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CONGRESSICNAL RECORD — SENATE

THE SOCIAL SECURITY AMEND-
MENTS OF 1960

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I rise to

discuss the provisions of House bill 12580,

being the Social Security Amendments

of 1960, passed earlier this year by the

House, and acted on by the Senate
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Finance Committee on Saturday of last
week. I do so, Mr. President, for a num-
ber of reasons.

First, there has been an absence of
accurate information made available to
the public as to the provisions of the
bili as ordered reported by the Senate
Finance Committee.

Second. 1 do s¢ because it has been
said by sincere and honorable men that
the language and provisions of the bill,
as reported by the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, violate the expressed purposes
of the Democratic platformm adopted by
our convention at Los Angeles in July.

I wish to read a few words from that
platforra:

MepicaL. Carz ¥OR Orpez PERSONS

Fifty milllon Americans—more than a
fourth of our people—have no insurance
protection against the high cost of iliness,
For the rest, private health insurance pays,
on the average, only about one-~third of the
cost of medical care.

The problem is particularly acute among
the 16 million Americans over 65 years old,
and among disabled workers, widows, and
orphans,

Most of these have low incomes and the
elderly among them suffer two to three
times as much illness as the rest of the
Population.

Mr. President, if I correctly under-
stand the language of that platform, it
sets forth one of the pertinent facts con-
fronting the American people today, and
that is that medical care and its cost are
particularly acute, by reason of their
need, among the 16 million Americans
over 65 years old and among disabled
workers, widows, and orphans.

Mr. President, in my judgment the
bill, as agreed upon by the Finance Com-
mittee on Saturday, and as it will be
before the Senate in a few days, when
the comuittee has completed its work on
formulating its report and bringing the
bill to the Senate, will go a very long way
in providing a sound opportunity for
medical care for the 16 million Amecri-
cans over 65 years of age and for dis-
abled workers, widows, and orphans. In
fact, Mr. President, if I correctly under-
stand the provisions of this bill—and I
think I do, because I was one of the
authors of the amendment that was
adopted—it will provide a program, in
every State of the Union in which the
individusl State has or wants a medical-
care program for its aged, whereby every
aged person in each individual State
can, under the provisions of a medical-
care program approved by each State,
have an adequate mediczl-care program.

It does not, Mr. President, adopt the
method of payinz for the program as
specifically suggested by the language of
the platform, But if I correctly under-
stand the language cf that platform, Mr.
President, it only suggested what the
drafters thought was the most available
means of paying for such a program. I
did not then, and I do not now, under-
stand the languaze of that platform to
put the premium on the method of pay-
ing for such a program. As I under-
stand both the language and the prin-
ciple of that platform, it placed the
premium upon providing the program.

Therefore, Mr. President, it was with
a great deal of pleasure and, I thought,
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in a manner that would meet the ap-
proval of my colleagues in the Senate
that, together with my distinguished col-
league the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Frarl, I offered the amendment I did
offer to the Sensate Finance Committee.

I wish to say that one of the things
about the proposal that gave me the
greatest amount of pleasure was the fact
that, after examination of the proposal
by the members of the committee, a
number of them indicated & desire to
jointly sponsor the amendment with the
Senator from Delaware [Mr. Frear]l and
myself, and that was done. A number
of the members of the committee on both
sides of the table—both Republican
members and Democratic members—
joined the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Frear] and myself in the sponsorship of
this amendment. Mr. President, I think
that is wholesome and salutary. I be-
lieve that every Member of this body-—
whether & Democrat or a Republican—
is interested in the inauguration of a
medical-care program for the aged in
our country who are unable to provide
for themselves, on a basis that will meet
the needs of our people. And, Mr. Pres-
ident, I believe that it can be as attrac-
tive to a Republican Member of this body
as to 2 Democratic Member of this body;
and I submit this explanation of what
the committee did, Mr. President, in the
hope that it may have so great a degree
of bipartisan support that it will be made
a reality for the American people in this,
the year 1960.

Mr. President, a number of amend-
ments were offered to the committee, as
substitutes for the plan the committee
adopted. I am not taking the position
that they are without merit. I took the
action that I did take in the committee as
to my position and my vote, on the basis
that the proposal submitted and ap-
proved had great merit. A part of that
merit, Mr. President, is indicated in the
following facts:

No. 1, it is a proposal that can be
made effective October 1, 1960.

Every other propesal made or offered
as a substitute for this one had as a pro-
vision language which would have
pushed forward the effective date until
sometime in 1961, and a number of them
very late in 1961.

Then, the proposal adopted by the
committee, Mr. President, has this
merit: It will take care of every aged
person in any State that implements this
program, whether that person is on old-
age assistance, or on social security, or
on neither, if he has a need for medical
care.

Mr. President, this proposal has the
added advantage of a very great incen-
tive to a number of States with an acute
problem of needed medical care for the
aged. While those States having less
than the national average per capita in-
come have had difficulty in inaugurating
and implementing medical care pro-
grams for their aged, this proposal will
make it possible for a low-income State
to inaugurate a medical care program for
its people on the basis of the program
being paid for 80 percent by the Federal
Government and 20 percent by the State
government.
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It has the advantage, Mr. President, of
becoming a part of the present medical
program provided for under title I of
the existing social security legislation.
That means a State which has passed en-
abling legislation heretofore permitting
it to participate in the present medical
care program by the Federal and State
governments for the aged can move im-
mediately, without further legislation by
the State, into the promulgation of these
additional provisions needed for the
present medieal ears program.

The committee made three basic
changes in the existing old-age assist-
ance provisions—title I—of the Social
Security Act to encourage the States to
improve and extend medical service to
the aged:

First. It increased Federal funds to
States for medical services for 2,400,000
aged persons on old-age assistance.

Second. It provided Federal grants to
the States for payment of part or all
of the medical services of the aged per-
sons with low incomes, though not on
the assistance roles, though not on the
social security roles, or on the social
security roles, as the case may be.

