Benefits Computed by Conversion Table
7 SEC. 2. (a) (1) Section 215 (c¢) (1) of the Social

8 Security Act (relating to determinations made by use of the
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conversion table) is amended by striking out the table and

inserting in lieu thereof the following new table:

“I I II1
Th And fl}lne averafge
i i i thly wage for
If the primary insurance benefit (as . € primary |mon

determined under subsection (d)) is: ‘ns“g’}l’;‘ﬁe gg‘f“nt g:&%sﬁl 32 fzfxﬁlz;x
benefits shall be:

$25, 00 $45. 00

27.00 49. 00

29. 00 53. 00

31. 00 56. 00

33. 00 60. 00

35. 00 64. 00

36. 70 67. 00

38. 20 69. 00

39. 50 72. 00

40. 70 74. 00

42. 00 76. 00

43, 50 79. 00

45. 30 82. 00

47. 50 86. 00

50. 10 91. 00

52. 40 95. 00

54. 40 99. 00

56. 30 109. 00

58.00 120. 00

59. 40 129. 00

60. 80 139. 00

62. 00 147. 00

63. 30 155. 00

64, 40 163. 00

65. 50 170. G0

66. 60 177. 00

67. 80 185. 00

68. 90 193. 00

70. 00 200. 00

71. 00 207. 00

72. 00 213. 00

73. 10 221. 00

74. 10 227. 00

75. 10 234. 00

76. 10 241. 00

77. 10 250. 00
77. 10 250. 00"

(2) Section 215 (c) (2) of such Act is amended to
read as follows:

“(2) In case the primary insurance benefit of an in-
dividual (determined as provided in subsection (d)) falls
between the amounts on any two cénsecutive lines in column
I of the table, the amount referred to in paragraphs (2) (B)

and (3) of subsection (a) for such individual shall be the
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amount determined with‘ respect to such benefit (under the
applicable regulations in effect on May 1, 1952), increased
by 12% per centum or $5, whichever is the larger, and
further increased, if it is not then a multiple of $0.10, to
the next higher multiple of $0.10.”

(3) Section 215 (c) of such Act is further amended by
inserting after paragraph (3) the following new paragraph:

“(4) For purposes of section 203 (a), the average
monthly wage of an individual whose primary insurance
amount is determined under paragraph (2) of this subsection
shall be a sum equal to the average monthly wage
which would result in such primary insurance amount
upon application of the provisions of subsection (a) (1) of
this section and without the application of subsection (e)
(2). or (g) of this section; except that, if such sum is not
a multiple of $1, it shall be rounded to the nearest multiple
of $1.”
Revision of the Benefit Formula; Revised Minimum and

Maximum Amounts

{b) (1) Section 215 (a) (1) of the Social Security
Act (relating to primary insurance amount) is amended to
read as follows:

“(1) The primary insurance amount of an individual
who attained age twenty-two after 1950 and with respect to

whom not less than six of the quarters elapsing after 1950



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

4
are quarters of coverage shall be 55 per centum of the
first $100 of Lis average montmy wage, plus 15 per centum
of the next $200 of such wage; except that, if his average
monthly wage is less than $48, his primary insurance amount
shall be the amount appearing in ‘column IT of the following
table on the line on which in column I appears his average

monthly wage.

‘AI Il
Average Monthly Wage Primary Insurance Amount
$34 or less_ e $25
$35 through $47._ . $26”

(2) Section 203 (a) of such Act (relating to maximum
benefits) 1s amended by striking out “$150” and “$40”
wherever they occur and inserting in lieu thereof “$168.75”
and “$45”, respectively.

Effective Dates

(¢) (1) The amendments made by subsection (a)
shall, subject to thé provisions of paragraph (2) of this
subsection and notwithstanding the provisions of section 215
(f) (1) of the Social Securitv Act, apply in the case
of lump-sum death payments under section 202 of such
Act with respect to deaths occurring after, and in the case
of monthly benefits under such section for any month after,
August 1952,

(2) (A) In the case of any individual who is (without

the application of section 202 (j) (1) of the Social
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Security Act) entitled to a monthly benefit under subsection
(b), (c), (d), (e}, (f), (g), or (h) of such section
202 for August 1952, whose benefit for such month is
computed through use of a primary insurance amount
determined under paragraph (1) or (2) of section 215
(c) of such Act, and who is entitled to such benefit for any
succeeding month on the basis of the same wages and self-
employment income, the amendments made by this section

shall not (subject to the provisions of subparagraph (B) of

‘this paragraph) apply for purposes of computing the amount

of such benefit for such succeeding month.. The amount of
such benefit for such succeeding month shall instead be equal
to the larger of (i) 1124 per centum of the amount of such
benefit (after the application of sections 203 (a) and 215
(g) of the Social Security Act as in effect prior to the

enactment of this Act) for August 1952, increased, if it is

not a multiple of $0.10, to the next higher multiple of

$0.10, or- (ii) the amount of such benefit (after the appli-
cation of sections 203 (a) and 215 (g) of the Social
Security -Act as in effect prior to the enactment of this Act)
for August 1952, increased by an amount equal to the
product obtained by multiplying $5 by the fraction applied
to the primary insurance amount. which was used in deter--
mining such benefit, and further increased, if such product

is not a multiple of $0.10, to the mext higher muliiple of:
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$0.10. The provisions of section 203 (a) of the Social
Security Act, as amended by this section (and, for purposes
of such section 203 (a), the provisions of section 215 (c)
(4) of the Social Security Act, as amended by this section),
shall apply to such benefit as computed under the preceding
sentence of this subparagraph, and the resulting amount,
if not a multiple of $0.10, shall be increased to the next
higher multiple of $0.10.

(B) The provisions of subparagraph (A) shall cease to
apply to the benefit of any individual for any month
under title IT of the Social Security Act, beginning with the
first month after August 1952 for which (i) another indi-
vidual becomes entitled, on the basis of the same wages and
self-employment income, to a benefit under such title to
which he was not entitled, on the basis of such wages and
self-employment income, for August 1952; or (ii) another
individual, entitled for August 1952 to a benefit under such
title on the basis of the same wages and self-employment in-
come, is not entitled to such benefit on the basis of such wages
and self-employment income; or (iii) the amount of any
benefit which would be payable on the basis of the same
wages and self-employment income under the provisions of
such title, as amended by this Act, differs from the amount
of such benefit which would have been payable for August

1952 under such title, as so amended, if the amendments
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made by this Act had been applicable in the case of benefits
under such title for such month.

- (3) The amendments made by subsection (b) shall
(notwithstanding the provisions of section 215 (f) (1)
of the Social Security Act) apply in the case of lump-
sum death payments under section 202 of such Act with
respect to deaths occurring after August 1952, and in
the case of monthly benefits under such section for months
after August 1952.

Saving Provisions
(d) (1) Where—

(A) an individual was entitled (without the ap-
plication of section 202 (j) (1) of the Social Security
Act) to an old-age insurance benefit under title IT of such
Act for August 1952;

(B) two or more other persons were entitled
(without the application of such section 202 (j) (1))
to monthly benefits under such title for such month on
the basis of the wages and self-employment income of
such individual; and

(C) the total of the benefits to which all persons
are entitled under such title on the basis of such individ-
ual’s wages and self-employment income for any subse-
quent month for which he is entitled to an old-age in-

surance benefit under such title, would (but for the
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provisions of this paragraph) be reduced by reason of

the application of section 203 (a) of the Social Security

Act, as amended by this Act,
then the total of benefits, referred to in clause (C), for such
subsequent month shall be reduced to whichever of the fol-
lowing is the larger:

(D) the amount determined pursuant to section

203 (a) of the Social Security Act, as amended by this

Act; or

(E) the amount determined pursuant to such sec-
tion, as in effect prior to the enactment of this Act, for

August 1952 plus the excess of (i) the amount of his

old-age insurance benefit for August 1952 computed

as if the amendments made by the preceding subsections
of this section had been applicable in the case of such
benefit for August 1952, over (ii) the amount of his

old-age insurance benefit for August 1952.

(2) No increase in any benefit by reason of the amend-
ments made by this section -or by reason of paragraph (2)
of subsection (c¢) of this section shall be regarded as a re-
computation for purposes of section 215 (f) of the Social

Security Act.
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PRESERVATION OF INSURANCE RIGHTS OF PERMANENTLY
AND TOTALLY DISABLED

Sec. 8. (a) (1) Section 213 (a) (2) (A) of the
Social Security Act (defining quarter of coverage) is
amended to read as follows:

“(A) The term ‘quarter of coverage’ means, in the
case of any quarter occurring prior to 1951, a quarter in
which the iﬁdividual has been paid $50 or more in wages,
except that no quarter any part of which was included
in a period of disability (as defined in section 216 (i)),
other than the initial quarter of such period, shall be a
quarter of coverage. In the case of any individual who
has been paid, in a calendar year prior to 1951, $3,000
or more in wages, each quarter of such year following his
first quarter of coverage shall be deemed a quarter of cov-
erage, excepting any quarter in such year in which such in-
dividual died or became entitled to a primary insurance
benefit and any quarter succeeding such quarter in which
he died or became so entitled, and excepting any quarter
any part of which was included in a period of disability,
other than the initial quarter of such period.”

H.R.7800—2
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(2) Section 213 (a) (2) (B) (i) of such Act is
amended to read as follows:
“(i) no quarter after the quarter in which
such individual died shall be a quarter of coverage,
and no quarter any part of which was included in a
period of disability (other than the initial quarter
and the last quarter of such period) shall be a
quarter of coverage;”.

(3) Section 213 (a) (2) (B) (iii) of such Act is
amended by striking out ‘“‘shall be a quarter of coverage” and
inserting in lieu thereof “shall (subject to clause (i)) be
a quarter of coverage”.

(b) (1) Section 214 (a) (2) of the Social Security
Act (defining fully insured individual) is amended by
striking out subparagraph (B) and inserting in lieu thereof
the following:

“(B) forty quarters of coverage,
not counting as an elapsed quarter for purposes of subpara-
graph (A) any quarter any part of which was included in
a period of disability (as defined in section 216 (1) ) unless
such quarter was a quarter of coverage.”

(2) Sectipn 214 (b) of such Act (defining currently
nsured individual) is amended by striking out the period

and inserting in lieu thereof: “, not counting as part of
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such thirteen-quarter period any quarter any part of which
was included in a period of disability unless such quarter
was a quarter of coverage.”

(¢) (1) Section 215 (b) (1) of the Social Seeurity
Act (defining average monthly wage) is amended by in-
serting after “excluding from such elapsed months any
month in any quarter prior to the quarter in which he
attained the age of twenty-two which was not a quarter
of coverage’ the following: “and any month in any quarter
any part of which was included in a period of disability
(as defined in section 216 (i)) unless such quarter was a
quarter of coverage”. |

(2) Section 215 (b) (4) of such Act is amended to
read as follows:

“(4) Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this
subsection, in computing an individual’s average monthly
wage, there shall not be taken into account—

“(A) any self-employment income of such indi-
vidual for taxable years ending in or after the month in
which he died or became entitled. to old-age insurance
benefits, whichever first occurred;

“(B) any wages paid such individual in any quarter
any part of which was included in a period of disability -

unless such quarter was a quarter of coverage;
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“(C) any seli-employment income of such indi-
vidual for any taxable year all of which was included in

a period of disability.”

(3) Section 215 (d) of such Act (relating to primary
insurance benefit for purposes of conversion table) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new
paragraph:

“(5) In the case of any individual to whom paragraph
(1), (2), or (4) of this subsectién is applicable, his pri-
mary insurance benefit shall be computed as provided therein;
except that, for purposes of paragraphs (1) and (2) and
subparagraph (C) of paragraph (4), any quarter prior to
1951 any part of which was included in a period of dis-
ability shall be excluded from the elapsed quarters unless
it was a quarter of coverage, and any wages paid in any
such quarter shall not be counted.”

(d) Section 216 of the Social Security Act (relating

to certain definitions) is amended by adding after subsection

(h) the following new subsection :

“Disability; Period of Disability
“(i) (1) The term ‘disability’ means (A) inability to
engage ih any substantially gainful activity by reason of any
medically determinable physical or mental impairment which
can be expected to be permanent, or (B) blindness; and the

term ‘blindness’ means central visual acuity of 5/200 or less
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in the better eye with the use of correcting lenses. An eye
in which the visual field is reduced to five degrees or less
concentric contraction shall be considered for the purpose of
this paragraph as having a central visual acuity of 5/200
or less. An individual shall not be considered to be under
a disability unless he furnishes such proof of the existence
thereof as may be required by regulations of the Adminis-
trator.

““(2) The term ‘period of disability’ means a continuous
period of not less than six full calendar months (beginning
and ending as hereinafter provided in this subsection) dur-
ing which an individual was under a disability (as defined
in paragraph (1) ). No such period with respect to any
disability shall begin as to any individual unless such in-
dividual, while under such disability, files an application
for a disability determination. Except as provided in para-
graph (5), a period of disability shall begin on whichever
of the following days is the latest:

“(A) the day the disability began;

“(B) the first day of the one-year period which
ends with the day before the day on which the individual |
filed such application; or

“(C) the first day of the first quarter in which
he satisfies the requirements of paragraph (3).

Except as provided in paragraph (4), a period of disa,bility-
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shall end on the day on which the disability ceases. No
application for a disability determination which is filed more
than three months before the first day on which a period of
disability can begin (as determined under this paragraph)
shall be accepted as an application for the purposes of this
paragraph.

““(8) The requirements referred to in paragraphs (2)

~ (C) and (5) (B) are satisfied by an individual with respect

to any quarter only if he had not less than—
“(A) six quarters of coverage (as defined in section

213 (a) (2)) during the thirteen-quarter period which

ends with such quarter; and

“(B) twenty quarters of coverage during the forty-
quarter period which ends with such quarter,
not counting as part of the thirteen-quarter period speciﬁed‘
in clause (A), or the forty-quarter period specified in clause
(B), any quarter any part of which was included in a prior
period of disability unless such quarter was a quarter of
coverage.

“(4) A period of disability may be terminated by the
Administrator because of the individual’s failure to comply
with regulations governing examinations or reexaminations,
or because of the individual’s refusal without good cause to
accept rehabilitation services available to him under a State

Pplan approved under the Vocational Rehabilitation Act (29



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19

20

21
22
23
24

25

15

U. 8. C,, ch. 4) after having heen requested to do so by the
Administrator. If any individual whose disability has ceased
fails to notify the Administrator before the end of the quarter
following the quarter in which the disability ceased, then for
each quarter which elapses after the quarter in which the
disability ceased and before the quarter in which he notifies
the Administrator, his disability shall be deemed to have
ceased three months earlier than it did (but in no case more
than one year earlier than it did).

“(5) If an individual files an application for a dis-
ability determination after March 1953, and before January
1955, with respect to a disability which began before April
1953, and continued without interruption until such applica-
cation was filed, then the beginning day for the period of
disability shall be whichever of the following days is the
later:

“(A) the day such disability began; or
“(B) the first day of the first quarter in which he

2

satisfies the requirements of paragrz{ph (3).

(e) Title IT of the Social Security Act is amended by
adding after section 219 the following new sections:
“EXAMINATION OF DISABLED INDIVIDUALS

“Sec. 220. The Administrator shall provide for such

examination of individuals as he determines to be necessary

to carry out the provisions of this title relating -to disability
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and periods of disability. XExaminations authorized by the
Administrator may be performed in existing facilities of
the Federal Government if readily available. Examinations
authorized by the Administrator may also be performed by
private physicians, or by public or privéte agencies or insti-
tutions, designated by the A dministrator for the performance
of such examinations; and the cost of such examinations
shall be paid for by the Administrator, in accordance with
agreements made by him, either directly or through appro-
priate Federal or State agencies. In the case of any
individual undergoing such an examination, he may be paid
his necessary travel expenses (inéluding subsistence expenses
incidental thereto) or allowances in lieu thereof. Pay-
ments authorized by this section may be made in advance
of or as reimbursement for thei performance of services or
the incurring of obligations or expenses, and may be made
prior to any action thereon by the General Accounting Office.
“DISABILITY PROVISIONS INAPPLICABLE IF BENEFITS
WOULD BE REDUCED

“SEec. 221. The provisions of this title relating to periods
of disability shall not apply in thé case of any monthly benefit -
or lump-sum death payment if such benefit or payment would
be greater without the application of such provisions.”

(f) Notwithstanding the provisions of section 215 (f)

(1) of the Social Security Act, the amendments made by
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subsections (a), (b), (c), and (d) of this section shall
apply to monthly benefits under title IT of the Social Security
Act for months after Jume 1953, and to lump-sum death
payments under such title in the case of deaths occurring
after March 1953; but no recomputation of benefits
by reason of such amendments shall be regarded as a re-
computation for purposes of section 215 (f) of the Social
Security Act.

INCREASE IN AMOUNT OF EARNINGS PERMITTED WITHOUT

DEDUCTIONS

Src. 4. (a) Paragraph (1) of subsection (b) of sec-
tion 203 of the Social Security Act and paragraph (1) of
subsection (c) of such section are each amended by striking
out “$50’ and inserting in lieu thereof “$70”.

(b) Paragraph (2) of subsection (b) of such section
is amended by striking out “$50” and inserting in lieu
thereof “$70”.

(c) Paragraph (2) of subsection (c) of such section
is amended by striking out “$50” énd ihserting in lieu thereof
“$70”.

(d) Subsections (e) and (g) of such section are each
amended by striking out “$50” wherever it appears and
inserting in lieu thereof “$70”.

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

H. R. 7800—3



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

23
24
25

18

apply in the case of monthly benefits under title IT of the
Social Security Act for months after August 1952. The
amendments made by subsection (b) shall apply in the case
of monthly benefits under such title IT for months in any
taxable year (of the individual entitled to such benefits) end-
g after August 1952. The amendments made by sub-
section (c) shall apply in the case of monthly benefits under
such title II for months in any taxable year (of the indi-
vidual on the basis of whose wages and self-employment
income such benefits are payable) ending after August 1952.
The amendments made by subsection (d) shall apply
in the case of taxable years ending after August 1952, As
used in this subsection, the term “taxable year” shall have
the meaning assigned to it by section 211 (e) of the Social
Security Act.

WAGE CREDITS FOR CERTAIN MILITARY SERVICE;

REINTERMENT OF DECEASED VETERANS

SEc. 5. (a) Section 217 of the Social Security Act
(relating to benefits in case of World War II Veterans)
is amended by striking out “WORLD WAR II”’ in the head-
ing and by adding at the end of such section the following
new subsection:

“(e) (1) For purposes of determining entitlement to
and the amount of any monthly benefit or lump-sum death

payment payable under this title on the basis of the
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wages and self-employment income of any veteran (as
defined in paragraph (5)), such veteran shall be deemed
to have been paid wages (in addition to the wages, if any,
actually paid to him) of $160 in each month during any
part of which he served in the active military or naval
service of the United States on or after July 25, 1947, and
prior to January 1, 1954. This subsection shall not be
applicable in the case of any monthly benefit or lump-sum

death payment if—

“(A) a larger such benefit or payment, as the case
may be, would be payable without its application; or

“(B) a benefit (other than a benefit payable in a
lump sum unless it is a commutation of, or a substitute
for, periodic payments) which is based, in whole or
in part, upon the active military or naval service of
such veteran on or after July 25, 1947, and prior to
January 1, 1954, is determined by any agency or
wholly owned instrumentality of the United States
(other than the Veterans’ Administration) to be pay-
able by it under any other law of the United States
or under a system established by such agency or in-

strumentality.

23 The provisions of clause (B) shall not apply in the

24 case of any monthly benefit or lump-sum death payment

25 under this title if its application would reduce by $0.50
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or less the primary insurance amount (as computed under
section 215 prior to any recomputation thereof pursuant to
subsection (f) of such section) of the individual on whose
wages and self-employment income such benefit or payment
is based.

“(2) Upon application for benefits or a lump-sum death
payment on the basis of the wages and self-employment in-
come of any veteran, the Federal Security Administrator
shall make a decision without regard to clause (B) of para-
graph (1) of this subsection unless he has been notified by
some other agency or instrumentality of the United States
that, on the basis of the military or naval service of such
veteran on or after July 25, 1947, and prior to January
1, 1954, a benefit described in clause (B) of paragraph (1)
has been determined by such agency or instrumentality to be
payable by it. If he has not been so notified, the Federal
Security Administrator shall then ascertain whether some
other agency or wholly owned instrumentality of the United
States has decided that a benefit described in clause (B) of
paragraph (1) is payable by it. If any such agency or
instrumentality has decided, or thereafter decides, that such
a benefit is payable by it, it shall so notify the Federal
Security Administrator, and the Administrator shall certify

no further benefits for payment or shall recompute the
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amount of any further benefits payable, as may be required
by paragraph (1) of this subsection.
“(3) Any agency or wholly owned instrumentality of
the United States which is authorized by any law of the

United States to pay benefits, or has a system of benefits

which are based, in whole or in part, on military or naval
service on or after July 25, 1947, and prior to January 1,
1954, shall, at the request of the Federal Security Adminis-
trator, certify to him, with respect to any veteran, such
information as the Administrator deems n'ecessary to carry
out his functions under paragraph (2) of this subsection.

““(4) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated
to the Trust Fund from time to time, as benefits which in-
clude service to which this subsection applies become pay-
able under this title, such sums as may be necessary to meet |
the additional costs, resulting from this subsection, of such
benefits (including lump-sum death payments). The Ad-
ministrator shall from time to time estimate the amount of
such additional costs through the use of appropriate account-
ing, statistical, sampling, or other methods.

““(5) For the purposes of this subsection, the term ‘vet-
eran’ means any individual who served in the active military

or naval service of the United States at any time on or after
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July 25, 1947, and prior to January 1, 1954, and who, if
discharged or released therefrom, was so discharged or re-
leased under conditions other than dishonorable after active
service of ninety days or more or by reason of a disability or
injury incurred or aggravated in service in line of duty; biit
such term shall not include any individual who died while
in the active military or naval service of the United States
if his death was inflicted (other than by an enemy of the
United States) as lawful punishment for a military or naval
offense.”

(b) Section 205 (o) of the Social Security Act (relat-
ing to crediting of compensation under the Railroad Retire-
ment Act) is amended by striking out “section 217 (a)”
and inserting in lieu thereof “subsection (a) or (e) of
section 2177

(¢) (1) The amendments made by subsections (a) and
(b) shall apply with respect to monthly benefits under
section 202 of the Social Security Act for months after
August 1952, and with respect to lump-sum death payments
in the case of deaths occurring after August 1952, except
that, in the case of any individual who is entitled, on the
basis of the wages and self-employment income of any
individual to whom section 217 (e) of the Social Security
Act applies, to monthly benefits under such section 202

for August 1952, such amendments shall apply (A) only
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if an application for recomputation by reason of such
amendments is filed by such individual, or any other in-
dividual, entitled to benefits under such section 202 on the
basis of such wages and self-employment income, and (B)
only with respect to such benefits for months after which-
ever of the following is the later: August 1952 or the
seventh month before the month in which such application
was filed. Recomputations of benefits as required to carry
out the provisions of this paragraph shall be made notwith-
standing the provisions of section 215 (f) (1) of the Social
Security Act; but no such recomputation shall be regarded
as a recomputation for purposes of section 215 (f) of such
Act.

(2) In the case of any veteran (as defined in section
217 (e) (5) of the Social Security Act) who died prior
to September 1952, the requirement in subsections (f) and
(h) of section 202 of the Social Security Act that proof of
support be filed within two years of the date of such death
shall not apply if such proof is filed prior to September 1954.

(d) (1) Paragraph (1) of section 217 (a) of such
Act is amended by striking out “a system established by such
agency or instrumentality.” in clause (B) and inserting in
lieu thereof:

“a system established by such agency or instrumentality.

The provisions of clause (B) shall not apply in the case of
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any monthly benefit or lump-sum death payment under this
title if its application would reduce by $0.50 or less the pri-
mary insurance amount (as computed under section 215
prior to any recomputation thereof pursuant to subsection (f)
of such section) of the individual on whose wages and self-
employment income such benefit or payment is based.”

(2) The amendment made by paragraph (1) of this
subsection shall apply only in the case of applications for
benefits under section 202 of the Social Security Act filed
after August 1952.

(e) (1) Section 101 (d) of the Social Security Act
Amendments of 1950 is amended by changing the period
at the end thereof to a comma and adding: “and except that
in the case of any individual who died outside the forty-eight
States and the District of Columbia on or after June 25,
1950, and prior to September 1950, whose death occurred
while he was in the active military or naval service of the
United States, and who is returned to any of such States, the
District of Columbia, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, or the
Virgin Islands for interment or reinterment, the last sentence
of section 202 (g) of the Social Security Act as in effect
prior to the enactment of this Act shall not prevent payment

to any person under the second sentence thereof if application
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for a lump-sum death payment uhder such section with
respect to such deceased individual is filed by or on behalf
of such person (whether or not legally competent) prior to
the expiration of two years after the date of such interment
or reinterment.”’

(2) In the case of any individual who died outside the
forty-eight States and the District of Columbia after August
1950 and prior to January 1954, whose déath occurred while
he was in the active military or naval service of the United
States, and who is returned to any of such States, the District
of Columbia, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, or the Virgin
Islands for interment or reinterment, the last sentence of
section 202 (i) of the Social Security Act shall not prevent
payment to any person under the second sentence thereof
if application for a lump-sum death payment with respect
to such deceased individual is filed under such section by or
on behalf of such person (whether or not legally competent)
prior to the expiration of two years after the date of such
interment or reinterment.

COVERAGE OF CERTAIN EMPLOYEES COVERED BY STATE
AND LOCAL RETIREMENT SYSTEMS
SEC. 6. (a) Subsection (d) of section 218 of the Social

Security Act (relating to voluntary agreements for coverage
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of State and local employees) is amended by striking out

”»

“Exclusion of” in the heading, by inserting “(1) ‘after
“(d)”, and by adding at the end thereof the following new
paragraphs:

“(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), an agreement
with a State may be made applicable (either in the original
agreement or by any modification thereof) to service per-
formed by employees in positions covered by a retirement
system (including positions specified in paragraph (3) but
excluding positions specified in paragraph (4)) if— |

“(A) there were in effect on January 1, 1951, in a

State or local law, provisions relating to the coordination

of such retirement system with the insurance system

established by this title; or
“(B) the Governor of the State certifies to the

Administrator that the following conditions have been

met:

“(1) A referendum by secret written ballot was
held on the question whether service in positions
covered by such retirement system should be ex-
cluded from or included under an agreement under

this section;

“(i1) An opportunity to vote in such referendum
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was given (and was limited) to the employees who,
at the time the referendum was held, were in posi-
tions then covered by such retirement system (other
than employees in positions to which, at the time the
referendum was held, the State agreement already
applied and other than employees in positions
specified in paragraph (4) (A));

“(ili) Ninety days’ notice of such referendum
was given to all such employees;

“(1v) Such referendum was conducted under
the supervision of the Governor or an individual
designated by him; and
“(v) Two-thirds or more of the employees who
voted in such referendum voted in favor of in-

_ cluding service in such positions under an agree-

ment under this section.

No referendum with respect to a retirement system
shall be valid for the purposes of this paragraph unless
held within the two-year period which ends on the date
of execution of the agreement or modification which ex-
tends the insurance system- esfablished by this title
to such retirement system.

(3) For the purposes of subsections (c) and (g)



(]

© 0w 9 & G

10
11
12

13
14

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

28

of this section, the following employees shall be deemed to

be a separate coverage group:

“(A) All employees in positions which were cov-
ered by the same retirement systeim on the date the
a.greemént was made applicable to such system;

“(B) All employees in positions which were cov-
ered by such system at any time after such date; and

“(C) All employees in positions which were cov-
ered by such system at any time before such date and
to which the insurance system established by this title
has not been extended before such date because the posi-
tions were covered by such retirement system.

“(4) Nothing in the preceding paragraphs of this sub-

section shall authorize the extension of the insurance system
established by this title to service in any of the following

positions covered by a retirement system—

“(A) any policeman’s or fireman’s position or any
elementary or secondary school teacher’s position; or

“(B) any position covered by a retirement system
applicable exclusively to positions in one or more law-
enforcement or fire fighting units, agencies, or depart-

ments.

For the purposes of this paragraph, any individual in the
educational system of the State or any political subdivision

thereof supervising instruction fn such system or in any
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elementary or secondary school therein shall be deemed to
be an elementary or secondary school teacher.

“(5) If a retirement system covers positions of employ-
ees of the State and positions of employees of one or more
political subdivisions of the State or covers positions of
employeeé of two or more political subdivisions of the State,
then, for purposes of the preceding paragraphs of this sub-
section, there shall, if the State so desires, be deemed to be
a separate retirement system with respect to each political
subdivision concerned and, where the retirement system -
covers positions of employees of the State, a separate re-
tirement system with respect to the State.”

(b) Subsection (f) of section 218 of the Social Security
Act (relating to effective dates of agreements and modifica-
tions thereof) is hereby amended by striking out “January’
1, 1953” and inserting in lieu thereof “January 1, 1955”.

TECHNICAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 7. (a) Section 215 (f) (2) of the Social Security

“Act (relating to recomputation of benefits) is amended to

read -as follows:

“(2) (A) Upon application by an individual entitled

“to old-age insurance benefits, the Administrator shall recom-

pute his primary insurance amount if application therefor
is filed after the twelfth month for which deductions under

paragraph (1) or (2) of section 203 (b) have been imposed
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(within a period of thirty-six months) with respect to such
benefit, not taking into account any month pﬁor to Septem-
ler 1950 or prior to the earliest month for which the last
previous computation of his primary insurance amount was
effective, and if not less than six of the quarters elapsing after
1950 and prior to the quarter in which he filed such applica-
tion are quarters of coverage.

“(B) Upon application by an individual who, in or
before the month of filing of such applicaticn, attained
the age of 75 and who is entitled to old-age insurance benefits
for which the primary insurance amount was computed under
subsection (a) (3) of this section, the Administrator shall
recompute his primary insurance amount if not less than six
of the quarters elapsing after 1950 and prior to the quarter
in which he filed application for such recomputation are
quarters of coverage.

“(C) A recomputation under subparagraphs (A) and
(B) of this paragraph shall be made only as provided in
subsection (a) (1) and shall take into account only such.

wages and self-employment income as would be taken into

account under subsection (b) if the month in which applica-

tion for recomputation is filed were deemed to be the month
in which the individual became entitled to old-age insurance

benefits. Such recomputation shall be effective for and after
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the month in which such application for recomputation is
filed.”

(b) Section 215 (f) of the Social Securitly Act is further
amended by renumbering paragraph (5) as paragraph (6)
and by inserting after paragraph (4) the following new
paragraph:

“(5) In the case of any individual who became entitled
to old-age insurance benefits in 1952 or in a taxable year‘
which began in 1952 (and without the application of section
202 (j) (1)), or who died in 1952 or in a taxable year -
which began in 1952 but did not become entitled to such
benefits prior to 1952, and who had self-employment income
for a taxable year Which ended within or with 1952 or which
began in 1952, then upon application filed after the close of
such taxable year by such individual or (if he died without
filing such application) by a person entitled to monthly
benefits on the basis of such individual’s wages and self-
employment income, the Administrator shall recompute such
individual’s primary insurance amount. Such recomputation
shall be made in the manner provided in the preceding sub-
sections of this section (other than subsection (b) (4) (A) )
for computation of such amount, except that (A) the self-
employment income closing date shall be the day following

the quarter with or within which such taxable year ended,
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and (B) the self-employment income for any subsequent
taxable year shall not be taken into account. Such recom-
putation shall be effective (A) in the case of an application
filed by such individual, for and after the first month in which
he became entitled to old-age insurance benefits, and (B) in

the case of an application filed by any other person, for and

after the month in which such person who filed such applica-

tion for recomputation became entitled to- such monthly
benefits. No recomputation under this paragraph pursuant to
an application filed after such individual’s death shall affect
the amount of the lump-sum death payment under subsection
(i) of section 202, and no such recomputation shall render
erroneous any such payment certified by the Administrator
prior to the effective date of the recomputation.”

(¢) In the case of an individual who died of became
(without the application of section 202 (j) (1) of the
Social Security Act) entitled to old-age insurance benefits
in 1952 and with respect to whom not less than six of the
quarters elapsing after 1950 and prior to the quarter follow-
ing the quarter in which he died or became entitled to old-age
insurance benefits, whichever first occurred, are quarters of
coverage, his wage closing date shall be the first day of such
quarter of death or entitlement instead of the day specified
in section 215 (b) (3) of such Act, but only if it would

result in a higher primary insurance amount for such indivi-
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dual. The terms used in this paragraph shall have the same
meaning as when used in title IT of the Social Security Act.
Retirement Aet of 1937, as amended; the term “Seeial
b 5 {2} and in seetion 5 (k) of sueh Aet of 1937¥ means

(d) (1) Section 1 (q) of the Railroad Retirement Act
of 1937, as amended, is amended by striking out “1950”
and inserting in liew thereof “1952”.

(2) Section 5 (i) (1) (it) of the Railroad Retirement
Act of 1937, as amended, is amended to read as follows :

“(i) will have rendered service for wages as de-
termined under section 209 of the Social Security Act,
without regard to subsection (a) thereof, of more than

$70, or will have been charged under section 203 (e)

of that Act with net earnings from self-employment of

more than $70;".

(3) Section 5 (1) (6) of the Railroad Retirement Act
of 1937, as amended, 1s amended. by inserting “or (e)” after
“section 217 (a)”.

EARNED INCOME OF BLIND RECIPIENTS

Sec. 8. Title XTI of the Social Security Act (relating to

general provisions) is amended by adding at the end thereof

the following new section:
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“EARNED INCOME OF BLIND RECIPIENTS

“Src. 1109. Notwithstanding the provisions of sections
2 (a) (7), 402 (a) (7), 1002 (a) (8), and 1402 (a)
(8), a State plan approved under title I, IV, X, or XIV
may provide that where earned income has been disregarded
in determining the need of an individual receiving aid to the
blind under a State plan approved under title X, the earned
income so disregarded (but not in excess of the amount
specified in section 1002 (a) (8)) shall not be taken into
consideration in determining the need of any other individual

for assistance under a State plan approved under title T,

IV, X, or XIV.”



Union Calendar No. 611

82p CONGRESS
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[Report No. 1944]

A BILL

To amend title IT of the Social Security Act
to increase old-age and survivors insurance
benefits, to preserve insurance rights of per-
manently and totally disabled individuals,
and to increase the amount of earnings per-
mitted without loss of benefits, and for other
purposes.

By Mr. DouanTon

MAay 12, 1952
Referred to the Conmmittee on Ways and Means
May 16, 1952

Reported with an amendment, committed to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, and ordered to be printed
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OFFICE MEMORANDUM SSA-OASI
UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

14:D
May 20, 1952
A1l Administrative Personnel

0. C. Pogge, Director
Bureau of 0Old-Age and Survivors Insurance

Director's Bulletin No. 185
Status of H.R. T800

As you know, H.R. 7800 was considered by the House
yesterday under its "suspension of the rules" procedure.
Passage of & bill under this procedure requires a two-thirds
majority. The bill received a simple but not a two-thirds
majority.

What steps will be taken toward further consideration
of this bill or a similar bill this session has not yet, so
far as we know, been decided.

I am sending you a copy of the bill and hope to obtain,
perhaps by next week, sufficient copies of the Committee Report

to send it also.
0. ;é Pogg;?S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AMEND-
MENTS OF 1952

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H .R. 7800) to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to increase old-age
and survivors insurance benefits, to pre-
serve insurance rights of permanently
and totally disabled individuals, and to
increase the amount of earnings per-
mitted without loss of benefits, and for
other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be il enacted, etc., That this act may be
cited as the “Social Security Act Amend-
ments of 1952.”

INCREASE IN BENEFIT AMOUNTS
Benefits computed by conversion table
8ec. 2. (a) (1) Section 215 (¢) (1) of the

Soclal Security Act (relating to determina-
tions made by use of the conversion table)
1s amended by striking out the table and

inserting in lieu thereof the following new
table:

‘I u m
And the :;len-
If the primary insur- | The primary | 2£€¢ monthly
ance benefit (as de- | insurance wa's": L‘;';g;‘:’
termined under sub- amount pgting ey
section (@) ks: shall be: xl::um benefits
shall be:

$25.00 $45.00

27.00 49.00

29. 00 53. 00

31.00 56. 00

33.00 €0, 00

35.00 63.00

36.70 67.00

38.20 69.00

39. 50 72.00

40.70 74.00

42 00 76.00

43. 50 79.00

45.30 82.00

47. 50 <6. 00

50.10 91.00

52. 40 95.00

54. 40 99. 00

56,30 102. 00

48. 00 129, 00

59. 40 129.00

60. 80 139.00

62.00 147.09

63.30 155.00

64. 10 173. 00

65. 50 170.00

66. 60 177.00

67.80 185.00

68.90 193.00

70. 00 200, 00

71.00 7. 00

72.00 213.00

73.10 221.00

74.10 227.00

75.10 234. 00

76.10 241.00

77.10 20.00
.10 250. 00"

(2) Section 215 (¢) (2) of such act is
amended to read as follows:

“(2) In case the primary insurance bene-
fit of an individual (determined as provided
in subsection (d)) falls between the amounts
on any two consecutive lines in column I of
the table. the amount referred to in para-
graphs (2) (B) .and (3) of subsection (a)
for such individual shall be the amount de=
termined with respect to such benefit (under
the applicable regulations in effect on May
1, 1952), increased by 125 percent or 85,
whichever is the larger, and further in-
creased, if it i3 not then a multiple of $0.10,
to the next higher multiple of $0.10.”
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(3) Section 215 (c) of such act is further
amended by inserting after paragraph (3)
the following new paragraph:

“(4) For purposes of section 203 (a), the
average monthly wage of an individual whoge
primary insurance amount 1s determined
under paragraph (2) of this subsection ghall
be a sum equal to the average monthly wage
which would result in such primary insure
ance amount upon application of the pro-
visions of subsection (a) (1) of thls sece
tion and without the application of subsec=
tion (e) (2) or (g) of this section; except
that, If such sum is not a multiple of 81, it
shall be rounded to the nearest muitiple
of $1.”

Revision of the benefit formula; revised
minimum and marimum amounts

(b) (1) Section 215 (a) (1) of the Social
Security Act (relating to primary insurance
amount) is amended to read as follows:

*(1) The primary insurance amount of
an individual who attained age 22 after 1950
and with respect to whom not less than six of
the quarters elapsing after 1950 are quarters
of coverage shall be 55 percent of the first
$100 of his average monthly wage, plus 15
percent of the next $200 of such wage; except
that, if his average monthly wage is less than
848, his primary insurance amount shall be
the amount appearing in column II of the
following table on the line on which in col=
umn I appears his average monthly wage,

“I had
Averagze monthly Primary insurance
wage amount
$34 or less $25
835 through $47ceccuunee .. 826"

(2) Section 203 (a) of such act (relating
to maximum benefits) is amended by strik-
ing out “8150" and "$40" wherever they oce
cur and inserting in lieu thereof “$168.75"
and “8$45,” respectively.

Eflective dates

(c) (1) The amendments made by sub-
section (a) shall, subject to the provisions
of paragraph (2) of this subsection and not-
withstanding the provisions of section 213
(f) (1) of the Social Security Act, apply in
the case of lump-sum death payments under
section 202 of such act with respect to deaths
occurring after, and in the case of monthly
benefits under such section for any month
after, August 1952,

(2) (A) In the case of any individual who
is (without the application of section 203
(J) (1) of the Social Security Act) entitled
to a monthly benefit under subsection (b),
(c), (d), (e), (1), (8), or (h) of such sec-
tion 202 for August 1952, whose benefit for
such months is computed through use of
& primary insurance amount determined
under paragraph (1) or (2) of section 215
(c) of such act, and who is entitled to such
benefit for any succeeding month on the
basis of the same wages and self-employment
income, the amendments made by this sec~
tion shall not (subject to the provisions of
subparagraph (B) of this paragraph) apply
for purposes of computing the amount of
such benefit for such succeeding month.
The amount of such benefit for such suc-
ceeding month shall instead be equal to the
larger of (1) 112!; percent of the amount
of such benefit (after the application of sec=
tions 203 (a) and 215 (g) of the Soclal Se-
curity Act as in effect prior to the enactment
of this act) for August 1952, increased, if 1t
is not a muitiple of $0.10, to the next higher
multiple of 80.10, or (ii1) the amount of such
benefit (after the application of sections
203 (a) and 215 (g) of the Social Security
Act as in effect prior to the enactment of
this act) for August 1852, increased by &n
amount equal to the product obtained by
multiplying 85 by the fraction applied to
the primary insurance amount which was
used in determining such benefit, and fur-
ther increased, if such product js not a
multiple of $0.10, to the next higher multiple
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of $0.10. The provisions of section 203 (a)
of the Soclal Security Act, as amended by
this section (and, for purposes of such sec~
tion 203 (a). the provisions of section 318
(c) (4) of the Soclal Security Act, as amend«
ed by this section), shall apply to such bene«
fit as computed under the preceding sene
tence of this subparagraph, and the resulting
amount, if not a muitiple of $0.10, shall be
:lbcreased to the next higher multiple of

.10.

(B) The provisions of subparagraph (A)
shall cease to apply to the benefit of any
individual for any month under title II
of the Social Security Act, beginning with
the first month after August 1953 for which
(1) another individual becomes entitled, on
the basis of the same wages and self-em-
ployment income, to a benefit under such
title to which he was not entitled, on the
basis of such wages and self-employmeny
income, fotr August 1952; or (i1) another ine
dividual, entitled for August 1952 to a bene<
fit under such title on the basis of the same
wages and self-employment income, is not
entitled to such benefit on the basis of
such wages and self-employment income; or
(i11) the amount of any benefit which would
be payable on the basis of the same wages
and self-employment income under the pro-
visions of such title, as amended by this
act, differs from the amount of such benefit
which would have been payable for August
1953 under such title, as so amended, i the
amendments made by this act had been ap-
plicable In the case of benefits under such
titie for such month.

(3) The amendments made by subsection
(b) shall (motwithstanding the provisions
of sec. 215 (f) (1) of the Social Secu-
rity Act) apply in the case of lump-sum
death payments under section 202 of such
act with respect to deaths occurring after
August 1952, and in the case of monthly
benefits under such section for months after
August 1852.