Thivd. The Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare is instructed to de-
velop guides or recommended standards
for the use of the States in evaluating
and improving their programs of medi-
cal services for the aged.

With reference to those .receiving
medical care benefits, those on old-age
assistance, the existing provisions of title
I provide Federal funds to the States for
medical services to aged individuals who
are determined to be needy individuals
by the States.

That is another provision of an
amendment to the social security law in
1956, adopted by the Senate Pinance
Committee, of which the Senator from
Oklahoma was one of the sponsors,
which was passed by the Senate, accept-
ed by the House, and approved by the
President.

At the present time the States pro-
vide needy aged persons with money pay-
ments for medical services, and also pro-
vide vendor payments to the suppliers
of medical care, including hospitals, doc-
tors, and nurses.

These provisions vary greatly. Some
States have reiatively adequate provi-
sions for the care of aged needy persons.
Others have little or no provisions. The
increased Federal financial provisions in
the bill are designed to encourage the
States to extend comprehensive medical
services to all needy persons, including
those receiving monthly assistance pay-
ments, including those receiving social
security payments, and including all of
those who need the services, though not
within either of the mentioned cate-
govies.

Participation in the Federal-State
prozram is completely optional with the
States, with each State determining the
extent and character of its own program,
including the standards of eligibility and
scope of benefits.

At the present time the Federal Gov-
ernment makes available to States funds
for medical services to needy aged per-
sons, but that financial participation is
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limited to a stated statutory proportion
of the average assistance expenditure
up to $65 per person per month.

In explanation of that, let me add that
under existing law the Federal Govern-
ment participates in the old age assist-
ance program within the States, both for
subsistence and medical care, under the
provisions of a variable grant formula
whieh gives the States from 50 to 65 per-
cent of the amount of their payments
up to a total of $65, whether the $65
or thie part which they pay is for sub-
sistence or medical care program or
both.

I know Senators are aware of the fact
that under the matching formula the
Federal Government pays 80 percent of
the first $30. Then it provides between
50 and 63 percent of the next $35, but
it does not participate in payments be-
yond the total of $65. In many of the
States a part of the $65 is used for sub-
sistence and a part of it for medical
care. However, in many other States
the payment to the aged within the
States exceeds the $65 per month.

In some States the excess is for medi-
cal care programs. In some States the
excess is for subsistence. In some States
it is in part or wholly both.

Under the provisions of the bill as it
will be before the Senate, Federal finan-
cial participation in medical services
will go up $12 per month per recipient
of old age assistance, to be added to the
existing $65. In other words, in effect
the bill will provide a new amount for
assistance to the aged in the form of
medical care separate and apart from
and in addition to the $65 limit in which
the Federal Government can now par-
ticipate.

There is a special provision in the bill
for the States where the average pay-
ments either for subsistence or for medi-
cal care, or for both, total less than $€5
per month. If a State has a program
for both purposes of less than $65 per
month, the bill would permit up to $12
per. month per recipient of old age as-
sistance in the State on the basis of $1
by the State and $4 by the Federal Gov-
ernment—80 percent by the Federa
Government and 20 percent by the State.

If a State has a.program already of
$65 subsistence, which is paid partly by
the Federal Government and partly by
the State, and a medical care program
and or subsistence payments in addi-
tion to the $65, then the bill would give
the State the percentage to which, under
the formula, it would be entitled, be-
tween 50 and 8¢ percent of the $12 per
month per recipient, to come to the
State from the Federal Government.

This simply means that if a State is
paying $12'a month for medical care,
paid 100 percent by the State, the State
can get a percentage of the $12 which
is allowable to the State under the
formula in the bill, which would be be-
tween 50 and 80 percent, to replace
that part of the $12 a month now made
available for the medical care for the
aged, which is now being provided 100
percent by the State.

Under the other provisions in the bill
the State could take an additional part
of the $12 per month, which it is now
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paying 100 percent, and with it could
match another amount to be provided by
the Federal Government on the basis of
50 to 80 percent Federal and 20 to 50
percent State, to set up a medical care
program authorized under the bill for all
other needy aged in the State not now
receiving the benefit of the medical care
program under the present law.

The bill would amend the existing
title I to make it clear that States may
extend their existing programs to cover
the medically needy. The bill would give
States the incentive to establish such
programs where they do not exist, or to
extend such programs where they are
not adequate in coverage or sufficiently
comprehensive in the scope of benefits.
The State standard for determining
need for medical assistance does not have
to be the same standard as that for de-
termining need for money payments.

In other words, under the bill the
standards in a State which are fixed by
the State for eligibility for old-age
assistance are not automatically made
the standards for eligibility for medical
care for the aged in the State, other than
those who are on the old-age assistance
rolls.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield at that
point?

Mr. KERR. 1 yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If I cor-
rectly understand what the Senator is
saying, the States can set up a new plan,
in most cases, although some presently
have a plan which the Federal Govern-
ment will accept and match. In the
majority of the States the State can
provide, in the case of a person 65 years
of age or older, that if the person is able
to pay a hospital bill before he becomes
i1}, but becomes unable to do so while he
is in the hospital, as the hospital bills
run up and become substantial, the
depamnent can cover such a person.

. The State department
can make that an eligible case for use of
these funds.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. In the case
of & majority of the States the Federal
Government would be paying 80 percent
of the cost of taking care of such a
person’s medical bill.

Mr. KERR. From 50 percent to 80
percent, depending upon the per capita
income of the State in relation to the
national per capita income.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. In the case
of the majority of the States, would not
the figure be 80 percent?

Mr. KERR. I do not believe that
would be true in a majority of cases. It
would be true with respect to many
States. The majority would be nearer

80 than 50 percent.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank the
Senator.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President. will
the Senator yleld?

Mr.KERR. Iyield.