Saving provisions

(d) (1) Where—

(A) an individual was entitled (without
the application of sec. 202 (J) (1) of the
Bocial Security Act) to an old-age insur-
ance benefit under title XX of such act for
August 1952;

'(B) two or more other persons were en=
titled (without the application of such sec,
202 (J) (1)) to monthly benefits under
guch title for such month on the basis of
the wages and self-employment income of
such individual; and

(C) the total of the benefits to which all

ns are entitled under such title on the
basis of such individual’s wages and self-
employment income for any subsequent
month for which he is entitled to an old-~
age insurance benefit under such title, would
(but for the provisions of this paragraph)
be reduced by reason Of the application of
gection 203 (a) of the Social Security Act,
as amended by this act, then the total of
benefits, referred to in clause (C), for such
subsequent month shall be reduced to
whichever of the following is the larger:

(D) the amount determined pursuant to
gection 203 (a) of the Social Security Act,
as amended by this act; or

(E) the amount determined pursuant to
such section, as in effect prior to the enact-
ment of this act, for August 1952 plus the
excess of (1) the amount of his old-age in-
surance benefit for August 1952 computed
as if the amendments made by the preced-
ing subsections of this section had been ap~
plicable in the case Of such benefit for Au-
gust 1953, over (11) the amount of his olde
age insurance benefit for August 1952,

(2) No increase in auy benefit by reason
of the amendments made by this section or
by reason of ph (2) of subsection
(c) of this section shall bem;: ::).
computsation for purposes
of the Sactal Security Act.
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PAESERVATION OF INSURANCE RIGHTS OF PER~
MANENTLY AND TOTALLY DISABLED

Sec. 3. (a) (1) Section 213 (a) (2) (A)
of the Bocial Security Act (defining quarter
of coverage) is amended to read as follows:

“(A) The term ‘quarter of coverage’ means,
in the case of any quarter occurring prior
to 1951, a guarter in which the individual
has been paid $50 or more in wages, except
that no quarter any part of which was in-
cluded in a period of disability (as defined
in section 218 (1)). other than the initial
quarter of such period, shall be a quarter
of coverage. In the case of any individual
who has been paid, in a calendar year prior
to 1951, 83,000 or more in wages, each quar-
ter of such year following his first quarter
of coverage shall be deemed a quarter of
coverage, excepting any quarter in such year
in which such individual died or became en-~
titled to a primary insurance benefit and any
quarter succeeding such quarter in which
he died or became 3o entitled, and excepting
any quarter any part of which was included
in a period of disability, other than the
initial quarter of such period.”

(2) Section 213 (a) (2) (B) (1) of such
act is amended to read as follows:

“(1) no quarter after the quarter in which
such individual died shall be a quarter of
coverage, and no quarter any part of which
was included in a period of disability (other
than the initial quarter and the last quarter
of such period) shall be a quarter of cove
erage;”’.

(3) Section 213 (a) (2) (B) (iii) of such
act is amended by striking out *“shall be
a quarter of coverage” and inserting in lieu
thereot “shall (subject to clause (1)) be a
quarter of coverage’.

(b) (1) Section 214 (a) (2) of the Social
Security Act (defining fully insured indi-
vidual) is amended by striking out subpara~
graph (B) and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“(B) forty quarters of coverage.
not counting as an elapsed quarter for pure
poses of subparagraph (A) any quarter any
part of which was included in a period of
disability (as defined In section 216 (1))
unless such quarter was a quarter of cove
erage.”

(2) Section 214 (b) of such act (defining
currently insured individual) is amended by
striking out the period and inserting in lieu
thereof: “, not counting as part of such
thirteen-quarter period any quarter any part
of which was included {n a period of dise-
ability unless such quarter was & quarter
of coverage.”

(c) (1) Section 215 (b) (1) of the Social
Becurity Act (defining average monthly
wage) Is amended by inserting after “ex-
cluding from such elapsed months any
month in any quarter prior to the quarter in
which he attained the age of 22 which was
not a quarter of coverage” the following:
“and any month in any quarter any part of
which was included in a period of disability
(as defined in section 216 (1)) unless such
quarter was a quarter of coverage.”

(2) Section 215 (b) (4) of such act is
amended to read as follows:

“(4) Notwithstanding the preceding pro-
visions of this subsection, in computing an
individual’s average monthly wage, there
shall not be taken into account—

“(A) any self-employment income of such
individual for taxable years ending in or
after the month in which he died or became
entitled to old-age insurance benefits, which-
ever first occurred;

“(B) any wages paid such individual in
any quarter any part of which was included
in a period of disability unless such quarter
was a quarter of coverage;

“(C) any self-employment income of such
fndividual for any taxable year all of which
was included in a period of disability.”

(3) Bection 215 (d) of such act (relating

primary insurance benefit for purposes
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of conversion table) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new para-
graph:

“(5) In the case of any individual to whom
paragraph (1), (2), or (4) of this subsec-
tion is applicable, his primary insurance
benefit shall be computed as provided
therein; except that, for purposes of para-«
graphs (1) and (2) and subparagraph (C)
of paragraph (4), any quarter prior to 1951
any part of which was included in a period
of disability shall be excluded from the
elapsed quarters unless it was a quarter of
coverage, and any wages paid ih any such
quarter shall not be counted.”

(d) Section 216 of the Social Security Act
(relating to certain definitions) is amended
by adding after subsection (h) the following
new subsection:

“Disability, period of disability

“(1) (1) The term ‘disability’ means (A)
{nability to engage in any substantially gain-
ful activity by reason of any medically de-
terminable physical or mental impairment
which can be expected to be permanent, or
(B) blindness; and the term ‘blindness’
means central visual acuity of 5/200 or less
in the better eye with the use of correcting
lenses. An eye in which the visual field is
reduced to 5 degrees or less concentric con-
traction shall be considered for the purpose
of this paragraph as having a central visual
acuity of 5/200 or less. An individual shall
not be considered to be under a disability
unless he furnishes such proof of the exist-
ence thereof ag may be required by regulae
tions of the Administrator.

*(2) The term ‘period of disability’ means
8 continuous period of not less than six full
calendar months (beginning and ending as
hereinafter provided in this subsection) dur-
ing which an individual was under a disa-
bility (as defined in paragraph (1)). No
such period with respect to any disability
shall begin as to any individual unless such
frdividual, while under such disability, files
an application for a disability determination.
Except as provided in paragraph (§), a period
of disability shall begin on whichever of the
following days is the latest:

“{A) the day the disability began:

“(B) the first day of the l-year period
which ends with the day before the day on
which the individual filed such applica«
tion; or

“(C) the first day of the first quarter {n

which he satisfles the requirements of parae
graph (3).
Except a8 provided in paragraph (4), a
period of disability shall end on the day on
which the disability ceases. No application
for a disability determination which is filed
more than 3 months before the first day on
which a period of disability can begin (as
determined under this paragraph) shall pe
accepted as an application for the purposes
of this paragraph.

*(3) The requirements referred to in parae
graphs (2) (C) and (5) (B) are satisfied by
an individual with respect to any quarter
only if he had not less than—

“(A) six quarters of coverage (as defined
in section 213 (a) (2) during the 13-quarter
period which ends with such quarter; and

*“(B) twenty quarters of coverage during
the 40-quarter period which ends with such
quarter,

not counting as part of the 13-quarter pe-
riod specified in clause (A), or the 40-
quarter period specified in clause (B), any
quarter any part of which was included in
a prior period of disability unless such quar=
ter was a quarter of coverage.

“(4) A period of disability may be termi-
nated by the Administrator becauss of the
individual’s faflure to comply with regula-
tions governing examinations or reexaminge~
tions, or because of the individual’s refugal
without good cause to accept rehabilitation
services avallable to him under a State plan
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spproved under the Vocational Rehabilita=
tion Act (29 U. 8. C., ch, 4) after having been
requested to do so by the Administrator. If
any individual whose disability has ceased
fails to notify the Administrator before the
end of the quarter following the quarter in
which the disability ceased, then for each
quarter which elapses after the quarter in
which the disability ceased and before the
quarter in which he notifies the Adminis-
trator, his disability shall be deemed to have
ceased 3 months earlier than it did (but in
no case more than 1 year earlier than it did).

“(5) If an individual files an application
for a disability determination after March
1953, and before January 1955, with respect
to a disability which began before April
1953, and continued without interruption
until suck application was filed, then the
beginning day for the period of disability
ehall be whichever of the following days is
the later:

“(A) the day such disability began; or

«(B) the first day of the first quarter in
which he satisfies the requirements of para=
graph (3).”

(e) Title TI of the Social Security Act is
amended by adding after section 219 the fol-
lowing new sections:

“EXAMINATION OF DISABLED INDIVIDUALS

“Spc. 220. The Administrator shall pro-
vide for such examination of individuals as
he determines to be necessary to carry out the
provisions of this title relating to disability
and periods of disability. Examinations au=
thorized by the Administrator may be per=-
formed In existing facilities of the Federal
Government if readily available. Examina-
tions authorized by the Administrator may
also be performed by private physicians, or
by public or private agencies or institutions,
designated by the Administrator for the per-
formance of such examinations; and the cost
of such examinations shall be paid for by the
Administrator, in accordance with agree-
ments made by him, either directly or
through appropriate Federal or State agen-
cies. In the case of any individual under=
going such an examination, he may be paid
his necessary travel expenses (including sub-
sistence expenses incidental thereto) or als
lowances in lieu thereof. Payments author-
1zed by this section may be made in advance
of or as reimbursement for the performance
of services or the incurring of obligations or
expenses, and may be made prior to any ac-
tion thereon by the General Accounting Of«
fice.

“DISARILITY PROVISIONS INAPPLICABLE P
BENEFITS WOULD BE REDUCED

“Sgc. 221. The provisions of this title re-
lating to periods of disability shall not apply
in the case of any monthly benefit or lump=
sum death payment if such benefit or paye-
ment would be greater without the applica-
tion of such provisions.”

(f) Notwithstanding the provisions of sece
tion 215 (f) (1) of the Social Security Act,
the amendments made by subsections (a),
(b), (¢), and (d) of this section shall apply
to monthly benefits under title II of the So-
cial Security Act for months after June 1953,
and to lump-sum death payments under such
title in the case of deaths occurring after
March 1953; but no recomputation of ben-
efits by reason of such amendments shall be
regarded as a recomputation for purposes of
section 215 (f) of the Social Seclurity Act.

INCREASE IN AMOUNT OF EARNINGS PERMITTED
WITHOUT DEDUCTIONS

Sec. 4. (a) Paragraph (1) of subsection
(b) of section 203 of the Social Security Act
and paragraph (1) of subsection (¢) of such
section are each amended by striking out
*850” and inserting in lieu thereof “870.”

(b) Paragraph (2) of subsection (b) of
such section is amended by striking out “$50"
and inserting in lieu thereof “£70."
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(c) Paragraph (2) of subsection (c) of
such section is amended by striking out
#$50” and inserting in lieu thereof “870.”

(d) Subsections (e) and (g) of such sec=
tion are each amended by striking out “850™
wherever it appears and inserting in leu
thereof “$70.”

(e) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall apply in the case of monthly ben-
efits under title II of the Social Security Act
for months after August 1952. The amend-
ments made by subsection (b) shall apply
in the case of monthly benefits under such
title IT for months in eny taxable year (of
the individual entitled to such benefits) end-
ing after August 1952, The amendments
made by subsection (¢) shall apply in the
case of monthly benefits under such title II
for months in any taxable year (of the in-
dividual on the basis of whose wages and
self-employment income such benefits are
payable) ending after August 1952. The
amendments made by subsection (d) shall
apply in the case of taxable years ending
after 1952. As used in this subsection, the
term “taxable year” gshall have the meaning
assigned to it by section 211 (e) of the So-
cial Security Act.

WAGE CREDITS FOR CERTAIN MILITARY SERVICE;
BREINTERMENT OF DECEASED VETERANS

Sec. 5. (a) Section 217 of the Social Se-
curity Act (relating to benefits in case of
World War II veterans) is amended by
striking out “World War II” in the heading
and by adding at the end of such section
the following new subsection:

“(e) (1) For purpose of determining en=-
titlement to and the amount of any monthly
benefit or lump-sum death payment payable
under this title on the basis of the wages
and self-employment income of any veteran
(as defined in paragraph (5)), such veteran
shall be deemed to have been paid wages (in
addition to the wages, 1f any, actually paid
to him) of 8160 in each month during any
part of which he served in the active military
or naval service of the United States on or
after July 25, 1947, and prior to January 1,
1954. This subsection shall not be appli-
cable in the case of any monthly benefit or
Jump-sum death payment if—

“(A) a larger such benefit or payment,
as the case may be, would be payable withe
out its application; or

“(B) a benefit (other than a benefit pay=
able in a lump sum unless it is a commue
tation of, or a substitute for, pertodic paye
ments) which s based, in whole or in part,
upon the active military or naval service
of such veteran on or after July 25, 1947,
and prior to January 1, 1954, is determined
by any agency or wholly owned instrumen=
tality of the United States (other than the
Veterans’ Administration) to be payable by
it under any other law of the United States
or under a system established by such agency
or instrumentality.

‘The provisions of clause (B) shall not apply
in the case of any monthly benefit or lumpe-
sum death payment under this title if its
application would reduce by 50 cents or
less the primary insurance amount (as come
puted under section 215 prior to any recoms
putation thereof pursuant to subsection (f)
of such section) of the individual on whose
wages and self-employment income such
benefit or payment is based.

“{(2) Upon application for benefits or a
Jump-sum death payment on the basis of
the wages and self-employment fncome of
any veteran, the Federal Security Adminis-
trator shall make a decision without regard
to clause (B) of paragraph (1) of this sub-
section unless he has been notified by some
other agency or Iinstrumentality of the
United States that, on the basis of the mili=
tary or naval service of such veteran on or
after July 25, 1947, and prior to January 1,
1954, & benefit described in clause (B) of
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paragraph (1) has been determined by guch
agency or instrumentality to be payabie by
it. If he has not been 80 notified, the Fed-
eral Security Administrator shall then gs-
certain whether some other agency or wholly
owned instrumentality of the United States
has decided that a benefit described in clause
(B) of paragraph (1) is payable by it, If
any such agency or instrumentality has de-
cided, or thereafter decldes, that such a
benefit is payable by it, it shall 8o notity
the Federal Security Administrator, and the
Administrator shall certify no further pene=
fits for payment or shall recompute the
amount of any further benefits payable, as
may be required by paragraph (1) of this
subsection.

“(3) Any agency or wholly owned instrue
mentality of the United States which is
authorized by any law of the United States
to pay benefits, or has a system of benefits
which are based, in whole or in part, on mili-
tary or naval service on or after July 25,
1947, and prior to January 1, 1954, shall, at
the request of the Federal Security Admine
istrator, certify to him, with respect to any
veteran, such information as the Adminise
trator deems necessary to carry out his func=
tions under paragraph (2) of this subsece
tion.

“(4) There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated to the Trust Fund from time
to time, as benefits which include service
to which this subsection applies become pay=
able under this title, such sums as may be
necessary to meet the additional costs, re-
sulting from this subsection, of such bene=
fits (including lump-sum death payments).
The Administrator shall from time to time
estimate the amount of such additional costs
through the use of appropriate accounting,
statistical, sampling, or other methods.

“(5) For the purposes of this subsection,
the term ‘veteran’ means any individual who
served in the active military or naval service
of the United States at any time on or after
July 25, 1947, and prior to January 1, 1954,
and who, if discharged or released there-
from, was so0 discharged or released under
conditions other than dishonorable after
active service of 90 days or more or by
reason of a disability or injury incurred or
aggravated in service in line of duty; but
such term shall not include any individual
who died while in the active military or
naval service of the United States if his
death was inflicted (other than by an enemy
of the United States) as lawful punishe
ment for & military or naval offense.”

(b) Section 205 (0) of the Social Security
Act (relating to crediting of compensation
under the Railroad Retirement Act) 18
amended by striking out “section 217 (a)”
and inserting in lieu thereof “subsection (a)
or (e) of section 217.”

(¢) (1) The amendments made by sub=-
sections (a) and (b) shall apply with re=
spect to monthly benefits under section
202 of the Social Security Act for months
after August 1952, and with respect to lump=
sum death payments in the case of deaths
occurring after August 1952, except that,
in the case of any individual who 18 en-
titled, on the basis of the wages and self=
employment income of any individual to
whom section 217 (e) of the Social Be-
curity Act applies, to monthly benefits under
such section 202 for Augut 1852, such smend-
ments shall apply (A) only if an applicae
tion for recomputation by reason of such
amendments is filed by such individual, or
any other individual, entitled to benefits un=
der such section 202 on the basis of such
wages and self-employment income, &nd
(B) only with respect to such benefits for
months after whichever of the follow:ng 18
the later: August 1952 or the seventh month
before the month in which such applica~
tion was filed. Recomputations of benefits
as required to carry out the provisions of
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this paragraph shall be made notwithstand-
ing the provislons of section 215 (f) (1)
of the Social Security Act; but no such
recomputation shall be regarded as a re-
computation for purposes of section 215 (1)
of such act.

(2) In the case of any veteran (as defined
in section 217 (e) (5) of the Social Security
Act) who died prior to September 1952, the
requirement in subsections (f) and (h) of
section 202 of the Social Security Act that
proof of support be filed within 2 years of
the date of such death shall not apply if
such proof i3 filed prior to September 1954,

(d) (1) Paragraph (1) of section 217 (a)
of such act 18 amended by striking out “a
system established by such agency or in-
strumentality.” in clause (B) and inserting
in lieu thereof:

“a system established by such agency or
instrumentality. The provisions of clause
(B) shall not apply in the case of any
monthly benefit or lump-sum death pay-
ment under this title if its application would
reduce by $0.50 or less the primrary insur-
ance amount (as computed under section
215 prior to any recomputation thereof pur=
suant to subsection (f) of such section) of
the individual on whose wages and self-eme
ployment income such benefit or payment is
based.”

(2) The amendment made by paragraph
(1) of this subsection shall apply only in
the case of applications for benefits under
section 202 of the Social Security Act filed
after August 1952.

(e) (1) Section 101 (d) of the Bocial Se-
curity Act Amendments of 1950 is amended
by changing the pericd at the end thereof
to a comma and adding: “and except that
in the case of any individual who died out-
side the 48 States and the District of Co-
lumbia on or after June 25, 1950, and prior
to September 1950, whose death occurred
while he was in the active military or naval
service of the United States, and who is re-
turned to any of such States, the District of
Columbia, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, or
the Virgin Islands for interment or reinter-
ment, the last sentence of section 202 (g) of
the Social Security Act as in effect prior to
the enactment of this act shall not prevent
payment to any person under the second
sentence thereof if application for a lump-
sum death payment under such section with
respect to such deceased individual is filed
by or on behalf of such person (whether or
not legally competent) prior to the expira-
tion of 2 years after the date of such inter-
ment or reinterment.”

(2) In the case of any individual who died
outside the 48 States and the District of
Columbia after August 1950 and prior to
January 1954, whose death occurred while
he was in the active military or naval serv-
ice of the United States, and who is returned
to any of such States, the District of Colum=~
bia, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, or the
Virgin Islands for interment or reinterment,
the last sentence of section 202 (i) of the So-
clal Security Act shall not prevent payment
to any person under the second sentence
thereof if application for a lump-sum death
payment with respect to such deceased indi-
vidual is filed under such section by or on
behalf of such person (whether or not legally
competent) prior to the expiration of 2
years after the date of such interment or
reinterment.

COVERAGE OF CERTAIN EMPLOYEES COVERED BY
STATE AND LOCAL RETIREMENT SYSTEMS

8ec. 6. (a) Subsection (d) of section 218
of the Social Security Act (relating to vol-
untary agreements for coverage of State and
local employees) is amended by striking out
“Exclusion of" in the heading, by inserting
“(1)" after “(d)", and by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraphs:

“(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), an
agreement with a State may be made ap-
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plicable (either in the original agreement
or by any modification thereof) to service
performed by employees in positions covered
by a retirement system (including positions
specified in paragraph (3) but exciuding poe
sitlons specified in paragraph (4)) if—

“(A) there were in effect on January 1,
1951, in a State or local law, provisions re-
lating to the coordination of such retire-
ment system with the insurance system ese
tablished by this title; or

“(B) the Governor of the State certifies
to the Admintstrator that the following con-
ditions have been met:

“(1) A referendum by secret written ballot
was held on the question whether service in
positions covered by such retirement system
should be excluded from or inciuded under
an agreement under this section;

“(i1) An opportunity to vote in such refer=
endum was given (and was limited) to the
employees who, at the time the referendum
was held, were in positions then covered by
such retirement system (other than employ-
ees in positions to which, at the time the
referendum was held, the State agreement
already applied and other than employees
in positions specified in paragraph (4) (A));

“(i11) Ninety days’ notice of such refer-
endum was given to all such employees;

*“(iv) Such referendum was conducted
under the supervistion of the Governor or
an individual designated by him; and

“(v) Two-thirds or more of the employees
who voted in such referendum voted in favor
of including service in such positions under
an agreement under this section.

No referendum with respect to a retirement
system shall be valid for the purposes of
this paragraph unless held within the 2-year
period which ends on the date of execution
of the agreement or modification which ex-
tends the insurance system established by
this title to such retirement system.

“(3) For the purposes of subsection (c)
and (g) of this section, the following em-
ployees shall be deemed to be a separate
coverage group:

“(A) All employees in positions which
were covered by the same retirement system
on the date the agreement was made appli-
cable to such system;

“(B) All employees in positions which
were covered by such system at any time
after such date, and

“(C) All employees in positions which
were covered by such system at any time
before such date and to which the insurance
system established by this title has not been
extended before such date because the posi-
tions were covered by such retirement syse
tem.

“(4) Nothing in the preceding paragraphs
of this subsection shall authorize the ex-
tension of the insurance system established
by this title to service in any of the follow-
ing positions covered by a retirement syse
tem—

“(A) any policeman’s or fireman’s position
or any elementary or secondary school
teacher’s position; or

“(B) any position covered by a retirement
system applicable exclusively to positions in
one or more law-enforcement or fire-fighting
units, agencies, or departments.

For the purposes of this paragraph, any in-
dividual in the educational system of the
State or any political subdivision thereof
supervising instruction in such system or in
any elementary or secondary school therein
shall be deemed to be an elementary or
secondary school teacher,

“(5) If a retirement system covers posi-
tions of employees of the State and posi=
tions of employees of one or more political
subdivisions of the State or covers positions
of employees of two or more political sube
divisions of the State, then, for purposes of
the preceding paragraphs of this subsection,
there shall, If the State 8o desires, be deemed
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to be a separate retirement system with re-
epect to each political subdivision cone
cerned and, where the retirement system
covers positions of employees of the State, a
separate retirement system with respect to
the State.”

(b) Subsection (f) of section 218 of the
Social Security Act (reiating to effective dates
of agreements and modifications thereof) is
hereby amended by striking out ‘*January
1, 1953” and inserting in lieu thereof “Janu-~
ary 1, 1955.”

TECHNICAL PROVISIONS

Src. 7. (a) Section 215 (f) (2) of the So-
cial Security Act (relating to recomputation
of benefits) is amended to read as follows:

“(2) (A) Tpon application by an indi-
vidual entitled to old-age insurance benefits,
the Administrator shall recompute his prie
mary insurance amount if application there«
for is filed after the twelfth month for which
deductions under paragraph (1) or (2) of
section 203 (b) have been imposed (within
a period of 36 months) with respect to such
benefit, not taking into account any month
prior to September 1950 or prior to the
earliest month for which the last previous
computation of his primary insurance
amount was effective, and if not less than
8ix of the quarters elapsing after 1950 and
prior to the quarter in which he filed such
application are quarters of coverage.

“(B) Upon application by an individual
who, in or before the month of filing of
such application, attained the age of 75 and
who is entitled to old-age insurance benefits
for which the primary insurance amount was
computed under subsection (a) (3) of this
section, the Administrator shall recompute
his primary insurance amount if not less
than six of the quarters elapsing after 1950
and prior to the quarter in which he filed
application for such recomputation are
quarters of coverage.

“(C) A recomputation under subpara-
graphs (A) and (B) of this paragraph shall
be made only as provided in subsection (a)
(1) and shall take into account only such
wages and self-employment income as would
be taken into account under subsection (b)
if the month in which application for re-
computation is flled were deemed to be the
month in which the individual became en-
titled to old-age insurance benefits. Such
recomputation shall be effective for and
after the month in which such application
for recomputation is filed.”

(b) Section 215 (f) of the Social Security
Act 18 further amended by renumbering
paragraph (5) as paragraph (8) and by in-
serting after paragraph (4) the following
new paragraph:

““(5) In the case of any individual who be-
came entitled to old-age insurance benefits
in 1952 or in a taxable year which began in
1952 (and without the application of sec,
202 (J) (1)), or who died in 1952 or in
a taxable year which began in 1952 but did
not become entitled to such benefits prior to
1952, and who had self-employment income
for a taxable year which ended within or
with 1952 or which began in 1952, then upon
application filed after the close of such tax-
able year by such individual or (if he died
without filing such application) by a person
entitled to monthly benefits on the basis of
such individual's weges and self-employ-
ment income, the Administrator shall re-
compute such individual’s primary insurance
amount. Such recomputation shall be made
in the manner provided in the preceding
subsections of this section (other than syb-
sec. (b) (4) (A)) for computation of such
amount, except that (A) the self-em-
ployment income closing date shall be the
day following the quarter with or within
which such taxable year ended, and (B) the
self-employment income for any subsequent
taxable year shall not be taken into account.
Such recomputation shall be effective (A)
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tn the case of an application filed by such
individugl, for and after the first month in
which be became entitled to old-age insure
ance benefits, and (B) in the case of an ap-
plication filed by any other person, for and
after the month in which such person who
filed such application for recomputation be-
came entitled to such monthly benefits. No
recomputation under this paragraph pure
suant to an application filed after such indi-
vidual's death shall affect the amount of the
lump-sum death payment under subsection
{1} of section 202, and no such recomputa=
tion shall render erronecus &ny such paye
ment certified by the Administrator prior to
the effective date of the recomputation.”

(c) In the case of an individual who died
or became (without the application of
sec. 202 (j) (1) of the Social Security Act)
entitled to old-age insurance benefits in
1922 and with respect to whom not less than
six of the quarters elapsing after 1950 and
prior to the quarter following the quarter in
which he died or became entitled to old-age
insurance benefits, whichever first occurred,
are Quarters of coverage, his wage closing
date shall be the first day of such quarter of
death or entitlement instead of the day
specified in section 215 (b) (3) of such act,
but only if it would result in a higher pri-
mary insurance amount for such individual.
The terms used in this paragraph shall have
the same meaning as when used in title TI
of the Social Security Act.

(d) (1) Section 1 (q) of the Ralilroad
Retirement Act of 1937, as amended, 1s
amended by striking out “1950” and inserte
ing {n lieu thereof *1952.”

(2) Section 5 (1) (1) (i) of the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937, as amended, i3
amended to read as follows:

“(tt) will have rendered service for wages
as detsrmined under section 209 of the Social
Security Act, without regard to subsection
(a) thereof, of more than $70, or will have
been charged under section 203 (e) of that
act with net earnings from self-employment
of more than 870.”

(3) Section 5 (1) (8) of the Railroad Re-
tirement Act of 1937, as amended, is
amended by inserting “or (e)” after “section
217 (a).”

EAPNED INCOME OF BLIND RECIPIENTS

SEC. 8. Title XI of the Social Security Act
(relating to general provisions) 1s amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
bew section:

““EARNED INCOME OF BLIND RECIPIENTS

“SEC. 1109. Notwithstanding the provisions
of sections 2 (a) (7), 402 (a) (7), 1002 (a)
(8). and 1402 (a} (8), a State plan approved
under title I, IV, X, or XIV may provide that
where earned income has been disregarded
In determining the need of an individual
receiving ald to the blind under a State plan
approved under title X, the earned income
80 disregarded (but not In excess of the
amount specified in sec. 1002 (a) (8))
shall not be taken into consideration in de-
termining the need of any other individual
for assistance under a State plan approved
under title I, IV, X, or XIV.”

Mr. RANKIN (interrupting the read=
ing of the bill). Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the further
reading of the bill be dispensed with,
and that the bill be printed ir the REcorp
at this point.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded?

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I demand a second.
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Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that a second be con-
sidered as ordered.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have permission to extend their
remarks in the Recorp just prior to the
vote on the pending bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. DoucHTON] is en-
titled to 20 minutes and the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Reep] is entitled
to 20 minutes.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr.
yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, H. R. 7800 provides for
seven urgently needed changes in the
social-security program.

The Committee on Ways and Means
has considered a number of revisions in
the social-security law. Our committee,
as you know, spent many months in
hearings and deliberations in executive
session on the 1950 amendments. Ac-
cordingly, we did not deem it necessary
to hold hearings on the various social
Security matters now before our com-
mittee, but rather have combined all the
urgently needed revisions in one bill
H. R. 7800.

The main complaint that T have heard
so far is that the bill does not go as far
as some people think it should. On these
points there should be continued and
thorough study.

The changes proposed in H. R. 7800
will result in our social-security program
being considerably improved although
it will not be a perfect system. I am
sure further changes will be made in the
years to come so that we will have a
still better social-security program in the
future.

Ishould like to emphasize that the bill
does not affect the fundamental princi-
bles of the program. Furthermore, no
increase is required in the social-security
taxes now scheduled.

Because of the rise in wages in the last
3 years, the income to the fund is much
greater than could reasonably be esti=
mated when we passed the 1950 law.

According to our best estimates, the
amendments proposed by H. R. 7800 will
not adversely affect the actuarial bal-
ance of the program and the system will
remain self-supporting not only now but
in the future.

I had the privilege and the honor of
introducing the original Social Security
Act as well as the far-reaching 1939 and
1950 amendments. The importance of
the old age and survivors insurance por-
tion of the program can be seen from a
few statistics. Over 62,000,000 persons
are insured under it for retirement and
survivor benefits. Nearly 8 out of 10
jobs in the country are covered, There
are now over 4,500,000 persons drawing
monthly insurance benefits amounting
to about $2,000,000,000 a year,

Speaker, I
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Now let me turn briefiy to the impor.
tant changes made by the bill.

First. An increase in benefits for those
now on the rolls and for those retiring
in the future is urgently needed. The
bill provides for modest but much needed
increases. Most presently retired work-
ers get at least $5 more per month, with
the average being about $6. Depend-
ents of retired workers and survivors of
deceased workers also share in these in-
creases, The minimum payment for g
retired worker is increased from the
bresent $20 to $25, while the maximum
payment is raised from $80 to $85 for
those who are retired currently and from
$68.50 to $77.10 for those who retired
in the past. In addition to these
amounts, there are of course correspond-
ing benefits for certain dependents of
retired workers. The maximum pay-
ment for the family whether of a retired
worker or of a deceased one was for-
merly set at $150, but the bill raises this
by 121, percent to $168.75.

Second. One very pressing problem is
in regard to the retirement test. Under
present law, benefits are not paid to any
person otherwise eligible for them if he
earns $50 or more a month in a job cov-
ered by social security. It is proper that
there should be some such provision be-
cause we are really paying retirement
benefits and not merely age annuities
since it would be wasteful of the social
security funds to pay them to full-time
workers just because they happen to
have passed a certain age. H. R, 7800
raises this limiting amount from $50 a
month to $70 a month to refiect the re-
cent rise In wages.

Third. The 1950 amendments pro-
vided that those who served in the
Armed Forces in World War II should
get wage credits of $160 per month so
that they would not be discriminated
against in comparison with those who
stayed home and worked in covered em=
ployment. It is apparent that those
who have served in the present emer~
geney, which in reality began before the
shooting started in Korea, should receive
similar treatment. Accordingly, the bill
provides for similar wage credits from
the end of World War II through 1953.
‘The cost of the benefits arising from
thesz credits would properly be pald
from the general Treasury.

Fourth. Undar present law, a worker
will have his benefit rights reduced or
perhaps even destroyed if he becomes
permanently and totally disabled.
There seems no question that this un-
fairness should be rectified. Most life
insurance policies contain waijver of
premium provisions to take care of this
risk. Accordingly, this bill provides for
freezing the workers’ rights during per-
iods of permanent and total disability s0
that he stands in the same position upon
becoming age 65 or dying before then a8
he was at the time he became so dis-
abled.

Fifth. In considering the 1950 amend=
ments we had a very knotty problem
about covering State and local governe
ment employees under social security.
Where no retirement system of thelr
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own existed, there was unanimity that
coverage should be permitted. However,
where such employees had retirement
systems of their own, there was a divie
sion of opinion. Accordingly, no provi-
Slon was made in the law for covering
these groups although the experience in
private industry of combining social
Security and their own pension plans
had been most favorable. Now, after
the passage of time, the situation has
clarified. There are certain groups of
State and local government employees
with their own retirement systems who
wish coverage and the bill permits this.
On the other hand, the groups that do
not desire coverage, policemen, firemen,
and grade and high school teachers, are
still left out. It should be emphasized
that where coverage of State and local
employees who have their own retire-
ment system is permitted, this is only
done if two-thirds of them vote in favor
of this in a written referendum and
also, of course, if their employer so
desires.

Sixth. The bill also makes certain
technical changes which will simplify
the administration of the system and
will correct certain minor inequities
which were inadvertently contained in
the 1950 amendments.

By a committee amendment a change
Is made in the Railroad Retirement Act
which I understand is acceptable to all
parties involved.

This change would maintain the re-
lationship between this system and so-
cjal security as was established in the
well-considered railroad retirement
amendments made last year.

There will be no increased cost to the
railroad retirement system because of
this bill. At the same time there will be
definite advantage to the railroad bene=
ficiaries.

Seventh. This bill contains a much-
needed correction of a technical defect
in regard to earned income of blind re-
cipients of public assistance.

It is my earnest conviction and hope
that these much needed and noncontro-
versial improvements in the social se=
curity law should and will be made be-
fore the Congress adjourns. The
changes included in the bill are another
step in the direction of extending the
coverage and improving the benefits of
the insurance system so that we can
Kkeep publi¢c assistance costs down to a
minimum.

I urge all Members to give this bill
their full support.

Mr. REED of New York, MTr. Speaker,
I yield myself 9 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, this political bill, H. R.
7800, has been brought to the floor of
the House without any hearings what-
soever., It is a very far-reaching bill
I want to make it perfectly clear at the
start that as far as the minority side is
concerned. we are not objecting to the
so-called benefits in this bill. We know
they are purely political. One of the
things we object to, of course, is the fact
that we have had no opportunity to be
heard. We were called into executive
session, and this bill was forced out over
our earnest request that in all fairness
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we have a hearing on the bill. The other
objection we have to the bill is the fact
that it is opening the door to socialized
medicinc. I do not care who takes the
floor and tries to sidestep that issue—
it is here. So when you come to vote on
this bill, you can just figure that if you
vote for it under this suspension, which
you cannot amend and where you have
no opportunity to offer a motion to re-
commit, then you are voting for social-
ized medicine. 1t is a very clever device
to mislead the House. They have baited
the trap very well, with certain benefits,
which, of course, I say we are not object-
ing to; we just do not like this type of
socialized-medicine legislation, nor this
way of bringing something in here at a
time when the people who are opposed
to the bill have no opportunity to wire
in because there is a Western Union
strike. The opponents only heard of it
a few hours ago. They have tried to
get their telegrams in. Many of you
have had them delivered to you person-
ally, and some have come in by special
delivery letters. Many of them have to
use the long-distance telephone, and still
they cannot get their objections across
as to socialized medicine.

The great issue presented by H. R,
7800 is whether we in the legislative
branch of the Government are now to
surrender our prerogatives and our duty
under the Constitution to the Federal
Security Agency, headed by Mr. Oscar
Ewing. The question is just that simple,

The increase in benefits, the liberali-
zation of the work clause, coverage of
certain employees under State and lccal
retirement systems, the correction in the
Jaw relating to aid to the blind under
public assistance—of course all these are
matters which deserve attention.

But, make no mistake about it, H R.
7800 is not before us today because of
these provisions. H. R. 7800 is here to-
day at the request of the Federal Security
Agency because it contains the first ma-
jor cornerstone of socialized medicine in
this country. We, the minority mem-
bers of the Ways and Means Committee,
unanimously voted to have at least 3
days of public hearings on H. R. 7800,
but no public hearings were permitted
and the reason, I think, is clear. Had
public hearings been held, the political
icing of H. R. 7800 would have been re-
moved and the true character and pur-
pose of H. R. 7800 would have been ex-
posed. To avoid this exposure this ma-
jor piece of legislation is brought here
today on the ground that it is non-
controversial.

But there is no such thing as non-
controversial social-security legislation,
and particularly H, R. 7800. As but one
example of the flood of protests from an
aroused country over the “sneak attack”
of Oscar Ewing by this bill, I shall later
insert a telegram.

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

Mr. REED of New York. I yield.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

will
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Mr. HALLECK. I think it ought to be
pointed out that if this motion to suspend
the rules is defeated today, it is a per=
fectly simple and easy matter for the
Ways and Means Committee to get a
rule and bring the matter before the
House to the end that we could pass on
this very important part of the bill that
has raised so much controversy, and the
House of Representatives could work its
will. For the life of me I cannot see
why the decision was not made to present
this matter in that way. I venture to
predict that if this fails today there will
be a rule, because there are good things
in this bill that should be enacted into
law, and that is the proper way to do it.

Mr. REED of New York. Iagree with
the gentleman.

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

Mr. REED of New York. Iyield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Will the gentleman tell
the House in what way this bill provides
for socialized medicine?

Mr. REED of New York. Yes.
cover that in a very few minutes.
Just go into that right now.

Here is some of the language in H. R.
7800 which gives sweeping powers to the
Social Security Administrator. On page
13 beginning at line 5, the bill reads as
follows:

An individual shall not be considered to
be under a disability unless he furnishes
such proof of the existence thereof as may
be required by regulations of the Adminis~
trator.

On page 14 beginning at line 20, the
bill reads as follows:

(4) A period of disability may be termi-
nated by the Administrator because of the
individual’s failure to comply with regula-
tions governing examinations or reexamina-
tions, or because of the individual's refusal
without good cause tb accept rehabilitation
services available to him under a State plan
approved under the Vocational Rehabilitation
Act (29 U. 8. C, ch, 4) after having been
requested to do so by the Administrator.

On page 15 beginning at line 23, the
bill reads as follows:

EXAMINATION OF DISABLED INDIVIDUALS

Szc. 220. The Administrator shall provide
for such examination of individuals as he
determines to be necessary to carry out the
provisions of this title relating to disability
and periods of disability. Examinations aue
thorized by the Administrator may be per-
formed in existing facilities of the Federal
Government if readily available. Examina-
tions authorized by the Administrator may
2150 be performed by private physicians, or by
public or private agencies or institutions,
designated by the Administrator for the per-
formance of such examinations; and the cost
of such examinations shall be paid for by the
Administrator, in accordance with agree-
ments made by him, either directly or
through appropriate Federal or State agen-
cies. In the case of any individual under-
going such an examination, he may be paid
his necessary travel expenses (including sub-
sistence expenses incidental thereto) or al-
lowances in lieu thereof. Payments author-
ized by this section may be made in advance
of or as reimbursement for the performance
or services or the incurring of obligations or
expenses, and may be made prior to any ace
gon thereon by the General Accounting

ffice,

I will
I will
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How many doctors on the Federal pay-

11?
mWh‘a.l: is the additional cost?

No jnformation was given the com-
mittee on even these major questions.

Before launching into the new field of
socialized medicine without public hear=
ings, without adequate information, our
attention should be directed to correct=
ing the inequities under the present sys-
tem.

The question of voluntary coverage
of groups now excluded; the question of
refunds for persons who never get any
benefits; and the over-all problem of the
soundness and solvency of the whole fl-
nancing of this system—these are mat-
ters to which the attention of the Con-
gress should be directed. Even with the
increase provided for in this bill the
benefit payments will in many cases be
too low: many deserving persons will
receive no benefits, and all the inequities,
discriminations, and illogical results of
the present system will be compounded.

We of the Republican minority tried
in executive session to correct some of
the most obvious inequities, but H. R.
7809 was a take-it-or-leave-it proposi-
tion.

Increased benefit payments, liberaliza-
tion of the work clause, and other pro-
visions should be brought up for con-
sideration, and the provisions of H. R.
7800 instituting socialized medicine
should be stricken from this bill.

BUMMARY

First. The issue: The issue is whether
the Congress or Oscar Ewing Is to write
legislation.

Second. The reason for H. R. 7800:
The real reascn for H. R. 7800 is not the
benefit increases, and so forth—the real
reason for H. R. 7800 is that it lays the
cornerstone for socialized medicine in
this country under the politically attrac-
tive doctrine of more for nothing.

Third. I read the telegram as an
indication of the flood of protests which
is coming in all over the country in op-
position to this sneak attack against the
doctors of the country:

WASHINGTON, D. C., May 17, 1952.
Hon. DantznL A. REED,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.:

Report on bill H. R. 7800.

American Medical Association objects to
disability provision for follcwing reasons:

1. It does not belong in insurance bill.

2. It gives Federal Security Administrator
Oscar Ewing unusual powers in medical field,
namely, (1) to promulgate rules and regu-
lations on national basis for governing med=-
ical examinations; (2) to select and epprove
examiners of applicant; (3) to remunerate
for examinations; (4) to refund expense of
applicant going to and from examiration;
and most powerful of all, (5) to deny appli-
cation if applicant refuses to take indicated
rehabilitation under Vccational Rehabilita=
tion Act. '

This is socialized medicine and pages 13
to 16 should be stricken from the bill in the
interest of the public good. As written it
gives Federal Security Administrator abso-
lute control over certain medical activities.

JoszPH 8. LAWRENCE,
Director, Washington Office, American
Medical Association,

Pourth. I would read the language
Which is on pages 3 and 4 of this memo-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

randum. This language shows that the
whole bill is nothing but a turning over
to Oscar Ewing and his crowd of vast
powers in the medical field.

Fifth. Action which should be taken:
The socialized medicine provisions
should be stricken, or at least hearings
and an honest approach to the problem
should be had. The other provisions in
the bill and additional provisions to cor-
rect other inequities should be put in a
separate bill.