Mr. SMATHERS. In our State of
Plorida we have a definition of medically
indigent which differentiates between
those who are indigent by reason of the
fact that they cannot buy fooc for sus-
tenance and things of that character
and people who cannot afford certain
other things, such as medical care. We
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say that people who may even have a
sum of money but who cannot, for ex-
ample, go into a hospital, have an oper-
ation performed which would cost, we
will say, $200, and pay the bill, are
people who are to be classified as medi-
cally indigent, because they do not have
a sufficient amount of money to take
care of a big hospital bill.

Under the bill as agreed on by the
Senate Committee on Finance, the defini-
tion given by the State of Florida to the
medically indigent would be appiicabie
to the provisions of the particular bill
approved by the Committee on Finance,
would it not?

Mr. KERR. The Senator is correct in
principle, but I should like to make one
correction. The term “medically indi-
gent” is not in the bill. The language in
the bill applies to those who need medical
attention and who are unable, on account
of their economic conditions, to provide
it.

We can understand how the standard
for medical assistance, under the second
part of the bill, would be different from
the standard whereby subsistence assist-
ance is now made available to the aged,
for the reason that if the standards were
the same the second group would already
be under the old-age assistance program.

There is the provision in the bili that
a State can cdetermine the standards
which it believes should be in effect to
fix the eligibility of those who need med-
ical services and cannot afford them.
Those are entirely different from the
standards which are in effect with refer-
ence to determining eligibility of & citi-
zen for the present old-age assistance
program.

Mr. SMATHERS. 1 thank the Sena-
tor. In other words, what the bill pro-
vides is that a great number of citizens,
for example, in the State of Filorida,
would be eligible to receive this medical
assistance although they, because " of
their inceme, of course, would not qualify
for old-age subsistence.

Mr. KERR. The Senator is entirely
correct. That is illustrated by the
dramatic fact that there are about 2.4
million people in our cousitry now on old-
age assistance rolls with reference to
whom the first part of the amendment,
which I have explained, would apply,
in that a medical care fund of $12 each,
or up to that amount, could be set up by
the State from Federal and State funds.
At the same time, there are about 10
million other people in this country who
are over 65 years of age who need med-
ical care and who, to one degree or an-
other, are unable to provide it for them-
sclves. Any person of that group whose
financial or economic condition is in-
cluded in the State-fixed standards of
eligibility could participate in and be the
beneficiary of the other part of the bill.

So in reality this bill makes it possible
for a State to set up its program on the
basis of eligibility for its citizens to re-
ceive the medical care benefits of this
bill, so that in every State every person
over 65 years of age who Is unable to
secure medical services could obtain such
services on the basis of the standards of
need determined by the State of which
he or she is a resident.
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Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. KERR. 1 yield.

Mr. FREAR. I thought I understood
the Senator from Oklahoma, in response
to the Senator from Florida, to say that
there are 10 million people now needing
care. Is that the fact, or is it the fact
that there are 10 million who, in case
they need care, will be eligible?

Mr. KERR. The statement of the
Senator from Delaware is another way of
expressing what I tried to state. I un-
derstand there are 16 million people in
the country over 65. On the old-age as-
sistance rolls are 2,400,000 who under
that part of the bill would be immedi-
ately eligible for this program. That
leaves 13,600,000. The Finance Com-
mittee estimated that about 10 million
of those might be in the position of
needing medical care which they could
not provide. This bill sets up a program
to provide medical care for those of that
group who need it.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President—

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President——

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator
from North Carolina first, and then I
shall yield to the Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. ERVIN. If I correctly under-
stand the proposed plan, insofar as Fed-
eral participation is concerned, the cost
of the program would be financed out
of the generai revenues of the Federal
Government; is that correct?

Mr. KERR. The Senator is correct.

Mr. ERVIN. The cost to the State
would be financed in a similar manner,
that is, out of the general revenuss of
the State?

Mr. KERR. It would be financed in
whatever way the State chose to finance
it. Ordinarly it wouid be financed out
of the general revenue fund.

Mr. ERVIN. I should like to ask the
Senator if I am correct in my recollec-
tion that under the present law govern-
ing social security the cost of the em-
ployment tax used to pay social security
is scheduled to rise to 9 percent of the
payroll by 1967, even of Congress dces
not increase benefits or alter the present
benefits in any way.

Mr. KERR. 1 believe the date in
which the employer-employee contribu-
tion becomes 9 percent, half to be paid
by the employer and half by the em-
ployee, is 19€3.

Mr. ERVIN. In any event, 9 percent
of a payroll for an employment tax is
quite a considerable amount to be taken
out of the payroll, is it not?

Mr. KERR. It is. At this time the
deduction is 3 percent from the employer
and 3 percent from the employee. I
would doubt that the present rate would
be changed by Congress in the light of
the purpose to keep that fund solvent.
The rate under existing law, unless
changed by the Congress, will gradually
increase until 1969. at which time the
employee will pay 4!'2 percent and the
employer 415 percenti.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator
think that that is of great significance
in arriving at a8 method of financing in
plans for medical care to the aged?

Mr. KERR. I agree with the Senator
from North Carolina.
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1 think that is a factor that should be
considered. I think it is especially sig-
nificant when we think about the situa-
tion that now confronts us. Many Sen-
ators, who are among the finest men I
know, and for whom I have the greatest
affection and respect. teel that we should
now increase the payroll tax on em-
ployees and employers to secure a fund
out of which to pay for medical care for
some 13 million people who will make no
contribution to the fund. I for one do
not agree.  If we were to declde that in-
stead of 10 million ~eople who need
medical care and cannot provide it for
themselves, there are 13,500,000 whose
span of life would be determined by the
availability of medical and hospital care,
and who could not provide it for them-
selves, and therefore, in a great enlight-
ened Christian country are entitled to
have that country consider it as a na-
tional obligation to provide that service
for them, I think that service should be
provided for out of the general revenue
funds secured from taxation of all the
people rather than to have it come from
a payroll tax on the workers and the
employers of today. If employers were
required to pay for that medical! care,
they would thereby be required to pro-
vide not only the money for their own
medical care in their elder years, but
also, as a limited group of citizens, to
provide the necessary money with which
to give medical care to a worthy and
honored group of aged people. If such
people are entitled to be considered—
and T am one who feels they are—they
are entitled to have their needs met by
all of the people and not merely by a
limited few of the people.