Sixth. The Republican members of the
committee tried to liberalize the work
clause and make other improvements.

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. In
the gentleman’s opinion is this bill a
direct invitation, and further than that
the conferring of authority upon Mr,
Ewing, to extoll federalized medicine as
a practical approach to that problem in
our country?

Mr. REED of New York. There is ab-
solutely no question about that, none at
all.

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. It
would be a beginning, and it would be
permanent.

Mr. REED of New York. Absolutely; it
is the entering wedge.

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

Mr. REED of New York. Briefly.

Mr. CANFIELD. In reference to the
earnings permitted without deduction,
$70 per month, is not that a very un-
realistic figure?

Mr. REED of New York. It certainly
is. I offered an amendment to increase
it to at least $100; and, goodness knows,
that is small enough, because under in-
flation what does it amount to? It
amounts to only about $300 a year, that
is all; and it is not enough; they cannot
get along on it.

Mr. CANFIELD. Did the gentleman
get any support for his amendment?

Mr. REED of New York. The Repub-
licans voted, of course, for the increase.

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. REED of New York. I yield.

Mr. JUDD. It has keen said here to-
day that the opposition to this bill just
came up in the last few hours. How
could it have come up earlier? I seethat
the bill was not introduced until May 12,
and it always takes time for bills to be
discussed in committee, especially bills
of the length and scope of this one. But
it was reported out on May 16, only last
Friday. How could the American people
or even Members of Congress examine it,
come to considered conclusions, and reg-
ister their convictions except in the last
few hours?

Mr. REED of New York. Iremind the
gentleman, too, that there has keen a
Western Union strike tying up telegraph
wires, and people are just beginning to
learn about the bill. They are trying

their best to register their opposition to *

this bill from all over the country.

Mr. JUDD. What possible damage
could come from failure to pass this bill
today? What harm could it do if we
should vote down this motion to suspend
and send the bill back to the gentleman’s
committee or to the Committee on Rules
and then have it come before the House
in the orderly regular way? 1Is that go-

May 19

ing to hurt a single person affected py
the bill?

Mr. REED of New York. Not at a]];
that is the orderly way to do it.

Mr. JUDD. Certainly.

Mr. REED of New York. That is what
we have the Rules.Committee for. They
can get a rule which will bring it out
here under conditions to give every Mem-
ber a chance to be heard on it and also
which will permit a motion to recommit
which eannot possibly be done under a
suspension of the rules. We are begin-
ning to receive long-distance telephone
calls stating opposition to the bill. The
people do not want to have this socialized
medicine forced upon them. They know
that in England now the people who
sponsored socialized medicine in that
country are backing away from it, for it
is ruining the country. Our people do
not want to open the door to socialized
medicine here.

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

Mr. REED of New York. I yield.’

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Speaker, there is
a right way and a wrong way to bring
legislation before the House of Repre-
sentatives. Regardless of the opinion of
others and what has been said here to-
day, I think it is absolutely impossible
for anyone to justify bringing H. R. 7800
before the House of Representatives un-
der suspension of the rules.

This bill deals with very far-reaching,
important, and permanent legislation.
Should it become law it would be on the
books in perpetuity unless Congress
should repeal it. As everyone knows,
that is a very difficult thing to do, once
a law has been enacted.

There are many fine provisions in H. R.
7800 which are commendable and should
receive favorable action by the Congress.
On the other hand, there are provisions
in the bill that would receive vigorous
opposition. The only fair thing would
be for the Ways and Means Committee
to schedule hearings in order that the
provisions could be properly considered
before asking the Members of the House
to take action.

I happen to know that it was the Re-
publican members of the Ways and
Means Committee who requested 3 or 4
days be set aside to receive testimony on
this bill and then consider it as most
other bills are considered. But the vote
against this request was strictly a party
vote, and the bill was railroaded through
the committee by the majority members.

The conditions under which the House
is now considering this legislation makes
it necessary for us to take the whole
thing as is—bad with the good—or none
at all. I never have and never will be a
party to accepting bad features of a bill
in order to obtain the good features
without the bill being properly consid-
ered for amendments in order to perfect
it before final passage.

1 particularly want to call your attcn-
tion to section 4, which permits those
receiving social security at the present
time to earn $70 instead of $50 without
being deprived of social-security bene-
fits. In my opinion, with conditions as
they are today, anyone on social security
should be permitted to earn a minimum
of $100 per month without being de-
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prived of social-security benefits. I un-
derstand the Republican members of the
Ways and Means Committee attempted
to get this Provision raised from $70 to
$100, but their efforts were defeated by
the Democratic members on the majority
side of the committee.

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Harry Allenbrand,
a trustee of the park employees benefit
and annuity fund of the Chicago Park
District, called over long-distance tele=
phone today and stated that they had a
meeting this morning of trustees repre-
senting pensions fund of 60,000 munici=-
pal employees, including teachers of the
board of education, county and park
employees, as well as certain employees
of other offices, such as the courts, bail-
iff’'s office, and the Chicago public li-
braries. He stated they knew nothing
about the bill until this morning and
were opposed to section 6, on page 25, as
Presently drawn. They would like to
have a representative appear before the
committee and be heard on this section,
as they believe the wording of this sec-
tion is entirely too loose with respect to
existing retirement funds. This is in
substantiation of the fact that many or-
ganizations throughout the country
would like to be heard on various provi-
sions of this bill, and the House of Rep-
resentatives should refuse to vote in fa-
vor of H. R. 7800 until hearings are held
by the Ways and Means Committee and
the bill is presented in accordance with
the regular rules of the House.

Mr. REED of New York. It is true
that organizations all over this country
are protesting. I do not think that this
bait that is put into this beautiful fiower
garden is going to keep you out of a trap.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. KgaN],

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. KEaN].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from New Jersey is recognized
for 12 minutes.

Mr. KEAN. Mr. Speaker, Iam for this
bill.

I am particularly pleased that the com-
mittee has seen fit to include a provision
of the bill which I introduced last April
which is designed to eliminate loss of the
old-age and survivors insurance protec-
tion already earned by persons who ke-
come permanently and totally disabled.

If a worker who has for many years
had his pay check reduced by his con-
tribution towards his future retirement
under the Old-Age and Survivors Insur-
ance Act finds himself totally and per-
manently disabled while still of working
age, the ultimate benefits which he will
receive upon reaching retirement age of
65 may be sharply cut.

The reason for this inequity is that
social-security benefits are based on the
average wage received in covered em-
ployment from the time he reaches ma-
turity until he retires at 65 or over.

Under the present law, suppose a
worker aged 35 in 1951 becomes perma-
nently and totally disabled after having
worked 10 years in covered employment
at a yearly average wage of $2,400. By
the time he reaches retirement age—65—
his total wages spread cver a period cf 30
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years—20 of them without any earn-
ings—will yield an average of $8C0 rather
than $2,400 per year, and his primary
old-age insurance benefit would drop
from $65 to $33 a month.

This is manifestly unfair and this bill,
among its other provisions, would pro-
vide that the equity the worker built up
before becoming disabled should be pro-
tected by freezing his wage record.

This proposal would make $2,400 his
average income so that he will receive
a $65 benefit when he reaches the re-
tirement age, instead of $33 which he
would receive under the present law.

This provision corresponds to the
“waiver of premium” provision used by
119 private life insurance companies,
most.of them fcr more than a third of
a century. As in private insurance, to-
tally disabled persons insured under old-
age and survivers insurance would keep
their insurance in force, undiminished,
withsut having to make any further con-
tributicns. Cnce it was established that
the disability of the insured was of a
permanent total character, his wage
record would be frozen for the period
of his disavility. When the worker died
or retired, his benefit would be computed
on the basis of his average earnings for
the years he was not disabled.

In order to receive these kenefits a
man must have been in czvered employ-
ment for 5 years and one-half the time
during the 3 years before he becomes
permanently and totally disabled.

The definit:on in the bill ¢f permanent
and total disability is inability to engage
in any substantially gainful activity by
reason of any medically determinable
physical or mental impairment which
can be expected to be permanent; or
blindness.

Many of you have today received a
telegram from Dr. Lawrence of the Amer-
ican Medical Association objecting to
this provision in the bill. I talked to
Dr. Lawrence this morning. I gathered
from my conversation with him that he
is not unsympathetic with the objectives
of this section and realizes the inequities
which we are trying to correct.

He does not, however, like to have
reprecentatives of the Federal Govern-
ment check on examinations made by
private physicians. In fact, he suggested
that we should accept the private phy-
sician’s certificate that a man is perma-
nently and totally disabled. But the
Federal Government cannot do this.
They do not do it for veterans’ benefits.
Someone has to check the opinion of an
individual’s local! doctor that he is per-
manently and totally disabled. Experi-
ence has shown that we cannot rely
solely on the certification of a man's
personal physician. Doctors are human.
They naturally have undue sympathy
for their own patients and, unfortu-
nately, not every doctor is completely
honest, and if there was no check by
representatives of the Federal Govern-
ment fraud would be possible.

I have a feeling that Dr. Lawrence's
first four objections are not based on
reality but on lack of confidence and
suspicion of the objectives of Oscar Ew-
ing, with which suspicions I am fully in
accoid.
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However, I do not see any merit in the
objections to these sections made by Dr.
Lawrence.

The strongest objection made by the
Medical Association was to a very minor
provision of the bill, section 216 (i) 4),
which provides that a period of disability
may be terminated because of an indi-
vidual’s refusal without good cause to
accept rehabilitation services available
under a State plan after having been re-
quested to do so by the administrator.

The objection to this provision is that
the Medical Association does not feel
that a man should be forced to be re-
habilitated if he does not wish to.

Of course this provision does not oro-
vide that he must be reuabilitated but
that if he does not see fit “without good
cause” to accept the desire of his State
to renabilitate him he shall lose the bene-
fits of this section.

There may be some merit to what the
Association says with reference to this
paragraph, though it dces seem that an
individual should not be receiving bene-
fits if he is not willing to try to heip him-
self. However, if this minor portion of
the bill is wrong it can ke corrected in
the Senate. These details could easily
have been ironed out in the House if we
had had the 3-day hearings which were
requested by the Republican minority.
However, the Demccratic majority by a
unanimous vote refused the request of
the minority again ducking our responsi-~
bility of writing a bill which would be
without fault as to detail and passing the
buck to the Senate to see that the word-
ing and details of the bill were in the
best posisble form.

If there was any socialized medicine in
this provision, I would ecertainly be
against it for I am unalterably opposed
to socialized medicine but where, just as
in the case of the Veterans’ Administra-
tion, there are benefits to be provided
by the Federal Government the integrity
of the trust fund must be preserved, and
the Government must be protected from
possible abuse and fraud in order to see
that only those who are fairly and hon-
estly entitled to these benefits receive
them.

I want to read a statement made by
Mr. Albert Linton, president, Provident
Mutual Life Insurance Co., Philadelphia,
on this very question. He says:

If a man were totally disabled, and it could
be certified by the proper authorities that he
were soO, then I think the Federal Government
might very properly continue his credits to
old-age and survivors' insurance during the
period of his disability. And that would be a
very falr thing to do so that he wouldn't lose
his rights.

Mr. Albert Linton is evidently in favor
of this legislation,

I also want to read from the testimony
of Judd C. Benson, chairman, committee
on Federal law and legislation, National
Association of Life Underwriters, New
York City:

Total disability obviously would affect &
worker's earning record under the old-age
and survivors' insurance system. It should
therefore be provided that the State au-
thorities would certify to the Soclal Security
Administration each quarter during which an
individual was totally disabled and recelving
benefits or rehabilitation under the State
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system. Then In computing the average wage
for old-age and survivors’ insurance pur-
poses, the numerator of the fraction would
contain no wages for the quarters of total
disability and the same quarters would be
eliminated from the denominator.

Again, Mr. Benson evidently agrees
with that provision in this bill.

‘Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KEAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. JUDD. I know that everybody in
this House has the greatest respect for
the gentleman from New Jersey, but I
repeat the question I asked earlier:
What possible damage can be done by
voting down this motion to suspend, get
a rule, bring the bill here, let the gentle-
man then present his case and the merits
thereof, and we have a chance to con-
sider it fully?

Mr. KEAN. If I could guarantee that
the majority will do that and will give
everybody the opportunity to vote again
on this bill, I would say you are right,
but I cannot guarantee what the major-
ity will do, and if we vote against it some
people trying to attack us, might say
that we have voted against all the many
good provisions which are in this bill.

Mr. JUDD. But why should we com-
promise ourselves by voting for some-
thing which we have not had a chance to
examine and which puts a lot of power
into the hands of individuals whom you
yourself say you do not fully trust, when
there is another way to handle it? I
cannot believe the Democratic leader-
ship of this House is going to take re-
sponsibility for preventing consideration
in the proper way of a bill that carries
benefits for the aged, the blind and the
disabled and those retired persons who
obviously. need the right to earn larger

_amounts of money themselves before
they are cut off from their social security
payments. Most of the bill's provisions
are so good that they ought not to be
combined with this other proposal which
is new to some of us and when there
is another way to deal with it.

Mr. KEAN. Of course I think this is
the best part of the bill. Some Members
have suggested that there is a dire plot
by someone to sneak this provision into
the law.

If anybody made up this “dire” thing,
it was the gentleman from New Jersey,
who is speaking.because this is his pro-
vision.

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

Mr. KEAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. How does this provision,
of which the gentleman is the author,
differ from the provision that now exists
with respect to examinations by the Vet-
erans’ Administration of veterans? Is
not the same provision made for exami-
nations by the Veterans’ Administration
and by private doctors and by State in-
stitutions for veterans?

Mr. KEAN. Certainly, it is exactly the
game.

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

Mr. KEAN. I yield to the gentleman
from New York..

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. JAVITS. The gentleman Is to be
highly complimented on this provision,
but may I say that this is not the fulcrum
of the bill, the fulcrum is the increase
in payments.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. JENKINS].

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, at the
outset may I say that the examination
which is proposed to be given to these
men will not be anything like that which
the Veterans' Bureau gives. The Vet-
erans’ Bureau is a bureau. This says
an Administrator. The Administrator
shall provide for such an examination.
Who is the Administrator? Oscar
Ewing. Do not be deceived. If you
compare him to the Veterans’ Bureau,
then I pity the Veterans' Bureau.

My good friend the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. DOuGHTON], for
whom we all have the greatest respect,
admitted that we had no hearings. He
sort of chastised us a little. He said we
should have demanded hearings. We
did demand hearings at the first op-
portunity. We demanded 4 days of
hearings, and we had a vote on it, and
the vote was 10 to 15, The vote turned
exactly on political lines, and we were
denied public hearings.

I think that the most far-reaching
piece of legislation ever passed by Con-
gress since we have been a Government,
is the social-security structure. We
passed that legislation in 1935, and we
have built on to it gradually. Today
we are going to pass, if we do pass this,
a very important additional provision.
You may say what you please, but it
does carry with it not only social security,
but it does carry with it what we know
is going to be socialized medicine.

Let none of you be fooled on this idea
that this will do anything for old-age
pensioners. This is not going to give
cld-age pensioners a nickel. It is not
going to give the blind people a nickel.
It is not going to give the dependent
widows and dependent children one
penny. If youare afraid to vote against
this legislation because of politics, how
are you going to explain this $5 that you
are going to give to a man who is al-
ready drawing social security, who al-
ready has protection, when we will not
be giving the old-age pensioners or the
blind one single penny?

Let me talk about this $5 increase. We
passed very extensive amendments to
the tax laws in 1950 to go into effect in
1951, and some of the provisions of that
bill are not in effect yet and will not be
in effect until July. Now we come along
and say we will need another addition
to that recently passed legislation. We
do not need another addition to that law
so soon unless there is urgent demand
for it. They say we are going to give
them $5 more. I am in favor of that,
but where is the money coming from?
They are going to say, "It is because peo-
ple make more earnings now, their earn-
ings are greater, the base upon which
the taxes are figured is greater. That is
true. But we anticipated all of that in
the bill that we passed in 1850.”

Yes; I repeat that we anticipated all
that they now claim as justification
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for what they are trying to do here
today. So just as our good friend, the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Juppl
says, what harm could there be in letting
this matter go over for a few days and
until we can have public hearings so
as to get the facts. Here is your only
chance to assert yourselves and get for
yourself the right as a Member of the
Congress to vote for or against this Jeg-
islation. If we have one-third of the
votes against it, then it will go back and
the committee will take it up again, or
the Committee on Rules can take it up.
This is too important a matter, and I
tell you, you ought not to take the polit-
ical bait of $5, which is a pretty cheap
sell-out—it is a pretty cheap sell-out
when you are confronted by these poor,
aged people who really need the help,
and do not get a penny out of this legis-
lation. I do not think you are going to
do that.

Mr. Speaker, I think without boasting
I ought to be as well posted on what to
expect from those who administer the
social-security. law as anyone.

There are many Members of this
House who will remember that several
years ago the officials who are sup-
posed to be administering the social-
security laws had a serious quarrel
with Martin L. Davey, who was then
the Governor of Ohio and who was a
Democrat. Without any justification
whatsoever, Mr. Altmeyer, who was then
and is now the guiding genius of much
of what goes on down at the Social
Security Administration, decided that
he would punish Governor Davey by
withholding $1,338,000, which was a
payment that was then already due
from the Federal Government to the
State of Ohio and which was to be used
to pay the Federal Government’s part of
the money going to deserving old-age
pensioners who were entitled to it. Mr.
Franklin D. Roosevelt was then the Pres-
ident of the United States. In spite of
every effort that we made to secure this
money for the old-age pensioners in
Ohio, Mr. Altmeyer steadfastly and spite-
fully refused to do what he in honor
should have done.

I introduced a bill in Congress pro-
viding that the Social Security Admin-
istration should be compelled to pay to
the State of Ohio the sum of $1,358,~
060. This bill in its natural course was
sent to the Judiciary Committee of
the House of Representatives. That
committee approved the bill unani-
mously. The committee at that time,
as now, consisted of a large majority
of Democrats. When the bill came up
for consideration in the House it was
passed by a tremendous vote. The bill
went to the Senate and the Senate passed
it by a tremendous vote. The fine hand
of Mr. Altmeyer and his cohorts could be
easily seen in the machinations that were
carried on with President Roosevelt. As
a result of these machinations, Mr.
Roosevelt who, as I understand, had
promised some of the Senators that he
was in favor of this legislation—vetoed
the bill. At that time the Democrats
were greatly in the majority in the House
but in spite of that fact, when wesought
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to override the President’s veto, we only
falled to do so by a very few votes.

My very able and distinguished col=
league from Ohio, Hon. WiLL1aM M. Mc-
CuLLocH, who has for years been a very
able member of the Judiciary Committee
of the House, submitted to me today a
written inquiry which applies strictly to
the bill under consideration. ‘This is his
inquiry:

Isn’t it a fact that a former Social Security
Administrator under general powers, much
like those conferred in the bill, penalized the
State of Ohio well over a million dollars
because a Democratic Governor refused to

abide by-the Administrator's rules and regu-
lations?

In reply to this inquiry I will say that
there is no question but that the same
influence that was exercised in reference
to the withholding of the large sum of
money that was really due Ohio is the
same influence that will, unless re-
strained, dominate and control the every
activity of the Social Security Board and
will if this bill under consideration today
becomes a law, take the first big step in
the direction of socialized medicine. I
am confident that the Members of this
House understand our protest against
this legislation and that this legislation
will not prevail. We must prevent Oscar
Ewing and his cohorts from projecting
the whole country into socialized medi-
cine.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Simpson].

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, H. R. 7800, now before the
House for consideration, is a very im-
portant piece of legislation. It is so very
impcertant that it should not have been
brought before the House for consider-
ation under a method requiring a two-
thirds favorable vote for passage. Above
all, it should not have been brought be-
fore the House for consideration without
careful study by the House Ways and
Means Committee and at least several
days for hearings, when interested indi-
viduals could have, either personally or
through written statements, expressed
their wishes regarding the liberalization
of our social security laws. Unfortu-
nately, the majority of the House Ways
and Means Committee summarily disre-
garded the request of the Republican
minority for 3 days of hearings on this
important legislation: thus denying to
members of the committee and every
Member of the House the right to make
his recommendations. Further, the bill
now before you was undoubtedly written
in every detail by Mr. Ewing and his as-
sistant, Mr. Cohen, of the Federal Secur-
ity Agency, and is a political bill. Prob-
ably no Member of the House objects to
the increase of the primary awards on
retirement, about $5 a month, and Mr.
Ewing seeks to use this bait to stampede
through the House this legislation which
also includes what appears to be Mr.
Ewing’s pet desire in life, namely, to
socialize the practice of medicine in the
United States.

Our citizens, in all walks of life, have
repeatedly stated that they do not want
socialized medicine here, which to them
means they do not want any Federal
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agency telling them who their doctor
shall be.

More than 60,000,000 of our workers
are under social security. This bill
would permit Mr. Ewing to set up a Fed-
eral bureau which could authorize by
name, and otherwise limit, the doctors
who would pass upon the physical con-
dition of those who hope to retire under
social security laws. This must not be
allowed and the House should emphati-
cally reject H. R. 7800 when we vote in
a few minutes on suspension of rules.

All ten members of the Republican
minority of Ways and Means Committee
supported an amendment offered by Mr.
REED in committee which would permit a
retired beneficiary to receive his social
security check even though he was earn-
ing as much as $100 monthly in private
employment. At the present time the
average social security payment is but
$42 monthly, and if a worker earns
$50 he is not allowed to receive tne
monthly award even though he bought
and paid for it by payroll deductions
during his working years. Surely Mr.
ReeEp’s amendment should have been
adopted, for inflation has so devalued
our money that even $100 in addition
to the average award of $42 is insuf-
ficient to properly maintain the worker’s
living standard after retirement.

The House should refuse to pass this
bill by suspending the rules. Thereafter,
the Chairman should request his com-
mittee to hold several days’ of hearings,
after which the bill can be amended to
strike out that part which would lead to
the socialization of the practice of medi-
cine. The committee should insert in
the bill Mr. REED’S motion that a worker
may earn $100 monthly after retirement,
and receive his social secvrity check. If
the committee will do this, then the bill
as amended, including the increase in
monthly benefits, should pass the House
readily. If we pass the bill in its present
form we are running into certain long
delay in the other body; just as certainly
as we are inviting its defeat there if we
retain the section on social medicine.

Mr. HALLECK. Reference was made
a moment ago to the responsibility of
the majority party for bringing this
back, if it is not passed today under sus-
pension of rules. I just want to say that
no majority party can say that they
would not bring a bill back under a rule
because it could be passed in part by a
majority vote, when that is the function
of a legislative body.

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania.
They could bring it back in 10 minutes,
if they wanted to.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I yield the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. CurTisl.

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, we have before us H. R. 7800, a bill
amending the social-security law. This
is a technical bill of some 34 pages. It
should not be considered by the House
without ample debate and it should
never have been reported from the com-
mittee without hearings. I do not feel
that we have fulfilled our legislative re-
sponsibility in proceeding in the manner
that we have in reference to this
measure,
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There are several items in the bill
which are meritorious. I refer particu-
larly to those sections of the bill in which
our State colleges and universities are in-
terested. I favor their proposal.

There are other items that may have
merit but in the absence of hearings we
are unable to determine the full effect of
the language incorporated in this meas-
ure. The committee could have done a
much better job if it had had the benefit
of the citizens who are affected by and
are interested in the propositions cov-
ered. This was not done. This measure
has not received the careful scrutiny
that it would have received had hearings
been held.

It is my belief that our social-security
system is not actuarily sound and the
subject of old-age benefits needs a total
revamping. I cannot permit my action
on this bill to be interpreted as an ap-
proval of our general social-security
program.

The aged, the workers, and the tax-
payers generally are told that OASI is
an insurance program. That contention
becomes not only false, but ridiculous in
light of the fact that the benefits are
raised every 2 years just before election.
I think some of these older people ought
to have a raise of benefits. I am not op-
posing the raise as such. I am opposing
the sham and the fraud of the adminis.
tration in contending that this program
is an insurance program that is actu-
arily sound.

There are many injustices now done to
our older people. Some people are get-
ting benefits that do not need them and
have niever paid any substantial amount
for them. Other worthy people are in
distress and are denied benefits. I can-
not condone the continuation of such a
program. I think Congress should re-
examine all of the Federal programs for
the aged.

This measure provides among other
things that if an insured person becomes
totally disabled that that period they are
disabled will not count against them. If
we are going to operate under the existe
ing social-security scheme such a gen-
eral principle for the disabled has merit.
It is a humane thing to do and perhaps
ought to be done. Such a step should
not be taken, however, without careful
hearings. Just how far this bill goes in
granting to the Federal Security Admin-
istrator the authority to set up stand-
ards, write rules, and determine when a
person is disabled no one knows. We do
know that this bill will be an entering
wedge and that it does give Mr. Ewing
and his crowd more power. Such a pro-
posal should never be reported to the
Congress without careful hearings and
an opportunity given for everyone who is
qualified to make a contribution to be
heard by the committee.

Mr. Speaker, time will not permit me
to call attention to some other items
that likewise ought to be checked into
and given careful attention.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from North Carolina ([Mr,
DoucHTON] is recognized for 4 minutes
to close debate.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee {Mr. COOPER],
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Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimcus consent that all Member may
have five legislative days within which
to extend their remarks on the pending

111,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, will the rentleman yield for a ques-
tion before he starts?

Mr. COOPER. I yield briefly.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. There is a
limitation in this bill on the amount of
money that a man who is self-employed
can earn, $70 a month. Isthat not true?

Mr. COOPER. Thatis correct. It ap-
plies to retired pecple under the pro=-

Mr. RCGZRS of Florida. And also,
the man who gets 370, even if he is not

f-employed, is contained in this bill?

Mr. COOPER. That is what is com-
monly reierred to as the work-clause
provision.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Yes.

Mr. COOPER. Tkat is increased from
the present $50 a month to $70 a month.
Up to 2 years ago it was $15 a month.
We increased it from $15 to $50 2 years
ago. Now we are increasing it from $50
to $70 a month.

There are two schools of thought.
One school takes the position there
should not be any limitation at all. The
other school of thought takes the posi-
tion that it is a retirement system, and
persons receiving these benefits should
have some limitation. Otherwise, there
would be no encouragement for people
to retire. They would draw their social-
seeurity benefits and continue to work,
when other people might be unem-
ployed, seeking employment in that very
position.

I cannot yield further now.-

Mr. Speaker; the pending bill, H. R.
7800, provides seven urgently needed
changes in old-age and survivors insur-
ance. There are many bills pending
before the Ways and Means Committee
gseeking to amend the Social Security
Act. Your committee went through
those various bills and selected these
seven provisions as being the most im-
portant and urgent items which should
receive immediate attention and should
be brought in here and passed now so
they may become law during this ses-
sion of Congress. There are many other
desirable provisions that could be con-
sidered, but these are the seven most
urgent and desirable provisions that the
committee felt should be considered and
passed now to provide these needed
benefits for those people who are enti-
tled to them.

With respect to the provision about
which s much controversy has devel-
oped, it was taker. entirely from a bill
introduced by the distingnished gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. Keanl, not
only one of the ablest and most distin-
guished Members of this body, but also
recognized by everybody as a sound, con-
servative Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives; this was taken entirely
from his bill. He has covered the point
that has besn raised here at some
length, and it should be sufficient to
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meet any question that might be in the
mind of any Member about this particu=-
lar provision.

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. COOPER. Very briefly.

Mr. JUDD. On page 16 the bill
states:

Examinations authorized by the Admin-
fstrator meay also be performed by privats
physicians designated by the Administrator
for the performance, and the cost will be
paid by the Administrator directly,

Does not that give the Administrator
control———

Mr. COOPER. 1 get the gentleman’s
point. T am as much opposed t0 social«
ized medicine as is the distinguished
doctor from Minnesota; I have always
taken a position against socialized medi-
cine. The gentleman from New Jersey
a moment ago stated that these provi-
sions are identically the same as those
now used by the Veterans’ Administra-
tion in handling veterans’ cases. The
gentleman from Ohio talks about there
being a Veterans’ Bureau administering
the provisions for veterans. Why, the
law was definitely amended; there is an
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs just
23 there is an Administrator of the Fed-
eral Security Agency; there is no distinc-
tion on that point at all. This bill
should be passed now to provide these
needed benefits for the people who are
justly erntitled to them.

As 1 have stated, the bill—H. R.
7800—provides for seven urzently needed
changes in old-age and survivors’ insur-
ance:

First. Benefit increases.

Second. Liberalization of the retire-
ment test.

Third. Insurance protection for serv-
icemen for the emergency period.

Fourth. Preservation of the insurance
rights for those permanently and totally
disabled.

Fifth. Removal of barrier to coverage
for certain persons under State and local
retirement systems.

Sixth. Correction of defects in benefit
computation provisions,

Seventh. Correction of defect in aid-
to-the-blind provision.

All of these changes require immedi-
ate attention. They are within the scope
of previous studies made by the Ways
and Means Committee at the time of the
1950 amencments; they do not require
prolonged consideration now. They do
not in any way change any of the funda-~
mental principles of the program. They
do not require any amendment of the
present contribution schedule, nor will
they disturb the self-supporting basis of
the system. Other changes in the pro-
gram are undoubtedly desirable, but we
selected these seven because of their
urgency and because of the widespread
agreement on their desirability.

Pirst. With respect to the benefit in-
creases, the rapid rise in wages and
prices during the last few years make im-
mediate benefit adjustments necessary,

These payments are now obviously
rather low. The average for a retired
worker i{s only $42 a month.

The bill provides that they should be
raised $5 or 1215 percent, whichever is
the larger, For those coming on the
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rolls in the future under the new
formula, the benefit would be 55 percent
of the first $100 of average monthly
wage plus 15 percent of the next 2200,
rather than 50 percent of the first g100
of average monthly wage plus 15 percent
of the next $200, as under present law,

The increases in benefits and othey
changes provicded in this bill can be made
without any tax increase whatsoever.

The schedule of contributions in exist-
ing law was based on a 1950 estimate,
which showed the level-premium cost of
the present program to be 6.05 percent.
These estimates were based on the wage
levels of 1947. Based on 1951 wage
levels, which are some 20 percent higher,
the level-premium cost of the program
after the adoption of this bill would be
about 5.8 percent.

Second. Liberalization of the retire-
ment test which is commonly referred to
a3 the work-clause rrovision: Rising
wages have also made it necessary that
we adjust the retirement test in the pro-
gram. It is now $50 a month; it should
be $70 2 month as this bill provides.

Old-age and survivors insurance is not
an annuity program and to avoid high
costs we must keep the retirement test,
Its removal would cost $1 billion or more
in 1953 alone. However, beneficiaries
should be allowed to supplement their
benefits with a reasonable amount of
part-time work even though they are
retired. Under present wage levels $70
would allow them a ressonable amount
of part-time work 2nd yet would not eost
very much. Although removing the test
would cast about 1 percent of payrolls
over the long run, raising it from $59 to
270 would cost only one-twentieth ag
much or 0.05 percent of payroll.

Third. Insurance protection for serv.
icemen: The Korean conflict has made
urgently necessary a third adjustment in
the program. In the 1950 amendments
to the Social Security Act, we provided
that military or naval service during
World War II would be credited as cover-
ed employment. Wage credits of $160
were given for each month of such serv-
jece. No eredit was provided for any
month after the end of World War IE
The millions of men and women who
have served their country since World
War IT, especially those who have fought
in Korea, have every moral right to
credit for that service. They should
have the same opportunity to build up
old-age and survivors insurance rights as
people in covered employment and those
who served in World War II.

Fourth. Preservation of insurance
rights for those permanently and totally
disabled: The people covered by old-age
and survivors insurance have come to
place a high value on the advantages of
social insurance bhenefits. Yet they
know that if they become disabled, their
retirement and survivors’ protectiont will
be reduced, and it may disappear al-
together. The bill meets thig problem
by a provision like the disability waiver
provision in private life insurance. Un-
der it a parson who stops eontributing
because he tecomes permanently and
totally disabled would keep the same
status for retirement and survivorship
purbcses as he had when his disability
began.
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There can be no question of the need
for and the feasibility of such protection.
The waiver of premium in the event of
disability is a part of the majority of life
insurance policies. Long experience has
demonstrated that such provisions can
be administered without substantial
difficulty.

Fifth. Removal of barrier to coverage
of certain persons under State and lo-
cal retirement systems: The 1950 amend-
ments to the old-age and survivors in-
surance program bar the coverage of
members of State and local retirement
systems. The bill permits the coverage
of such employees under strictly de-
fined conditions. These include the con-
dition that coverage of members of a
retirement system cannot be obtained
unless approved by a two-thirds major-
ity in a special referendum.

Old-age and survivors insurance cov-
erage would not be made available under
the bill to positions in retirement sys-
tems occupied by policemen, firemen,
and elementary and secondary school
teachers. The members of these groups
are not agreed on the desiraility of hav-
ing old-age and survivors insurance cov-
erage made available to them, and pro-
longed consideration might be necessary
in order to work out provisions to allow
the coverage of these groups. We be-
lieve it would be undesirable to delay
the other amendments for this purpose.

As a result of present law, State and
local governments have had to choose
between old-age and survivors insurance
and their existing retirement plans. In
general it has not been possible under
present law to have old-age and sur-
vivors insurance together with a sup-
plementary State or local retirement
system. This combination of old-age
and survivors insurance and a supple-
mentary system is a very common pat-
tern in private industry; perhaps as
many as 14,000 retirement plans covering
about 10 million employees have been
established in private industry to sup-
plement the basic protection of old-age
and survivors insurance. Similarly,
since the passage of the 1950 amend-
ments, most employees of nonprofit or-
ganizations covered by retirement plans
have had the advantage of combined
protection under these plans and old-age
and survivors insurance. There is no
reason why State and local employees
should not have the advantages enjoyed
by employees in private industry and the
nonprofit area. In a number of States
the desire of both employees and em-
ployers for old-age and survivors insur-
ance coverage has resulted in the liqui-
dation of State and local retirement
plans; in other States such action is
under consideration.

We believe it is desirable to take ac-
tion now so that employees of State and
local governments can have both old-age
and survivors insurance and suppiemen-
tary retirement protection.

Sixth. Correction of defects in bznefit
computation provisions: The bill con-
tains several technical and administra-
tive amendments. The most important
of these would correct inequities in the
benefit computation provisions which
have their greatest effect on benefits
computed in 1{52.
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Seventh. Correction of defect in aid to
the blind provision,
CONCLUSION

‘The Congress has a right to be
proud of our old-age and survivors
insurance program, to which we have
given so much attention and which
now plays so important a role in
the lives of so many Americans.
Through this program we are well on
the way toward our goal of security for
our people against the risks of death
and old age. This bill, H. R. 7800, will
help the old-age and survivors insurance
program catch up with the changes in
our economy, which have taken place
since we amended the Social Security
Act in 1950.

Not only are these needed improve=-
ments urgent but they are well within
the policy laid down when we considered
the 1950 amendments. I urge that we
pass this bill without delay.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I join
with my colleagues in support of the
Doughton bill, H. R. 7300. This bill
makes much-needed improvements in
the old-age and survivors-insurance pro-
gram, and I am convinced that it should
be enacted immediately.

I would urge, however, that we keep in
mind that the provisions of the bill are
intentionally confined to the most ur-
gently needed changes in our present old-
age and survivors-insurance system.
Other improvements—more compreien-
sive improvements—are also necessary,
and should be made in the near future.

Eight out of every ten working people
now have the protection of old-age and
survivors insurance. Why do we con-
tinue to exclude the other two? Prac-
tically all employed people should be
given the opportunity to build retirement
protection under the social-security pro-
gram, and their families should be pro-
tected by the insurance which the pro-
gram provided when the worker dies.

‘The insurance program is holding
down assistance costs, but it cannot be
really effective in rural areas until more
farm people are included. Under the
precant law, farm workers raust meet a
special test before their wages can be
counted toward old-age and survivors-
incurance protection; unlike most other
workers, they must be steadily employed
by a single employer. Self-employed
farmers are not covered at all. Prob-
ably no more than 10 percent of the peo-
pi2 who earn their living by farming are
covered by the program. If the Con-
gress really wants to keep assistance
ccsts down, it will have to bring more
farm people under the insurance prc-
gram, and I hope this will be done in the
near future.

Iam glad that under H. R. 7800 people
who are unfortunate enough to become
disabled will not also lose their old-age
and survivors-insurance protection. Itis
inexcusable that the social insurance
program has not heretofore allowed for
the equivalent of a waiver of premium
in cases of disability. I.a this respect
H. R. 7800 will mean & significanpt move
in the right direction. I believe that we
can go even further toward meeting the
disability problem; I believe that the in-
surance program should assist in rea
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habilitating disabled insured workers,
and I believe that it should provide such
workers with modest amounts of current
income.

We should also recognize that many
older people have their savings wiped out
by the costs of hospitalization. The
old-age and survivors insurance pro-
gram should provide benefits to cover the
costs of hospital care for limited periods
for all aged workers insured under the
program and their dependents. Most
aged people do not belong to groups
through which they can purchase insur-
ance against hospital expenses. I be-
lieve that hospital costs for aged workers
should be paid by the insurance pro-
gram.

H. R. 7300 raises benefit amounts un-
der the old-age and survivors insurance
program. This, too, is a step in the richt
direction. We must continually adjust
benefit levels as wages and living costs
rise. Such changes in the insurance
program are required to keep it abreast
of the times. People who contribute
their working lives to provide retirement
benefits must find these benefits ade-
quate when they actually retire. So long
as the present benefit structure is re-
tained, it will be necessary for the Con=-
gress to repeatedly review the benefit
level and c.djust it to zeep it in line with
living costs. I am glad that at last this
fact has been recognized in the present
legislation.

In the long run, though, I believe it
will be desirable to incorporate in the
benefit structure of the program certain
provisions which will help to keep bene-
fits more nearly in line with changing
economic conditions. First of all, the
wage base of the program must be raised
above the present figure of $3,600. A
worker’s benefit should be based on his
earnings in his best 10 years. An incre-
ment for length of service should be in-
cluded in the benefit formula, so that
people who contribute to the program
for many years will receive a more ade-
quate return for their contributions, All
of these provisions will help to keep ben-
efits in line with living costs.

I suggest these improvements in the
sccial-security program to enable it to
serve more adequately the purposes for
which the Congress established it. It is
important that we consider these sug-
gested improvements soon. First, how-
ever, we should deal with those aspects
of the insurance program which require
the most immediate attention. Now is
the time. H. R. 7800, wisely conceived
and well designed, is the opportunity. I
urge that it be adopted.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker,
the Social Security Act is the most im-
portant economic legislation ever passed
by the Congress. It now affects nearly
everyone. There are over 60,000,000
persons insured under this program to-
day. More than three out of four
mothers and children would receive
monthly benefits in the event of the
death of the family breadwinner. The
survivors insurance protection alone
has a face value of over $2,000,000,000.
There are 4,500,000 retired aged per-
sons, widows and orphans receiving the
old-age and survivors insurance bene-
fits every month. Nearly 8 out of every
10 jobs are covered under the program.
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In spite of the widespread nature of
the social-security program, there are
some groups who have been neglected.
Among the forgotten men and women of
our social-security program are the blind
and the other seriously disabled people.
Under present law we not only deny
benefits to them when they are no
longer able to work because of disability,
but the way the program is set up means
that their protection for old-age and
death benefits toward which they have
paid may be lost or seriously reduced.

At the time the 1950 amendments
were being developed, the Ways and
Means Committee gave intensive study
to the feasibility of benefits for insured
persons who become permanently and
totally disabled. I am convinced that a
program of disability benefits, such as
that passed by the House of Representa-
tives in 1949, is highly desirable and
could be successfully administered. At
the same time I recognize that a pro-
gram of cash benefits for insured per-
sons who become permanently and
totally disabled could not be enacted
with the speed which is necessary for
the other amendments to old-age and
survivors insurance provided in this bill.
Therefore, action must now be directed
only toward protecting the disabled per-
son against loss of the old-age and sur-
vivors insurance benefit rights toward
which his contributions have been paid.
This is what this bill does.

Another group who are without pro-
tection under the present social-security
law, and who deserve the protection per-
haps more than anyone now under the
system, are the service men and women
now fighting in Korea. In the 1950
amendments we gave wage credits to the
servicemen of World War II. It is now
absolutely necessary that we extend the
same protection to those serving dur-
ing this emergency period.

I am also strongly in favor of increas-

ing the benefits as provided in this bill

and of increasing the amount of the
retirement test. It needs no argument
to demonstrate that the average benefit
of a retired worker—$42 a month—is too
low. The amounts must be raised and,
moreover, those beneficiaries who are
too old to work should be allowed to in-
crease their earnings to $70 without loss
of benefits.

I am one of those who believes that
the old-age and survivors insurance
should be made universal and should
cover just about all jobs. I am, there-
fore, heartily in favor of the provisions
in this bill which extends the oppor-
tunity to come under the program to
additional employees of State and local
governments.

The social-security program is fast
becoming one of the best in the world.
It is important that we spced the day
when it shall stand first. We are now
engaged in a war of ideas with the dic-
tatorship of Communist Russia. In the
old-age and survivors-insurance program
we are demonstrating th-t democratic
capitalism can provide security and can
do it in the American way. Under this
program security is earned as wages are
earned through work and through the
individual contributions of the employees
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who are protected. This is part of
the demonstration of our concern for
the welfare of the individual. The old=
age and survivors-insurance program
must be extended and improved. This
bill is an important step in that direc-
tion.

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Speaker, any pro-
gram as closely tied to the economic
life of the Nation as is the social-security
program would soon become obsolete and
unable to fulfill its function if it were
not periodically examined and brought
up to date. While H. R. 7800 by no
means solves all of the problems and
issues which still confront the program,
the bil]l is a step in the right direction,
and it does take care of most of the more
urgent and immediate problems which
must be faced.

The amendments which H. R. 7800
would maXke are largely confined to the
Federal old-age and survivors insurance
program. If the vitality injected into
old-age and survivors insurance by the
1950 amendments is to be retained, the
program must be reassessed at compara-
tively frequent intervals and necessary
amendments made. The amendments
proposed by H. R. 7800 would preserve
the gains made by the 1950 amendments,
and would keep the old-age and surviv-
ors insurance program a vital forward-
looking program.

Two of the changes which would be
made by the bill are made necessary by
the upward trend in wages and prices.
The increases in living costs which have
taken place necessitate an increase in the
amounts payable under the program.
While the benefit increases provided by
the 1950 amendments were substantial,
they did not adequately refiect the in-
crease in living costs which had taken
place since 1939, when the benefit rates
applying until 1950 were established.
Thus, the increases provided for in the
bill are to take account not only of the
increased living costs since 1850, but also
of the fact that the 1950 increases were
themselves not entirely adequate.

The benefit increase provided by the
bill is a modest increase which can be
financed with no increase in the sched-
uled tax rate. Most beneficiaries on the
rolls would receive benefit increases of
85 or 121, percent, whichever is larger.
‘While these increases are not large, they
are necessary if the program is to con-
tinue to fulfill its role as the basic secu-
rity program of the Nation, upon which
workers and their families can build
their plans for financial security.

Recent increases in wages also make it
essential that the amount which a bene-
ficiary may earn in covered employment
and still receive his benefits be increased.
Accordingly, the monthly amount of per-
mitted earnings would be increased by
the bill from $50 to $70. While I favor a
$100 work clause, the increase provided
in the bill would be an important step
in the right direction.

In addition to increasing benefits and
liberalizing the retirement test of the
program, the bill would protect the bene-
fit rights of individuals who are permae-
nently-and totally disabled, give wage
credits to members of the Armed Forces
for service since the close of World War
II, and permit certain State and local

May 19

government employees under retirement
systems to secure old-age and survivorg’
insurance coverage.

Some of the mrost severe hardshipg
which occur under the present program
arise when the worker becomes disabled
and is unable to work over an extended
period of time. Although the need for
providing benefits for workers who be-
come peramently and totally disabled is
great, the committee is not now recom.
mending the enactment of such provi-
sions because of the shortness of time to
consider this important matter. There
is one phase of the problem, though,
which can and should be corrected with-
out delay. Under the present benefit
provisions of the program the benefit
rights of a disabled worker are gradually
dissipated and in time may disappear en-
tirely. H. R. 7800 would freeze benefit
rights under the program for periods
during which the individual was permae
nently and totally disabled. Thus, while
benefits would not be paid because of the
worker's disability, the period of dis.
ability would not cause the worker to
lose his survivorship and retirement pro-
tection under old-age and survivors ine
surance, .

The need for the provisions giving
wage credits for military service seems
clear indeed. The wage credits provided
under the 1950 legislation for World War
II military service were given ‘only until
July 24, 1947. The needs of the.sur-
vivors of the thousands of American
soldiers who have lost their lives in the
Korean conflict are just as great as were
the needs of the survivors of World War
II servicemen. H. R. 7800 would simply
extend the period for which wage credits
are given from the close of World War
II until the end of 1953. The sociale
security provisions concerning the
Armed Forces should of course be re-
examined by the Congress before that
date.

The amendment to the bill concerning
the coverage of State and local govern-
ment employees is another modification
in the program which takes account of
current developments and attitudes, thus
helping to keep the program up to date.
At present all State and local govern-
ment employees who are under a retire-
ment system are excluded from coverage
under the Federal-State coverage agree=
ments. There has been considerable de-
mand for coverage from some of the
groups compulsorily excluded, and in
some cases retirement systems have been
abandoned so that the employees could
be covered under the Federal progrant
I believe that the provision in the bill
will be noncontroversial, as the compul-
sory exclusion for members of retirement
systems is retained for policemen, fire~
men, and elementary and secondary
school teachers. The bill would permit
other groups covered under retirement
systems to secure old-age and survivors
insurance coverage If coverage is desired.

The bill also mrakes several technical
changes which will simplify the adminis-
tration of the program and correct cer=
tain inequities which have arisen under
the 1950 amendments.

The changes proposed by this bill have
received the careful consideration of the
Ways and Means Committee, Your
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committee feels that these changes are
necessary to preserve the advances made
by the 1950 legislation and to maintain
the health and vitality of the progranr,
While the scope of the amendments is
very limited as compared with the
sweeping advances made in 1950, the
amendments are nevertheless of great
importance to those persons affected.
Your committee feels that there can be
no question as to the soundness and de-
sirability of each of these proposed
changes in the Social Security Act. We
believe that each change which would be
made is noncontroversial in nature and
has the support and approval of the
groups concerned.

While the enactment of these amend-
ments would represent a safe, thor-
oughly charted and well-explored course,
there would be real danger in the failure
to enact this legislation. If vigilance is
not exercised in keeping old-age and sur-
vivors insurance an up-to-date and pro-
gressive program, the way will be open
for legislative measures less sound and
carefully thought out. I urge the Mem-
bers of the House to support this very
desirable piece of legislation.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Speaker, we are
considering today H. R. 7800, to increase
old-age and survivors insurance benefits
under social security by no more than
121, percent or $5 per month, whichever
is the larger. I want to commend the
members of the committee that favor-
ably reported this measure to the floor
for their interest in the participants of
this fund, but am sure they are aware
that in view of the unprecedented high
prices of our times the monthly old-age
and survivors insurance benefits paid by
social security are grossly inadequate
and $5 a month is not going to be of any
real assistance.

We all know the people receiving these
benefits are going to be grateful fcr the
increase, but I say we should handle the
problem of our elder citizens in a forth-
right manner. We have been and are
continuing to spend billions upon billions
on foreign countries while our people in
the suncet of life are in need, many of
them in dire need.

We should go into this problem thor-
oughly and provide an adequate pension
for our senior citizens. I recommend to
the Members of this body their serious
consideration of legislation for a real
old-age pension of $100 per month as
provided in my bill, H. R. 6461.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, under
Jeave to extend my remarks, I include
the following telegram:

PITTSBURGH, PA., May 17, 1952.
Hon. Lovuls E. GRAHAM,
House Office Building,
Wwashingtion, D. C.:

H. R. 7800, section 3, provides that the
Security Administrator shall determine per-
manent and total disability in the classifi-
cation Included under old-age and survivors
insurance of the Social Security Act. He
shall also assign the physician to examine
the case set and pay the fees. Please do
what you can to have this provision stricken

from H. R. 7800.
C. L. PALMER,
Committce on Public Health Legis-
lation, Medical Society of the State
of Pennsylvania.
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Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, the
bill now before the House, H. R. 7800,
provides for certain changes in the old-
age and survivors insurance program.
The bill, as presented, has many com=-
mendable features, particularly benefit
increases; liberalization of the retire-
ment test; wage credits for military serv=-
ice during emergency period; preserva-
tion of insurance rights for those perma-
nently and totally disabled; removal of
bar to coverage for certain persons un-
der State and local retirement systems;
and, correction of defects in benefit com=-
putation provisions.

I am in accord with the view of the
Committee on Ways and Means that has
reported this bill, that these changes re-
quire and should have the consideration
of the Congress. I am of the opinion,
however, that this bill is not as adequate
as it should be in meeting the changes
that are necessary.

Unfortunately, the bill comes before
us on a motion to suspend the rules.
This precludes any amendments being
offered or considered. Under these cir=-
cumstances the bill must be taken or de-
feated in the form presented by the com-
mittee. I am of the opinion that a better
bill could have been presented, and, that
we would have had a much better bill to
vote upon had the House been permitted
to work its will and provide more ade=
quate help to the parties who come with-
in its provisions. But, as such amend-
ments cannot be offered or voted
upon, under the procedure adopted, it is
necessary to vote either for or against
the bill as reported. Under these cir=
cumstances I shall vote for the bill al-
though I regret that the membership has
been denied the privilege of improving
it as would have been possible had the
bill been brought up under the regular
rules of the House.

It is not my intention to speak upon
all the features of the legislation. That
has already been done by some members
of the ccmmittee. However, there are
some features that I do wish t{o particu=
larly emphasize as being very worth
while and that will prove most helpful.

INCREASED BENEFITS

First, as to increasing benefits: The
rapid rise in the cost of living during the
last few years makes immediate benefit
increases imperative. While wages and
money income have gone up for many
groups since the outbreak of hostilities
in Korea, yet the benefit rates of over
4,500,000 persons now on the old age
and survivors insurance rolls were deter=-
mined prior to the beginning of the pres-
ent emergency period. As a conse-
quence, retired aged persons and widows
and crphans are finding it very difficult
to meet their cost of living. Four and
one-half million persons—nearly 3,500,-
000 of them of age 65 or over—receive
monthly payments from this program.
For most of them these monthly pay-
ments are their chief source of depend-
able income, and often their only source.
Today the average old age insurance
benefits for a retired worker is about $42
per month. For an aged couple, the
average is $70; for an aged widow it is
$36. These incomes must of necessity
be used almost entirely to procure the
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bare essentials of existence. They are
grossly inadequate. The welfare of these
old folks demands relief. Failure to do
so in my opinion Is not only unjust but
inhuman.

The increase provided in this bill is
far too inadequate. It provides, gener-
ally speaking, a monthly increase of $5
or 125 percent, whichever is greater,
but, there are certain conditions where
this increase would not equal even this
small amount. ‘This is sufficient to jus-
tify my criticism that the bill should
have been brought up under the usual
rules of the House by which procedure
amendments to increase the monthly
payments could have been offered and
adopted. Furthermore, there is even &
chance the bill may not even pass the
House in its present form as it requires
a two-third vote. This would be most
unfortunate as it would deny to these
deserving old folks even the small in-
crease provided in this bill.

LIBERALIZATION AND RETIREMENT TESTS

The bill is commendable as presented
to the House in providing that a bene-
ficiary will be permitted to earn $70 of
wages in 2 month—rather than $50 as in
existing law—without losing his benefits
for the month. Likewise, a beneficiary
may receive net earnings from self-em=
ployment averaging $70 a month—
rather than $50 as in existing law—and
receive all his benefits. This is further
recognition of the necessity to provide
additional living income because of the
jncreased cost of living. This additonal
help to beneficaries is long overdue. 1
am pleased to see that the bill makes
provision for this change.

WAGE CREDITS FOR MILITARY SERVICE DURING

EMERGENCY PERIOD

The Korean confiict has made urgent-
1y necessary an adjustment in the pres-
ent law to protect the rights of service-
men. In 1950 the law was amended to
provide wage credits of $160 for each
month of active military or naval serv=
jee during World War II. No credit was
provided for any month after the end of
World War II. The millions of men and
women who will have served their coun-
try during the present emergency, espe-
cially those who have fought in Korea,
should have the same opportunity to
build up old-age and survivors insurance
rights as people in covered employment
and those who served in World War IT.
If this provision is not made then the
survivors of many of the men already
killed in Korea would not be able to
qualify for benefits. The allowance of
this credit to our men and women in
service since World War II is right and
just and should have the support of the
House.

PRESERVATION OF INSURANCE RIGHTS OPF PERMAw
NENTLY AND TOTALLY DISABLED INDIVIDUALS
Each year several hundred thousand

workers under age 65 are forced into

premature retirement by diseases of the
heart and arteries, cancer, kidney dis-
ease, crippling arthritis, and other
chronic ailments. Under present law,
workers who are permanently and
wholly disabled are penalized in their
retirement or survivors benefits and may
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be sharply reduced because their con=
tributions to the program have neces-
sarily stopped, or the individual, or his
survivors may be disqualified from bene-
fits altogether. The present bill gives
some relief against this unfortunate re=
sult and has my support.

REMOVAL OF BAR TO COVERAGE OF CERTAIN EM=
PLOYEES UNDER STATE AND LOCAL RETIREMENT
S8YSTEMS
The present law bars coverage under

old-age and survivers insurance of meme-

bers of State and local retirement sys-
tems. The amendment to existing law,
as contained in the pending bill, will re«
move this injustice by providing cov-
erage of existing retirement systems
subject to a favorable vote of the mem-
bers of the system by a two-thirds ma-
jority in a written referendum. This
prevision, it will be seen, seeks to remedy

a situation that has been complained

against by some, by recognizing the right

of accepiance of the provisions of the
bill by a two-thirds vote. This seems
fair to all interested parties,

EARNED INCOME OF RECIPIENTS OF AID TO THE

BLIND

The committee in presenting this bill
felt that the provisions of the present
law prevented giving full effect to what
is believed was the intent of Congress in
enacting the 1950 amendments. Con-
sequently, the bill proposes amendments
to existing law that will give a more lib-
eral recognition of the actual needs of
the blind. The adoption of the provi=-
sions contained in the pending bill are
highly desirable and entitled to support,
although frankly, I would have been
pleased if they had been more liberal.

In conclusion, I again reiterate my
objection to bringing this important bill
before the House under a rule that does
not permit amendments of the bill, and,
furthermors, because the requirements
of a two-thirds majority may cause its
defeat although a majority of the House
might be in favor of the bill. However,
the bill has my hearty support as the
best that can be obtained under the
circumstances.

Mr. MACK of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, the main weakness of this bill
is that it does not go far enough.

This bill provides that a social security
pensioner may earn up to $70 in any
calendar month without forfeiting his
rension for that month. He ought to be
permitted to earn more than that. He
ought to be permitted to earn at least
$100 a month, possibly more, without
such earnings affecting his pension.

It is not gocod for the pensioner or the
country to penalize him for working. If
he works he has more earnings and
more money to spend. The more he
spends the more demand for goods that
are needed to fill his needs. This de-
mand creates Jobs for those who make
goods. .

Unfortunately, this bill has been
brought onto the fioor for debate under a
rule that prohibits the offering of any
amendments to it. If it were not for this
rule which prohibits amendments, there
would be amendments offered to liberal-
ize this bill.

Also, I am cne of the many who believe
that the $5 a month increase in pensions
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proposed by this bill is too small. I
think that amount could be raised with-
out the social security fund being jeop«
ardized. Amendments to increase this
meager $5 a month increase would be
offered were we permitted to offer such
amendments but the rule under which
this bill is being considered prohibits the
opportunity to propose such an amend-
ment or any amendment at all.

I shall vote for this bill although I
think it inadequate. I shall do so be-
cause I hope that if it goes o the Scnate
that the Senate will improve it. I shall
vote for this bill, although I think its
benefits to pensioners to be too meager,
because I fear that unless we pass this
bill we may get no bill at all in which
event social security pensioners, whose
cost of living have increased enormously,
will get no increase.

Should this bill be defeated today, I
hope the committee will prepare a new
and more adequate one—one that will
provide benefits in keeping with the
drastic increase in living costs which
have occurred during the past 2 years.

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Speaker, this mat-
ter is before the House upon the motion
to suspend the rules to permit the imme-
diate consideration of this measure. If
the motion is adopted the bill will imme-
diately be before the House with a limi-
tation to 40 minutes of debate and with-
out the privilege of offering amend-
ments. Although in the main I favor
the provisions of the bill I do not favor
this procedure since it unnecessarily re-
stricts length of dekate and prevents the
adoption of amendments, which I feel
the House would adopt after adequate
debate.

Two occur to me offhand—the first is
that the amount of income which a re-
cipient may earn and still receive the
Federal payment should in my opinion
be raised to not less than $100 per month
instead of $70 per month as permitted
in the measure now before us.

Second—this bill incorporates a form
of, to some extent, socialized medicine,
which appears to me to be unsound and
unworkable.

The motion to suspend the rules
should be defeated and the legislation
presented to the House in an orderly
fashion permitting a reasonable length
of time for debate and permitting the
adoption of the above and perhaps other
bettering amendments,

Mr. YATES. Mr, Speaker, I shall sup=
port this bill because I believe that. it is
an improvement over existing social-se-
curity legislation. It increases bencfits,
but they will still be inadequate to take
care of the fundamental needs of most
of the 4,500,000 persons receiving pay~
ments from this program every month,
According to a recent survey of the bene-
ficiaries of this program, even when all
their money income is taken into ac-
count, nearly three-fourths of the re~
tired, aged individuals and married cou~
ples have less than $50 per month per
person in addition to their benefits.

This bill contains a much-needed pro~
vision for the benefit of the totally and
permanently disabled and the blind. It
protects them from losing benefits which
should be theirs under a social-insyr-
ance program, I want to commend the
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gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Keay)
for having offered it in this bill and t
hope that the smokescreen created by
opponents to the social-security program
who argue that this amendment wi]]
promulgate a system of socialized medj.
cine in this country, will not be accepteq
by the House. Private insurance coma
Panies recognize the necessity for a pro-
vision waiving premiums when the as.
sured become totally and 'permanently
disabled. Isit not paradoxical then, that
some Member argue that such a provi-
sion in the social-security-insurance
program amounts to a socialization?

Furthermore, this bill takes a half step
in the right direction by increasing from
$50 to $70 per month, earnings permitted
to beneficiaries from outside sources, I
would much have preferred that the in-
crease should be raised to $100 rer
month or that this limitation on earn-
ings of beneficiaries should be eliminated
entirely because I disagree with those
who favor the prevailing theory that the
social-security program is a retirement
system. Under their viewpoints, there-
fore, they deny to beneficiaries the op-
portunity to work and earn additional
funds beyond the meager amount the
law stipulates and doom them to an un-
realistic scale of living.

Their viewpoint was one born during
the depression years when there was an
abundance of workers and it was deemed
socially desirable that persons reaching
a certain age should be compelled to re-
tire. I am opposed to compulsory re-
tirement. I believe it results in an ins
ordinate social waste and rejection
of the talents and abilities of many
people of advanced age who have much
to contribute to society. I reject the
idea that a birth certificate should be
the sole test of a person’s ability to work,
regardless of his physical and mental
talents,. We must face up to the fact
that our people are living longer.

Today a person aged 65 must have ac-
cumulated approximately $17,000 to
have an income of $100 per month for
the rest of his life. They cannot retire
under the benefits accorded to them by
the social-security laws and still live de-
cently. Annuitants have a right to ask,
as was pointed out in the excellent edi-
torial appearing in the Saturday Eve-
ning Post of April 5, 1952, “Is This Ine
surance or a Dole?”

We must remember that for Ameri-
cans, work is not only a way of earning
their livelihood—it is the democratic
way of keeping one’s self-respect, of
avoiding the frustration and discourage-
ment which is seeping into the lives of
so many of our aging people today.

Mr, BONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, as one
who has, since being privileged to become
a Member of Congress, consistently ad~
vocated and fought for just enlargement
and reasonable revision of our anti-
quated Social Security system, I am very
glad to speak in support of this bill.

The purpose of this act is to increase
old-age and survivors benefits, to pre-
serve insurance rights of permanently
and totally disabled individuals, and per-
mit the increase of amount of earnings
without loss of social security benefits.

If these objectives are not in line with
& modern advancing Christian demo-
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cratic civilization, as opposed to the in-
humane Communistic slave state regi-
mentation, then I cannot conceive why
this great Nation of ours is making any
fight against communism at all. If we
cannot give a concrete demonstration of
the ability of this country to reasonably
protect our older citizens’ enjoyment of
Anrerican life then we have no substan~
tial right to tell the Kremlin leaders and
the rest of the world that our democratic
process is more inherently Christian
than their pagan godless state of ser-
vility.

What will be accomplished by the en-
actment of this measure is in no way
substantially different from the recog-
nized procedure followed by private in-
surance companies of this country, nor
is it in any principle different from the
provisions carried out under the great
majority of our State compensation and
insurance programs.

When the subject of amending the So-
cial Security Act came up in August of
1950, I pointed out that, up to that time,
no ccmprehensive changes had been
made in our social szcurity laws since
the year of 1955 and I made the observa-
tion then that the accelerating economic
changes in our modern society woculd
make it imperative for additional re-
visions to be enacted in the near future.
I had hoped that these sensible adjust-
ments we are considering now would be
adopted long ago, so it is a particular
pleasure, as well as a simple duty, to urge
their approval today.

Let us remember that we are engaged
in a vital struggle with a relentless
enemy of our decent way of living whose
devilish design appears to be to destroy
the spirit and morale of our people in ap-
preciation of American life while at the
same time keeping our nerves psycholog=-
jcally on edge with the constant threat of
overt military aggression. I say to you
in the words of that great emancipator,
Abraham Lincoln, that “If this country
is ever destroyed it will be from within
and not from without.”

In my firm judgment, adequate social
security legislation is an even more sound
barrier, than military preparation,
against the advancing scourge of Com-
munistic propaganda and philosophy
which is this minute eating away at the
foundation roots from which our country
grew into its present leading world posi=
tion.

How much stronger, how much more
vitally resistant to Communist intrigue
and entreatment our people will be when
they are assured our great business sys-
tem and our Government, working har-
moniously together, have established a
dignified humane way to make them
eligible for that which every loyal citi-
zen of this great democracy is entitled to
receive, namely, economic security in
time of adversity and need. In this hour
of extending charitable assistance to the
security of friendly allies, it would be the
height of national foolishness to disre-
gard the plight and neglect to provide for
our older citizens against the blameless
misfortunes of sickness and unemploy=
ment in the sunset of their patriotic lives.

Because this measure reasonably in-
croases old-age insurance benefits, be-
cause it justly preserves the recognized
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insurance rights of permanently and to.
tally disabled individuals, and because,
in the light of ever-rising modern living
costs, it increases the amount of earnings
permitted without loss of benefits, I urge
the adoption and approval of this act
without delay. It is in the Christian
democratic spirit upon which this county
was founded and it is only by an enlarge-
ment and progression of that spirit that
this Nation can hope to endure. I urge
you, my colleagues, to vote in favor of
this measure of civilized recognition of
the vital needs of our older citizens.

Mr. YORTY. Mr. Speaker, our failure
to grant a suspension of the rules for
passage of H. R. 7800, will prove rather
shocking to most citizens because there
exists widespread support for Social Se-
curity System improvements. H.R. 7890
made such slight improvements in the
system that it should have met with no
opposition. The fact that it was opposed
by so many Republicans indicates their
growing willingness to openly ficht all
measures calculated to improve the eco-
nomic security of wage earners. This
attitude is, I believe, based upon a mis-
taken interpretation of current political
trends. The pendulum has not swung so
far to the right as they seem to think.
Our Social Security Act insurance plan
which provides for retirement benefits is
here to stay, and it must be liberalized
and improved, not junked, no matter
who is in power. I do not believe the
American people will ever knowingly vote
for candidates pledged to obstruct rea-
sonable progress toward real security,
particularly for the aged, blind, and
physically handicapped.

This bill certainly made what by any
standard were minor needed improve-
ments in the Social Security Act. These
were:

First. Benefit increases.

Second. Liberalization of the retire-
ment test.

Third. Wage credits for military serv-
ice during emergency period.

Fourth. Preservation of {insurance
rights for those permanently and totally
disabled.

Fifth. Removal of bar to coverage for
certain persons under State and local
retirement systems.

Sixth. Correction of defects in benefit
computation provisions,

The benefit increases mentioned above
first were so small that it is hard to un-
derstand how anyone could oppose them,

This bill did nothing for those receiv~
ing old-age assistance. My bill to per-
mit such pensioners to augment their
pensions by part-time work is still not
scheduled for hearing. This session of
Congress is proving disappointing to
those of us who would like to make our
democracy a dynamic and improving ex-
ample of what can be accomplished by
a free people through a free economic
system.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, the pub-
lic is entitled to know that this social-
security legislation was introduced in the
Ways and Means Committee on May 12,
reported out of the committee on May
16, and brought to the House floor for
passage under a virtual gag rule on May
19, Thus, a total of only 4 days elapsed
from the time the bill was introduced
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until it was reported out of committee,
and only 3 days elapsed until it was
brought up for final consideration.

Here is another attempt to ram im-
portant legislation down the throats of
Members of the House. Under this pro=
posal to suspend the rules and pass this
legislation, debate is limited to 49 min-
utes; there can be no amendments, and
not even a motion to recommit.

I knocw of no Member of the House who
is not ready to vote an increase in com-
pensation and raise the present limit on
earnings, but there are broad delega-
tions of power to the bureaucrats in this
bill—grants of power which sught to be
eliminated or at least ecircumscribed.
This is the second time in 2 or 3 years
that the same drive has been made to
ram a social-sccurity bill through this
House under gagging procedure. I sup-
port revisions in the Social Security Act,
but not at the price of accepting patently
bad legislation along with the good. Let
the administration come forth immedi-
ately with a bill which we can consider
decently and fairly under the usual rules
of the House.

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, it
1s unfortunate this bill should be brought
to the floor of the House under suspen-
sion that does not permit amendments
of any kind and provides for a limit of
only 40 minutes debate. The time is
divided among only a half-dozen Mem-
bers of the House.

A bill amending the Social! Security
Act is entitled to the fair consideration
of the Members of the House and is en-
titled to be open for amendments on
the floor. It is an important piece of
legislation and should be carefully con-
sidered.

Iam in favor of most of the provisions
in this bill—those that provide for in-
creases in benefit amounts. It should
be observed that the increased benefits
in this measure are small. It should
also be observed that the liberalization
provisions in this bill are smaller than
they appear.

My principal objection to the bill is
with regard to the provisions that border
cosely on socialized medicine. Accord-
ing to statements made on the floor,
this bill opens the door for socialized
medicine.

Of course, Members have not had a
chance to examine or study this bill,
As a matter of fact, copies were only
made available over the weekend. ‘The
report, consisting of 50 pages, was filed
only 3 days ago.

I do not want to be in the position of
supporting a bill that either directly or
indirectly provides for socialized medi-
cine. The proper thing, as I see it, with
respect to such an important measure,
is for the committee to reconsider this
proposal and bring to the floor a bill that
deals only with amendments to the So-
cial Security Act. Members can then
be permitted to vote on the bill after it
has been thoroughly considered and
subjected to amendment and debate.

I think the Members generally believe
that the Social Security Act should be
amended. I have amendments I would
like to submit at the proper time and
place. To handle such an important
problem in this manner, in my judgmens,
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is not the right way to go about it. I
hope the committee will reconsider the
measure and return a bill in the near
future dealing with social-security
amendments that will take out a number
of inequities that have already been
brought to the attention of this Congress
and to the people.

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, the political maneuver of ad-
ministration leaders whereby socialized
medicine is today brought on the House
floor in a bill which also provides much
needed increases in old-age pensions is
typical of Fair Deal duplicity. The
manner in which the bill is brought in
under a suspension of the rules affords
no opportunity to strike the objection-
able and dangerous part inaugurating
socialized medicine and of passing the
needed increases in social security. The
Republican leadership will introduce a
bill this week, without the socialized
medicine features, providing for the
needed increases in old-age benefits
under social security, and which will also
raise the work clause to $100, which we
can all support without dragging in so-
cialized medicine through the back door.
If the Fair Dealers prevent this Re-
publican-sponsored bill from coming to
the floor they will be committing a fraud
upon the aged and others who need these
increases.

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Speaker, there
is a right way and a wrong way to bring
legislation to the floor of the House. If
ever an important bill was brought to
the House in the wrong way H. R. 7800
is it.

Here is an important piece of legisla-
tion that will amend the Social Security
Act and what we do here today in
amending this legislation will affect
children yet unborn. It is important
legislation in perpetuity. Let me ex-
plain the wrong way the majority party
is handling this legisiation.

There should have been several days
hearings before the Ways and Means
Committee where expert insurance ac-
tuaries would have had a chance to tes-
tity. Experts in social-security legisla-
tion should have been called in to testify
in the hearings in the committee. The
Republican memkters insisted that these
hearings should be held. We are just as
willing and anxious to increase benefits
as is the majority party. We do want a
chance to increase social security bene-
fits, hut we want sound legislation. The
adr" 1istration forces, who have a ma-
jority on the Ways and Means Commit-
tee, refused to hold hearings. They
voted this important, far-reaching bill
out over the objections of the Repub-
lican minority on a straight party vote.

The next mistake was made in not
sending the bill to the Rules Committee.
Had it been sent to the Rules Committee
they would have sent it to the floor of
the House providing that amendments
could be offered so that the objectional
features could be cut out. But they did
not do that. They bring it to the floor
of the House today in a condition where
not a change of a word can be made. It
is not subject to amendment. We must
take the bad, which is the socialized
medicine part of this bill, with the zcod
that is in it, and it must pass the House
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by a two-thirds vote under the suspen-
sion of the rules.

Those who are handling this bill have
placed we members who object to the
socialized medicine part of this bill, and
other bad features, in a position where
we must take the whole smelly mess or
we must vote against the measure.
They realize this will give them a cam-
paign issue whereby they can go to the
public and say we, who had the courage
to take this position, have voted against
increasing social-security benefits. Of
course, it will be a false issue. We are
only trying to force the administration
to bring in a better bill and we will, of
course, support it.

I will vote against this bill notwith-
standing that I am anxious to increase
social-security benefits because in voting
this down, it is the only way we can get
the socialized-medicine program out- of
it.. I will help to vote this bill down be-
cause when we do that, we will force the
administration leaders to bring all of the
good parts of this bill back to the floor
of the House with the bill open to
am .ndments so that we can apgrrove the
good in the bill and cut out the bad. In
fact, if we vote this bill down, when it
comes back to the House we will help to
write a better bill with more good pro-
visions in it than the bill before us and
every man and woman who is paying in
for social-security benefits will benefit
by the action we, who oppose this bill,
are about to take.

Mr. Speaker, it should be pointed out
that this bill will affect only those who
contribute to social security and who
have social-security status. It does
nothing for the older people on old-age
assistance. It affects only those who
carry a social-security card. Do not
Iet them tell you that it affects those on
relief.

Mr. Speaker, Congressman REEp of
New York, the minority Republican
leader on the Ways and Means Commit-
tee; Congressman JENKINS, of Ohio:
Congressman SiMpsoN of Pennsylvania;
Congressman CurTis of Nebraska, all
able members of the Ways and Means
Committee, have told you the necessity
for voting this piece of legislation down
so that legislation can be brought in here
promptly that will really give those in
social-security status the increases to
which we all agree they are entitled. In
fact, Congressman REep, if this bill is
voted down will, I understand, immedi-
ately introduce a bill that will preserve
all the benefits in this bill, and more
benefits, and leave out the socialized-
medicine part which is included in this
bill which practically all of the people
of the Nation are against. Yet, they
try to sneak it in through the back door
in this bill believing that n.t enough
Members of the House have the courage
tostand up and veote against this present,
blackjack political legislation now before
us.
Mr. Speaker, there is a principle in-
volved here that far outweighs any po-
litical advantage one might feel it might
have If he voted for this iniquitous piece
oflegislation. We must protect and pre-
serve the social-security structure in the
interest of those now paying to the fund
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and for those who will pay into it in the
future.

I will not sacrifice the principle in-
volved here and become a party to de-
ceiving social-security beneficiaries in
the hope that it may secure a few extra
votes next November.

Mr. HELLER. Mr. Speaker, as one
who is vitally interested in extending so-
cial-security benefits to help provide a
greater degree of economic security and
independence to our citizens over the age
of 65, I am glad to support H. R. 7800
which calls for increased benefits under
our social-security system. This bill de-
serves unanimous support and approval
as a token of our recognition to the sen-
ior citizens of the United States, who
have given a lifetime to help build this
great country of ours and to make it
what it is today.

To ignore the problems and the diffi-
culties faced by our aging population is
to commit a grave injustice to these peo-
ple, who have every right to look for-
ward in their declining years for their
country to provide them with a certain
degree of security at a time when they
are no longer able to work and to earn
a livelihood. Their needs have not di-
minished with the years, they still re-
quire a home, food, clothing, medical
care, and other necessities of life.

In these days of higher cost of living
and constantly rising prices, the bene-
fits extended to our elderly citizens under
the social-security system are woefully
inadequate. Just how these people are
able to maintain themselves and to pay
their daily bills on the small annuities or
monthly payments granted them is hard
to understand. If anything these pay-
ments provide only the most meager at-
tempt to stave off hunger and want, but
they are a far cry from our goal of
economic security in old age.

The bill now under consideration is a
step in the right direction, although it is
far from sufficient. I had hoped Con-
gress would be more generous toward our
older citizens and would extend to them
a more substantial increase in their so=-
cial-security beneflts than is provided in
this bill.

The main provisions of this bill call
for an increase in the monthly old-age
and survivors’ assistancz benefits by
either 85 or 121% percent, whichever is
greater. I understand that the average
monthly increase would be around $7,
which would be most welcome to these
people whose income is so limited and
fixed and -vho have been struggling des-
perately to maintain their standard of
living under trying circumstances.

Another major provision in this bill
iIs to increase from $50 to $70 per month
the earnings or income which bene-
ficiaries are permitted to have from
various sources, outside of social-secu-
rity benefits. This, too, is a logical and
reasonable step since it would enable
these people to continue to remain use-
ful to the extent their health will per-
mit thera to do so and to enhance their
income. My only objection is that the
limitation of $70 is not realistic enough,
I would much rather it be raised to at
least $100 or possibly a little higher
so that we give them the fullest oppor-
tunity for a better life in old age,
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In addition, the bill contains several
other important provisions, each of
which answers a need and is therefore
desirable. Among these are: insurance
protection for those who have served in
our Armed Forces since the end of World
War II and particularly in the Korean
confiict; preservation of insurance rights
for persons permanently or totally dis=
abled so that they would not suffer a re-
duction in their benefits; correction of
certain inequities in the computation of
benefits, such as to maintain the re-
lationship between the Railroad Retire-
ment Act and the social-security sys-
tem which would be advantageous to
railroad-retirement beneficiaries.

Mr. Speaker, since the social-security
system was instituted Congress has
found it necessary on two occasions to
amend and improve the system so that
more and more of our people would be-
come eligible for this protection: First,
in 1939, and more recently in 1950. On
both of those occasions Congress
widened the scope of the social-security
coverage for many millions of people and
provided greater economic security by
increasing the benefits.

Now we are considering a third and
no less important effort to improve the
system so that it can serve more ade-
quately the purposes for which it was es=
tablished. The need for these improve-
ments is undeniable. In fact, I should
like to see these benefits extended to a
much greater degree in the very near fu-
ture so that the older population of this
country can really enjoy the full meas-
ure of security they deserve.

I am glad to support this bill and I
trust it will be enacted at an early date.

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
very sorry that H. R. 7800 was not
brought to the floor of the House under
a regular rule rather than under the
suspension rule. If the House could
work its will upon this legislation, it
would be possible to amend and clarify
several of the provisions which produced
considerable controversy and misunder-
standing. I refer to the view held by
some Members that certain provisions
of this bill move in the direction of so-
cialized medicine.

I have read pertinent provisions of
the bill very carefully and have studied
the report, and I can find nothing in the
bill which could fairly be construed as
implementing or tending toward the
principles of socialized medicine. I
make special reference to the language
in subsection 4 on page 14, and section
220 on pages 15 and 16, providing respec-
tively for termination of disability and
examination of disabled individuals,
since these are the sections claimed by
some able and sincere Members to repre-
sent the pattern and provision for so-
cialized medicine.

Careful examination of these sections
indicate very clearly to me that there are
no such fair intendments to be drawn
from these provisions, which merely give
the Administrator power to terminate
disability for failure to comply with reg-
ulations governing examinations or for
reexaminations, or for refusal without
good cause to accept rehabilitation serv-
jces available under the plan of the
claimant’s own State.
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Section 220 provides for physical ex-
aminations by private physicians or by
private or public agencies or institutions
and these, in general, are the same as the
provisions which for years have gov-
erned. and now govern, examinations by
the Veterans’ Administration of our dis-
abled veterans.

Obviously, the agency must be author-
ized to conduct examinations to ascer-
tain the true condition of the indi-
viduals and claimants involved and pre-
vent irregularity or fraud upon the gov-
ernment which might conceivably ensue.
Insurance companies have followed these
practices virtually since they got into the
business of social insurance and there is
nothing unreasonable, unusual, or incon-
sistent with the free enterprise system
and the private practice of medicine,
either express or implied, in these provi-
sions.

I am opposed to socialized medicine as
such and if I thought for one moment
that these provisions even moved in the
direction of socialized medicine, I would
not support this bill, despite other good
features it might possess.

Frankly, while the motivation of the
bill is good, the results, as to some provi-
sions of the bill, are decidedly disap-
pointing. For one thing its meager
benefit increases, in this time of ex-
panded prices, inflation, and high cost of
living, are paltry indeed. If the bill had
come to the House under a regular rule,
the situation might have been changed
in that it could be corrected by appro-
priate amendments not possible under
this rule.

I have noted that the bill somewhat
liberalizes the retirement tests, provides
for wage credits for military service dur=
ing the emergency period, preserves in«
surance rights for those permanently
and totally disabled, as is the case with
many private insurance policies and also
veterans’ insurance, removes current
bars to coverage for certain persons une
der State and local retirement systems
and corrects defects in benefit compu-
tation provisions.

The bill is somewhat of a potpourrl
affair of several meritorious bills pend-
ing before the Ways and Means Com-
mittee and I wish that extended hearings
had been held, instead of no hearings at
all. so that these various measures might
have been reconciled and inte¢:rated into
a more compact, precise, and more equi=
table piece of legislation.

While I commend the committee’s ace
tion in raising the exemption to $70 per
month, thus permitting persons to re=
ceive benefits notwithstanding the fact
of their other income in that amount, I
am personally of the view that this limi-
tation is too low. In fact, I would be dis~
posed to eliminate the limitation entirely.
I recognize the views of the other school
of thought but believe, nevertheless, that
the limitations, not only discourage the
Initiative, independence, and reasonable
activity of retired persons, but by forcing
them into a passive or greatly limited
work status, in a large number of cases,
might actually prove detrimental to their
health, state of mind, and well-being, I
believe that, in general, any American
citizen, who wants to work and is able to
work, should be permitted to do so with=
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out suffering arbitrary handicaps ime
posed by a Government agency.

Frankly, I must state that I will sup=
port this measure with my eyes wide
open, even with its shortcomings, limi-
tations, and inequities, because I believe
that it is the best bill that we can get at
the present time and I am not willing to
vote against the attempted improvement
and perfection of our social-security laws
and rely, as some Members are disposed
to do, upon the possibility of further or
different legislation at a later date.

I reiterate, and I am glad that the
distinguished gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. KEean], an able, sound, and
penetrating Member, who has made a
special study of this legislation, has un-
equivocally stated that this bill is defl-
nitely not socialized medicine in whole
or in part. It has its drawbacks, to be
sure, but that is not one of them and I
will, therefore, support it as evidence of
my own invariable desire to improve,
broaden, and perfect our social-security
laws whenever reasonable opportunity is
presented.

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will
the House suspend the rules and pass the
bill?

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. HALLECK) there
were—ayes 86, noes 91.

Mr. McCCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk called the roll; and there
were—yeas 151, nays 141, not voting 139,
as follows:

[Roll No. 9]

YEAS—151
Allen, Calif., Forand Murdock
Allen, La. Fulton Norblad
Andrews Furcolo O'Brien, Il
Angell Gamble O’Brien, Mich.
Aspinall George O’'Brien, N. Y,
Auchincloss Gordon O’Konski
Ayres Graham Perkins
Baker Granahan Phiibin
Barrett Grant Polk
Battle Green Price
Bennett, Fla. Gregory Priest
Bennett, Mich. Hand Radwan
Boggs, Del. Harrison, Va3, Rains
Boggs, La. Hart Ramsay
Bolling Hays, Ohlo Rankin
Bosone Heselton Reams
Brown, Ga. Hillings Redden
Bryson Hinshaw Rhodes
Buchanan Holmes Richards
Burdick Horan Roberts
Burnside Hull Rogers, Mass,
Burton Javits Rooney
Byrnes Jones, Ala, Ross
Canfield Jones, Mo. Sasscer
Cannon Jones, Saylor
Carnahan Woodrow W, Scott,
Carrigg Karsten, Mo, Hugh D., Jr,
Case Kean Seely-Brown
Celler Kearney Shelley
Chudoff Kearns Sikes
Clemente Keating Simpson, 11,
Cooper Kee Sittler
Corbett Kelley, Pa. Smith, Va.
Cotton Kluczynski Spence
Crosser Lanham Springer
Dague Lantaft Staggers
Davis, Wis. Larcade Steed
DeGraffenried Lind Stigler
Dempsey McCarthy Thomas
Denny McCormack ‘Tollefson
Denton McDonough Trimble
Dingell McGrath Van Zandt
Donochue McGuire Walter
Donovan McMullen Widnall
Dorn Mack, 111, Wier
Doughton Mack, Wash, Willis
Eberharter Madden Withrow
Elliott Magee Wolverton
Evins Merrow Yates
Feighan Mills Yorty
Flood Morrison Zablockt
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NAYS—~141

Abernethy Penton Mumma
Adair Fernandes Murray
Allen. DI Fisher Richolson
Andersen, Ford Norrell

H. Carl Forrester O'Hara
Anderson, Callf.Frazier Patman
Andresen, Fugate Patten

August H, Gathines Phtllips
Arends Golden Pickett
Baring Goodwin Poage
Bates, Mass, Greenwood Reece, Tenn.
Beamer Gress Reed, I
Belcher Gwinn Reed. N. Y.
Bentzen Hagen Rees, Kans.
Berry Ha'e gan
Betts Halleck Ri‘ey
Bishop Hardy Rivers
Blackney Harris Rogers, Fla.
Bow Harvey Rcgers, Tex.
Bray Hays, Ak, Eadlak
Brebm Herlong Echenck
Brown, Ohlo  Hess Scrivner
Budge Hill Scudder
Bufett Hoffman, Mich. Shafer
Burleson Hope &host
Busbey Ikard Simpscn. Pa.
Bush James Smith, Kana
Eutler Jenison Smith, Miss.
Chenoweth Jerkins Smith. Wis,
Chiperfield Jensen Stcckman
Church Judd Tabor
Clevenzer Kersten, Wis. Talle
Ccle, Kansg. Kilcay Teague
Cole, N. Y, LeCompte Thompson,
Colmer Lyle Mich.
Cox McCozneil Thoraberry
Crawford McCulloch Velde
Crumpacker AicGregor Vursell
Curtls, Mo. McMillan Weichel
Curtis, Nzsbr, McVey Whitlen
Davis, Tenn.  Mahon Wiltame, N. Y.
Devereux Martin, Jowa  Wilson, Ind.
Dolliver Meason Wilson, Tex.
Dondero Meader Winstead
Eaton Miller, M4 Woleolt
Ellsworth Miller, Nebr. Wood, Ga.
Elston Miller, N. Y. Wood, Idaho
Fallon Morano Woodruft

NOT vVOTING—139

Aandahl Harden Murphy
Abbitt Harrison, Nebr. Nelzon
Addonizio Harrison, Wyo. O'Neill
Albert Havenner Osmers
Anfuso Hévert Osteriag
Armstrong Hedrick O'Toole
Bailey Heffernan Passman
Bakewell Heller Patterson
Barden Herter Potter
Bates, Ky. Hoeven Poulscn
Beall Hoffman, IIL Powe!l
Beckworth Holifield Prestcn
Bender Howell Prouty
Blatnik Hunter Rabaut
Bolton Irving Ribicoft
Bonner Jackson, Calif. Riehiman
Boykin Jackson, Wash. Robeson
Bramblett Jarman Rodino
Brocks Johnson Rogers, Colo.
Brownson Jonas Rocseveld
Buckley Jones. Sabath
Camp Hamilton C. 5t. George
Carly'e Kelly. N. Y. Scott, Hardle
Chatham Kennedy Secrest
Chelf Keogh Sheehan
Combs Kerr Sheppard
Ccoley Kilburn Sieminski
Coudert King, Calif. Stanley
Cunninghamm King, Pa. Sutton
Davis. Ga. Kirwan Tackett
Dawson Klein Taylor
Deane Lane Thompson, Tex.
Delaney Latham Va1
D'Ewart Lesinskl Van Peld
Dollinger Lovre Vinson
Doyle Lucas Vorys
Durham Mclntire Watts
Engle M-Kinnon Welch”
Finre Machrowicg Werdel
Fogarty Mansfield Wharton
Garmata Marshall Wheeler
Gary Martin, Mass, Wickersham
Garin Miller, Calif, Wiggiesworth
Gore Mitchell Williams, Miss,
Granger Morgan
Hall, Morris

Edwin Arthur Morton
Hall, Moulder

Leonard W. Multer

So (two-thirds not having voted in
favor thereof) the motion was rejected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Martin of Massachusetts with Mr,
Rabaut.