Mr. ERVIN. As a basis for the next
question I wish to ask the Senator, I
would like to state a premise. I have
talked with a great many elderly peo-
ple about this problem, and I find that
a very substantial number of those peo-
ple are those who, by reason of posses-
sion of a small amount of property or by
reason of the possession of a small
amount of income, are not eligible for
old-age assistance under the present law,
and likewise are not covered by the Social
Security Act. They do not draw social
security. This bill would permit the
States to adopt standards which would
take care of people who are not pro-
tected by social security and who are not
eligible for old-age assistance, and pre-
vent them from suffering financial dev-
astation by reason of protracted illnesses.

Mr. KERR. The Senator is eminently
correct. If we are going to make pro-
vision for medical care for our aged, one
of the basic principles contained in this
bill is that which calls upon the Govern-
ment to provide assistance for all of our
aged and not merely for a limited group
of our aged whose care will be paid for
by another ilimited group. In other
words, we do not want a situation where-
by we would have an inadequate program
providing for less than all who need it, by
an inadequate number of people, less
than all of our taxpayers.

Mr. ERVIN. I thank the Senator from
Oklahoma for yielding to me and for his
very lucid explanation of the provisions
of this plan.
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Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator from
North Carolina. I now yield to the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
sox], and then I shall yield to the Sen-
ator from Vermont {Mr. AIKeN).

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator was
asked the question whether the 10-mil-
lion group consisted of 10 million who
needed medical care and who could not
provide it for themnselves. Does not the
Senator believe, as he answered the Sen-
ator from Delaware [Mr. Frearl, that
this is a gioup from which prospects
might be drawn, but as the estimate was
given to us, there might be 500,000 up to
1 million?

Mr. KERR, The Senator is entirely
correct.

It is not presumed, whether we pro-
vide for 12 million under the social secu-
rity tax route, or for all of the needy
people under a program paid for by direct
appropriation, that all members of the
group will get sick and will have to go to
the hospital. Either program is pro-
vided for a group with reference to which
the benefits will be made available to
those within the group, who by reason of
illness, find themselves in need of the
benefits of the program: and the ap-
plicability, as I understand, would be
identical whether we set up a program
for one group within a social security tax
or a plan for everybody under a program
of Federal and State appropriations.

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

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator
from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. I am seeking informa-
tion. Can the Senator from Oklahoma
advise the Senate what part of the na-
tional income is represented by those
having incomes of $4,800 or less? In
other words, if we adopt the social se-
curity approach in connection with pro-
posed legislation, in this fleld what part
of the national income will escape pay-
ing the cost of the old age health insur-
ance program? I believe we ought to
have that information.

Mr. KERR. I am advised by the rep-
resentative of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, who has access
to the information and statistics which
are needed to answer the question, that
about 40 percent of the national income
would make no contribution to the fund
it it were secured from a social security
tax.

Mr. AIKEN. About 40 percent. ‘That
would be, for “he most part, the well-
to-do people of the country, who would
escape paying a part of the cost of the
program. Is that correct?

Mr. KERR. It would mean that that
part of the national income would not
make any contribution to the fund.

Mr. AIKEN. The entire cost of the
program woild fall on those whose in-
come was $4,800 or less?

Mr. KERR. It would fall on a percent-
age of those whose earnings are not in
excess of $4,800.

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator.

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

Mr, KERR. I yield to the Senator
from Florida.
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Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senaior
have available figures which he can place
in the Recorp at this time to indicate the
added percentage of tax which would
have to be imposed on those who are
under the social security system if the
other“program, the one based upon the
social security system alone. were fol-
lowed, rather than the program the
Senator from Oklahoma is explaining?

Mr. KERR. I am advised that an ad-
ditional 1 percent tax on payrolls sub-
ject to the social security tax would
amount to $2 billion a year.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.
I have received a number of letters, com-
plaining letters, from young people in
industries covered by the social security
program, under which both employers
and employees pay the social security
tax, and they state that in their judg-
ment any program which is based upon
an increase in the social security tax
would be unfair to the younger workers
in the country. I wonder if the Senator
has any observation to make on that
point.

Mr. KERR. As I said a while ago, 1
believe a program for a group of people,
including all of our citizens within a
certain category, if Congress decides it
is needed and should be provided, should
be provided out of revenues secured from
taxes on an equal basis and levied on all
the people, not secured by an additional
tax on the workers in our country.

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

Mr. KERR. Iyield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Is riot this the gist of
the point that the Scnator makes,
namely, that if the system is based upon
social security alone, and based upon a
tax levied upon that group, obviously the
complaint of the young people under
social security, whom I have mentioned,
is well founded?

Mr.KERR. Itisindeed.

Mr. HOLLAND. ¥ thank the Senator.

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

Mr.KERR. Iyield.

Mr. TALMADGE. I congratulate the
Senator on his excellent speech. Per-
haps the Senator will come to this point
in a later portion of his speech, but I
believe it would be wise to put in the
Recorbp at this point a statement of the
benefits these people can get from the
proposed legislation which the Senate
Committee on Finance has agreed on.
Is it not true that if a State adopts this
program, they will be able to pay the
hospital bills of needy people who can-
not otlierwise pay them?

Mr. KERR. The Senator is correct.

Mr. TALMADGE. Is it not also true
that they will be able to pay sargical
fees which they cannot otherwise afford
to pay?

Mr. KERR. The Senator is correct.

Mr. TALMADGE. Is it not also true
that they will be able to pay dental kills
which they otherwise cannot afford to
pay?

Mr. KERR. I will be glad to read the
services, noninstitutional and institu-
tional, available at this time, if the Sen-
ator would like to have me do so.
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Mr. TALMADGE. I would appreciate
it if the Senator would do that.