Mr. Leonard W. Hall with Mr. Thompson
of Texas.

Mr. Herter with Mr. Ribicoff,

Mr. Bender with Mr. Cooley.

Mr. Prouty with Mr. Secrest.

Mrs. 8t. George with Mr. Murphy.

Mrs. Harden with Mr. Heller.

Mr. Ostertag with Mr. Mitchell.

Mr. Bramblett with Mr. Jackson of Wash-
ington.

Mrs Bolton with Mr. Vinson.

Mr. Vorys with Mr. Passman.

Werdel with Mr. Willlams of Misslg~

_E

sippi.
Hoeven with Mr. Miller of California.
Hardie Scott with Mr. Doyle.
Gavin with Mr. Sheppard.
Morton with Mr. Engle.
Coudert with Mr. Roosevelt.
Brownson with Mr. Hébert.
Cunningham with Mr. Kennedy.
Levre with Mr. Lesinskl.
Nelson with Mr. Dawson.

Mr. Potter with Mr. McKinnon.

Mr. Osmers with Mr. Mansfield.

Mr. Patterson with Mr. Marshall.

Mr. D’Ewart with Mr. Fogarty.

Mr, Poulson with Mr. O’Neill.

Mr, McIntire with Mr. Preston.

Mr. Riehlman with Mr. Wickersham.

Mr. Edwin Arthur Hall with Mr. Blatnik.

Mr. Sheehan with Mr. Bailey.

Mr. Harrison of Nebraska with Mr. Kerr,

Mr. Taylor with Mr. Bates of Kentucky.

Mr. Harrison of Wyoming with Mr, Kire
wan.

Mr. Vail with Mr. Havenner.

Mr. Hoffman of Illinols with Mr. Holifleld.

Mr. Van Pelt with Mr. Howell.

Mr. Aandahl with Mr. King of California,

Mr. Hunter with Mr. Camp.

Mr, Armstrong with Mr. Anfuso.

Mr. Jackson of California with Mr. Heffer~
nan.

Mr. Wharton with Mr. Buckley.

Mr. Bakewell with Mr. Keogh.

Mr, Wigglesworth with Mr. Kilein.

Mr. Johnson with Mr. Dollinger.

Mr, Bzall with Mr. Fine.

Mr. Jonas with Mr. Garmatz.

Mr. Latham with Mr. Granger.

Mr. King of Pennsylvania with Mr. Mor=

EEEEEEERE

Mr. Kilburn with Mr. Gary.

Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts changed
her vote from “nay” to “yea.”

Mr. BurpicKk changed his vote from
ﬂmy" to llyea ”

Mr. Larcape changed his vote from
“nay” to “yea.”

Mr. Scuoper changed his vote from
“yea" to “nay."”

Mr. Barrie changed his vote from
“nay” to “yea.”

Mr. Grant changed his vote from
unayn w “yea-."

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

May 19
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H. R. 7800

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, the poor
people of this country were defeated to-
day in the House of Representatives.

The old men and old women who are
trying to buy food and clothing and pay
their rent with the little pittance they
get from social security were turned
down cold by the Republicans today.

Today'’s bill would have increased ben-
efits for retired persons $5 a month or
by 12!% percent, whichever is larger.

The bill would also raise from $50 a
month to $70 a month the amount an
individual could earn without sacrificing
his benefit payments.

But the old folks of America have no
lobby. They have no high pressure boys
fighting their battles for them. They do
not make big political contributions to
campaigns.

So they lost today. And that defeat

1s, I think, a shameful thing.

When a political party gangs up
against the old folks of America, politics
has reached a new low.

I point out also H. R. 7800 would pro-
vide $160 a month social security credit
for military service since July 24, 1947,
taking care of veterans of Korean war.
World War II veterans are already cove
ered.
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SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AMEND-
MENTS OF 1952

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H. R. 7800) to amend title II of
the Social Security Act to increase old-
age and survivors insurance beneflts, to
preserve insurance rights of permanent-
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ly and totally disabled individuals, and
to increase the amount of earnings per-
mitted without loss of beneflts, and for
other purposes, with amendments that
I send to the Clerk’s desk.

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I make a point of order against the
motion.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentlentan
make a point of order against the mo-~
tion to suspend the rules?

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Against
the motion to suspend the rules and to
offer an amendment. My point of order
is that an amendment cannot be of-
fered under a motion to suspend the
rules.

The SPEAKER. This rule has been
in effect for a long time. As long as the
Chair recognizes a Member to suspend
the rules, the one in charge has the
right to offer the motion to suspend the
rules. A point of order would not lie in
a case like that.

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, may I be heard?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will be
glad to hear the gentleman but will per=
haps repeat the decision when the gen-
tleman gets through.

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr. Speak=
er, I regret that situation very much and
perhaps I should not take the time. I
shall try to be brief.

It is my contention that the procedure
to suspend the rules and pass a bill is
that we must take the bill as is in a mo-
tion to suspend the rules and by the very
nature of the limited time involved for
debate the motion must be to pass with-
out amendment.

There are two or three decisions that
are reported in the Fifth Volume of
Hinds' Precedents. I will not at this
time refer to all of themr, but I call at-
tention to paragraph 5322 of Hinds’
Precedents where it is stated in the cap-
tion:

The motion to amend may not be applied
to a motion to suspend the rules.

That involved a case where a resolu=
tion was called up on January 14, 1840.
Mr. Edward J. Black, of Georgia, asked
if the motion of the genfleman from
South Carolina, Mr. Thompson, to sus-
pend the rules should prevail it would
be in order for himr to offer an amend-
ment to the resolution. The Chair re-
plied in the negative.

Now there are two or three other
similar decisions that would indicate that
it was the intent that the measure be
considered without an amendment.
Now I am willing to grant that there is
one section and in the same volume,
paragraph 6849, where it was permitted,
that a motion to suspend the rules
whereby a resolution had been passed
was reconsidered, the resolution was
amended, and the amendment passed.
Now that was & situation where a
measure had passed the House on a pre-
vious day. The record is not too much
in detail, but it would indicate that they
wanted a correction in the record and
so they used the vehicle of a motion to
suspend the rules and reconsider the
resolution with an amendment, and that
was permitted. I am unable to find any
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precedent whereby an amendment can
be offered to a bill that is considered
under suspension of the rules, I be-
lieve, Mr. Speaker, that unless a bill is
to be accepted by the House as it comes
from the committee, that the right to
amend must either be defined by the
Committee on Rules sending a rule here
or else it be considered under a pro-
cedure whereby any Member can offer
an amendment which definitely is not.
the case with reference to suspension
of the rules.

I submit, Mr. Speaker, that there are
no precedents for this procedure.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
think my friend fails to differentiate be-
tween a motion to suspend the rules with
an amendment and a motion to suspend
the rules and an attempt by someone else
to offer an amendment. They are two
entirely different cases. The precedent
that the gentleman referred to at the
opening of his remarks apparently re-
lates to an attempt of a Member to offer
an amendment on the floor, which is
entirely different, and cannot be in order,
as I understand the rules. But any
Member can, if the Chair recognizes him
on a proper day, offer an amendment
to suspend the rules with an amend-
ment, and that is not only provided for
definitely in the rules but it has been
a time-honored custom of this body.

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. I call at-
tention to the fact that there i no com-
mittee amendment; that this is a situa-
tion where a Member is permitted to of-
fer an amendment, and the precedents
very clearly provide that it is not subject
to amendment. The legislative effect of
a motion to susrend and consider with
an amendment is the same as suspend-
ing and then offering an amendment.

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman
fails to distinguish again the differentia-
tion. This is a motion offered by the
chairman of the committee with an
amendment, and that is clearly, as I see
it, and respectfully submit to the Chair,
within the rules of the House and the
time-honored custom of this body.

The SPEAKER. The Chair is ready to
rule again.

Suspension of the rules is a matter
that can come up only twice a month,
either on the first and third Mondays, or
the last 6 days of the session if an ad-
journment date has been fixed. There
can be no amendment offered to the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass a bill,
but it is entirely in order for the Speaker
to recognize a Member to move to sus-
pend the rules and pass a bill with
amendments and recognition for that is
entirely within the discretion of the
Chair. The Chair can recognize a Mem-
ber to move to suspend the rules on the
proper day and pass a bill with an
amendment that has been authorized by
a committee, or if the Chair so desires he
can recognize a Member to move to sus-
pand the rules and pass a bill with his
own amendment.

The Chair overrules the point of order
made by the gentleman from Nebraska,

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr, Speak~
er, a further parliamentary inquiry,
Would it be possible to offer a substitute
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motion to suspend the rules in reference
to the motion now before the Chair?

The SFEAKER. Well, the Chair
would not recognize the gentleman for
that purpose.

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Perhaps I
could induce another Member to offer
the amendment.

The SPEAKER. The Chair would not
recognize any other Member to make
that motion.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it. .

Mr. HALLECK. Assuming that this
bill on which it is now proposed to sus-
pend the rules for action should be
passed by the House, go to the other
body, be changed there somewhat, and
subsequently go to conference, and then
after the conferees agreed the matter
came back to the House for action, would
a motion to recommit with instructions
be in order as to the conference report
that would be so reported to the House?

The SPEAKER. A motion to recom-
mit would be in order if the House acts
first on the conference report. If the
Senate acts first on the conference re-
port then a motion to recommit would
not lie in the House of Representatives.

Mr. HALLECK, A further parliamen-
tary inquiry, and I think it is properly so,
under the normal procedures of the
House would not the papers come to the
House first on this measure, in the event
of conference action?

The SPEAKER. That would depend
upon whether the Senate asked for a
conference after they amend the bill or
pass it as is.

Mr. HALLECK. Would that be a mat-
ter that would be within the control of
the leadership of the House, if the lead-
ership chose to act in that direction?

The SPEAKER. It is in the control
of the Senate and the House.

Mr. MILLS. Will the Chair indulge
me for just a moment on the guestion
raised by the gentleman from Indiana?

I think I am correct, Mr. Speaker, in
the observation that on matters origi-
nating in our committee, almost with-
out exception, where the House is en-
titled to act first on a conference report,
the House has acted first. In this par-
ticular instance, no one could commit
the committee of conference at this time
because no one yet knows who will he on
the committee of conference, but I did
want to observe the past record of the
conferences between the House Commit-
tee on Ways and Means and the Senate
Finance Committee.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker,
& parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. REED of New York. I fear I am
not too much up on the rules, especially
as we have gotten into this situation
here, but I assume the rules are based
very much on common sense, as law is
supposed to be. I would suppose that
the motion to suspend the rules would be
used in those cases where it was felt
there was no great opposition to a bill,
otherwise they would not have the two-
thirds rule and the short debate, 20 min-
utes on each side. It has developed here
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that there is intense opposition to this
bill, yet we are resorting to & suspen-
sion of the rules, which under these cir-
cunistances strike me really as a gag
rule.

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not
know anything about how much opposi-
tion there is to this bill, until the roll is
called.

Mr. REED of New York. We did have
one roll call on it, and that did not de-
velop a two-thirds vote in favor of the
bill, so there must be opposition to it.

The SPEAKER. The Chdir was ad-
vised by the gentleman requesting recog-
nition on this motion that this is a dif-
ferent proposition than the one consid-
ered recently.

Mr. REED of New York. This is not
something that was reported by the com-
mittee.

The SPEAKER. The Chalr recog-
nized the gentleman from North Caro-
lina on the motion he made, which he
had a right to make, and on which the
Chair had a right to recognize him,

———————

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently & quorum
is not present.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
move a call of the House.

A call of the Hous: was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No, 105}

Aandahl Goodwin Miller, Md.
Abbitt Granahan Morgan
Abernethy Green Morris
Addonizio Greenwood Morrison
Albert Gwinn Morton
Anfuso Hall, Murphy
Armstrong Leonard W, Nelson
Aspinall Hardy O'Brien, N. Y.
Barrett Hart O’Konski
Bates, Ky. Harvey O'Neill
Battle Hays, Ohlo Osmers
Beckworth Heffernan O'Toole
Belcher Heller Patman
Bender Herter Phtlbin
Bolton Hoffman, IIl.  Potter
Bow Holifteld Powell
Buckley Howell Rabaut
Burdick Jackson, Wash. Redden
Burleson James Reed, Iil,
Burnside Javits Richards
Burton Jonas Rogers, Colo.
Butler Jones, Mo. Rogers, Mass.
Camp Jones, Sabath
Canfield Hamilton C,
Cannon Judd Scott, Hardile
Carlyle Kelley, Pa. Shater
Carnahan Kelly, N. Y, S8heehan
Case Kennedy Shelley
Celler Keogh Stanley
Chatham Kersten, Wis., Steed
Chudoft Kilburn Stigler
Church Kilday Sutton
Corbett King, Pa. ‘Tackett
Coudert Kirwan Taylor
Crumpacker Klein Teague
Dawson Kluczynski ‘Thorn
Dempsey Latham Van Pelt
Dollinger Lucas Vorys
Donovan Lyle Watts

ham McConnell Weichel
Ellsworth McCulloch elch
Elston McGrath Wharton
Evins McMullen Whitten
Pallon Machrowics Wickersham
Fenton Mack, Ill, Widnan
PFine Madden Wilson, Ind.
Flood Mansfield Wolcott
Fulton Mason Wolverton
Gamble Meader Zablocky
Garmatz Merrow
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The SFEAKER. On this roll call 280
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed

with.
e

£0CIAL SECURITY ACT AMEND-
MENTS OF 1952

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read
the bill as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc.,, That this act may be
cited as the ‘““Socilal Security Act Amend-
ments of 1952.”

INCREASE IN BENEFIT AMOUNTS
Benefits computed by conversion table
Sec. 2, (a) (1) Section 215 (¢) (1) of the

Soclal Security Act (relating to determina-
tions made by use of the conversion table)
iz amended by striking out the table and
inserting in lieu thereof the following new
table:

“I II 111
And the
average
The pri- | monthly
If the primary insurance | mary in- wage for
benefit (as determined under| surance | purpose of
subsec. (d)) is: amount | computing
shall be: | maximum
benefits
shall be:
$10 $25.00 $45.00
$11 27.00 49,00
$12. 29. 00 53.00
$13. 31.00 56.00
$14, 33.00 60. 00
$15. 35.00 64.00
$18. 86.70 67.00
$17 38. 20 69.00
$18 39. 50 72.00
819 4n.70 74.00
$20 42,00 76,00
$21 43.50 79,00
$22 45.30 82.00
$23 47. 50 86. 00
$24 50, 10 91,00
£25 52, 40 95.00
$26 54. 40 99,00
$27 56. 30 109. 00
$28... 58.00 120.00
L S 59. 40 129,00
€30 icecce s 60. 80 139. 00
$31... 62.00 147.00
$32. 63.30 155.00
£33, 64. 40 163,00
$4. e N 65. 50 170. 00
L o1 J 66. 60 177.00
$36. 67. 80 185.00
87, 68, 90 103.00
$38_ 70.00 200. 00
$39 71.00 207.00
1 72.00 213.00
41 73.10 221.00
$42. . iiiccccccacaaaeane 74.10 221,00
$43.. e cceicreeniacncccasenas 75.10 234.00
$44. . 76.10 241.00
845 77.10 250. 00
$46. 7.0 250. 00"

(2) Bection 215 (¢) (2) of such act is
amended to read as follows:

“(2) In case the primary insurance bene-
fit of an individual (determined as provided
in subrection (d)) falls between the
amounts on any two consecutive lines in
column I of the table, the amount referred
to In paragraphs (2) (B) and (3) of subsec=
tion (a) for such individual shall be the
amount determined with respect to such
benefit (under the applicable regulations in
effect on May 1, 1952), increased by 13%
percent or 85, whichever ig the larger, and
further increased, if it is not then a multiple
of 80.10, to the next higher multiple of $0.10.”

(3) Section 215 (c¢) of such act {s fur=-
ther amended by Inserting after paragrabh
(3) the fcllowing new paragraph:

“(4) Por purposes of section 203 (a), the
average monthly wage of an individual whose
primary insurance amount is determined
under paragraph (2) of this subsection shall
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be a sum equal to the average monthly wage
which wculd result in such primary insur-
ance amcunt upon application of the pro-
visfons of subsection (a) (1) of this section
and without the application of subsection
(e) (2) or (g) of this section; except that,
if suca sum is not a multiple of 81, it shall
be rounded to the nearest multiple of §1.”

Revision 0/ the benefit formula; revised
minimum and mazimum amounts

(b) (1) Section 215 (a) (1) of the So-
cial Security Act (relating to primary in-
surance amount) is amended to read as
follows:

“(1) The primary insurance amount of an
Individual who attained age 22 after 1950 and
with respect to whom not less than six of the
quarters €lapsing after 1950 are quarters of
coverage shall be 55 percent of the first
8100 of his average monthly wage, plus 15
percent of the next $200 of such wage;
except that, if his average monthly wage is
less than 848, his primary insurance amount
shall be the amount appearing in column I
of the follcwing table on the line on which
in column I appears his average monthly
wage.

“I , b
Averagz monthly Primary insurance
wage amount
$34 or less._.. 825
$35 through $47 - -- 326"

(2) Section 203 (a) of such act (relating
to maximum benefits) Is amended by strik-
ing out “$150” and “$40” wherever they oc-
cur and inserting in lieu thereof “$168.75"
and “$45,” respectively.

Effective dates

{c) (1) The amendments made by subsec-
tion (a) shall, subject to the provisions of
parcgraph (2) of this subsection and not-
withstanding the provisions of section 215
(1) (1) of the Social Security Act, apply in
the case of lump-sum death payments under
section 202 of such act with respect to deaths
occurring after, and in the case of monthly
Penefits under such section for any month
after, August 1952.

(2) (A) In the case of any individual who
is (without the application of section 202 (J)
(1) of ihe Social Security Act) entitled to a
monthly benefit under subsection (b), (¢),
(d), (e), (1), (g), or (h) of such section 202
for August 1952, whose benefit for such
month is computed through use of a pri-
mary insurance amount determined under
paragraph (1) or (2) of section 215 (c) of
such act, and who is entitled to such bene-
fit for any succeeding month on the basis
of the same wages and self-employment in-
comaz, the amendments made by this section
shall ot (subject to the provisions of sub-
paragraph (B) of this paragraph) apply for
purposes of computing the amount of such
benefit for such succeeding month. The
amount of such benefit for such succeeding
monzh shall instead be equal to the larger
of (1) 112!; percent of the amount of such
benefit (after the application of sections 203
(a) and 215 (g) of the Social Security Act as
in effect prior to the enactment of this act)
for August 1952, increased, 1if it is not a mul-
tiple of 80.10, to the next higher multiple of
£€0.10, or (ii) the amount of such benefit
(after the application of sections 203 (a) and
215 (g) of tie Social Security Act as in effect
prior to the enactment of this act) for Au-
gust 1952, increased by an amount equal to
the product obtained by multiplying 85 by
the fracticn applied to the primary insurance
amount which was used in determining such
tenefit, and further Increased, if such prod-
uct 1s not a multiple of £0.10, to the next
higher multinle of $0.10. The provisions of
section 203 (a) of the Social Security Act, as
amended by this section (and, for purposes
of such section 203 (a), the provisions of sec-
tion 215 (c) (4) of the Social Security Act,
as amended by this section), shall apply to
such bcnefit as computed under the preced-
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ing sentence of this subparagraph, and the
resulting smount, if not a multiple of §0.10,
shall be increased to the next higher multiple
of 80.10.

(B) The provisions of subparagraph (A)
shall cease to apply to the benefit of any in-
dividual fcr any month under title II of the
Social Security Act, beginning with the first
month after August 1952 for which (i) an-
other individual becomes entitled, on the
basis of the same wages and self-employment
incoms=, to a benefit under such title to which
he was nct entitled, on the basis of such
wages and self-employment income, for Au-
gust 1952; or (ii) another individual, en~
titled for August 1952 to a benefit under such
title on the basis of the same wages and
self-emplcyment income, is not entitled to
such benefit on the basis of such wages and
self-employment income; or (iii) the amount
of any benefit which would be payable on
the basis of the same wages and self-em-
ployment income under the provisions of
such title, as amended by this act, differs
from the amount of such benefit which
would have been payable for August 1952
under such title as so amended, If the
amendments made by this act had been ap-
plicable in the case of beneits under such
title for such month.

(3) The amendments made by subsection
{b) shall (notwithstanding the provisions of
section 215 (f) (1) of the Social Security
Act) apply In the case of lump-sum death
payments under section 202 of such act with
respect to deaths occurring after August
1952, and in the case of monthly benefits
under such section for months after August
1952.

Saving provisions

(d) (1) Where—

(A) an individual was entitled (without
the application of section 202 (3) (1) »f the
Social Security Act) to an old-age insurance
benefit under title II of such act for Aue
gust 1952;

(B) two or more other persons were en-
titled (without the application of such
sec. 202 (j) (1) to monthly benefits under
such title for such month on the basis of the
wages and self-employment income of such
individual; and

(C) the total of the benefits to which all
persons are entitled under such title on the
basis of such individual wages and self-
employment income for any subsequent
month for which he is entitled to an old-age
insurance benefit under such title, would
(but for the provisions of this paragraph) be
reduced by reason of the application of sec-
tion 203 (a) of the Social Security Act, as
amended by this act,

then the total of benefits, referred to in
clause (C), for such subsequent month shall
be reduced to whichever of the following is
the larger:

(D) the amount determined pursuant to
section 203 (a) of the Social Security Act, as
amended by this act; or

(E) the amount determined pursuant to
such section, as in effect prior to the enact-
ment of this act, for August 1952 plus the
excess of (i) the amount of his old-age in-
surance benefit for August 1952 computed as
if the amendments made by the preceding
subsections of this section had been appli-
cable in the case of such benefit for August
1852, over (ii) the amount of his old-age
insurance benefit for August 1952.

(2) No increase in any benefit by reason
of the amendments made by this section or
by reason of paragraph (2) of subsection (c)
of this section shall be regarded as a recom-
putation for purposes of section 215 (f) of
the Social Security Act.

PRESERVATION OF INSURANCE RIGHTS OF

PERMANENTLY AND TOTALLY DISABLED

SEc. 3. (a) (1) Section 213 (a) (2) (A) of
the Social Security Act (defining quarter of
coverage) is amended to read as follows:

‘“(A) The term ‘quarter of coverage’ means,
in the case of any quarter occurring prior to
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1951, a quarter in which the individual has
been paid $50 or more in wages, except that
no quarter any part of which was included
in a period of disabllity (as defined in sec.
216 (i), other than the initial quarter
of such period, shall be a quarter of coverage.
In the case of any individual who has been
paid, in a calendar year prior to 1851, $3,000
or more in wages, each quarter of such year
following his first quarter of coverage shall
be deemed a quarter of coverage, excepting
any quarter in such year in which such in-
dividual died or became entitled to a primary
insurance benefit and any quarter succeed-
ing such quarter in which he died or became
so entitled, and excepting any quarter any
part of which was included in a period of
disability, other than the initial quarter of
such period.”

(2) Section 213 (a) (2) (B) (i) of such
act is amended to read as follows:

“(i)no quarter after the quarter in which
such individual died shall be a quarter of
coverage, and no quarter any part of whch
was included in a period of disability (other
than-the initial quarter and the lest quarter
of such period) shall be a quarter of
coverage;"”.

(3) Section 213 (a) (2) (B) (iil) of such
act is amended by striking out “shall be a
quarter of coverage” and inserting in lieu
thereof “shall (subject to clause (i)) be &
quarter of coverage."”

(b) (1) Section 214 (a) (2) of the Social
Security Act (defining fully insured indi~
vidual) is amended by striking out subpara-
graph (B) and inserting In lieu thereof the
following:

“(B) forty quarters of coverage,

not counting as an elapsed quarter for pur-
roses of subparagraph (A) any quarter any
part of which was included in a period of
disability (as defined in section 218 (1))
unless such gquarter was a quarter of
coverage.”

(2) Section 214 (b) of such act (defining
currently insured individual) is amended by
striking out the period and inserting in lieu
thereof: *“, not counting as part of such
13-quarter period any quarter any part of
which was included in a period of disa-
bility unless such quarter was a quarter of
coverage.”

(c) (1) Section 215 (b) (1) of the Social
Security Act (defining average monthly
wage) Is amended by inserting after ‘“ex-
cluding from such elapsed months any
month in any quarter prior to the quarter
in which he attalned the age of 22 which
was not a quarter of coverage” the follow-
Ing: “and any month in any quarter any
part of which was included in a period of
disability (as defined in sec. 216 (i)) un-
less such quarter was a quarter of coverage.”

(2) Section 215 (b) (4) of such act is
amended to read as follows:

“(4) Nothwistanding the preceding provi-
sions of this subsection, in computing an
individual’'s average monthly wage, there
shall not be taken into account—

“(A) any self-employment income of such
Individual for taxable years ending in or
after the mon“h in which he died or became
entitled to old-age insurance benefits, which-
ever first occurred;

“(B) any wages paid such individual in
any quarter any part of which was included
in a period of disability unless such quarter
was a quarter of coverage;

*“(C) any self-employment income of such
Individual for any taxable year all of which
was included in g period of disability.”

(3) Section 215 (d) of such act (relating
to primary insurance benefit for purposes of
conversion table) is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new parae-
graph:

“(5) In the case of any individual to whom
paragraph (1), (2), or (4) of this subscc-
tion is applicable, his primary insurance
benefit shall be computed a8 provided
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therein; except that, for purposes of para=
graphs (1) and (2) and subparagraph (C)
of paragraph (4), any quarter prior to 1951
any part of which was included in a period
of disability shall be excluded from the
elapsed quarters unless it was a quarter of
coverage, and any wages paid in any such
quarter shall not be counted.”

(d) Section 216 of the Social Security Act
(relating to certain definitions) is amended
by adding after subsection (h) the following
nevs subsection:

“Disability; period of disability

*“(1) (1) The term ‘disability’ means (A)
inability to engage in any substantially gain-
ful activity by reason of any medically de-
terminable physical or mental impairment
which can be expected to be permanent, or
(B) blindness; and the term ‘blindness’
means central visual acuity of 5/200 or less
in the better eye with the use of correcting
lenses. An eye in which the visual field is
reduced to 6° or less concentric con=
traction shall be considered for the purpose
of this paragraph as having a central visual
aculty of 5/200 or less. An individual shall
not be considered to be under a disability
unless he furnishes such proof of the exist-
ence thereof as may be required.

“(2) The term ‘period of disability’ means
a continuous period of not less than six full
calendar months (beginning and ending as
Lereinafter provided in this subsection) dure
ing which an individual was under a disa-
bility (as deflned in par. (1)). No such
period with respect to any disabllity shall
begin as to any individual unless such indi-
vidual, while under such disability, files an
application for a disability determination.
Except as provided in paragraph (4), a period
of disability shall begin on whichever of the
following days is the latest:

“(A) the day the disability began;

*(B) the first day of the 1-year period
which ends with the day before the day on
whick the individual filed such application;
or

“(C) the first day of the first quarter in
which he satisfles the requirements of para-
graph (8).

“A period of disability shall end on the day
on which the disability ceases. No applica=
tion for a disability determination which is
filed more than 8 months before the first
day on which a period of disability can begin
(as determined under this paragraph) shall
be accepted as an application for the pur-
p-ses of this paragraph.

“(3) The rcquirements referred to In parae-
graphs (2) (C) and (4) (B) are satisfied by
an irdividual with respect to any quarter
only if he had not less than—

“(A) six quarters of coverage (as defined
in sec. 213 (a) (2)) during the 13-quarter
period which ends with such quarter; and

“({B) twenty quarters of coverage during
the 40-quarter period which ends with such
quarter,
not counting as part of the 13-quarter period
specified in clause (A), or the 40-quarter
periocd specified in clause (B), any quarter
any part of which was included in a prior
period of disability unless such quarter was
& quarter of coverage,

“(4) It an individual files an application
for a disability determination after March
1953, and before January 1955, with respect
to a disability which began before April 1953,
and continued without interruption until
such application was filed, then the begin-
ning day for the period of disability shall be
whichever of the following days is the later:

“(A) the day such disability began; or

“(B) the first day of the first quarter in
which he satisfies the requirements of para-
graph (3).”
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(e) ‘Title II of the Social Security Act is
amended by adding after section 219 the fol«
lowing new section:

“DISABILITY PROVISIONS INAPPLICABLE IF BENE=
FITS WOULD BE REDUCED

“Sgc. 220. The provisions of this title re-
lating to periods of disability shall not apply
in the case of any monthly benefit or lump-
sum death payment if such benefit or pay-
ment would be greater without the applica-
tion of such provisions.”

(1) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec=
tion 2156 (f) (1) of the Social Security Act,
the amendments made by subsections (a),
(b), (¢), and (d) of this section shall apply
to monthly benefits under title II of the So-
clal Security Act for months after June 1953,
and to lump-sum death payments under
such title in the case of deaths occurring
after March 1953; but no recomputation of
benefits by reason of such amendments shall
be regarded as a recomputation for purposes
of section 215 (f) of the Social Security Act.

INCREASE IN AMOUNT OF EARNINGS FERMITTED
WITHOUT DEDUCTIONS

Sec. 4. (a) Paragraph (1) of subsection
(b) of section 203 of the Social Security Act
and paragraph (1) of subsection (¢) of such
section are each amended by striking out
“$50”" and inserting in lieu thereof “$70.”

(b) Paragraph (2) of subsection (b) of
such section is amended by striking out
“850" and inserting in lieu thereof “$70.”

(¢) Paragraph (2) of subsection (c) of
guch section is amended by striking out “§50”
and inserting in lieu thereof “$70.”

(d) Subsections (¢) and (g) of such sec-
tion are each amended by striking out “$50”
wherever it appears and inserting in leu
thereof “§70.”

(e) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall apply in the case of monthly bene-
fits under title IT of the Social Security Act
for months after August 1952. The amend-
ments made by subsection (b) shall apply
in the case of monthly benefits under such
title II for months in any taxable year (of
the individual entitled to such benefits)
ending after August 1952. The amendments
made by subsection (c) shall apply in the
case of monthly benefits under such title II
for months in any taxable year (of the indle
vidual on the basis of whose wages and self-
employment income such benefits are pay-
able) ending after August 1852. The
amendments made by subsection (d) shall
apply in the case of taxable years ending
after August 1952. As used in this suhsec-
tion, the term “taxable year” shall have the
meaning assigned to it by section 211 (e) of
the Social Security Act.

WAGE CREDITS FOR CERTAIN MILITARY SERVICE,
BEINTERMENT OF DECEASED VETERANS

BEC. 5. (a) Section 217 of the Social Se-
curity Act (relating to benefits in case of
World War II Veterans) is amended by
striking out “World War II” in the head-
ing and by adding at the end of such sece
tion the following new subsection:

‘(e) (1) For purposes of determining en=-
titlement to and the amount of any monthly
benefit or lump-sum death payment payable
under this title on the basis of the wages
and self-employment income of any veteran
(as deflned in par. (5)), such veteran
shall be deemed to have been paid wages (in
addition to the wages, if any, actually paid
to him) of $160 in each month during any
part of which he served in the active mili-~
tary or naval service of the United States on
or after July 25, 1947, and prior to January
1, 1954. This subsection shall not be ap-
plicable In the case of any monthly benefit
or lump-sum death payment if—

“(A) a larger such benefit or payment, as
the case may be, would be payable without
its application; or
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“(B) @& benefit (other than & benefit paye
able in & lump sum unless it is & commutg.
tion of, or a substitute for, periodic pay.
ments) which is based, in whole or in part,
upon the active military or naval service of
such veteran on or after July 25, 1947, and
prior to January 1, 1954, is determined by
any agency or wholly owned instrumentalit,
of the United States (other than the Vet
erans’ Administration) to be payable by it
under any other law of the United Stateg
or under a system established by such agency
or Instrumentallty.

The provisions of clause (B) shall not apply
in the case of any monthly benefit or lump-
sum death payment under this title if its
application would reduce by $0.50 or less
the primary insurance amount (as computed
under section 215 prior to any recomputa-
tion thereof pursuant to subsection (f) of
such section) of the individual on whose
wages and self-employment intome such
benefit or payment is based,

*“(2) Upon application for benefits or a
lump-sum death payment on the basis of
the wages and self-emplcyment income of
any veteran, the Federal Security Admin-
istrator shall make a decision without re-
gard to clause (B) of paragraph (1) of this
subsection unless he has been notified by
some Other agency or instrumentality of the
United States that, on the basis of the mili~
tary or naval service of such veteran on or
after July 25, 1947, and prior to January 1,
1954, a benefit described in clause (B) of
paragraph (1) has been determined by such
agency or instrumentality to be payable by
it. If he has not been so notified, the Fed-
eral Security Administrator shall then ascer-
tain whether some other agency or wholly
owned instrumentality of the United States
has decided that a benefit described in clause
(B) of paragraph (1) is payable by it. If
any such agency or instrumentality has de-
cided, or thereafter decides, that such a
benefit is payable by it, it shall so notify the
Federal Security Administrator, and the Ad-
ministrator shall certify no further benefits
for payment or shall recompute the amount
of any further benefits payable, as may be
required by paragraph (1) of this subsection.

“(3) Any agency or wholly owned instru-
mentality of the United States which is aue-
thorized by any law of the United States
to pay benefits, or has a system of benefits
which are based, in whole or in part, on
military or naval service on or after July
25, 1947, and prior to January 1, 1954, shall,
at the request of the Federal Security Admin-
istrator, certify to him, with respect to any
veteran, such information as the Admin-
istrator deems mnecessary to carry out his
functions under paragraph (2) of this sub-
section.

“(4) There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated to the Trust Fund from time to
time, as benefits which include service to
which this subsection applies become pay-
able under this title, such sums as may be
necessary to meet the additional costs, re-
sulting from this subsection, of such bene-
fits (including lump-sum death payments).
The Administrator shall from time to time
estimate the amount of such additional
costs through the use of appropriate 8c-
counting, statistical, sampling, or other
methods.

“(5) For the purposes of this subsection,
the term ‘veteran’ means any individual
who served in the active military or naval
service of the United States at any time
on or after July 25, 1947, and prior to Janu-
ary 1, 1954, and who, if discharged or re-
leased therefrom, was so discharged Or Ire-
leased under conditions other than dishonor-
able after active service of 90 days or more or
by reason of a disability or injury incurred or
aggravated in service in line of duty: but
such term shall not include any individual
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who dled while in the actlve military or
naval service of the United States if his
death was inflicted (other than by an enemy
of the Unlted States) as lawful punishment
for a military or naval offense.”

(b) Section 265 (o) of the Social Security
Act (relating to crediting of compensation
under the Railroad Retirement Act) is
amended by striking out “section 217 (a)"
and inserting in lleu thereof “‘subsection (a)
or (e) of section 217",

(c) (1) The amendments made by sube
sections (a) and (b) shall apply with respect
to monthly benefits under section 202 of the
Soclal Security Act for months after August
1952, and with respect to lump-sum death
payments in the case of deaths occurring
after Augus® 1952, except that, in the case of
any individual who is entitled, on the basis
of the wages and self-employment income
of any individual to whom section 217 (e) of
the Soclal Security Act applies, to monthly
benefits under such section 202 for August
1952, such amendments shall apply (A) only
if an application for recomputation by rea-
son of such amendments is filed by such in-
dividual, or any other individual, entitled
to benefits under such section 202 on the
basls of such wages and self-employment
income, and (B) only with respect to such
benefits for months after whichever of the
following 1s the later: August 1952 or the
seventh month before the month in which
such application was filled. Recomputations
of benefits a8 required to carry out the pro-
visions of this paragraph shall be made not-
withstanding the provisions of section 215
(f) (1) of the Social Security Act; but no
such recomputation shall be regarded as g
recomputation for purposes of section 215
(f) of such act.

(2) In the case of any veteran (as defined
in section 217 (e) (5) of the Social Security
Act) who died prior to september 1952, the
requirement in subsections (f) and (h) of
section 202 of the Social Security Act that
proof of support be filed within 2 years of
the date of such death shall not apply if such
proof is flled prior to September 1954,

(d) (1) Paragraph (1) of section 217 (a)
of such act s amended by striking out “a
system established by such agency or ine
strumentality,” in clause (B) and inserting
in lieu thereof:

“a system estabilshed by such agency or in-
strumentality. The provisions of clause (B)
shall not apply in the case of any monthly
benefit or lump-sum death payment under
this title if its application would reduce by
$0.50 or less the primary insurance amount
(as computed under section 215 prior to any
recomputation thereof pursuant to subsec-
tion (f) of such section) of the individual
on whose wages and self-employment income
such benefit or payment is based.”

(2) The amendment made by paragraph
(1) of this subsection shall apply only in
the case of applications for benefits under
section 202 of the Social Security Act filed
after August 1952.

(e) (1) Section 101 (d) of the Social Se«
curity Act Amendments of 1950 is amended
by changing the period at the end thereof to
a comma and adding: “and except that in the
case of any individual who died outside the
forty-eight States and the District of Columa-
bia on or after June 25, 1950, and prior to
September 1950, whose death occurred while
he was in the active military or naval serv-
ice of the United States, and who is returned
to any of such States, the District of Columa
bia, Alaska, Hawail, Puerto Rico, or the Vire
gin Islands for interment or reinterment,
the last sentence of section 202 (g) of the
Social Security Act as in effect prior to the
enactment of this act shall not prevent pay-
ment to any person uader the second sen-
tence thereot if application for a lump-sum
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death payment under such section with re~
spect to such deceased individual Is filed by
or on behalf of such person (whether or not
legally competent) prior to the expiration of
2 years from the date of such interment or
reinterment.”

(2) In the case of any individual who died
outside the 48 States and the District of
Columbia after August 1950 and prior to
January 1954, whose death occurred while
he was in the active military or naval serv-
ice of the United States, and who Is returned
to any of such States, the District of Colum-
bia, Alaska, Hawall, Puerto Rico, or the Vir-
gin Islands for interment of reinterment, the
last sentence of section 202 (i) of the So-
cial Security Act shali not prevent pay-
ment to any Person under the second sen~
tence thereof if application for a lump-sum
death payment with respect to such deceased
individual is filed under such section by or
on behalf of such person (whether or not
legally competent) prior to the expiration
of 2 years after the date of such interment
or reinterment,

COVERAGE OF CERTAIN EMPLOYEES COVERED BY
STATE AND LOCAL RETIREMENT SYSTEMS
Sec. 8. (a) Subsection (d) of section 218

of Social Security Act (relating to voluntary
agreements for coverage of State and local
employees) 1s amended by striking out “Ex-~
clusion of” in the heading, by inserting **(1)”
after “(d)”, and by adding at the end thereof
the following new paragraphs:

“(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), an
sgreement with a State may be made appli~
cable (either in the original agreement or by
any modification thereof) to service per~
formed by employees In positions covered by
& retirement system (including positions
specified in paragraph (3) but excluding
positions specified in paragraph (4)) if——

“(A) there were In effect on January 1,
1951, in a State or local law, provisions re~
lating to the coordination of such retire~
ment system with the insurance system es~
tablished by this title; or

“(B) the Governor of the State certifies to
the Administrator that the following condi-
tions have been met:

“(1) A referendum by secret written ballot
was held on the question whether service in
positions covered by such retirement system
should be excluded from or included under
an agreement under this section;

(1) An opportunity to vote in such ref~
erendum was given (and was limited) to the
employees who, at the time the referendum
was held, were in positions then covered by
such retirement system (other than em-
ployees in positions to which, at the time
the referendum was held, the State agreee
ment already applied and other than eme-
ployees in positions specified in paragraph
(4) (A));

#(ii1) Ninety days’ notice of such refer~
endum was given to all such employees;

“(iv) Such referendum was conducted
under the supervision of the Governor or an
individual designated by him; and

“(v) Two-thirds or more of the employees
who voted in such referendum voted in favor
of Including service in such positions under
an agreement under this section.

No referendum with respect to a retire.

ment system shall be valid for the purposes
of this paragraph unless held within the
2-year perlod which ends on the date of
execution of the agreement or modification
which extends the insurance system estabe
Ushed by this title to such retirement system,

“(3) For the purposes of subsections (c)
and (g) of this section, the following eme
ployees shall be deemed to be a separate
coverage group: .

’(A) All employees in positions which
were covered by the same retirement system
on the date the agreement was macle applica.
ble to such system;
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“(B) All employees in positions which
were covered by such system at any time
after such date; and

“(C) All employees In positions which were
covered by such system at any time before
such date and to which the insurance system
established by this title has not been ex-
tended before such date because the posi-
tions were covered by such retirement
system.

“(4) Nothing in the preceding paragraphs
of this subsection shall authorize the exten-
sion of the insurance system established by
this title to service in any of the following
positions covered by a retirement system—

“(A) any policeman’s or ireman's position
or any elementary or secondary school teach-
er’s position; or

“(B) any position covered by a retirement

system applicable exclusively to positions in
one or more law-enforcement or fire fighting
units, agencies, or departments.
For the purposes of this paragraph, any
individual in the educational system of the
State or any political subdivision thereof
supervising instruction in such system or in
any elementary or secondary school therein
shall be deemed to be an elementary or sec-
ondary school teacher.

“(58) If a retirement system covers posi-
ticns of employees of the State and positions
of employees of one or more political sub=-
divislon of the State or covers positions of
employees of two or more political subdivi-
sions of the State, then, for purposes of the
preceding paragraphs of this subsection,
there shall, if the State 50 desires, be deemed
to be a separate retirement system with re-
spect to each political subdivision concerned
and, where the retirement system covers
positions of employees of the State, a sep-
arate retirement system with respect to the
State.”

(b) Subsection {f) of section 218 of the
Bceial Security Act (relating to effective
dates of agreements and modifications there=
of) 18 hereby amended by striking out “Jan~
uary 1, 1953” and inserting in lieu thereof
“January 1, 1955.”

TECHNICAL PROVISIONS

BeC. 7. (a) Section 215 (f) (2) of the
Bocial Security Act (relating to recomputa«
tion of benefits) 1s amended to read as
follows:

“(2) (A) Upon application by an indi-
vidual entitled to old-age insurance benefits,
the Administrator shall recompute his pri-
mary insurance amount if application there=
for 1s filed after the twelfth month for
which deductions under paragraph (1) or
(2) of section 203 (b) have been imposed
(within a period of 36 months) with respect
to such benefit, not taking into account any
month prior to September 1550 or prior to
the earliest month for which the last pre~
vious computation of his primary insurance
amount was effective, and if not less than
6ix of the quarters elapsing after 1950 and
prior to the quarter in which he filed such
application are quarters of coverage.

“(B) Upon application by an individual
who, In or before the month of filing of such
application, attained the age of 75 and who
is entitled to old-age insurance benefits for
which the primary insurance amount was
computed under subsection (a) (3) of this
section, the Administrator shall recompute
his primary insurance amount if not less
than six of the quarters elapsing after 1950
and prior to the quarter in which he filed
application for such recomputation are
quarters of coverage.

“(C) A recomputation under subpara.
graphs (A) and (B) of this paragraph shall
be made only as provided in subsection (a)
(1) and shall take into account only such
wages and self-employment ncome as wouldq
be taken into account under subsection (F)
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if the month in which application for re-
computation is flled were deemed to be the
month in which the individual became en-
titled to old-age insurance benefits. Such
recomputation shall be eflective for and
after the month in which such application
for recomputation is filed.”

(b) Section 215 (f) of the Social Security
Act is further amended by renumbering para-
graph (5) as paragraph (6) and by inserting
after paragraph (4) the following new para=
graph:

“(5) In the case of any individual who

ecame entitled to old-age insurance benefits
in 1952 or in a taxable year which began in
1952 (and without the application of section
202 (J) (1)), or who died in 1952 or in a
taxable year which began in 1952 but did
not become entitled to such benefits prior
to 1032, and who had self-employment in-
come for a taxable year which ended within
or with 1952 or which began in 1952, then
upon application filed after the close of
such taxatle year by such individual or (if
he died without filing such application) by a
person entitled to monthly benefits on the
basis of such individual's wages and self-
employment income, the Administrator shall
recompute such individual’s primary insur-
ance amount. Such recomputation shall be
made in the manner provided in the preced-
ing subsection of this section (other than
subsec. (b) (4) (A)) for computation of
such amount, except that (A) the self-em-
ployment income closing date shall be the
day following the quarter with cr within
which such taxable year ended, and (B) the
self-employment income for any subsequent
taxable year shall not be taken into account.
Such recomputation shall ba effective (A)
in the case of an application filed by such
individual, for and after the first month in
which he became entitled to old-age insur-
ance benefits, and (B) in the case of an ap-
rlication filed by any other person, for and
after the month in which such person who
filed such application for recomputation be-
came entitled to such monthly benefits. No
recomputation under this paragraph pursu-
ant to an application filed after such indi-
vidual's ¢eath shall affect the amount of the
lump-sum death payment under subsection
(1) of section 202, and no such recomputa=
tion shall render erroneous any such pay-
ment certified by the Administrator prior to
the effective date of the recomputation.”

(¢) In the case of an individual who died
or became (without the application of sec.
202 (J) (1) of the Social Security Act)
entitled to old-age insurance benefits in
1952 and with respect to whom not less than
six of the quarters elapsing after 1950 and
prior to the quarter following the quarter in
which he died or became entitled to old-age
insurance benefits, whichever first occurred,
are quarters of coverage, his wage_closing
date shall be the first day of such quarter
of death or entitlement instead of the day
specified in section 215 (b) (3) of such act,
but only if it would result in a higher pri-
mary insurance amount for such individual.
The terms used in this paragraph shall have
the same meaning as when used in title II
of the Social Security Act.

(d) (1) Section 1 (q) of the Railroad Re=
tirement Act of 1937, as amended, is
amended by striking out “1950” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “1952.”

(2) Section 5 (1) (1) (i1) of the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1927, as amended, is
amended to read as follows:

“(i1) will have rendered service for wages
as determined under section 209 of the So-
cial Security Act, without regard to subsec-
tion (a) thereof, of miore than 870, or will
Jave been charged under section 2303 (e) of
that act with net earnings from self-employ=
ment of more than §70;".

(3) Section 5 (1) (6) of the Railroad Re=
tirement Act of 1937, as amended, is amended
by inserting “or (e)’ after “section 217 (a).”
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EARNED INCOME OF BLIND RECIPIENTS

Src. 8. Title XI of the Social Security Act
(relating to general provisions) is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
bew section:

*“EARNED INCOME OF BLIND RECIPIENTS

“Sec. 11C9. Notwithstanding the provisions
of sections 2 (a) (7), 402 (a) (7), 1002 (a)
(8), and 1402 (a) (8), a State plan approved
under title I, IV, X, or XIV may provide that
where earned income has been disregarded in
determining the need of an individual re-
ceiving aid to the blind under a State plan
approved under title X, the earned income
so disregarded (but not In excess of the
amount specified in section 1002 (a) (8))
shall not be taken into consideration in de-
termining the need of any other individual
for assistance under a State plan approved
under title I, IV, X, or XIV.”

The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded?

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I demand a second.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that a second be
considered as ordered.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr, MiLLsl.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, you will re-
call that on May 19th last, the House
considered the question of whether or
not it would suspend the rules and pass
the bill H. R. 7830. On that occasion &
majority of the membership of the
House voted in favor of the bill, but the
required two-thirds majority was lack-
ing. The matter is now back before
the House this morning under suspen-
sion of the rules with an amendment
which was not offered on May 19.

My main purpose today is to confine
my remarks exclusively, if I may be per-
mitted to do so, to the change in this
motion today and the motion which
was made on May 19 last. Members
have been offered the opportunity of
studying the bill (H. R. 7800) since May
19, and in the last few days they have
been supplied with copies of the com-
mittee print on H. R. 7800 which dis-
closes the amendment which has been
offered in connection with the bill today.

I would like to have the attention of
the Members, if I may, as to the exact
amendment which is now being offered
for the first time. You will recall that
when the matter was before the House
last the American Medical Association
resoluted against certain language in the
bill. That language is contained in
section 3 where this amendment is to
Le offered. On pages 13, 14, 15, 16, and
17 of committee print of the bill you will
find the amendment to which I am re-
ferring,

Now there is a fundamental change
made in section 3 of the bhill by the
amendment which is bzing offered. It
has been said by some that it is merely
window dressing; that there is no actual
change made in section 3 of the bill as
a result of this amendment. In my
opinion nothing could be further from
the actual fact of the situation.

The doctors raised objection to one
section in particular on page 16 of the
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bill, section 220, which provided for an
examination of disabled individuals,
They raised objection to the fact that
Mr. Ewing, as Administrator of this pro-
gram, would have authority to select
doctors; that he could pay these doctors
for examining the applicants; that he
could pay mileage fees, and so on, of the
applicants in going to and from the
doctors. Now that language of the bill
has been stricken.

It is said by some that that makes no
difference at all because section 205 of
the Social Security Act grants to the
Administrator a whole lot of authority
with reference to evidence, procedure,
and certification for benefits.

Now, let us understand exactly what
the Social Security Act provides in sec=
tion 205:

The Administrator shall have full power
and authority to make rules and regulations
and to establich procedures, not inconsistent
with the provisions of this title, which are
necessary or appropriate to carry out such
provisions, and shall adopt reasonable and
proper rules and regulations to regulate and
provide for the nature and extent of the
proofs and evidence and the method of tak-
ing and furnishing the same In order to es=
tablish the right to benefits hereunder.

This authority contained in section
205 is limited in its application, and the
lawyers will catch this point, “in order
to establish the right to benefits here-
under.” This does not to me mean that
the Social Security Administrator must
pay the mileage fees of the applicant, or
that he must pay the fee of a doctor
for making the examination. Certainly,
there is no authority in the bill, there is
no authority in the Social Sccurity Act,
as I understand it, for any such pay-
ment to be made for the exercise of any
control over the medical profession or
any other profession, but there is au-
thority contained in the law with ref-
erence to the question of proof. On page
13 of the bill, line 13, appear these words:

An individual shall not be considered to
be under a disability unless he furn'shes
such proof of the existence thereof as may
be required.

I am certain the Members would not
want anything passed by this Congress
that would make available Federal
funds, either out of the General Treasury
or out of this trust fund, except that
someone reached the conclusion that the
applicant was entitled thereto. We have
done that with reference to the Civil
Service, the Railroad Retirement, the
Employees’ Compensation systems, and
so forth. Someone within the agency
has to be charged with the responsibility
for making a finding, and definitely that
is contained here in this law.

This amendment was prepared by our
good friend, the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. Kean] from whose bill this
entire section was taken originally.
What we thought we were doing, and
what he thought he was doing, was re«
moving any legitimate excuse that any-
one could have for opposing this Pro-
vision. Now I am advised that the en=-
tire section has kteen characterized as
socialized medicine.

I find myself in a position that I do
pot ever like to be in, of course. No
one has any higher regard for the med-
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fcal profession than I do. No one has
any closer associates within that profes-
sion than I. Some of my strongest
friends at home, political and personal,
are doctors. I think they recognize the
fact that I would not do anything here or
elsewhere, and I am sure you realize the
fact, Mr. Speaker, that would in any way
destroy or threaten to destroy that asso-
ciation or that group of high-minded
professional men. I would not do it to
lawyers or anyone else. Iam just as op-
posed to socialized medicine as any hu-
man being can be. But I have studied
this provision, and I think that all in the
world that we are doing here is saying
that the individual to whom the gentle-
man from New York refers, who becomes
disabled because of blindness while on
a job covered by social security, shall not
have that period of blindness figured in
to reduce the amount of the benefits to
which he will be entitled when he gets to
be 65 years of age or to eliminate en-
tirely his eligibility for benefits. Yes, it
is a wonderful provision for those in-
dividuals, some 500,000 of them who are
now permanently and totally disabled
and whose benefits are rapidly dimin-
ishing or are being taken away from
them as well as the 75,000 to 100,000 who
become disabled each year.

I certainly hope the Members of the
House will pass the bill with this amend-
ment to section 3.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr, Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, let no person on this fioor
be deceived. You have the same old
H. R. 1800 here before you. While the
socialized medicine advocates pretend to
remove the specific instructions to the
Administrator, they now give him more
powers under general provisions of the
law than he had before. You have so-
cialized medicine here stronger in this
bill than was H. R. 7800, heretofore de-
feated. This is the same old Oscar Ewing
socialized medicine provision before you
today, and you have before you the most
unfair bill to the old people than can be
imagined.

You pretend to give the old people $5,
yet there are hundreds of thousands of
people, single and married, that are
drawing only from $10 to $20 under so-
cial security. You know from experi-
ence what happened before—the States
took that $5 away from them under old-
age assistance.

I want to warn you today that what
you are doing is going contrary to the
wishes of one of the most noble profes-
sions in history. Many men and women
on this ficor would not be alive today if
it were not for the medical profession.

There has been a campaign going on
around here against the medical profes-
sion, charging that all they are inter-
ested in is a fat fee. In my district
where we have these heavy winter storms
there are country doctors—I know one
who has a plane on runners. A call
comes by telephone from a farmer living
on a side road. The main roads are
open but the side roads are blockaded
with snow. ‘The doctor will say, “Stand
out in the fleld and wave & red table«
cloth and I will be there.” In 15 mine-
utes he is there, his plane glides along
the snow, he treats the patient, and in
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emergency cases he operates right then
and there.

I know a boy whom I coached in foote
ball who became a noted surgeon in this
country, one of the great surgeons and
bone specialists. Coming through Penn-
sylvanis in the early days he drove into
a farmyard in a wheezing old car. The
farmer said, “Stop this noise.” The
young doctor said, “What is the matter?”
He said, “My son is very sick.” He said,
*“Where is your local doctor?” He said,
“We have none. He passed on shortly.”
The young doctor said, “Put a spool of
linen thread in a teakettle and start it
boiling. I will be with you in a few
minutes.” This courageous doctor drove
to a district village and procured the sur-
gical instruments of the deceased doctor.
He spread the boy out on the kitchen
table and operated on him, and saved his
life. You smear artists berating the doc-
tors might ask that man who is living
today, who was sewed up with a linen
thread, if all the doctor is interested in
is a fat fee. The service was rendered
without any fee.

Now, in the short time we have here
today, it is impossible to read this bill in
all of its details, but I repeat that while
they have removed specific instructions
to the Administrator, under the general
law he can do more to promote socialized
medicine than he could before. He can
do all the examining. He can select the
doctors. He can run the whole gamut.
S0 I do not want you to be deceived in
regard to this and H. R. 7800.

Another thing about this bill is the
work clause. You know whatinflation is
doing to the purchasing power of the
old people. If I were to call for a show
of hands of those who would remove this
work clause entirely if they could, I be-
lieve it would be 100 percent. But we are
limiting it to $100. You have increased
it to $70, and when you reduce that by
half, with the 50-cent dollar, who is going
to live on that? They cannot do it. All
they ask is to supplement their meager
income by working, When they work
that increases the national income.
That is helping everybody. I say the
time has come in this age of Democratic
inflation when we know that these old
people are not getting enough to live on-—
they cannot buy clothes, they cannot
have proper shelter. I wish I could pass
these pictures around to all of you people
and give you some idea of the snowbound
conditions up in our country during the
severe winter months. All you are doing
in this bill is to put them in the hands of
Oscar Ewing under this bill.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from New York has expired.

Mr. JENKINS. Mr, Speaker, I yield
the gentleman two additional minutes.

Mr. REED of New York. That will
give me time to read a little bit in regard
to this examination of disabled indi-
viduals.

This is no time for people to be faint-
hearted. This is the time to stand up
and be counted. Were you right before
when you voted? Are you going to admit
you were wrong, when the same provi-
sions are in here? I like to see people
fight. I am wondering what the people
are going to say when we on this side,
now in the minority, do not have the
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courage to stand up and vote against
iniquitous pieces of legislation. What
are they going to expect if we ever get
into the majority? I tell you the people
want some courage in this Congress.
They do not want to be betrayed by a
fraudulent hbill. That is what this
dressed-up H. R. 7800 is,

I have a hill pending which could be
reported out in 2 minutes which wouid
satisfy everybody, for I have changed
the work clause, given all the benefits to
soldiers, to everybody; and we would not
be here with this type of a contest under
& gag rule.

This change in H. R. 7800 was all done
in secret, Mr. Speaker; we were not even
called in, and I think we have shown
great cooperation with the chairman and
his committee. You will see my stand,
and that of others on this side who have
gone along by unanimous consent on
dozens and dozens of bills to save the
annoyance of getting rules. Now what
happens? They meet in secret session
and bring out this amendment of which
I believe the author is none other than
Oscar Ewing. I repeat that it has now
become well known throughout the coun-
try that the Democratic members of the
Ways and Means Committee met in se-
cret conclave to dress up H. R. 7800 to
obscure so far as possible the socialized-
medicine provisions.

As I have said, instead of deleting the
socialized-medicine provisions, it gives
Oscar Ewing far more power to socialize
our medicine than was carried in the
original H. R. 7800.

It was because of the iniquitous
changes contemplated that the secret
conclave was held.

The offered amendments simply delete
from the measure (a) the specific admin-
istrative machinery and (b) the express
grant of rule-making power which are
involved in the administrative determi-
nation of permanent and total disability
status. But it was not necessary that
these items be included in the first in-
stance. Without them Mr. Ewing would
already have had ample authority under
his general regulatory powers to issue
rules and regulations and take other
necessary steps for the purpose of carry-
ing cut the program as established by the
Congress. The fact is that a deletion
of the specific authorizations as pro-
posed by the amendments would give
Mr. Ewing even more unbridled discre-
tion. Under H. R. 7800 as it stood on
May 19 and as it is presented today,
Monday, June 16, with the offered
amendments, the Social Security Ad-
ministrator will have the power to, first,
determine what constitutes permanent
and total disabhility; second, establish
the types of proof necessary to establish
permanent and total disability; third,
provide by regulation when and where
physical examinations should be taken;
fourth, be authorized to prescrie the
examining physician or agency—includ-
ing Federal installations; fifth, establish
the fees; and sixth, be authorized to pay
travel expenses and subsistence incident
to the taking of such physical examina-
tions.

The House should resist this attempt
to introduce socialized medicine into the
OASI program by coupling it with needed
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benefit increases. It should demand a
clean bill—one entirely devoted to giv-
ing needed increesses to old-age benefit
recipients and increasing the work
clause to $100. There is such a bill now
pending providing this direct and
straightforward treatment—H. R. 7922.

I condemn the secret method employed
by the Democratic members of the Ways
and Means Committee to exclude the
Republican members of the committee
from the sseret political conclave. It
was only by accident that the Republican
members of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee found out that such a meeting
had been held for the purpose of making
changes in the once defeated H. R. 7800.
I repeat again that now the defeated
H. R. 7800 socialized-medicine bill is
again presented to the House under sus-
pension of the rules.

Under this gag procedure thé Members
of the House cannot amend the bill to
permit the retired old people to earn
$100 a month to keep the wolf from the
door and keep their social-security bene-
fits. The Republican bill, known as the
Reed bill, H. R. 7922, not only contains
every benefit included in H. R. 7800 but
in addition, if it had been reported and
passed, would let every old retired per-
son under social security earn $100 a
month without loss of benefits.

What is more honorable than for a
retired person to work and produce if he
is soinclined? Why treat a person like a
criminal to be penalized to the extent of
losing his benefits if he or she is willing
to work and earn after retirement? No
honest man can say that even a single
person who retires under the maximum
pay of $43 a month can out of that
meager amount pay for rent, fuel, food,
clothes, and medicine. He or she cer-
tainly cannot do it if there is another
member of the family to support.

The purchasing power of the $43 is of
course reduced by inflation to about $22.
What do the leading economists say to
this penalty against an old person work~
ing and earning enough to live? Re-
ferring to the penalty provision for con-
tinuing to work and earn, a leading econ-
omist has this to say: I qoute from the
Keys to Prosperity by Dr. Willford I.
King, professor emeritus, New York
University, as follows:

This provision of the law was evidently
inserted by economic iliiterates who belfeved
that the number of jobs in the Nation was
fixed and that it was unfair for a man hav-
ing a pension to take away another man's
job. They did not realize that their action
ot only condemned the aged to poverty
but also reduced the natlonal income by
cutting off the goods which the elderly could
and should produce.

Under the work clause proposed by the
Democrats in H. R. 7800 the retired per-
son can earn only $70 a month without
losing all his benefits. It must be re-
membered that $70 under inflation has a
purchasing power of only $35. Under
the Republican bill, H. R. 7922, which is
opposed by the Democrats the retired
worker could draw $100 in salary, which
when reduced by inflation would at least
permit him to earn the equivalent of $50
in purchasing power without loss of his
benefits. Thus H. R. 7800 sought to be
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forced down the throats of the member-
ship of the House under a gag rule will
rob the old people of $30 a month.

This is meager enough and if these
bills had been brought in under a rule
permitting amendments or motion to re-
commit, the work clause could have been
eliminated altogether and even the
meager $5 could have been increased to
$10 by a Republican amendment.”

The only purpose of the dressed-up
H. R. 7800 is not to benefit the old people
but to implant socialized medicine in our
system of government. Those advocat-
ing this socialized medicine completely
ignore what a similar system has done
to the economy of England. Were it not
for our billions of dollars flowing into
England this great empire would have
been staggering under financial impov-
erishment.

As you know, H. R. 7800 was rejected
by this body on May 19 for three
reasons:

The first and principal reason was
that the bill established a new Federal
program under which the Federal Secu-
rity Administrator was given broad and
sweeping powers over the medical pro-
fession of our country.

The second reason was that many
Members of the House believed that
amendments to the bill liberalizing the
work clause and making other improve-
ments in our sccial-security system
should have been permitted.

The third reason was the strong re-
sentment by Members of the House
against the technique of using the com-
mendable benefit-increase provisions of
the bill as a vehicle for the opening
wedge of Oscar Ewing’s pet socialized-
medicine program.

Every Member of the House should
now clearly understand that none of
these three objections has been removed
by the proposed amendments to H. R.
78.0. Let me impress upon the Mem-
bers again that the plain fact is that
every power given to the Federal Secu-
rity Administrator under H. R. 7800 as
it was rejected by the House on May 19
is still contained in H. R. 7800 as it is
now proposed to be amended. Because
this is the only issue before the House
today let me repeat this statement:
Every power given to the Federal Secu-
rity Administrator under H, R. 7800 as it
was :2jected by the House on May 19 is
still contained in H. R. 7800 as it is now
proposed to be amended.

The offered amendments simply delete
from the measure (a) the specific ad-
ministrative machinery and (b) the ex-
press grant of rule-making power which
are involved in the administrative deter-
mination of permanent and total dis-
ability status. But it was not neces-
sary that these items be included in the
first instance. Without them Mr, Ewing
would already have had ample author~
ity under his general regulatory powers
to issues rules and regulations and take
other necessary steps for the purpose of
carrying out the program as established
by the Congress. The fact is that a
deletion of the specific authorizations
as proposed by the amendments would
give Mr, Ewing even more unbridled dis-
cretion.
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Let me show you what I mean. The
preposed amendments strike from the
bill the following language:

EXAMINATION OF DISABLED INDIVIDUALS

Sec. 220. The Administrator shall provide
for such examination of individuals as he
determines to be necessary to carry out the
provistons of this title relating to disability
and periods of disability. Examinations
authorized by the Administrator may be
performed in existing facilitles of the Fed.
eral Government if readily available. Ex.
aminations authorized by the Administrator
may also be performed by private physiclans,
or by public or private agencies or institu-
tions, designated by the Administrator fur
the performance of such examin:tions; and
the cost of such examinations shall be paid
for by the Administrator, in accordance with
agreements made by him, either directly
or through appropriate Federal or State
agencies. In the case of any individual
undergoing such an examination, he may
be pald his necessary travel expenses (in-
cluding subsistence expenses incidental
thereto) or allowances In lieu thereof. Pay-
ments authorized by this section may be
made in advance of or as relmbursement
for the performance of services or the ine
curring of obligations or expenses, and may
be made prior to any action thereon by the
General Accounting Office.

Instead, however, of limiting the scope
of the Federal Security Administrator’s
power in this fleld by substituting for
the stricken language new language, the
amendments make no provision whatso-
ever as to the medical examination of
disabled individuals.

Obviously, therefore, if the bill is
amended so that it now fails to provide
how persons shall be examined for dis-
ability, where they shall be examined,
who shall examine them, how payments
to doctors shall be made—if the bill fails
to provide how these things shall be done,
the Federal Security Administrator must
of necessity make his own determina-
tion and his own rulings. This is ex-
actly the principal objection which was
raised to H. R. 7800 as it was originally
presented to the House, and this objec-
tion is just as, and even more, valid
today.

As another example of how the
amendments now proposed to H, R. 7800
do not change the fundamental char-
acter of the bill, take the language on
page 13. Line 5 through line 8 on page
13 of H. R. 7800 reads as follows:

An individual shall not be considered to
be under a disability unless he furnishes
such proof of the existence thereof as may

be required by regulations of the Admin-
istrator,

The proposed amendment simply
strikes out the words “by regulations of
the Administrator.”

Obviously when the bill provides that
an individual “shall not be considered
disabled unless he furnishes such proof
as may be required” it means required
by the Federal Security Administrator.

In brief, H. R. 7800 as it is now amend-
ed provides that the Social Security Ad-
ministrator will, first, determine what
constitutes permanent and total disabil-~
ity; second, establish the types of proof
necessary to establish permanent and
total disability; third, provide by regu-
lation when and where physical exami-
nations should be taken; fourth, be au-
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thorized to prescribe the examining phy-
siclan or agency, including Federal in-
stallations; fifth, establish the fees;
sixth, be authorized to pay travel ex-
penses and subsistence incident to the
taking of such physical examinations.

If this is not the basis of socialized
medicine, then I should like to know
what is.

Isay today, asIsald May 19, we should
resist this attempt to introduce social-
ized medicine into the OASI program
through the back door by coupling it
with needed and meritorious benefit in-
creases. We should assert our legisla-
tive prerogative and demand a clean
bill—a bill entirely devoted to raising the
amount of benefit payments and increas-
ing the work clause to $100 instead of
to only $70 as is proposed in H. R. 7800.
The increase from $50 to $70 in the
amount which a person may earn with-
out losing his benefits provided for in
H. R. 7800 is entirely too low.

The motion before us to suspend the
rules and pass H. R. 7800 with the pro-
posed amendments should be defeated.
If this is done the Ways and Means Com-
mittee can bring forth in 24 hours a bill
stripped of the controversial section 3.
This would avoid the necessity of long
public hearings by the Senate Finance
Committee and assure that increased
benefits will be provided OASI recipients
without delay.

I deplore the attempt to smear the
medical profession. This time-honored
noble profession seeks to save the people
of this Nation from the devastating ef-
fect of socialized medicine.

The 5-percenters, the deep freeze, the
influence peddlers can operate within
the Government, but must a great pro-
fession devoted to a great humanttarian
life-saving service remain silent when
they see a legislative move to destroy
thelr profession as well as the solvency of
the country?

The devotion and the responsibility of
physicians to their patients are meas-
ured by the beautiful Oath of Hippoc-
rates, which each physician takes as he
enters upon the practice of medicine:

Tye OATH OF HIPPOCRATES

I swear by Apollo the physician, and
Aesculapius, and bhealth, and all-heal, and
all the gods and goddesses, that according to
my ability and judgment I will keep this oath
and this stiplulation—

To reckon him who taught me this art
equally dear to me 88 my parents;

To share my substance with him and re-
lieve his necessities if required;

To look upon his offspring in the same
footing as my own brothers and to teach
them this art if they shall wish to learn 1t
without fee or stipulation, and that by pre-
cept, lecture, and every other mode of in-
struction I will impart a knowledge of the
art to my own sons, and those of my teach-
ers, and to disciples bound by a stipulation
and oath according to the law of medicine,
but to none others.

I will follow that system of regimen Which,
according to my ability and judgment, I
consider for the benefit of my patients, and
abstain from whatever is deleterious and
mischievous;

I will give no deadly medicine to anyone
it agked, nor suggest any such counsel. And
in like manner I will goo:ti give to & wWoman
a pessary to produce a on,

gvfm gurltg and with holiness I will pass
my life and practice my art. I will not cut
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persons laboring under the stone, but will
leave this to be done by men who are prac=
titioners of this work.

Into whatever houses I enter I will go
into them for the benefit of the sick, and
will abstain from every voluntary act of mig-
chief and corruption—and further, from the
seduction of females or males, of freemen
and slaves, whatever,

In connection with my professional prac-
tice, or not in connection with it, I see or
hear in the life of men which ought not to
be spoken of abroad, I will not divulge as
reckoning that all such should be Kkept
secret.

While I continue to keep this oath un-
violated, may it be granted to me to enjoy
life and the practice of the art respected by
all men In all times, but should I trespass
and violate this oath, may the reverse be
my lot.

AMERICAN MEDICAL ASSOCIATION,

HouSE oF DELEGATES,
June 12, 1952,

ResorLuTioN oN H. R. 7800 ADOPTED BY THE
HousE OF DELEGATES

Whereas Congressman DoOUGHTON, Demo-
crat, North Carolina, on May 12 introduced
In the Congress an omnibus measure, H. R.
7800, Eighty-second Congress, providing for
various amendments to title II of the Social
Security Act, which bill was reported favor-
ably by the Ways and Means Committee of
the House of Representatives on May 16 and
brought before the House of Representatives
on May 19 under a suspension of the rules;
and

Whereas section 3 of this measure provided
for the introduction of a new theory in the
social-security program which in its imple-
mentation could result in the socialization
of the medical profession inasmuch as it
would provide that the Federal S8ecurity Ad-
ministrator should (a) determine what con-~
stitutes permanent and total disability; (b)
establish the types Of proof necessary to es-
tablish permanent and total disability; (c)
provide by regulation when and where phys-
ical examinations should be taken; (d) be
authorized to prescribe the examining phy-
sician or agency (including Federal instal-
Itions); (e) establish the fees; (f) be author-
1zed to pay travel expenses and subsistence
incident to the taking of such physical ex-
aminations, and (g) have power to curtail
Old Age and Burvivors’ Insurance benefits
because of noncompliance with regulations
of this section; and

Whereas the American Medical Association
strongly protested against its adoption with-
out full and complete hearings with respect
to the controversial provisions of section 3
of the bill; and

Whereas following the rejection of the
bill on May 19 by the House of Representa-
tives, certain amendments were made to the
bill by the House Ways and Means Come-
mittee which purport to eliminate the obe-
Jectionable features of section 8; and

Whereas notwithstanding certain dele-
tions from section 3 the fundamental pur-
pose of this bill to extend the power and
authority of the Federal Security Adminis~
trator remains unchanged, and the deletions
which have been made are only another at-
tempt to hoodwink the public into believing
the section is completely altruistic; and

Whereas the attempt is again being made
to present this bill to the House of Repre-
sentatives next Monday (June 18) under &
suspension of the rules; and

Whereas the defeat of H. R, 7800, depriving
social security beneficiaries of numerous ad-
ditional benefits, was a direct result of the
Truman administration’s attempt to play
politics by tying in a socialized medicine
scheme with an otherwise popular measure:
Therefore be it

Resolved, That the American Medical As~
sociation condemns the breach of faith by
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this administration with those who would
benefit from this bill in a flagrant attempt
to railroad through a provision to aid in the
socialization of medicine, which could not
possibly be adopted if considered openly and
fairly; and be it further

Resolved, That the American Medical As-
sociation urges that Congress rerefer this
bill to the committee where it should be
subject to the ordinary democratic processes
of leigslation.

——

New York, N. Y., June 16, 1952,
DanteL A. ReeD,
House of Representatives,
House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Medical Society of the State of New York
urges H. R, 7200 be referred to committee for
study and puilic hearings. We object to its
extending power of Federal Security Admin.
istrator regarding medical matters.
J. Stanrey KENNEY, M. D,
Chairman, Legislative Committee,

—

Morris, N, Y., June 15, 1952,
Hon. Danier A. Reep,
House of Representatives,
Congress of the United States of
America, Washington, D, C.:
Livingston County Medical Society, 44
members, unanimously opposed to social-
ized medicine features contained in sociala
security bill being introduced in House Mon.
day.
V. L. BONAFEDE, M. D.,
Secretary.
NewsURGH, N, Y., June 15, 1952.
DANIEL REED,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.:
Am unalterably opposed to passage of so=
clalized-medicine bill.
Rt. Rev. STEPHEN P. CONNELLY.

NEwBURGH, N, Y., June 15, 1952,
DANIEL REED,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.:
Am opposed to passage of gocialized-med-
icine bill.
Rev. Joun D. SIMMONS.
KINcsTON, N. Y., June 15, 1952,
Congressman DANIEL REED,
Washington, D. C.:
This is in support of your stand on bill
H. R. 7800, also amendment 7922,
W. 8. BusH, M. D,

—

PORTLAND, OREG., June 7, 1952,
Hon. DanieL A. REED,
Rouse Ofice Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Understand attempt being made reintro-
duce H, R. 7800 under suspended rules.
Section 3 this bill socialized medicine bill
should be recommitted to committee for
study hearings and introduction through
regular procedure. Urge you again oppose
section 3 and bills introduction under suse
pended rule tactics your past help dceply
appreciated.

OREGON STATE MEDICAL SOCIETY.
CHicago, IrL,, June 7, 1952,
Hon. DaNIEL A. REED,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.:

The American Medical Association
strongly urges deletion of section 3 from
H. R. 7800 for reasons indicated in telegram
previously transmitted irom Washington
office, The association has taken no action
with reference to other sections of the bill
which it does not consider within its pur-
view,

BoArRD orF TRUSTEES,
AMERICAN MEDICAL ASSOCIATION,
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KinesToN, N. Y., June 14, 1952,
Congressman REED,
Washington, D. C.:

Ulster County supporting your opposition
to H. R. 7800.

EmMit S. GOODYEAR.
DuNKIRK, N. Y., June 13, 1952.
Hon. DaNI1EL A. REED,
House of Representatives:

Chautauqua County Medical Society, rep-
resenting 130 physicians, definitely opposed
to socialized ‘medicine as contained in social
security bill,

Eocar BIEBER, Secretary.

FRIENDSHIP, N. Y., June 13, 1952,
Representative DANIEL A. REED,
House Office Building, Washington,
D. C:

The Medical Society of Allegany objects to
the socialized medicine provisions in the
social-security bill coming up bhefore the
House Monday. Soclal security has no funds,
therefore their collections are a tax. Taxa-
tion and the use thereof are prerogative of
the people,

Janmes H. GRAY, Jr,, M. D,,
Secretary.

ATLANTA, GA., June 13, 1952.
Representative DANIEL REED,
House Office Building, Washington,
D.C.:

H. R. 7800 very dangerous. If Oscar Ew-
ing and his Communists want to give old
people $5 more per month, put in a separate
bill to do s0. Surely we do not need the Fed-
eral Government operating an insurance
agency under the Social Security Act or any
act. Please do not be deceived when bill
comes up Monday.

NEEDHAM B. BATEMAN, M. D,

NEw ORLEANS, La., June 13, 1952.
Representative DANIEL REED,
United States House of Representa-
tives:

The Louisiana State Medical Society rec-
ognizes your past achievement in opposing
H. R. 7800 and we hope that you wiil be suc-
cessful in preventing its passage on Monday,
June 18.

P. H. JoNESs, M. D,,
Chairman, Committee on Congres=
sional Matters, Louisiana State
Medical Society.

KiNgsTON, N. Y., June 16, 1952.
Congressman DANIEL REED,
House Office Butlding,
D, C.:
Ulster County Medical Society backs you
on H, R. 7800,

Washington,

B. J. Dutro, M. D.,
Secrelary.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, T
yield such time as he may care to con-
sume to the gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr. COOPER].

Mr. COOPER. As I spoke at consid-
erable length when this bill was under
consideration on May 19, and my re-
marks appear at page 5476 of the REc-
ORD, realizing that time is limited and
that many members of the committee
have not had a chance to speak, I shall
only ask your indulgence long enough
to say that I am still supporting the
bill H. R. 7800 and that I think it should
pass promptly,

DEFEAT THE AMERICAN MEDICAL ABSOCIATION
BY PASSING THE SOCIAL-SECURITY BILL WHICH
HZLPS THE DISABLED
Mr. DINGELL. Mr, Speaker, the

American people have lost faith in the
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ossified and reactionary leadership of
the American Medical Association.

In the past several weeks we have
again seen how the American Medical
Association fights against the welfare of
the people. It is abusing its professional
responsibility by injecting itself into a
matter which it falsely charges involves
socialized medicine.

AMA OPPOSES PROGRESS

The AMA is again opposing progress.
The reactionary leadership of the AMA
does not have a constructive policy of
its own for improvement of the health
and welfare of the American people. It
has been ‘“‘agin’’ every important piece
of social legislation which would be help-
ful to millions of people.

The obstructionist policies of the AMA
are evident today when they are lobby-
ing in opposition to the passage of this
social-security bill.

AMA I8 A POLITICAL GROUP

The AMA is a closed shop, monopo-
listic lobby which is trying to dictate to
the American people and to the Con-
gress. It istrying to foist its do-nothing
philosophy on the Congress.

There is no question that the AMA
is a political group. It has been and
still is a reactionary political outfit.

Dr. Paul B. Magnuson, an outstand-
ing doctor and Chairman of the Presi-
dent’s Commission on the Health Needs
of the Nation, has said:

When you speak of the American Medical
Association, you're speaking to me of a po-
litical group. (New York Times, June 4, 1953,
p. 24.)

INDEPENDENT DOCTORS OBJECT TO THE AMA

PARTY LINE

I believe the events of the last few
days involving the American Medical
Association are singularly in point in
this debate. All of us have read with
astonishment about the indignation
shown by the American Medical Associa-
tion leadership over the work of the
President’s Commission on the Health
Needs of the Nation. Apparently, even g
study of the health needs of our people,
headed by a doctor of such renown as the
former Chief Medical Officer of the Vet-
erans’ Administration, Dr. Magnuson, is
considered by the AMA an insult and a
threat to the rights of doctors. The
Commission is defamed by the AMA and
they try to discredit its work when it has
Jjust stated on its assigned task.

I believe, as do many other people in
Congress, that the AMA is taking a nar-
row-minded, selfish, and, in the long run,
exetremely unwise attitude. Said Dr.
Magnuson:

It has gotten to the point that any health
legislation proposed to Congress no sooner
18 Introduced than highly paid publicists
spew forth a stream of invective which has
little or no relation to the issue at hand.

I dare say that the cry of “socialized
medicine” is even more farfetched in
connection with the waiver of premium
provision in this bill than it is in con-
nection with an inquiry into the health
needs of the Nation. But, as the Wash«
ington Post put it very aptly in its edie
torial, “AMA in Its Place,” of June 12,
1952, “apparently you either agree with
the leadership of the AMA all the way or
you are a Socialist.”

June 16

I propose, Mr. Speaker, that we pay no
more attention to the false issues raised
by the AMA and go on with the business
of pasing the bill on its merits.

AMA AND REPUBLICANS IN CAHOOTS

In considering and reporting out the
social-security bill, H, R. 7800, the mem-
bers of the Ways apd Means Committee
had thought—and had good reason to
think-—that they were dealing with g
thoroughly noncontroversial piece of
legislation. Equally clear to anyone who
does not choose to close his eyes to it is
the need for its provisions. As far as I
know, no responsible voice had ever been
raised up to that time in protest against
the disability waiver. In fact, there was
definite and clear testimony in the Sen-
ate hearings at the time of the 1950
amendments to indicate that even the
opponents of a disability benefit pro-
gram felt that a waiver provision of this
kind would be just and reasonable. Its
application and use is commonly ac-
cepted by all line insurance companies.
Then all of a sudden the day H. R. 7800
was reported the AMA had a bright idea.
By wantonly misconstruing the language
and intent of one portion of this bill the
AMA was able to see in it socialized med-
icine. I dare say this novel interpreta-
tion born on or about May 17 in the
Washington office of the AMA was as
much a surprise to the opposition Mem-
bers of this House as it was to the ma-
Jority Representatives. Cert.inly, when
Mr. KEAN, the Republican Member from
New Jersey, introduced his bill on H. R.
7549 on April 23, containing the same
provision, no Republican then professed
to see dangers of any sort lurking in that
bill. Nor did any Republican member
of the Ways and Means Committee ever
see any such dangers in the bill prior to
May 19. It was only after the bomb-
shell of socialized medicine was manu-
factured and thrown by the reactionary
AMA leadership that we got all this
spontaneous excitement and these in-
dignant protests. Then the Republican
Party lined up with the AMA to attack
the disability provisions of the bill.
CHICAGO TRIBUNE SPREADS FALSE INFORMATION

ON THE BILL

At the same time the AMA bombarded
Congressmen with telegrams, they ap-
parently sent word back to the several
State medical societies and to some
newspapers—with insufficient informa-
tion on the facts of the matter—and thus
started an avalanche of misrepresen-
tation. The Chicago Tribune, for ex-
ample, on the day preceding the debate
on the floor, made the false report that
the bill would “for the first time have
the Federal Government make direct
medical payments for the care of totally
disabled persons, on the condition that
they submit to medical care as directed
by the Social Security Administrator.”

An utter and complete fabrication,
FALSE INFORMATION SPREAD IN MICHIGAN AND

COLORADO

More nonsense was spread in a tele-
gram sent out by the secretary of the
medical society of my own State and is
erroneously supported by a Republican
gentleman from Detroit, declaring sec-
tion 3 in H. R. 7800 to be an attempt to
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introduce & new undesirable compulsory
health-insurance program. These fabri-
cations snowballed into even more fan~
tastic versions. Thus, the Denver Post
reported on the 22d day of May state-
ments made by a spokesman for the Colo-
rado State Medical Soclety in which he
interpreted this bill as bringing compul-
sory state medicine to millions of out citi-
zens. The way he read H. R. 7800-—if he
ever read it at all, which I have every
reason to doubt—it would pay benefits for
permanent and total disability not just
to indigents but to all enrollees of social
security and the medical care of citi-
zens found eligible for such compensa~
tion would be handled by the Federal
Government. To top it all off, he al-
leged that the taxpayers would be footing
the bills for milliohs of social security
enrollees including many with more than
sufficlent means to pay for their own
medical care.

If anybody here can recognize the re=
motest similarity between this interpre-
tation of the bill and its true content, I
challenge him to get up and explain how.