Mr. KERR. Inpatient hospital serv-
fces, skilled nursing home services,
physician services, outpatient hospital
services, home health care services, pri-
vate duty nursing services, physical
therapy and reiated services, dental
services, laboratory and X-ray services,
prescribed drugs, eyeglasses, dentures,
and sundry diagnostic screening and
preventive services.

Mr. TALMADGE. Is it not also true
that under the State program that could
be without limit?

Mr. KERR. That is correct.

Mr. TALMADGE. Both as to dol-
lars———

Mr. KERR. Both as to those who sre
on the old-age assistance rolls, and all
other aged under the new provision.

Mr. TALMADGE. He is not limited
to that amount, in other words.

Mr. KERR. He is not limited by the
per capita amount that has been put in
there for him. He or she has the bene-
fit of the total amount put in there for
the whole group. That is also true un-
der the bill with reference to those not
on old-age assistance.

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator is
touching on a very vital point now,
which I wished to cover. Some press
reports I have seen indicate that the
celling would be $12 per capita for those
individuals who need aid. As I under-
stand the point the Senator is making,
that would merely be the appropriation
to cover the individual, but the amount
avallable would be without limit. Is
that correct?

Mr. KERR. If the State's program so
provided.

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the able
Senator for making that point excep-
tionally clear. In other words, if the
committee’s amendment is adopted, it
will enable every citizen of the United
States—

Mr. KERR. Over 65.

Mr. TALMADGE. Who is 65 years of
age or older, with social security or with-
out social security, to obtain medical,
dental, and hospital help that they can-
not now obtain.

Mr. KERR. The Senator is correct.
On the basis set up and participated in
by his or her State.

Mr. TALMADGE. That amount will
be paid for by 180 million Americans, not
by 70 million who are on social security.

Mr. KERR. The Senator is correct.

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the Sena-
tor. Icongratulate him. He has worked
out a very satisfactory plan which should
solve the needs in one very critical area
for the people of our ccuntry.

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator from

Georgia.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr,
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. KERR. 1 yield.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I con-
gratulate the Eenator from Oklahoma for
the very cogent explanation of the bill
he has made. It may be his intention
to refer to the subject a little later in his
presentation, but I should like to ask him
it he would explain to the Senate the
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action taken by his committee on Satur-
day with regard to the Byrd amendment,
which was offered by myself and 21 other

Sponsors.

Mr. KERR. I shall be giad to do so.
The measure before the committee was
also sponsored by the distingufthed
Senator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE]. It
provides that any man on social security
may have the same privilege of retiring
at age 62, instead of at age 65. So that
under the provisions of the amendment
sponsored by the Senator from West
Virginia and others, if adopted, every
man in the country would be given equal
rights with the women of the country
with reference to being permitted to re-
tire at age 62 instead of age 65, by ac-
cepting an amount reduced to the degree
necessary to receive the same benefits,
and thereby not be paid benefits in an
excessive amount. I think the term is
used “on the basis of what is actuarially
sound.” I think it is 80 percent of what
he would get if he waited until age 65.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Then, if
a man accepted actuarially reduced bene-
fits at 62, or between age 62 and age 65,
would that entail any additional cost to
the employer or to the employee?

Mr. KERR. It would not; nor would
it entail any additional cost to the fund.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Would
not retirment be voluntarily and not
mandatory?

Mr. KERR. It would.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. CARLSON. M:r. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. KERR. I yleld.

Mr. CARLSON. I commend the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma for
the very splendid analysis he has made
this afterncon of the amendment as
agreed on by the Committee on Finance.
I think he has covered very well the peo-
ple who will be included and taken care
of under this proposal, which means
every citizen over 65, whether he or she
is under social security or not.

Second. He has discussed the bill of
the Committee on Pinance and, I believe,
has made a very good point in stating
that if the proposal is not adopted, it
will place the people under social secu-
rity, and young people, who are raising
familles and trying to provide for their
families, will be carrving a burden which
they should not be asked to carry.

But a point I should like to mention,
which I do not believe the Senator from
Oklahoma has mentioned, is that if Con-
gress approves the amendment and the
President signs the bill, {he act can go
into effect on October 1 in a large num-
ber of the States of the Nation—in fact,
most of the States of the Nation—be-
cause they have either a good medical
program or at least some kind of medical
program,

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Kan-
sas has mentioned what I believe is one of
the very important elements of the bill
This praposal can become law on Oeto-
ber 1 of this year if the Senate accepts
the bill and it is signed by the President.
I believe it can and will be accepted by
the House. I belleve it can and will be
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accepted by the President. In that
event, we would have a great program for
the aged needy of our country, and bave
it this year.

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

Mr. KERR. Iyield.

Mr. SMATHERS. 1 was about to
question the Senator from Oklahoma on
that very point. Is it not true that some
of the factors which the committee con-
sidered in its determination to follow
this course in providing medical atten-
tion for the aged needy were that the
other body has indicated that it will fol-
low only this particular course; that the
President of the United States has indi-
cated that there might be a veto if we
followed the social security course; and
that while that might lend itself to a
great political issue, nevertheless it was
the view of the committee that it was
more important to take care of the needs
of the aged in the fleld of medical atten-
tion? Was not that more important
than to have a medical issue?

Mr. KERR. That was the position of
the Senator from Oklahoma. I was
happy to find that it was the position of
the Senator from Florida and a number
of other members of the committee.

Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator yleld?

Mr. KERR. I yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I join
with my colleagues in paying my respects
to the Senator frcm Oklahoma for a
very clear analysis of the action of the
Committee on Finance, and to join him
in support of our committee’s action.

The Senator has already pointed out
in his statement that under the proposal
of the Committee on Finance, all of the
taxpayers of America would be paying for
benefits for the aged who need assistance,
rather than putting the burden only on
the workers of America.

Is it not also true that under the social
security approach, if that were adopted,
we would be extending medical benefits
even to those who did not need them? A

.person may have more than adequate in-

come from investments and on retire-
ment may be drawing social security.
Why should we extend medical benefits
to those who are well able to take care
of themselves, as would be done under
the .rogram if it is made a part of the
social security system?

Mr. KERR. The Senator is corrcct.
That is as to the social security program.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct.

Mr. KERR. What it would do would
be to provide a program of benefits for
millions of people over 65 years of age
who did not need them, and deny bene-
fits to millions of workers who are over
65 years of age and who need them.

Mr, WILLIAMS cf Delaware. That is
correct. Under the existing law, the
limitation of earnings is only on earnéd
income, and not on investment income.
It is conceivable that a man under social
security can be retired and may have an
income of $150,000 or $200,000 a year
from investments, yet if we tie these
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Denefits to the social security he would
be furnished free medical services. This
would be true even though he had no
need at all for such assistance.

Mr. KERR. He might have no need
for them.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yet
those medical services would be charged
to the workers of America.

Mr. KERR. That is correct.

‘Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. KERR. 1 yield to the Senator
from Plorida.

Mr. HOLLAND. I think I understand
the matter clearly, and I congratulate
the Senator from Oklahoma upon his
presentation. However, there is one
point I should like the debate to show
clearly, if I understand it correctly.

Reference has been made to a retire-
ment age of 62 for women under the
Social Security Act, and reference has
been made by the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia (Mr. Byzrn] to an
amendment offered by him and the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma to
the effect that such amendment, or the
substance of it, is now in the bill, to al-
low the retirement of men on a less
attractive financial basis at age 62.

From that, we should not understand,
should we, that the present bill, as to its
medical care features, applies to anyone
exeept past age 85?

KERR. Beyond the age of 65;
the Sem.tor is correct. That amendment
had to do with the social security provi-
sfons in the bill, and not with reference
to the medical care provisions in the bill.

Mr. HOLLAND. I wasreasonably sure
that that was the case. I wanted the de-
bate to show that affirmatively. I think
that that has now been done.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yleld?

Mr. KERR. I yielc

Mr. JOHNSON of T.'xas. Mr. Presi-
dent.?wﬂ.l the Senator ‘rom Oklahoma

.Mr. KERR. I had yielded to the
Senator from QGeorgia.

Mr. TALMADGE. I shall defer to the

majority leader.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. 1 simply
wish to make it clear that, as I under-
stand, the amendment offered by the able
Senator from West Virglala (Mr. Byan]
would reduce the age limit at which a
man could receive an annuity under the
social security program from age 65 to
age 62; but the annuity would also be
ndueed proportionately, as was done in
the case of women several years ago.

Mr. KERR. That is correct.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I think that
is & very fine proposal. I congratulate
the Senator from West Virginia and the
committee for adopting it.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, Ide-
dmeopunuethepomtmwdebythe
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WirLiAMs]).
If we use the soclal security approach,
would it not be true that Congress would
compel every self-employed individual
in America and every worker who is on
social security to take out compulsory in-

mn.m?xm BenMoty rom
r from
ceonh is eorrect.
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Mr. TALMADGE. That would be

e, and the plan would be compulsory,

whether those individuals wanted such
insurance or not, would it not?

Mr. KERR. Every covered citizen,
whether self-employed or an employee
of an employer, would compulsorily be
covered under the so-called social se-
curity tax approach.

Mr. TALMALGE. Even the richest
man in America?

Mr. KERR. Yes.

Mr. TALMADGE. Even if he had a
son who was an able doctor?

Mr. KERR. Yes.

Mr. TALMADGE. Or if he had a
brother who was a dentist?

Mr. KERR. Yes.

Mr. TALMADGE. Even if he had an-
other relative, who was a hospital ad-
ministrator?

Mr. KERR. That is correct.

Mr. TALMADGE. His health insur-
ance would be compulsory, whether he
liked it or not, and wouid be handled by
the Government of the United States?

Mr. KERR. To this extent, yes.

Mr. TALMADGE. Does the Senator
think Congress ought to compel the peo-
ple of the Nation to go into the insur-
ance business with the Goverr.ment?

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Okla-
homa does not.

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator from
QGeorgla agrees with the Senator from
Oklahoma.

Mr. BUSH.
Senator yield?

Mr. KERR. Iyield.

Mr. BUSH. I am personally grateful
to the Senator from Oklahoma for his
remarkably clear exposition of the bill.
He has made a difficult subject come to
life. I compliment him.

I have been particularly interested in
the effect such legislation might have on
private insurance companies or private
health plans, such as the Blue Cross-
Blue Shield. Possibly the Senator will
deal with that later in his remarks; or
possibly he had already done so, before
I caught up with him. Nevertheless, I
should like to hear what the Senator has
to say on that subject, concerning the
effect the committee bill would have on
private insurance companies, and what
would be the attitude of private insur-
ance companies, who have been trying
to move ahead with health insurance
plans. What would be the attitude of
the Blue Cross-Blue Shield organization
with respect to the committee bill?

Mr. KERR. I should think the com-
mittee bill would have no adverse effect
upon that program, I am sure the Sen-
ator from Connecticut would agree with
me that certainly few on the old age
assistance roles have such personal in-
surance.

‘With raference to those who are not on
the old age assistance rolls but who have
private health insurance plans, they cer-
tainly, in my judgment, would not be
eligible under any of the standards fixed
by the States, whereby the specifications
of those who are medically in need——

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, we over here cannot hear the Sen-
ator. Will he speak louder ?

Mr. President, will the
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Mr. KERR. The benefits of those in
our country who are over 65 years of
age but are not on the old-age assistance
rolls would be in accordance with or
determined by the standards of needs as
fixed by their States.

H they had a private plan of health
insurance—Blue Cross or Blue Shield—
in my judgment they would thereby not
come within the specifications the States
would fix for what they would define as
those in need of medica) care.

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank my col-
league for his explanation of this very
complicated and difficult subject, and
also for the grea! industry and study he
has devoted to it.

I should like to ask about the correct-
ness or lack of correctness of the reports,
which I have heard, to the effect that the
bill also raises the outside earning limits
in the case of those who retire on soctal
security, so as to permit those who retire
to increase the amount with which they
can supplement their soclal security
benefits by their earnings, by permitting
them to earn up to $1.800 a year with-
out having deductions made from their
social security benefits?