THE BILL IS 100 PERCENT AMERICAN

Now let us leave the land of fancy ard
revert to sanity as we take another look
at section 3 of this bill. There is no
provision here for socialized medicine or
for State medicine or for health insur-
ance—compulsory or otherwise—or for
medical care or for the payment for
such medical care—be it to doctors or
private institutions. Nor, I am sorry to
say, does the bill provide benefits for
the permanently and totally disabled,
whether they be indigent or not. All this
bill can ever do and ever purported to
do is to keep retirement rights and life
insurance benefits already earned in
years of covered employment from being
whittled down or wiped out as a conse-
quence of long periods of incapacity pre-
ceding death or attainment of age 65.
The only medical aspects involved are
examinations and laboratory tests
needed to find out if an applicant is
really permanently and totally disabled
as he claims to be. The only control
over these activities consists in having
the proper authorities look into a ques-
tionable case to make sure that a dis-
ability adjudged as permanent has in
fact turned out to be permanent,

AMA HAS 20-YEAR OBSTRUCTIONIST RECORD

The AMA is lobbylng today to oppose
the soclal-security bill. Just as they
have been lobbying against Federal aid
to medical education. Just as they op-
posed voluntary health-insurance plans
for many years.

The record of the AMA is one of un-
paralleled opposition to economic and
social progress. They have shown them-
selves to be stubbornly opposed to help-
ing improve the welfare of the American
people.

They are blind to human needs ahd
they resist any reforms whatsoever.

Yet at the same time they recently
came before the Ways and Means Com-
mittee and asked for special provisions
in the tax laws to permit doctors to buy
permanent and total disability insur-
ance and deduct such expenses from their
income taxes.
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AMA WANTS SPECIAL PRIVILEGES FOR DOCTORS

The AMA asks for special privileges
from the Congress for tax deductions for
the doctors. But the AMA 18 oppposed
to preserving the social-security rights
of other persons who become disabled,

What a mockery the AMA is making
of the Hippocraiic oath.

They favor tax deductions for the rich
and they oppose social security for the
poor.

They ask for special privileges for
themselves and at the same time ask
that we deny simple justice for the rest
of the American people.

They ask for social security for them-
selves-but wish to deny it to millions of
others.

AMA BELIEVES IN THE BIG LIE

The AMA said that the defeat of the
bill “was due to the fact that its sponsors
sought to trick their fellow Congressmen
by a hidden section in the act, designed
to establish a legal basis on which the
PFederal Security Administrator could
begin to exercise political control over
the care of the sick and the practice of
medicine.”

This statement by Dr. Lull, AMA secre-
tary and general manager, Is a stupid,
foolish, reckless pack of misstatements.

There was nothing hidden in the bill.
This provision had been public since
April 23 when it was introduced in H. R.
7549,

It was contained in H, R. 7800 as intro-
duced which was not opposed by the
Republicans in executive session in the
Ways and Means Committee.

It did not give any powers to exercise
political control over the practice of
medicine,

These reckless charges show why you
cannot believe what the AMA says. They
have become skilled in the dissemination
of the “big lie.”

MANY OTHER FEDERAL AND STATE LAWS HAVE
DISABILITY PROVISIONS

The AMA is of the opinion that the
waiver of premium provision does not
belong in an insurance bill. I wonder
how thousands of doctors would react
if the waiver clause in their own life
insurance policies were declared not to
belong there. It is all right for them to
have this protection but they want to
deny it to millions of other people.

Furthermore, if the AMA really thinks
that the bill gives the Administrator un-
usual powers in the medical field, then
they have not taken note of the Federal
and State statutes and commercial in-
surance contracts that have been with
us for decades, which provide for pre-
cisely the same administrative and fi-
nancial safeguards as does H. R, 7800
and under which, incidentally, many
private physicians have netted consider-
able income in performing examinattons
governed by comparable rules and paid
for in comparable ways—usually on a
fee basis negotiated with and acceptable
to the local medical societies. I am re-
ferring to our veterans laws, our civil
gervice retirement law, our Federal
statutes providing compensation for in-
Juries to employees of the United States
and for longshoremen’s and harbor
workers' compensation and for railroad
retirement; I am referring further to our
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State cash sickness programs and many

of our Btate workmen’s compensation

plans. There is no reason to believe
that individual doctors will find it re-
pugnant to perform an examination on

a fee-for-service basis for the Bureau

of Old-Age and &urvivors Insurance,

They already do it under standard pro-

visions for many other Government

agencies,

“THE 1SSUE BAISED BY YHE AMA WAS ENTIRELY
FALSE,”” SAYS THE CHABLOTTE (N. C.) NEWS _
Fortunately for the intelligence of our

people and in particular our press, this

red herring raised by our medical lob-
bylst has been readily recognized for
what it is, a smoke screen, a false and
sham issue. I should like to quote from
but two or three of many similar edi-
torial accounts that have come out at-
tacking the AMA. Take, for instance,

the Charlotte (N. C.) News of May 22,

1952:

It was a distressing display by the House.
The Issue raised by the AMA was entirely
false. The Government, as the insurer, has
the full right to lay down the rules that
would govern applications for premium re-
lief by disabled persons, the same right that
& private insurance company exercises. To
call this socialized medicine is to abuse the
English language.

The editorial in the Charlotte (N. C.)
News continues:

The House—and the AMA—merit the
strongest possible rebuke from the Ameri-
can people for * ® ® this hand-in-hand
consplracy to defeat a worthy piece of legis=~
lation on entirely false grounds.

IS CATFISH CAVIAR?

The Louisville (Ky.) Times of May 24
points out that:

The section in question proposed, reason-
ably enough, that Federal Security Adminis-
trator Oscar Ewing be authorized to set rules
and select physicians 6r agencies to examine
persons claiming total and permanent disa-
bility. If this is socialized medicine or any-
thing approaching it, then catfish is caviar.

The Denver Post of May 25, said:

The point at issue in this Instance is only
how disability is to be determined and how
rehabilitation is to be supervised. Those are
administrative problems which Congress
should be able to solve.

Meanwhile paying up the disabled person’s
Insurance out of social-security funds, at a
rate prevailing at the time he is removed
from the labor force, will not cost the gen=
eral taxpayer a dime,

BILL ASSURES FULL FREEDOM TO INDIVIDUAL
DOCTORS
It looks, indeed, as though the Amer-

fcan people are finally getting wise to the
high-powered obfuscations of the AMA,
They refuse to swallow its malicious
propaganda any longer. No doctor nesds
to cooperate with the program we are
discussing today, if he does not want to.
Those who do wish to cooperate will not
in any respect whatsoever yield any of
their present freedom of action or their
proper medical functions performed gas
medical examiners, diagnosticians, and
advisers on medical prognoses.

CONGRESS SHOULD SEE TO IT THAT THE PROVISION
PROTECTING THE RIGHTS OF THE DISABLED ARE
INCLUDED IN THE BILL
Instead of worrying about the whims

of the AMA hierarchy it is about time
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that the Congress started worrying about
the needs of the hundreds of thousands
of present and potential insurance bene-
ficiaries whose working lives have been
shortened by prolonged disability and
who, therefore, cannot get an adequate
old-age insurance benefit that in fair-
ness is due them. After all, they have
contributed their share of the social-se-
curity tax for many years. When this
proposal becomes law, these hundreds of
thousands of insured people and their
eventual survivors will at least be guar-
anteed old-age and death benefits un-
diminished by the period of their dis-
ability. It is time we worried about the
thousands of insured persons newly en-
tering the ranks of the disabled each year
who would partake of this same oppor-
tunity to preserve their old-age and sur-
vivors benefit rights. Last, but not
least, it is high time that we worried
about the present old-age and survivors’
insurance beneficiaries—nearly 5,000,000
of them—who are aged and widowed and
orphaned. They have been eyeing Con-
gress with anxiety in the hope that long-
overdue action will be taken to bring
their benefits in line with the increased
cost of living.

I strongly urge the House to pass this
measure and pass it now and as it stands.

AMA OBJECTIONS ANSWERED

The opposition of the American Medi-
cal Association to the disability waiver of
premium provision in H. R. 7800 appar-
ently is limited to the fact that the pro-
gram would be administered at the Fed-
eral level. Dr. Louis H. Bauer, president
of the association, in a statement to the
press following the recent adoption of
a resolution by the House of Delegates
opposing the provision, stated that, and
I quote:

The AMA is not necessarily opposed to
payments to the permanently disabled. We
are, however, opposed to any such benefits
adminjstered at a Federal level.

This statement by Dr., Bauer is eX-
tremely significant for two reasons.
First, it points up again that the AMA
has completely misunderstood the pur-
pose of the disability section of H. R,
7800. This bill does not provide any cash
kenefits for permanently and totally dis-
abled workers. It simply preserves their
rights to retirement and survivors bene-
fits.

Secondly, Dr. Bauer’s statement makes
it clear that the AMA is not concerned
about the medical aspects of disability
administration. It is not the program’s
administrative practices per se that
bothers the Association—not even its
program content, for Dr. Bauer confirms
the official AMA endorsement of benefits
for the disabled which was adopted by
the House of Delegates in 1938. Rather,
the sole objection to the provisions of
H. R. 7800 is the fact that it is admin-
istered by the Federal Government,

The American Medical Association
sees no control of doctors in disability
programs whose scope and authority are
much more comprehensive than that
provided under H. R, 7800. Apparently
there is no control of doctors under the
State workmen’s compensation programs
or the State cash sickness benefit pro-
grams, Apparently there is no interfer-
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ence in the usual doctor-patient rela~
tionship in their administration. Ap~
parently there isn’t even any socialized
medicine in the disability waiver of pre-
mium provision in the National Service
Life Insurance for Veterans—a Federal
program whose provisions, purpose and
concomitant administrative aspects are
the same as the provisions of H. R. 7800
as revised by the committee.

The whole issue and the only issue is
that the AMA does not want the Federal
Security Agency to exercise the reason-
able administrative authority that it ad-
mits is proper for a State agency or bu-
reau to have. In other words, the AMA’S
entire argument is simply a political
maneuver. The AMA has taken the in-
defensible position of trying to dictate
governmental policy in an area that is
completely outside the medical field.
They would deprive hundreds of thou-
sands of disabled workers of their earned
rights, not because of any danger to the
medical profession, but in reality only
because the present Federal Security Ad-
ministrator has advocated health insur-
ance.

Workers under old-age and survivors
insurance have as much right to their
earned protection as holders of Gov«
ernment insurance or private insurance.
The AMA in trying to deprive these
workers of their rights is trying to dic-
tate social policy. The membership of
the house of delegates has been misled
by a distortion of the facts and by an
unseeming and frenzied fear on the part
of its leaders that anything that
strengthens our social security law per
se is wicked and to be opposed. The mis-
guided and ill-conceived opposition of
the AMA's leadership to H. R. 7800
should be fairly assessed and discounted
as having no bearing whatsoever on the
merits of this bill,

The bill which we are considering to-
day is a bill which should be passed. The
rights of the disabled are preserved in
the bill. We have not accepted the un-
reasonable arguments of the AMA. We
have rejected their unwarranted de-
mands for deletion of the entire disabil-
ity waiver section. We have retained the
responsibility of the administrative
agency to determine who is permanently
and totally disabled.

LIBERALS WILL CONTINUE TO FIGHT FOR FURTHER
IMPROVEMENTS IN SOCIAL SECURITY

Mr. Speaker, I favor improvements in
the social security program. I am forin-
creasing the insurance benefits,

I have introduced a hill, H. R. 6750
which would greatly expand and liberal-
ize the insurance program. I introduced
this bill on February 21, 1952, along with
Senators LENMAN, HUMPHREY, MURRAY,
MaGNUsON, and Representatives RoosE=
VELT, JACKSON, and MITCHELL.

We are going to continue to fight for
these necessary and essential changes in
our social security program.

We are going to reintroduce our bill in
the next Congress and keep on fighting
for these improvements until we get
them,

We will fight the AMA-Republican
coalition.

We will oppose the reactionary vested
interests which are trylng to halt the
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progress we have made In the last 29

years under Democratic leadership.

[From the Washington Post of June 12, 1953]
AMA 1N IT8 PLACE

Dr. Paul B. Magnuson was in an enviable
position to rebuke the leadership of the
American Medical Association at its meet-
ing in Chicago, and he made the most of
his opportunity. He charged, with eminent
Justification, that the outgoing president of
the AMA, Dr. John W. Cline, “has done
more to harm the AMA public relations and
the American doctor than anything that
has happened in the last 10 years.” The
AMA has sponsored an almost unparalleled
campaign of propaganda designed to stigma-
tize as “soclalized medicine” anything faint-
1y smacking of an effort to meet health needs
on other than AMA's terms: As Dr. Mag.
nuson put it;

“It has gotten to the point that any health
legislation proposed to Congress no sooner
is introduced than highly paid publicists
spew forth a stream of invective which has
1ittle or no relation to the issue at hand.”

Particularly Dr. Magnuson has cause to
resent the tactics of the AMA leadership.
No sooner had he agreed last winter to take
the chairmanship of the new President's
Commission on the Health Needs of the
Nation than Dr. Cline blasted the commis
slon as a political move and an AMA rep.
resentative withdrew. Yet the virtue of the
new commission is that it 1s making a
fresh and independent survey; it has carte
blanche to suggest new methods, and it has
no connection with any previous scheme,
Dr. Magnuson, an outstanding surgeon in
his own right and the man responstble for
the veterans' medical program after World
War II, has himself been an outspoken
eritic of the Ewing plan for compulsory
health insurance.

Apparently, however, you either agree
with the AMA leadership all the way or you
are a Soclalist. The approach is most un-
becoming for men who have taken the
Hippocratic oath, and it s refreshing to
have a doctor whose own position 1s un-
impeachable speak out for the traditional
right of Americans to advocate new ideas
without having their motives questioned.
We strongly suspect that Dr. Magnuson also
speaks for the rank and file of AMA mem-
bers who, despite the propaganda, know in
thelr hearts that the pressing health needs
of Americans are not being met.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker,
1 yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. JENKINS].

Mr. JENKINS. Mr, Speaker, this is
8 very important piece of legislation; it
is a part of the second most impressive
and most complicated legislative struc-
ture of any with which Congress deals.
Here is what I mean: Tax legislation is
probably the most complicated and far-
reaching of any class of legislation with
which we deal; social security is the next
most complicated.

It has been the policy of the admin-
istration during this present session of
Congress not to consider any legislation
dealing with tax laws or social-secu-
rity laws.

The Ways and Means Committee,
under the guidance of the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. DouHTON],
our distinguished friend, has during this
session of Congress given the impression
that they would not be much inclined
to consider bills the purpose of which
would be to amend the tax laws or the
social-security laws. I have written
many letters telling people that it was



1952

the policy of the Ways and Means
Committee we would not touch the tax
structure this year, and neither would
we touch the social-security structure
this year, because they were too big and
too complicated. .But one day out of
a clear sky the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. DovucrroN]l introduced
H. R. 7800. I cannot prove this, but
I dare say that nobody on the Ways
and Means Committee had anything
to do with the writing of H. R. 7800
it came up from downtown, and the
committee considered it in executive
session for a few hours. We Republi-
cans made a strong demand that the
committee hold public hearings on this
subject. The medical associations
should have been given an opportunity
to express their views, and the old-age
pensioners should have had a chance to
ask why they were not considered, and
the representatives of 200,000 State em-
ployees and teachers in Ohio should have
been permitted to express their views,
but the committee reported it out with
only a few hours’ explanation from
Oscar Ewing’s boys. When the bill was
reported out, it was accompanied by a
beautiful big report. I daresay that no-
body on the Ways and Means Commit-
tee wrote a line of that report, contain-
ing 51 pages of very illustrative tables
and figures. And nobody saw that re-
port as far as I know; I know I did not
see it. And what does this report say?
Here is a summation of what this re-
aort says about this important legisla~
on:
PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE BILl

This bill provides for six urgently needed
changes in the old-age and survivors in-
surance program:

1. Benefit increases.

2. Liberalization of the retirement test.

8. Wage credits for military service dur-
ing emergency period.

4. Preservation of {insurance rights for
those permanently and totally disabled.

5. Removal of bar to coverage for certain
persons under State and local retirement
systems.

6. Correction of defects in benefit compu-
tation provisions.

Now, there is much more in this biil
than socialized medicine; there is a
whole lot more in it.

It deals with benefit increases, purely
political; liberalization of retirement
tests—purely political; wage credits for
military, for the soldiers, in this case—
purely political. It deals with six or
seven very important matters, all of
which should have come before the com-
mittee—all of which should have been
discussed fully, but none of which was
considered but very briefly.

What is the hurry about this legisla-
tion today? Why not let it come up in
the regular way so that we can give it
thorough consideration? Just think of
it—only 20 minutes of discussion on each
side. I am much in favor of the $5
provisions in this bill, but it must be
remembered that not one penny of that
money is going to go to the aged people,
I mean the old-age pensioners; and none
goes to the widows and dependent chil-
dren: and none of it goes to the blind.
Whom does it go to? It goes to those per-
sons who are getting social-security pay-
ments. They are getting what they paid
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for. I would be perfectly willing to vote
to provide $5 per month additional be-
cause the fund can stand it, although It
wil amount to about $20,000,000 &
month,

Let us talk a minute about this matter
of socialized medicine. I agree with Mr.
REED of New York. There is no doubt
that this legislation is the first step in
socialized medicine, and when this same
bill was up for consideration in the House
last week and when we defeated it ove:-
whelmingly, those who are favoring the
bill today said that there was no so-
cialized medicine in it then. They came
back today and said that they have cut
out from the bill of last week about 25
lines that dealt with socialized medicine.
I say most emphatically that this bill
yet contains much language that is con-
sidered as socialized medicine.

Take for instance the first bill. It
carries the following language: “an indi-
vidual shall not be considered to be un-
der a disability unless he furnishes such
proof of the existence thereof as may be
required by regulations of the Adminis-
trator.”

The new bill carries the same language
except that it strikes out the words “re-
quired by regulations of the Adminis-
trator” and inserts in lieu thereof the
word “require.” The new bill, therefore,
reads: “an individual shall not be con-
sidered to be under a disability unless he
furnishes such proof of the existence
thereof as may be required.”

This language of the new bill means
in effect that Oscar Ewing and his crowd
will determine what the proof must con-
sist of and they will have the full con-
trol of it.

It stands to reason that the medical
men of the country will know more
about this matter of what will be social-
ized medicine and what will not be than
anyone else. They have been watching
this legislation. The American Medical
Association in its national meeting in
Chicago last week, being entirely famil-
iar with all of the provisions of the flrst
bill and of the new bill, adopted a resolu-
tion which is as follows:

AMERICAN MEDICAL ASSOCIATION,
HoUsE OF DELEGATES,
June 11, 1952.
RESOLUTION

Whereas Congressman DOUGHTON on May
12 introduced in the Congress an omnibus
measure, H. R. 7800, Eighty-second Congress,
providing for various amendments to title II
of the Social Security Act, which bill was
reported favorably by the Ways and Means
Committee of the House of Representatives
on May 16 and brought before the House of
Representatives on May 19 under a suspen-
rion of the rules; and

‘Whereas section 3 of this measure provided
for the introduction of a new theory in the
social-security program which in its im-
plementation could result in the socializa-
tion of the medical profession inasmuch as
it would provide that the Federal Security
Administrator should (a) determine what
constitutes permanent and total disabillty;
(b) establish the types of proof necessary to
establish permanent and total disability;
(¢) provide by regulation when and where
physical examinations should be taken; (d)
be authorized to preecribe the examining
physician or agency (including Federal in-
stallations); (e) establish the fees; (f) be
authorized to pay travel expenses and sub-
sistence incident to the taking of such physi-
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cal examinations, and (g) have pswer to
curtail Old Age and Survivors’ Insurance
benefits because of noncompliance with reg-
ulations of this section; and

Whereas the American Medical Association
strongly protested against its adoption with-
out full and complete hearings with respect
to the controversial provisions of section 3
of the bill; and

Whereas following the rejection of the bill
on May 19 by the House of Representatives,
certain amendments were made to the bill
by the House Ways and Means Committee
which purport to eliminate the objectionable
features of section 3; and

Whereas notwithstanding certain deletions
from section 8 the fundamental purpose of
this bill to extend the power and authority
of the Federa! Security Administrator re-
mains unchanged, and the deletions which
have been made are only another attempt
to hoodwink the public into believing the
section is completetly altruistic; and

Whereas the attempt is again being made
to present this bill to the House of Repre-
sentatives next Monday (June 16) under a
suspension of the rules; and

Whereas the defeat of H. R. 7800, depriving
social-gsecurity beneficiaries of numerous ad-
ditional benefits, was a direct result of the
Truman administration’s attemnt to play
politics by tylng in a socialized medicine
scheme with an otherwise popular measure:
Theretare be it

Resolved, That the American Medical As-
sociation condemns the breach of faith by
this administration with those who would
benefit from this bill in a flagrant attempt
to railroad through a provision to aid in the
socialization of medicine, which could not
possibly be adopted if considered opsnly and
fairly; be it further

Resolved, That the American Medical As=
sociastion urges that Congress re-reier this
bili to the committee where it should be
subject to the ordinary democratic processes
of legislation.

The great State of Ohio, of which I
am proud to be a citizen, has encouraged
State and county employees and the
teachers to organize themselves fcr their
own proteclion when they would reach
the age of retirement or when they would
become incapacitated. The State teach-
ers’ fund and the fund of the State and
municipal employees have been guarded
with great care and have been well
managed. Today these funds run into
the millions. For instance the public
employees’ funds in Ohio amounts to
$115,020,000.

The following is a letter that I re-
ceived a few days ago from the Public
Employees Retirement Board of the State
of Ohio:

In re H. R. 7800.
The Honorable THoMAS A. JENKINS,

Congressman, the Tenth Ohio District,

New House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

We understand that this legislation will be
brought out this week, possibly on Wednes-
day, far vote on the House fioor.

Section 6 of this legislation denies the
more than 105,000 employees of tlie State of
Ohio and of all units of local government
the protection from indiscriminate social=
security extension that is provided for Fed-
eral employees, for teachers and for fire and
police personnel. We contend this is dise
criminatory and we urge that you insist on
the deletion of section 6 or of modification
to specifically include public employees who
have their own sound retirement system such
as the public employees retiremsat system of
Ohto.

Please understand we are not o:zposed to
H. R. 7800 in its entirety but only to section
6, which threatens the continued soivency
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of the Ohlo program, which has a reserve
fund of more than $115,000,000. Our pro=-
gram will not add to the load of future tax-
payers, as will social security, for our funds
are invested in high-grade interest-bearing
bonds and are not spent (as soon as Col=
lected) for a variety of purposes other than
for retirement benefits.

We plan to be in Washington on Wednes-
day and Thursday and hope to be able to
report to our membership your support in
deleting or modifying objectionable sec=
tion 6.

PusLic EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT BOARD,
Frep J. MORR, Chairman.
FrEp L. SCHNEIDER, Secretary.

The following is a copy of a telegram
which I received from the executive sec-
retary, Ohio State Medical Association,
who is a competent and very sincere
gentleman:

CoLumBus, OHIO, June 15, 1952.

Hon. THoMAS A. JENKINS,
House Office Building, Washington,
D.C..

Objectional features still in section 3 of
amended H. R. 7800 as 1t still gives Soclal
Security Department power to establish a
socialized-medicine plan, Unfortunate that
leaders insist on no public hearings, sus=
pension of the rules, and no floor amend-
ments on measure of such vital importance.
Please serlously consider referral back to
committee so hearings can be held and cor-
rective amendments considered. This is not
an objection to certain pension provisions
provided for in other sections of bill.

CHARLES 8. NELSON,
Executive Secretary, Ohio State
Medical Association,

The following is a copy of a telegram
that I received from Mr. Switzer, presi-
dent of Ohio Civil Service Employees As-
sociation:

CoLumsus, OHIo, June 9, 1952.
In re H. R. 7800 soclal-security amendments.
Hon, THoMAS A. JENKINS,
House Office Building,
Washington, D. C..
Vigorously opposed to passage of this reso-
lution in present form. Approximately 200,-
000 public employees in Ohio already covered
by existing retirement plans under which
benefits provided exceed those of social se-
curity. These workers and thelr interests
require that opportunity be afforded them to
be heard before action is taken. No public
hearings on this resolution were held.
RaLrPH J. SWITZER,
President, Ohio Civil Service Em-
ployees Association.

The following is a telegram that I re-
ceived from the president of the Public
Accountants Society of Ohio:

ToLEDO, OHIO, June 16, 1952.
THOMAS A. JENKINS,
House of Representatives,
. Washington, D. C.:
House Dbill 7893, section 302, far too dis-
criminatory against many hundred Ohio
public accountants. Your good judgment
wa trust will prevail in favorable considera-
tion of recommendations made by National
Society, Public Accountants; my regards.
CLINTON C. VAN WORMER,
Spitzer Building, Toledo, President,
Pubdlic Accountants Society, Ohio.

The following is a telegram received
from Dr. Dixon, president, Ohio State
Medical Association:

CoLumMsus, ORI0, May 18, 1952.
Congressman THoMAS A, JENKINS,
House Office Building,
Washington, D, C.;
Have been advised that H. R. 7800 before
you for immediate action has provision in
connection with disability and rehabilitation
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benefits which would compel beneficlaries to
gecure examinations from physicians selected
by Soclal Security Administrator in addition
to other questionable procedures. Looks like
another back-door attempt at soclalized
medicine program. Please check on those
sections carefully and support amendments
to correct which will be submitted. Highly
desirable that hearings on this bill be held
which is not contemplated, we understood,
because of special rule. Respectfully.

Frep W, Dixon, M. D,

President, Ohio State Medical Associa-
tion.

The following is a telegram that I re-
ceived from Mr. Howard, president of the
Ohio Association of Public School Em-
ployees:

CoLumsus, OHIo, June 9, 1952.
Re H. R. 7800, social-security amendments.
THoMAS A. JENKINS,
House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.!

We strongly protest. passage of this bill in
what we understand present form of sec-
tion 218 to be regarding extension of cov=-
erage to public employees. Every public em-
ployee in Ohio is covered by a retirement
system providing more ample benefits than
soclal security. There are approximately
200,000 public employees in Ohio who could
have present retirement benefits affected by
the results of this legislation on which they
haven't even had the opportunity to be
heard.

HaroLD L. HOWARD,
President, Ohio Association of Pub-
blic School Employees, Columbdus,
Ohio.

I have received many other telegrams
from similar organizations in other
States.

Mr. Speaker, let us not be mistaken,
This is very important legislation which
should have had thorough considera-
tion by the Ways and Means Committee.
This is purely a political bill and it is
intended to serve two purposes. First,
it will seek to distribute about $20,000,-
000 a month to our people, most of whom
are very deserving. . Second, it will give
Mr. Altmeyer and Mr. Cohen and Mr.
Oscar Ewing, three of the smartest
legislative manipulators I have ever seen,
an opportunity to socialize our social-
security program and to socialize medi-
cine. I have repeatedly said that the
doctors of our country do more for noth-
ing than any other class of people and
that the school teachers do more for less
than any other class of our people.
Neither of these two great groups is in
favor of this legislation. The Ohio
Chamber of Commerce—the largest
State chamber of commerce in the coun-
try is opposed to this legislation. The In-
surance Federation of Ohio is also op-
posed to it.

Mr. Speaker, for all these reasons and
some more cogent reasons I cannot in

good conscience support this bill. Let’s
write a fair bill and support it.
Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, 1

yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
EBERHARTER].

SOCIAL SECURITY FOR ALL THE AMERICAN

PEOPLE

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I
am wholeheartedly in favor of the social
security bill we are considering today.
The bill provides for increasing the in-
surance benefits of nearly 5,000,000 per-
sons, It lberalizes various provisions.
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It preserves the insurance rights of per-
sons who become disabled. I want tosay
that the amendments which have been
offered to the disability section of the
bill are really self-explanatory. I want
to say that, in my apinion, they do not
involve one single concession to any of
the unreasonable demands of the Amer-
ican Medical Association. They do not
diminish any rights of those persons who
become permanently and totally dis-
abled. They do not take away any of
the basic administrative responsibility of
the Social Security Administration to
see that the rights of the disabled are
fully protected and that the Federal
Government is properly protected at the
same time.

The leadership of the American Medi-
cal Association has made, and is con-
tinuing to make, unsubstantiated charges
about this one section of the bill. The
amendments offered by Chairman
DoucHToN would delete the sections
which related to examinations and phy- .
sicians so that the AMA could not con-
tinue to distort and misrepresent the
effect of this provision of the bill.

However, it should be clear to everyone
that not one bit of administrative re-
sponsibility is taken away from the Bu-
reau of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
to see to it that only persons who are
bona fide permanently and totally dis-
abled have their rights protected and
preserved.

It is absolutely clear under H. R. 7800,
as amended, that the disabled individual
must still furnish full proof of his dis-
ability. The bill specifically requires that
this be done. The hill specifically pro-
vides that the final finding that the indi-
vidual is permanently and totally dis-
abled must be made by the Federal
agency.

The bill does not create any authority
to establish socialized medicine or pro-
vide continuing medical care to anyone.
Medical examinations obviously have a
necessary part in making a finding of
permanent and total disability. No one
has been or would be socialized by such
examinations. No one could be forced to
undergo any examination.

The leadership of the AMA called for
deletion of the entire disability provision
of the bill. We have absolutely refused
to bend to this unjustified demand of the
AMA. I am sure that most private doc-
tors throughout the United States do not
share this unwarranted demand of the
American Medical Association.

But we have eliminated some of the
superfluous language so the leadership
of the AMA could not continue its false
and misleading campaign against the
bill.

The Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors
Insurance will at times find it necessary
to have medical examinations and medi-
cal tests made in order to protect the
workers’ interests. Under this program,
the burden of proof is on the person
claiming disability. Thus, the Bureau
must always disallow claims when the
evidence which the worker submits does
not clearly establish the disability. BY
authorizing additional tests and exami-
nations in doubtful casss, the Bureau will
be able to make a fair examination of the
facts. If such additional tests were not
made, the claimant would always lose
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out when the evidence submitted by the
patient’s own physician was inconclusive,

The passage of this bill, H R. 7800,
will be a 8reat victory for those, like the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
DoucrTON], who has fought for pre-
serving the rights of the disabled. Iam
sure that nobody here will charge that
the gentleman from North Curolina [Mr,
DoucrroNn], who sponsored the bill, is in
favor of socialized medicine.

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

Mr. EBERHARTER. 1 yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. The gentleman from
Ohio and the gentleman from New York
talked about socialized mediciné in this
bill. This bill covers an insurance pro-
gram. The National Service Life Insur=-
ance Act, which is the act providing in-
surance for veterans, also covers an
insurance program.

Mr. EBERHARTER. The provisions
of the two are the same.

Mr. YATES. No complaint has been
made that examinations covered by that
act would result in socialization of medi-
cine, and yet it, too, provides for regula-
tions by one administrator, In section
802 (n) of the National Service Life
Insurance Act it is provided:

The Administrator shall provide by regu-
Jations for examination or reexamination of
an insured claiming benefits under this sub-
gection and may deny benefits for failure to
cooperate.

1s it not elementary that the Govern-
ment or a private insurance company or
any organization which provides an in-~
surance system incorporating waiver of
premium for total disability should have
the right of examination of the insured
in order to check and prevent fraudulent
claims?

Mr. EBERHARTER. The answer is
obviously “Yes.” To bprevent freud,
proper check must be made.

The social-security program first was
enacted in 1935 under the sponsorship
of a Democratic administratjon. The
program was liberalized in 1939 under
the sponsorship of a Democratic admin-
istration.

In 1950 the social security program
was broadened and expanded as a result
of the initiative and leadership of a
Democratic administration. And today
again, under the sponsorship of a Demo-
cratic administration a social security
bill has been drafted which will aid mil-
lions of persons throughout the entire
United States.

Four weeks ago this same bill was
brought before the House of Representa-
tives for a vote. But as a result of Re-
publican opposition the bill was defeated.
Today, we are giving the Republicans
another chance to vote for improving
the social security law.

THE REPUBLICAN OPPOSITION TO SOCIAL
SECURITY

The recent action of the Republicans
in opposing necessary improvements in
the social security law is not something
unusual. They have opposed the in-
surance provisions of the law from the
very beginning.

gn May 19 of this year the Amerl-
can people saw again that the Republi-
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cans take every opportunity to oppose
improvements in the social-security pro-
gram to help the disabled. Responding
to the whip-lash of the American Medi-
cal Association, the Republicans voted
against the social security bill which
would have increased social security
benefits and would have preserved the
social security rights of persons who be-
come permanently and totally disabled.
As a result of this opposition, the entire
social security bill was defeated, and 4,
500,000 beneficiaries are in danger of
losing the increase they so desperately
need.

This action of the Republicans is not
just an isolated performance. It is part
and parcel of their program for the last
20 years.

It is part of the 20-year campaign of
the Republicans to delay, emasculate
and defeat the Democratic effort to im-
prove the social security protection of
the American people.

THE REPUBLICAN OPPOSITION IN 1833

When the Democratic members of
Houce Committee on Ways and Means
reported out the social-security bill in
1935, the Republican members of the
committee strongly opposed the old-age
insurance provision of the bill. In their
minority report on the bill every single
one of the Republican members of the
committee attacked the old-age insur-
ance provisions on the grounds that—

First. It was unconstitutional.

Second. It would not in any way con-
tribute to the relief of present economic
conditions, and might in fact retard
economic recovery.

Third. It would impose a crushing
burden upon industry and upon labor.

Fourth. It would establish a bu-
reaucracy in the field of insurance in
competition with private business.

Fifth. It would destroy old-age re-
tirement systems set up by private in-
dustries.

All of these fantastic objections by the
Republicans turned out to be wronsg.
The old-age insurance plan is now en-
thusiastically endorsed by leading rep-
resentatives of the insurance companies,
employers, bankers, and labor,

The Republicans then attempted on
the floor of the House to eliminate the
old-age insurance program from the bill.
Mr. Treadway, the ranking Republican
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, moved to strike out the insur-
ance program.,

In attacking the old-age insurance
provisions of the bill on the floor of the
House in 1935 the gentleman from New
York [Mr., RErp], now the ranking Re-
publican member of the Ways and Means
Committee, said:

Now, my colleagues, you know that what
you are attempting to do is Unconstitu-
tional, and you know that for that reason
title IT and title VIII ought to be eliminated
from the bill. They are not relief provi-
sions, and they are not going to bring any
relief to the destitute or needy now nor for
years to come. It 18 more of your compul-
sory, arbitrary program. * * * This title
ought to be removed from the bill.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. JEN-
x1ins], one of the three ranking Repub-
licans on the Ways and Means Commit«
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tee at the present time, said in his attack
on old-age insurance:

We are by title II saying to every young
man that 1f he does not save, if he does not
provide for himself and pay for an annuity
there will be no old-age pension for him and
that charity will have vanished from Amer-
ica. In other words, you enact titie I and
you boast that you are charitable, and in
title IT what do you do? You seek to compel
every wage earner to pay for an insurance
policy even though he cannot afford it. You
should not mistake this for a voluntary ag-
nuity. They took out the voluntary annuity
title, but they retained the compulsory title.
You do not say to these people, *“if you want
to do so we will provide a system whereby
you may save.” You say, “You have got to
save.” Thrift s as far from compulsion as
freedom is from slavery. * * *

This is compulsion of the rankest kind.
Do not be misled by the title. The title savs
“Qld-age benefits.” Shame on you fcr put=
ting such a misleading and unfair label on
such a nefarfous bill. Old-age benefits?
Think of it. Oh, what a travesty. Yes; if
you work and sweat and scheme and drive
yourself for a generation or for all your life,
this title says that the Government will
then pay you a little annuity when you are
65 years of age. Who knows who is going to
become 65 years of age? Who knows about
the uncertainties of life?

The motion by Mr. Treadway to elim-
inate the old-age insurance title was
defeated on a division of the House 41 to
131 and then by a teller vote 49 to 125.
Under the vigorous leadership of the
Democrats, the bill was passed in the
House by a vote of 372 to 33.

Three of the Republican members of
the committee who opposed old-age in-
surance in 1935 are members of the
House Ways and Means Commitiee to-
day-—Messrs. REED, WOODRUFF, and JEN-
KINS.

The Republicans’ effort to eliminate
the old-age insurance provision was de=
feated in the House of Representatives
in 1935. The gentleman from New York
[Mr. REED], the present ranking Repub-
lican member in the Ways and Means
Committee, voted against the entire so-
cial security bill. The gentleman from
New York [Mr. Taserl], the present
ranking Republican on the Appropria-
tions Committee. also voted against the
entire social security bill.

When the original social security bill
was being considered in the Senate, the
Republican opposition continued. Sen-
ator Hastings, the Republican Senator
representing the du Ponts, of Delaware,
moved in the Senate Committee on Fi-
nance, to strike out- the old-age insur-
ance provision. When Senator Hastings
was defeated in this move in the commit-
tee he then made another final effort to
get the provision struck out on the floor
of the Senate. He was soundly defeated
by a vote of 63 opposed to only 15 in fa-
vor, 12 of whom were Republicans.

On the final vote on passage of the so-
cial-security bill in the Senate there
were 77 in favor and 6 opposed. Five
of the six opposition votes were Repub-
licans.

Some influential representatives of in-
surance companies and business inter
ests supported Senator Hasting’s efforts
to strike out the insurance program,
They used the argument that there
ghould be more time for consideration of
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some of the problems and that the Con-
gress should delay action on the insur-
ance precgram and take action only on
the program providing old-age assist-
ance to needy persons. The Democratic
Congress refused to heed this advice.
Although the Democratic Congress
passed the social-security bill, the Re=
publican opposition did not stop. The
Republicans then started a two-pronged
drive to prevent the program from going
into operation.
THE REPUBLICAN OPPOSITION: 1836 AND 19837

The Rczpublicans then began a two-~
front war against the insurance provi-
sions of the social-security law—

First. To get the insurance provisions
revealed by Congress before it went into
effect; and

Second. To try to get the insurance
provisions declared unconstitutional.

They started this two-pronged attack
simultaneously. The first part of the
program broke down completely in No-
vember 1936. Governor Landon, as the
Republican presidential candidate in
1936, came out against the social-secu-
rity program as a “cruel hoax.” Cover-
nor Landon had the nerve to advocate re~
pzal of the social-security law, John G.
Winant, the Republican Chairman of
the Social Security Board, was so in-
censed and disgusted with this unfair
attack on the social-security program
that he resigned in protest of Landon'’s
action.

During the 1936 campaign the Repub-
lican National Committee purchased
radio time to fight the social-security
program. The Republican National
Committee, through its industry com-
mittee composed of representatives of
big business, had stuffers put into pay
envelopes during the last week in Oc-
tober 1935 to try to frighten the workers
into voting for repeal of the social-secu-
rity program. These pay-envelope no-
tices were printed in such a way as to
give the false impression that the Social
Security Board in Washington had issued
them officially. They were grossly mis-
leading, untrue and, of course designed
to frighten the voters. But their effort
was a total failure,

Another effort to frighten the people
was also unsuccessful., In cooperation
with many of the reactionary newspa-
pers, the Republicans began a campaign
to make people believe that if social se-
curity went into effect each person would
have to wear a dog tag around his neck.
There were false rumors that individuals
would have to have their social-security
numbers tatocoed on them, There were
false rumors that all of the information
received by social security would be
made public and would be used as a
black list. It was a vicious campaign
which backfired. The voters of the
country were not deceived. The first
part of the Republican attack went down
to defeat at the polls.

The second part of the attack was de-
fzated May 24, 1937, when the United
Siates Supreme Court completely re-
jecied the Republican contention that

hie law was unconstitutional.
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THE 1939 AMENDMENTS TO THE SOCIAL SECURITY
ACT

Despite the Republican opposition, the
Democrats continued to urge improve-
mrents in the social-security program. In
1939, under sponsorship of the Demo-
crats, the social-security program was
liberalized and expanded. The vote on
passage of the bill in the House was 361
to 2. The two obposing votes were both
Republican.

In the Senate, the vote on the bill was
57 to 8. Six of the eight votes in the
opposition were Republican. Senator
TaFT voted against the bill, as did Sena-
tor BrIDGES, the present minority leader
in the Senate.

THE REPUBLICAN OPPOSITION: 1849-47

The Republican opposition to the old-
age insurance provisions of the law did
not stop when they were defeated in
both the 1936 Presidential campaign and
in the 1937 ruling of the United States
Supreme Court.

They then started & campaign to
freeze the payroll taxes which provide
the income for the payment of the in-
surance benefits. They argued that if
the payroll taxes were not frozen the re-
serve fund would become too big and
there would be demands for liberalizing
the insurance beneflts; The movement
to freeze the taxes was led by the Re-
publican Ssnator from Michigan, Mr.
Vandenberg. On several occasions the
provision to freeze the contribution rates
was added on as a rider to a general tax
bill where it was almost impossible to
defeat. In this way, the income to the
social-security fund was frozen and the
liberalization of social-cecurity benefits
was delayed. At the same time the Re-
bublicans tcok advantage of the pre-
occupation of the Congress in winning
the war to prevent action during 1940-45
to improve the insurance benefits.

Shortly after the war had ended the
Demccratic members of the House Com-~
mittee on Ways and Means instituted
extensive hearings on proposals to im-
prove the social-security program, Sev-
eral important improvements were
adopted in 1946.

THE REPUBLICAN-CONTROLLED EIGHTIETH

CONGRESS: 1047—48

The Republican-controlied Eightieth
Congress again showed its true views
on social security by passing two laws
aimed at emasculating the old-age and
survivors insurance program. The first
of these was enactment of a law exclud-
ing a large number of persons from the
insurance program. The second was
passage of an appropriation bil] mak-
ing it impossible for the Commissioner
for Social Security to carry out effec-
tively his statutory responsibilities for
studying needed changes in the pro-
gram.

The Gearhart resolution: Shortly
after the second session of the Eightieth
Congress convened in 1948, Representa-
tive Gearhart, Republican, of California,
introduced a resolution to exclude some
500,000 to 750,000 salesmen from the in-
surance provisions, Under the leader-
Ship of Congressman Knutson, at that
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time the Republican chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee, the bil
was reported out of committee. I op.
posed this action, along with three other
Democratic members of the Ways and
Means Committee, who signed a minor-
ity report opposing adoption of the bill,
I led the opposition to the bill on the
floor of the House of Representatives,
In the House of Representatives, every
one of the 13 Republican members of
the Ways and Means Committee who
voted favored and voted for the Gear.
hart resolution.