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Kansas
[Mr. CanLsoX] called up, in the commit-
tee, the amendment, which had been
sponsored by his colleague (Mr. Sceorp-
PxL], and by other Senators on the com-
mittee and by Senators not on the com-
mittee, raising from $1,200 a year to
31 800 a year the amount which could

be earned by a recipient of old-age and
survivors insurance without affecting the
amount of his social security payments.

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, on this
point will the Senator from Oklahoma
yield tome?

Mr. KERR. I yield.

Mr. BUSH. Was that action taken by
the committee?

Mr. KERR. Yes; by the committee.

Mr.BUSH. It was?

Mr. KERR. Yes.

Mr. BUSH. And that provision is in
this bill; is it?

Mr. KERR. Yes; it is in this bill.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr, President, wil! the
Senator from Oklahoma yield to me?

Mr. KERR. Iyield.

Mr. ERVIN. I was interested in the
question about the situation of those who
might have some hospitalization or med-
ical care insurance. The Senator from
Oklahoma has expressed the opinion that
in all probability the States would adopt
standards which might exclude such per-
sons from the provisions of this plan. I
should like to ask the Senator whether
the plan contains any provision which
would deny a State the power to adopt
s standard under which persons who
have limited health insurance could take
advantage of this plan after they had
exhausted their limited health insurance.

Mr. KERR. I do not see how a State
could fix standards which would keep
this program from being available to
those with private health programs after
the provisions of their programs had
been exhausted.

Mr. ERVIN. Ithank the Senator.



1960

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Oklahoma
yield to me?

Mr, KERR, I yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Will the
Senator state the effective date of his
proposal?

Mr. KERR. October 1 of this year.
That is the action of the committee.

Mr. LONG of lLouisiana. If this pro-
gram goes into effect, even assuming that
alternative plans were proposed and con-
sidered, this une would go into etfect, at
& minimum, a full 3 months before
any of the other plans for health insur-
ance under the social security program
would go into effect, would it not?

Mr. KERR. I did not hear discussed
in committee any other plan which had
an effective date prior to October 1 of
this year. So the provisions of this bill,
as it will be before the Senate, and as jt
was approved by the committee, will be
effective at least 9 months ahead of the
effective date of any amendment I heard
offered to the committee,

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Will the
Senator from Oklahoma state the cost
of the proposal offered by him—and let
me say I believe he included me as a co-
sponsor of it.

Mr. KERR. 1 did, and I was happy
when the Senator from Louisiana joined
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. Frearl

myself and some Senators on the
oth?r side of the committee table, as one
of the sponsors of the amendmer.t.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Will the
Senator from Oklahoma state the esti-
mated cost to the Federal Government
and the State governments in the- first
year of operation of this proposal?

Mr. KERR. The estimated cost of the
participation by the Federal Government
in the $12 payment for medical care
for the aged now on the assistance rolls,
for the first year of operation, is $125
million. The cost to the individual
States would range from nothing up to
50 percent of the amount of the $12 sums
set up by the administration within the
State for their participants in the old-
age assistance program.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Will the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma state how much in
dollars it is estimated the States’ cost
will be in the first year?

‘Mr. KERR. I would say that, in the
judgment of the representative of the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, it would be between $10 and
$15 miilion.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is it not true
that most of the Federal end of the
matching to which the Senator from
Oklahoina is referring is actually a mat-
ter of having the Federal Government
match the funds the State is already ad-
vancing for purposes of this sort?

Mr KERR. That is correct. In many
of the States they are now providing a
medical care program for their old-age
assistance clients on the basis of 100 per-
cent by the State. So the provisions of
this bill would result in having the Fed-
eral Government provide a matching
fund for many of the States which now
are paying all or substantially all of the
medical care program for that group,
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‘With reference to those who would be
added, I say to the Senate that in order
that we may have in our minds language
that will enable us to distinguish be-
tween the two groups provided for under
this bill, I point out that those not on
the old-age and assistance rolls would be
brought in under what we call title XVI
of House bill 12580, as amended. It is
the part of the House bill which sets
up the program for those who need medi-
cal care. but are not on the old-age and
assistance rolls. The estimate for the
Federal cost for the first year of the op-
eration of that program would be about
$60 million to the Federal Government;
but after the first year it would be abcut
$160 million, with a proportionate
amount coming from the States, on the
basis of either from 20 percent to 50
percent of the total amount made avail-
able. Only after that program gets un-
derway, would both the Federal and the
State parts or shares of the cost of the
medical care program for the aged not
on the assistance rolls go beyond that
amount.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes.

Mr. KERR. But that is the estimate,
which I believe is reasonable, for the first
and second years of the program.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I should like
to ask the Senator from Oklahoma about
the situation of a State which is regarded
as one of the low per capita income
States: Is not it true that for States
which meet that description and which
presently are providing, at their own cos¢,
medical care for the aged, in effect the
Federal Government is placing itself in
a position which would make it possible
to increase by as much as 490 percent
the amount that States are able to pay
toward the medical care for the aged in
those States?

Mr. KERR. That is correct.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Without any
increase in a State's appropriations, so
long as its present appropriations were
applied to matcring the Federal pro-

‘gram?

Mr. KERR. That iscorrect.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Does not the
Senator from Oklahoma recognize that
the cost of this program is going to in-
crease very substantially, because States
are going to modify their laws and are
going to appropriate more money, which
will require more Federal matching, as
this program becomes fully effective?

Mr. KERR. That is correct; and in
my judgment that is one of the most val-
uable parts of this bill.

First, it recognizes the need for a med-
ical care program for our aged.

Second. it provides an -incentive to
States with existing programs to increase
them; and it provides an incentive to
States which are without programs to in-
augurate and implement them.