After the Republican-controlled Con-
gress passed the resolution, President
Truman vetoed it. The resolution was
passed over the President’s veto. On
the vote to sustain the President’s veto,
all of the 15 Republican members of
the Ways and Means Committee voted
against the veto and in favor of exclud-
ing the salesmen from the insurance
law.

President Truman vigorously opposed
the Gearhart resolution in the presiden-
tial campaign of 1948 and both Con-
gressman Gearhart and Congressman
Knutson, the Republican chairman of
the Ways and Means Committee, were
defeatzd for reelection. The people of
their districts saw that they were not
working for the people’s welfare.

In 1950, under a Democratic Congress,
the social-security law was amended to
include all of the 509,000 to 750,000 sales-
men under the insurance program. The
Democrats showed that they were con-
cerned with the welfare of these people.

Emasculation by appropriation reduc-
tions: Emasculation of the insurance
program by direct legislation turned out
to be a difficult job for the Republicans.
However, they were successful in the
Eightieth Congress in almost entirely
eliminating the appropriation to the
Social Security Administration for the
over-all direction and development of a
coordinated social-security program. In
this way they hoped to nullify section
702 of the Social Security Act, which
specifically provides that the Adminis-
tration shall have the responsibility for
studying and making recommendations
as to the most eifective methods of pro-
viding economic security through social
insurance, and as to legislation and mat-
ters of administrative policy concerning
old-age pensions, unemployment com-
pensation, accident compensation, and
related subjects.

Despite the fact that the Republicans
were in complete control of Congress for
the 2 years, 1947 and 1948, they did not
enact a single bill improving or expand-
ing the social-security program.

During these 2 years the cost of public
assistance continued to increase, while
the social-insurance benefits became
wholly inadequate because of the in-
creased cost of living. But the Repuybli=
cans did not increase the social-security
benefits. They were more interested in
reducing the taxes of the millionaires.
They were more interested in helping
big business. 'They did not have time to
pass legislation for the people pf the
United States.
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With the election of a Democratic
President and Congress, steps were take-
en immediately to improve and expand
the social-security program. Based
upon recommendations of the President,
the Democratic members of the House
Committee on Ways and Means reported
out a social-security bill in 1949. The
opposition to the bill in the committee
was led by three Republican members of
the committee—CurTis, MasoN, and
BYRNEs—Who In a minority report op-
posed the social-insurance program in
its entirety.

However, the official view of the ma-
Jority of the Republicans endorsed the
insurance principle but proposed to re-
strict and limit the benefits in a number
of ways. They proposed that benefits be
limited by cutting the maximum basis
on which contributions and benefits
would be computed from $3,600 to $3,000
a year, by completely eliminating the
provision for increasing benefits for each
year of contributions, by eliminating the
provision for payment of a lump-sum
death benefit in certain cases, and by
eliminating the provision for payment
of insurance benefits to persons perma-
nently and totally disabled.

The Republican strategy was first di-
rected toward voting against the closed
rule on the bill. In this way, they be-
lieved they could offer their restrictive
amendments to each of the various sec-
tions of the bill. Their effort to kill the
rule was defeated, however, 189 to 135.
All of the nine voting Republican mem-
bers of the Ways and Means Committee
voted for a rule to permit restrictive
amendments to be offered to the bill.

Next, they attempted to offer as a sub-
stitute their bill which contained all the
restrictions and limitations. Due to the
Democratic leadership this restrictive
Republican bill was fortunately defeat-
ed, 112 in favor, 232 against.

All of the nine voting Republican
members of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee voted for the restrictive substi-
tute bill.

On final passage of the bill in the
House of Representatives, 12 Republi=
cans voted against the bill. The bill was
passed 333 to 14 in the first year of the
Democrats’ return to power in the House
of Representatives.

In the Senate Committee on Finance
the fight for liberalizing amendments
was led by two Democrats—=Senators
Lucas and Myers—who issued a state-
ment of supplemental views and reser-
vations. Minority views opposing the
entire social-insurance program were
issued by Senator BUTLER, a Republican.

Senator ButLer advocated his program
for repeal of the social-insurance pro-
gram and substitution of the means-test
program. This proposal of Senator
BUTLER's was opposed by Senator MuURr=~
RAY, Democrat from Montana. Opposi-
tion to the social-insurance plan was led
on the floor of the Senate by Senator
CaIN, a Republican.

In the Srénate all the important and
constructive and lberalizing amend-
ments were offered by Democrats. The
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only restrictive amendment adopted on
the floor was offered by a Republican,
Senator KnNowiaNp. The vote was 45 to
37 for the Knowland amendment. Re-
publicans voted 33 for it while 34 of the
Democrats voted against it.

The final Senate vote on the bill was
81 in favor, 2 opposed. Both opposition
votes were Republican — BuTLeEr and
CAIN.

The main action on the conference
report took place in the House. There,
under the leadership of & Democrat, Con-
gressman Lynch, a motion was madse
which would have permitted the House
to vote on whether to restore the pro-
vision for paying insurance benefits to
persons permanently and totally disabled
and to strike out the Knowland amend-
ment. The opposition to this motion
was led by a Republican, Congressman
Byrnes. The motion was defeated by
a close vote, 186 to 188.

On this vote every one of the nine Re-
publican members of the Ways and
Means Committee who voted opposed
giving the Members of the House an op-
portunity to vote to improve the bill.

On final adoption of the conference
report the vote in the House was 374 to 1.
The one vote against the bill was by a
Republican—ByYRNES.

THE 1952 OPPOSITION

What is the Republican record on so=
cial security in 19527

On the vote 4 weeks ago on the social«
security bill only three of the Republican
members of the Ways and Means Com=
mittee voted in favor of the bill. The
other seven Republican members of the
committee voted against the bill.

The three Republican members—REED,
WooDRUFF, and JENKINS—Of the Ways
and Means Committee who opposed old-
age insurance in 1935, who are still mem-
bers of the committee foday, also opposed
H. R. 780017 years later.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
REED], the present ranking Republican
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, who voted against H. R. 7800 on
May 19, 1952, voted against the entire
social-security bill in 1935. Neverthe=-
less, the gentleman from New York [Mr.
REED] now contends he has always been
for social security and presents us with
8 bill to take the place of the one pre=~
sented by the Democrats, who, the rec-
ord shows, have been for social security
from the beginning.

But Mr. REED’S bill eliminates the pro-
visions for preserving the benefit rights
of persons who become permanently and
totally disabled. The Republican bill is
a farce. The Republicans say they are
for social security but take every oppor=
tunity to oppose it, to cut it back, to
prevent it from being improved.

It is the Democrats who have con-
sistently shown that they are in favor
of sound social security. It isthe Demo-
crats who have consistently fought for
the liberalizations and improvements.
THE DEMOCRATS ARE WORKING FOR FURTHER

IMPROVEMENTS IN SOCIAL SECURITY

The sweeping improvements in the

soclal-security law which the Democrats
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made In 1950 were very important. The
improvements we have made in the bill
before us today are another forward step.

But the Democrats are working for
still further improvements which are
vitally needed. They are:

First. More adequate insurance bene-
fits so that people Who retire can be
assured of having an American standard
of living.

Second. More adequate insurance
benefits for widows and orphans.

Third. Insurance benefits for persons
who, prior to age 65, became perma-
nently and totally disabled and cannot
work.

Fourth. Abolition of the old-fashioned
poorhouse. Better homes for the aged
for those who cannot care for them-
selves.

Fifth. More adequate public assistance
benefits for all needy aged persons, the
blind, dependent children and the help-
less disabled.

Sixth. Better health and welfare serv-
fce for children, regardiess of race,
creed or color.

I pledge myself to fight for these im-
provements. I believe we can achieve
these goals under the leadership of a
Democratic administration.

I am in favor of decent wages which
will permit all of the American people
to save for their old age. Our social
secur:.y system is now part of our Amer-
ican way of life. It is part of our eco-
nomic and social system. We must fight
off all attacks to cripple and destroy it.
THE FALSE CHARGE OF SOCIALISM AND THREAT OF

FREEDOM

Many Republicans have tried to pin
the label “socialism’ to social security
as they have tried to pin this label to
other improvements the Democrats have
sponsored for the people. 'This is their
way of prcclaiming that if they ever re-
turn to power they will try to tear the
heart out of social security—or, at best,
stand in the way of needed improve-
ments.

Many Republicans charge that the
Democratic emphasis upon security
threatens individual freedom. This is
merely a way for people with millions of
dollars behind them—either in their
pockets or in the coffers of their cam-
paign contributors—to say that they
want more security for themselves but
less for everyone else. This is merely
another device for obscuring the rather
obvious fact that social security under
the leadership of the Democratic Party
has both strengthened our free enter-
prise system and provided a stronger
base than ever before for human dignity
and individual freedom.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker,
T yield 6 minutes to the gentieman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. StMPSON].

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, H. R. 7800, now before us under
a procedure we call suspension, limits de-
bate on this very important bill to 40
minutes. We defeated this same bill on
May 19, principally because it was con-
sidered under a suspension rule at that
time, and amendments could not be
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made. It was a case of accepting or re-
jecting the bill in its entirety, and the
House chose to reject the bill. It is now
before us again, and this time the chair-
man of the Ways and Means Committee
has moved that the rules be suspended
for the passage of the bill with an
amendment.

Thus, we are now witnessing a drive
for passage of very important legislation
without due consideration on the fioor of
the House of Representatives. We are
witnessing a very good example of why a
political party should not bring embar-
rassment upon itself by the willy nilly
acceptance of legislation written in the
executive departments of Governn}ent
downtown. H. R. 7800 was unquestion-
ably written by the administrator, or his
assistants, of the Federal Security
Agency, and handed to the distin-
guished chairman of Ways and Means
for introduction. No public hearings
were ever heard on this bill which vitally
affects millions of our citizens who are
covered by social security. Nevertheless,
the bill was reported favorably by a
majority of the committee after discus-
sion with proponents of the legislation
from the Federal Security Agency.

When the bill originally came to the
floor without adequate study, members
of both the committee and the House, or
both political parties, found that they
had been sold a bill of goods, and in H. R.
17800 the Democratic Party was support-
Ing legislation which inadequately helps
the aged, while damaging all of our citi-
zens. This is true, for concealed in the
bill is a sleeper which marks the begin-
ning of socialized medicine in the United
States.

The Federal Security Agency, in pre-
paring H. R. 7800, worded it so that that
agency could issue regulations which
would designate doctors, fix their pay,
define procedures and findings they must
make, and otherwise restrict the practice
of medicine in the conduct of their pro-
fession. By urging passage of H. R, 7800,
the Democratic majority in the House of
Representatives, most of whose Members
oppose socialized medicine, give it their
blessing. Fortunately, on May 19 the
deception was discovered, and sufficient
Democrats joined the Republicans to de-
ifeat H. R. 7800 in its original form.

Today, H. R. 7800 is called up with an
amendment. The purpose of the
amendment, according to the Democrats,
is to remocve from the bill the provision
whicl: spelled out socialized medicine.
thus, under fire, the leadership seeks to
clear their skirts of any lasting charge
that they support socialized medicine.
Unfortunately, it can be argued effec-
tively, and I believe accurately, that the
large delegation of power to make reg-
ulations, contained in the bill even with
amendment, will permit Mr. Oscar
Ewing, Mr. Altmyer, and Mr. Cohen to
make a beginning in socializing the prac-
t.ce of medicine.

Hereafter, bills from departments
should be more carefully scrutinized, and
above all on important legislation public
hesarings should be held, when all inter-
ested persons may present their argue-
ments for and against the proposed
mes.sures.
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I am opposed to H. R. 7800 for another
reason. Many social security payments
are as low as $10 or $15 per month, and
the average payment Is approximately
$40. In the light of our Government's
poor fiscal policies, which have brought
about a high degree of inflation through
which the dollar value has decreased 50
percent in the last 10 years, it is ironical
to offer a man $5 per month and expect
him to be pleased. This bill is political,
and is designed by the Democratic ad-
ministration to attract votes based upon
a $5 increase in social security payments.

This money was earned by the workers
in past years, and it is his by right, and
both the condition of the social security
fund, and the needs of the retired work-
ers, demand that a realistic increase be
granted.

Wages are a lot higher today, with a
result that tax receipts from social se-
curity are higher. The committee
should study the entire situation, and
will I am sure find that $5 is merely a
stab in the dark. It is intended more to
attract votes than it is to pay the insured
worker what he has earned, and what the
fund can afford. As a matter of fact,
the excess money collected from the
workers, and not paid back to retired in-
dividuals, has all been spent for Govern-
ment expenditures. The money is
gone—all the social security fund has is
alot of I O U's, These I O U’s are
bonds which will have to be sold to pay
our social security obligations.

Further, the Federal Security Agency
refuses to admit that a man should be
permitted to receive his social security
payment if he earns more than $70 a
month. This is a ridiculous and unfair
limitation, for in effect the Federal Se-
curity Agency, under Oscar Ewing, is
saying that a man can live on $70 a
month, This limitation should be
stricken from the bill, so that a man can
earn any amount and at the same time
receive social security which he has
bought and paid for.

The great trouble with this legislation
is that it was not considered by the Ways
and Means Committee, nor is it brought
before us today under a rule permitting
the Members of the House to amend it
on the fioor. It should be sent back to
committee with instructions to report a
bill immediately striking out the pro-
vision which permits socialized medicine,
and including a realistic increase in ben-
efits to retired workers, while eliminat-
ing the provision that a man cannot re-
ceive social security benefits if he earns
$70 per month. We are the trustees of
money taken in taxes from the workers
of our country. We must handle it
wisely.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. Keanl,

Mr. KEAN. Mr. Speaker, I am some-
what embarrassed in getting this time
from what I consider the wrong side of
the House, but I understand that all
the senior Members of my committee
on my side wanted all the time, so there
was none left.

I want to join with my good friend,
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Rerp], in hig eulogy of the doctors.
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They are a wonderful group. I am espe-
cially cognizant of this point today, pe-
cause for the past 2 or 3 weeks I have
talked to a good many doctors on this
point, and every single one of them has
agreed with the position I have taken
except one doctor who called me on the
telephone on Sunday, and I said, “Why
do you object to this?” He said, “Well,
I was asked to telephone you by the
people in Washington.” He did not
not know the exact provisions of the
bill.

No one seems to be finding tault with
the objectives of this controversial sec-
tion, with the proposal to freeze the in-
surance benefits under OASI of those,
who, having contributed for at least §
years to the trust fund, are so unfortu-
nate as to become totally and perma-
nently disabled. Where the objection
seems to lie is entirely on the question
of by whom and how shall this section
be administered. In the original bill the
method of administration was spelled
out, but this was objected to in the tele-
gram which we all received from the
Washington representative of the Ameri-
can Medical Association.

I could not see any objection to the
bill as originally presented. However,
all legislation is a matter of compro-
mise and in order to as far as possible
meet the objections made in the tele-
gram, all sections which wee objected
to have been stricken from the bill as
it is presented to you today.

Now how does this leave the situation?
The only reference to administration is
in line 13, page 13, which reads, “An in-
dividual shall not be considered to be
under a disability unless he furnishes
such proof of the existence thereof as
may be required.” There is even still
objection to this from certain quarters.
They say some one will have to decide
what proof is required, and that this will
necessarily be the Social Security Board.
Of course it will. Who else could do it?
You would not ask that it be done by
the Bureau of Internal Revenue or the
Farm Board. Some Government bu-
reau must check a man’s statement that
he is permanently and totally disabled.
The American Medical Association is on
record in agreement with this. The
house of delegates passed the following
resolution on September 17, 1938:

It is, however, in the Interest of good
medical care that the attending physician
be relieved of the duty of certification of
fllness and of recovery, Which function
should be performed by a qualified medical
employee of the disbursing agency.

Some say, what is the difference be-
tween the original bill and this one, if
the Social Security Board will administer
this anyway? There is a great deal of
difference. Under the original bill,
methods of administration were spelled
out in law, and as we all know, laws are
most difficult to amend. With these
amendments, administration will be by
regulation, and regulations, if distateful,
can easily be changed.

Frankly, how this section will be ad-
ministered is not to me the important
question. The important issue, in my
mind, is shall this inequity continue by
which those who become totally and
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permanently disabled or blind after hav=-
ing regularly and faithfully paid their
tax toward their retirement benefits,
now find themselves, when they reach
the age of 65, receiving much lower
social-security benefits owing to their
misfortune. That is the issue on which
you will be called upon to vote tomorrow.

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

Mr. KEAN. I yleld to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. DINGELL., May I ask this ques=
tion for the benefit of the Members?
Is not this waiver of premium, which we
are now discussing, a common and an old
practice of many years standing in the
old-line life-insurance companies?

Mr. KEAN. Certainly, but of course
the old-line life-insurance companies do
have their doctors look at the people, and
that is exactly what we would have to do.

Mr. DINGELL. I say it is a desirable
thing.

Mr. KEAN. Very desirable,

Mr. DINGELL. Anyone who has &
lick of sense in taking out a policy gen-
erally tries to take out a waiver of pre-
miums so in case he breaks down he at
least does not have to worry whether or
not his insurance goes on.

Mr. KEAN. The gentleman is abso-
lutely correct. If is something which
has been in insurance policies for a long
time, .

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. OsTERTAG] for a unanimous-consent
request.

Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Speaker, our
social-security system is full of inequi-
ties, and the present amendments, so far
from correcting them, only accentuate
them.

One of the least justifiable of these
inequities is the provision in section 4
of the present bill, which puts a ceiling
of $70 monthly on the amount a person
of 65 can earn, without loss of his bene-
fits, while removing this ceiling entirely
at age 75.

In the interests of good faith, in the
interests of fair play, in the interests
of the health and happiness of our old
people, and in the interest of our econ-
omy, this ceiling should be removed en-
tirely. It does not belong in the Social
Szcurity Act.

It is preposterous to tell a man who
has contributed to this system through
many years of his life that the only way
he can draw benefits is to retire from
productive work and live on the pittance
that it afiords him. At a time of life
when he needs to be encouraged to make
full use of his capacities, lest they dete-
riorate and make him a burden to him«
self, his friends, and his relatives, our
so-called social-security insurance sys-
tem provides that he shall have no help
from it, unless he becomes economically
a second-class citizen, dependent upon
‘the Government for his main supyort.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Furthermore, the system is not even
consistently even-handed in laying down
this arbitrary ruling; on the contrary,
it compounds injustice by providing that
if a man has an independent income at
65, he can draw his full social-security
benefits without hindrance. It is only
if he is gainfully occupied at 65 that he
is penalized. Thus, as in so many other
ways, this administration encourages in-
digence while it penalizes the induse
trious.

Mr. Speaker, every possible consider-
ation—hunmanitarian, economic, psy=
chological-——points to the urgent impor-
tance of eliminating this wage ceiling
In the sociai-security system, as would
be done under my bill, H. R. 6810.

I have been seeking for many months
to get full and adequate data from the
Social Security Administration on this
matter, and I am still waiting for it, but
certain statistics which have been
vouchsafed to the public are indicative
of the size of the injustice perpetrated
by the imposition of the wage ceiling in
the Social Security Act. I am informed
that 1,200,000 men and women over 65
who would otherwise be eligible for
social-security benefits arc today being
deprived of them because they have the
initiative, the spirit, and the capacity
to continue working at 65. Another
300,000 widows and children who would
also be eligible for social security are pre-
vented from collecting it beccuse they
have elected to work at productive jobs
rather than live on social security’s in-
adequate benefits.

It cannot be argued that there would
be a net economic loss if those 65 and
older were encouraged to continue at
productive work rather than being pe-
nalized for it. On the contrary, medi-
cal men and economists are both agreed
that the arbitrary fixation of the retire=
ment age at 65 is damaging to the indi-
vidual both physically, psychologically,
and economically. Dr. Thomas Parran,
former Surgeon General of the United
States, estimates that the potential eco-
nomic gain to the country of keeping
1,500,000 people of 65 or more gainfully
occupied would be about $4,500,000,000
annually, Wilbur J. Cohen, technical
adviser to the Social Security Adminis-
trator, himself estimated that “the value
to the national economy of the services
of the aged who are now working is
about ten to twelve billion dollars a
year,” and he further estimates that if
another 500,000 older workers were added
to the work force, as during World War
II, “it would Increase the national pro-
duction about $1,500,000,000 annually.”
Thus there is ample evidence that it is
greatly to the country’s advantage, eco-
nomically, to keep old people gainfully
employed.

By contrast, the report on H. R. 7800
estimates that the cost of removing the
wage ceiling would be about one billion
dollars a year. This, I should like to
point out, is about one-fifth of the esi-
mated saving to be achieved by the estab=
lishment of a carefully planned central
buying agency for the Armed Forces. It
is less than one-sixth of the amount we
are now planning to give to foreign gov-
ernments during the next fiscal year. It
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is about one eighty-fifth of this year's
budget.

The Social Security Administration
takes the position that removal of the
wage ceiling would be expensive. Yet
the history of this program is that it
started paying benefits earlier than was
anticipated; the benefits are already
much higher than was expected; the
social-security fund has continued to
grow, and the wage ceiling has already
been raised from $15 to $50 a month and
is now, under this bill, to be raised to
$70 a month., In other words, the £o-
cial Security Administration has been
consistently raising its sights as to the
extent and amount of benefits, while con-
sistently resisting this one adjustment,
which, aside from consideration of
equity, would tend to further reduce sup-
plementary relief payments under old-
age assistance, and augment the sccial
security fund itself through continued
deduction of the tax on the earnings of
those between 65 and 75 who elect to
continue at work.

But the most important reascn, in
my judgment, why the ceiling on earn-
Ings should be removed, is that the so-
cial security fund is made up of money
exacted by this Government from its
citizens on the promise of providing them
with insurance; yet when they become
eligible for it, they are deprived of it,
if they elect to continue as independent,
self-supporting members of the com-
munity. Cculd anything be more cyni-
cal, more misguided, or more irrespon-
sible?

I expect to support the legislation
which is before the House today, but I
deplore the steam-roller tactics which
are being employed, to lump desirable
with undesirable provisions, and stam-
pede the measure through the House,
without preliminary hearings and with
no opportunity for amendment or even
ample consideration of the provisions
involved. This is no answer to the grave
inequities in which our social-security
system abounds, but rather a hastily
contrived campaign-year adjustmeut,
which, in the long run, particularly with
respect to the disability clauses, has the
most questionable connotations. I earn-
estly hope that a more orderly, far-
reaching and sound analysis and adjust=
ment of this vastly important program
will be undertaken in the near future.

Mr. RADWAN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to join with the distinguished gentle-
men from New York [Mr. REep] and the
distinguished gentleman from Arkansas
[Mr. MicLs] in the deserving tribute paid
tt(r) the medical practitioners of this coun-

y.

I want to make it unmistakably clear,
and my record as a public official will
bear me cut, that I have been, I am now,
and I will continue to be opposed to so-
cialized medicine for the evil that it is,
to the same degree that I will oppose any
socialism. On May 19, this year, I voted
for this measure because it meant an in-
crease, a needed increase in social se=
curity benefits. Some say that increase
is not enough and this I say, Mr. Speak-
er, is the only justification for a vote
against the bill before us. A vote against
this bill because the increase is not
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enough, could be defended. I want to
join with my colleague from New York
{Mr. OsTERTAG] in opposing the present
work clause in the bill before us. I agree
also with the gentleman from New York
[{Mr. REen] that his legislation is a far
better bill from every standpoint than
the legislation before us.

However, the good must be balanced
against the undesirable, and that being
so, I urge the entire membership of this
House support the legislation before us
&s a needed step in the upward revision
of beneflts.

1 have hope, Mr. Speaker, that when a
Republican majority takes control and
responsibility of the Congress next
January, that along the lines as suggest=
ed by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
REED], we will give to the American pPeo-
ple a good, a fair, and equitable social«
security law, and more than that, we
may remove the present work-limitation
clause in its entirety, in order to give the
few who are fortunate in finding work,
the opportunity to earn as much as they
please by their own labor.

I earnestly support this legislation.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks following those of my colleague,
the gentleman from Tennesee [Mr,
COOPER].

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
monimous consent that all members
who desire to do so may extend their
remarks at this point in the REcorp, and
that all members of the House may have
five legislative days in which to extend
their remarks in the REcorp on the bill
H. R. 7800.

Mr. JENKINS. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, does that mean
we may include extraneous matter with
those remarks?

Mr. COOPER. I will include in my
request, Mr. Speaker, such material as
is appropriate to the consideration of
the pending bill

Mr. SPEAKER. With that under-
standing, {s there objection to the re=-
quest of the gentleman from Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, the
Committee on Ways and Means has re-
ported out for amendment the Social
Security Act and provides for six ur-
gently needed changes in the old-age and
survivors insurance program. It is my
belief that all of these changes require
attention this year. They will not re-
qQuire any amendment of the present
contribution schedule, nor will they dis-~
turb the self-supporting basis of the
system.

A. BENEFIT INCREASES

The rapid rise in wages and prices
during the last few years has made many
benefit adjustments necessary. While
other segments of population have re-
ceived increases in income since Korea
the benefit rates of over 4,500,000 per-
sons now on the old-age and survivors
insurance rolls were determined in the
early part of 1950, prior to the beginning
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of the Korean war, As a result retired
aged persons and widows and orphans
are finding it difficult to meet the rising
¢ost of living.

Today the average old-age Insurance
benefit for a retired worker is about $42
& month. For an aged couple the aver=
age is $70; for an aged widow it is $36,
These incomes must be used almost en=
tirely to procure the bare essentials of
existence. Consequently, unless the old-
age and survivors’ insurance program is
kept constantly adjusted to major eco-
nomic developments, many more bene-
ficiaries will have to turn to public as-
sistance to make up the deficiency be-
tween their income and the minimum
necessary to meet living costs.

Adjustment of the program to keep the
provisions of this law in line with ma-
jor changes in economic conditions {s
of great personal significance to over
60,000,000 people in America who are
covered by these benefits.

B. LIBERALIZATION OF THE RETIREMENT TEST

Although it is not a desirable use of
social insurance funds to pay benefits to
persons employed full time, it is desir=
able to allow old-age beneficiaries and
dependent and survivor beneficiaries to
supplement their benefits with part-time
work. Inthelight of current wage levels
8 $70 test rather than the present $50
test is more in keeping with this obe
Jective.

Under the bill, a beneficiary will be
able to earn $70 of wages in a month,
rather than $50 as in existing law. and
still receive his benefits for the month.
Similarly, a beneflciary may derive net
earnings from self-employment averag-
ing $70 a month in a taxable year, rather
than $50 as in existing law, and receive
all his benefits for the year.

The objective of the retirement test
should be to prevent the payment of
beneflts to a large number of persons
working full time. However it should
not prevent beneficiaries from working
part time fo supplement social-security
benefits. This is a good provision and in
my opinion should have been raised to
$100 rather than the $70 set out in this
bill.
€. WAGE CREDITS FOR MILITARY SERVICE DURING

EMFERGENCY PERIOD

The Korean conflict has made urgent=
ly necessary an adjustment to protect
servicemen’s rights under the system,
The 1950 amendments to the Social Se-
curity Act provided wage credits of $160
for each month of active military or
naval service during World War II. No
credit was provided for any month after
the end of World War II. The mil-
lions of men and women who will have
served their country during the present
emergency, especially those who have
fought in Korea, should have the same
opportunity to build up old-age and sur-
vivors insurance rights as people in cov=
ered employment and those who served
in World War II. I believe that credit
should be given, also, for service be=
tween the end of World War II and the
beginning of the Korean hostilities. If
such credit is not given the survivors of
many of the men already killed in Korea
would not be able to qualify for benefits.
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D. PRESERVATION OF INSURANCE RIGHTS op
PERMANENTLY AND TOTALLY DISABLED INpI=
VIDUALS

Each year several hundreds of thou-
sands of workers under 65 are forced into
premature retirement by diseases of the
heart, arteries, cancer, kidney disease,
crippling arthritis, and other chronic
ailments.

In 1950 the Committee on Ways and
Means made an exhaustive study of this
aspect of disability assistance in connec-
tion with the amendments offered that
year to the Social Security Act. The
program at that time was passed by the
House but not approved in the Senate,
The present recommendation is much
more limited since it merely preserveg
the insurance rights of qualified work-
ers who become permanently and totally
disabled.

The bill would maintain benefits for
qualified workers who are totally dis-
abled not less than six consecutive
months and whose physical and mental
impairment can be expected to be per-
manent,

This particular provision will elimi.
nate the dependency of the worker upon
local relief agencies.

E. REMOVAL OF BAR TO COVERAGE OF CERTAIN
EMPLOYEES UNDER STATE AND LOCAL RETIRE-
MENT SYSTEMS
The 1950 amendments to the Social

Security Act bar coverage under old-age

and survivors insurance -f members of

State and local retirement systems. As

a result, in & number of States the de-

sire of both employees and employers

for old-age and survivors insurance cov-
erage has led to the liquidation of State
and local retirement plans. In other

States such action is under considera-

tion. Itisimperative to take action now

so that employees in positions covered
by a State or local retirement plan can
have old-age and survivors insurance
without liquidation of the existing plan.

In private industry the combination
of old-age and survivors insurance and a
supplementary system has been a com-
mon pattern. About 14,000 retirement
plans, covering some 10,000,000 em-
Ployees, have been established to supple-
ment the basic protection of old-age and
survivors insurance. Similarly since the
passage of the 1950 amendments, most
employees of nonprofit organizations
covered by retirement plans have had
the advantage of combined protection
under these plans and under old-age and
survivors insurance,

There is no reason why State and local
governments and their employees and
employers should not have the advsn-
tages enjoyed by employers and em-
ployees in private employment. The fact
that this is generally not possible under
present law is discriminatory. The bill
would remove this discrimination
against State and local governments
and their employees.

Old-age and survivors insurance cov-
erage should be extended to members of
& retirement system only after they have
formally expressed a desire to be cov-
ered. The bill therefore makes coverage
of retirement systems subject to & fa-
vorable vote of the members of the sys«
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tem by a two-thirds majority In a writ-
ten referendum.
¥. CORRECTION OF DEFICITS IN BENEFIT COMPU-
TATION PROVISIONS

The bill contains several technical
amendments. The most important of
these would correct inequities arising in
1952 under the benefit computation pro-
visions .of the present law. One such
amendment permits self-employment
income derived in any taxable year be-
ginning or ending in 1952, to be used in
benefit computations made for persons
who die or become entitled to benefits in
1952 or in a fiscal year beginning in
1952. This is a good change in the law
and brings it up to date in many respects.
G. EARNED INCOME OF RECIPIENTS OF AID TO THE

BLIND

In 1950 the provisions of the Social
Becurity Act relating to State plans for
aid to the blind were amended to pro-
vide that such plans (a) could provide
for disregarding the first $50 of earned
income of needy blind recipients in de-
termining their need, and (b) had to
provide for disregarding such income
after June 30 of this year if the plans
were to continue to be approved. How-
ever, this income is disregarded only in
determining the need for aid to the blind
of the individual who earned it.

SUMMARY

The actuarial study shows that these
provisions are sound and will not put an
undue burden upon the fund that has
been created for this purpose, provided
that we continue to have full employ-
ment with average annual earnings of
about the level prevailing in 1951, or
probably somewhat below current expe=
rience.

The program as outlined in these
amendments has been adopted in an
effort to moderize the social-security
system and to bring it up to date. These
amendments also have eliminated the
possibility of abuses of the system espe-
cially in the disability section. This will
eliminate fraud and malingering and
insure that only those who genuinely
qualify for this type of payment will
receive credit.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, from the
time the social-security program was en-
acted in 1935, it has been the intent of
Congress to establish contributory so-
cial insurance, with benefits related to
individual earnings, as the basic frame-
work of social security. Old-age and
survivors insurance beneflts are payable
without a means test. The cost of those
benefits is met by the earmarked con-
tributions of covered workers and their
employers. A major objective of the
amendments we adopted in 1950 was to
strengthen the insurance program and
so cut down the need for public assist-
ance.

In 1950, we broadened the coverage of
old-age and survivors insurance. We
also increased the benefits and we
changed the eligibility requirements so
that aged people could qualify sooner.
In 1951, for the first time since the estab
lishment of the social-security programs,
more people were getting old-age insur«
ance payments than were getting old-age
assistance. But if we want to maintain
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this position and to prevent more and
more people from having to turn to the
assistance program, we will have to in-
crease benefits under old-age and sur=
vivors insurance now.

The average old-age benefit today for
a retired worker is about $42 a month,
For an aged couple, where both man and
wife are retired, the average is $70; for
an aged widow it is $36. These incomes
must be used almost entirely to procure
the bare essentials of existence. Unless
the old-age and survivors insurance pro-
gram is kept dynamic and is constantly
adjusted to major economic develop-
ments, many more beneficiaries will have
to turn to public assistance to make up
the deflciency between their incomes and
the minimum necessary to meet living
costs.

Prices and wages have both gone up
substantially since old-age and survivors
insurance was last amended. The Con-
sumers’ Price Index, which stood at 172
in July 1950, had risen to 188 in March
of this year. From 1947, the year on
which cost estimates for the 1950 amend-
ments were based, to 1951, wage levels in-
creased between 20 and 25 percent. We
must move immediately to increase old-
age and survivors insurance benefits and
restore the balance.

We can meet this problem with no
change in the tax whatsoever. As wages
rise, the income of the old-age and sur-
vivors insurance trust fund rises faster
than outgo. This is because the higher
a person’s earnings, the lower the bene-
fits are as a percentage of his earnings.
Under the 1950 formula, the benefit is
50 percent of an average monthly wage
of $100, but only 27 percent of an aver-
age monthly wage of $300. The rising
wages and cost of living that have made
the benefits under the 1950 law inade-
quate for today have also brought in the
funds to make those benefits more ade-
quate.

None of the other changes provided
by the bill requires an increase in the tax
rate. In fact, all the changes can be
financed well within the present tax
structure.

Other developments since the 1950
amendments were enacted require im-
mediate change in the program. In
1950 none of us could foresee that after
2 years we would still be involved in hos-
tilities in Korea. Now we realize that
we need to expand the provisions for
veterans of World War II to protect the
men who have served and are serving
during the Korean emergency.

The bill makes the same provision for
members of the Armed Forces between
July 1947 and January 1954 that the 1950
amendments made for those who served
in World War II. It provides these
men and women with wage credits of
$160 for each month of service in the
Armed Forces.

Mr. Speaker, one of the most impor-
tant provisions of this bill in which I
am most interested is the provision
which corrects a grave injustice for the
halt, the lame and the blind—the per-
manently and totally disabled people of
this country who today are the truly
forgotten men and women of our social
insurance system.
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Today not only are these people de-
nied benefits when they become disabled,
but they may lose the protection they
have against the risks of old age and
death., There is now no “waiver of
premium’ provision for the permanently
and totally disabled in old-age and sur-
vivors insurance as there is in private
life insurance. For these poor people
to be denied benefits when they become
disabled, and in addition to lose the
rights previously built up, is cruelly dis-
illusioning. Many of them find it hard
to believe that a democratic society—
concerned as it is with the welfare of
each individual—would allow such a loss
to occur. This bill corrects this injus-
tice.

This additional protection would be
given only under carefully worked-out
conditions. Preservation of -eligibility
for old-age and survivors insurance
benefits and protection of the amount
of benefits against reduction would be
given only to those who have had both
substantial and recent covered employ-
ment. A person’s rights would be pro-
tected only if he was disabled for any
kind of substantially gainful work.
Moreover, if the disabled person for any
reason receives covered wages or self-
employment income such earnings wiil
show up on the old-age and survivors
insurance records. The reporting of
wages and self-employment income pro-
vides a safeguard against abuse of the
provision which is not available under
other disability programs.

Our social-insurance system must be
such as to encourage production. After
all, the security of every American de-
pends in the last analysis on whether
our economic system provides a sufficient
volume of goods and services. We must
be careful, for example, that the social-
insurance program is not a barrier to
part-time productive activity on the part
of those who have retired. Since the
time of the passage of the original act
the number of persons age 65 and over
has risen from less than 8,000,000 to
about 13,000,000. In another 25 years
there will probably be 20,000,000 aged
persons in the United States. It is
important to economic production that
under these circumstances the test
of retirement be kept under constant
scrutiny.

Under the present program the average
age at which people first claim old-age
insurance beneflts is 6814 rather than
65. The contribution schedule which
supports the program takes this into
account. The increased cost resulting
from paying all eligible persons at 65
would be over 1 percent of the pay-
rolls. If the retirement test were elimi-
nated the program would immediately
start paying over a million workers and
their dependents. The million workers
added to the beneficiary rolls would be
largely people who are employed full
time and who are no more in need of
benefits than regularly employed people
at younger ages. To pay benefits in
such cases is not the best use of the
funds available for social insurance.

The retirement test probably has little
effect on the willingness of older per-
sons to continue in full-time employ-
ment or on their willingness to take
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full-time jobs after they have once re-
tired. Benefiis are so much less than
earnings that they are no real induce-
ment to retirement. The present $50
restriction on earnings, however, prob=
ably does discourage some of those who
are retired from their regular jobs from
making the contribution to production
through part-time employment that they
are capable of making. This bill, there=-
fore, provides for an increase from $50
to $70 in the amount which tests retire-
ment under the program.

The bill contains other amendments
which permits certain members of State
and local retirement systems to obtain
coverage under old-age and survivors in-
surance if the State wants this coverage
and if a two-thirds majority of those un-
der the retirement system want it. This
will permit coordination of old-age and
survivors insurance with staff systems
for public employees. It will afford pub-
lic employees the same advantages as
those now available to many employees
in private industry who are covered both
by old-age and survivors insurance and
by an industrial pension plan.

There is one amendment in H. R. 7800
which affects the public assistance pro-
grams. This amendment will correct an
injustice in the treatment of certain
blind people under the present law. In
the 1950 amendments we adopted a pro-
vision which permits the States to leave
out of account, in determining the need
of a blind person for assistance, his first
350 of earned income. Under present
law, however, it is not clear that where
another person in the family, for exe
ample, the man’s wife, is also getting as-
sistance, that $50 does not have to be
counted in her case. As a result the So-
cial Security Administration has held
that in such a case the wife’s assistance
payment must be reduced. This is &
clear injustice to these families which
ought to be corrected. H. R. 7800 will
correct it.

Benefit payments under this system are
today the chief source of income for
4,500,000 people. Most of the working
population are covered, and will rely
heavily upon it in the future to provide
income for themselves in old age and
for their families in case of their death.
Old-age and survivors insurance is the
keystone of the social-security system of
this country.

The improvements contained in this
bill are vitally necessary to keep this
basic system up to date. The increases
in beneflt payments—at least 121, per-
cent for retired beneficiaries and corre-
sponding increases for survivors and de-
pendents—are required by today’s condi-
tions. We all know what the rise in
prices over the last few years has meant
to people who have been living on fixed
incomes.

Old-age and survivors insurance bene-
ficiaries need an increase in their income
tolsemeet living costs as much as anyone
else,

I urge that H. R. 7800 be passed.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, the manner
in which this bill has been handled has
subjected the Congress to just criticism,
Everyone on this floor knows that there
are worth-while improvements to the
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social-security system in this bill. The
present-day bigh cost of living has put
many of our older citizens in actual
want. I do not believe that the Con-
gress is justified in spending billions
abroad, regardless of how worth while
this spending may be, while allowing un-
necessary-suffering on the part of Amer-
ica’s aged.

This bill came before the House last
month under a suspension of the rules,
which prohibits amendments from the
floor. While an overwhelming majority
of the Members of this House favor the
small increase in payments granted by
this bill, many objected to what they
believed to be the injection of socialized
medicine into the social-security pro-
gram. The bill was defeated.

Many groups, through misinformation
or deliberate misrepresentation, have
since charged that the Congressmen who
so voted wished to deny this small as-
sistance to the aged. Nothing could be
further from the truth. This vote was
to prevent the fettering of social securi=
ty with a dangerous hureaucratic ex-
periment.

In presenting this bill to the Congress
sgain, the leadership has again refused
to have public hearings on this bill, or
to allow amendments to the bill. It
would seem that it is fearful of allowing
the public or the Congress, 8s & whole,
to properly investigate or pass on the
individual features of this important bill.
Some of the objectionable parts of the
bill have been removed, but it is still far
from being a proper bill.

If the House defeats the bill again to-
day, however, I fear that we will not
be able to get a better bill through this
year. So the gag rule, by refusing to
allow a fair discussion of this bill and
proper amendments, is working against
the best interests of the American peo-
ple.

There are several important amend-
ments to this bill which many Congress=
men believe would benefit the workers
of this country, as well as the general
public. I would like to mention just two
such changes that should be seriously
considered by this body.

This bill will allow social-security re-
cipients between the ages of 65 and 75
to earn only $70 a month and still be
eligible for their benefits. Although this
is better than the present $50 a month
limit, I believe that a majority of this
body would unhesitantly vote to raise
this limit to $100 & month, if they could
do so. The recipient and his employer
have paid for these bénefits, and these
restrictions not only injure the recipient,
they also reduce the productive capaci=
ty of our economy.

Secondly, while a person may work in
some jobs far beyond the age of 65, there
are several especially strenuous trades
in which a person cannot work beyond
age 60 without great difficulty. There
is considerable sentiment in Congress to
sllow social-security retirement in these
jobs at age 60.

There are other changes which should
be given a complete hearing, but as long
&8 the leadership refuses to hold com-
mittee hearings, and refuses to allow
amendments from the floor, the will of
the people will continue to be thwarted,
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T imagine that this bill will be passed—
not because it 1s a good bill, or because
it meets the present needs—but because
it is the best bill that can be gotten
through under this gag rule.

It is hoped that the other body who
works under different rules may be able
to make some of the needed changes in
this bill, and if so, we may be able to
finally adopt a really good bill.

Mr. SMITH of Mississippl. Mr.
Speaker, I wish to protest against the
action of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee in bringing this legislation to the
floor under the suspension rule, which
prevents any attempt being made to of-
fer amendments which might alleviate
some of the present inequities in the So-
cial Security Act that have developed
since the law was amended in 1949,

The provisions in the Social Security
Act of 1949 in regard to agricultural
labor are especially in need of clarifica-
tion. Under the present law, many types
of agricultural workers who are required
to be covered under the bill are not
employed on a transient basis. They are
very much confused about the purpose of
social-security deductions, and appar-
ently, in many cases, they are not being
covered under