Third, it provides means whereby, as
time passes, and as our States and the
people within them recognize the equity
of these programs, they will develop
them to a basis t» meei the needs of the
people  of their States, with resulting
participation by the Federal Government
on the basis I have outlined.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is this not
also true? If we vote for this plan, we
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can depend upon a very substantial in-
crease in esvery State that is interested
in providing aid for the aged—and I be-
lieve they all do—very substantial and
improved assistance in medical care for
the aged. 1Is it not true that the Presi-
dent would probably sign the bill and
the plan would become law on October
1—

Mr. KERR. This year.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. This year.
By contrast, if we vote for Lthe proposal
ta increase the social security tax and
to use that money to provide additional
health insurance, with the administra-
tion opposed to it, the probabilities are
that even if the Congress passed it, it
would be vetoed, it would not become
effective, and there would not be the
votes to override the veto. So, in one
instance, we would have provided major
assistance to those who need help in
paying medical expenses; whereas. on
the other hand, we would have a good
political issue, but it would have pro-
vided nothing at all between now and
the time Congress next convened. Is that
correct?

Mr. KERR. That is the opinion of
the Senator from Oklahoma.

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

Mr. KERR. 1 yield.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Earlier I indicated
that I would listen with intense interest
to the remarks on the subject matter by
my friend from Oklahoma. I have done
so, and I have been helped by the re-
marks he has made on the action within
the Senate Committee on Finance with
reference to this matter.

I wish to make an observation, and
I hope that it is in the interest of per-
haps a partial understanding on the part
of those who would like to go further
and have it embrace the social security
framéwork. For that reason I make this
comment. I believe the report the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has given relates
primarily to the expansion of our old-
age public assistance plan to include
medical care. Is that not correct?

Mr. KERR. Not exactly. It expands
the program now available to 2,400,000
persons on the assistance program. It
makes possible the implementation of
the program for the henefit of 10 million
persons in this country for whom there
is a need but who are not on the assist-
ance program.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I thank the Sen-
ator. I agree with much that he said
this afternoon, insofar as it goes: but
the plan he espouses does not provide
an insurance plan into which people can
pay in their working years and then
possess a paid-up policy on retirement.
I think this is a matter of right. It does
not relate merely to an income test.

Will the Senator comment on that
statement?

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Okla-
homa has been impressed by what many
able men have said with reference to
the need of millions of our aged citizens
for a medical care and hospital pro-
gram which they cannot pro ide for
themselves. In the judgment of the
Senator from Oklahoma, this bill pro-
vides such a program. In the judgment
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of the Senator from Oklahoma, if im-
plemented by the several States, it will
provide for every aged citizen in those
States who needs aid.

‘The program is not compulsory on the
States. It does not compel them to pro-
vide a program for which they them-
selves have paid. But it does provide
the opportunity, at State and Federal
expense. The soclal security tax is a
program that is paid for by taxation.
This program is paid for hy taxation,
but this program will be paid for by the
taxation of all the people, and will be
available to all the aged who need it. In
the judgment of the Senator from Okla-
homa, it meets 2 need which’ has been
so0 ably and eloquently described with
reference to the fact that there are 16
million people in our country over 65
years of age, most of whom need mediecal
and hospital care, but are unable to pro-
vide it for themselves.

Mr. RANDOLPH. One further com-
ment: I am appreciative of the thought-
ful manner in which the Senator from
Oklahoma has discussed this problem,
which is a paramount one, I am sure,
in the hearts and minds of all Members
of the Senate. I become weary at the
suggcestion expressed by some Members
of the Senate that we must draft legis-
lation which has the approval of the
President before it is sent to Capitol
Hill from the White House. I think the
President arrogates to himself a respon-
sibility which is not given to him by the
Constitution. The members of the legis-
lative body pass upon these matters and
send to the President that which, in their
judgment, they belleve to be legislative
enactments in the public interest.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. KERR. I would like to have an
opportunity to reply to that statement.
Then I will yield to the Senator from
Ilinois.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I shall be delizhted
to have the Senator reply; but over and
over again we are faced, it seems to me,
with the report of word having come
from the White House that we must
draft legislation in a certain manner,
and that, if enacted in another manner,
it will be vetoed. I do not believe that
is the best way to proceed under our
system of checks and balances.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oklahoma let me an-
swer that?

Mr. XERR. Yes.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Constitution
very definitely makes the President of the
United States a part of the whole legis-
lative process.

Mr. RANDOLPM. I realize that.

Mr.DIRKSEN. Bills must first be ap-
proved by both Houses before they go to
the executive branch. The President is
constitutionality clothed with the power
to approve or disapprove, and if he dis-
approves he is mandated under the Con-
stitution to send the bill back here——

Mr. RANDOLPH. I agree.

Mr. DIRKSEN. For such action as
the legislative branch wants to take; and
if the veto is not overridden, obviously it
does not become a part of the law of the
land. Bo it cannot be sald that the
Founding Pathers did not make the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

President a part of the legislative proc-
ess. That is one of the happy checks
and balances in our whole system of gov-
ernment.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, Idid
not say that. What I object to is the
predisapnroval of the President of the
United States on matters which are yet
tobe passed on in the Congress.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The President of the
United ‘States does not arrogate to him-
self, as my distinzuished friend from
West Virginia puts it, powers which are
not his; nor are they arbitrarily exer-
cised. He is elected, not by the con-
stituents of a State or of a congressional
district but by all the pcople of the United
States, popularly expressed in the form
of an electoral vote; and he has a na-
tional responsibility to all the people.
That does not amount to arrogance.
That {s nothing more than a judicial ex-
ercise of the powers the Constitution im-
poses on him.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I am apprecintive
of what the Senator has said. I pursue
the inquiry for this purpose: If the mi-
nority leader in the Senate or the mi-
nority leader in the House stands up and
telis the Members generally that if the
legislation is passed in this form or that,
the President is going to veto it, it gives
the President a voice here in the Capitol
which goes beyond the power, or, very
frankly, the prerogative of the President
of the United States.

Over and over again I hear that said
by the leaders of the party.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield once more?

Mr. RANDOLPH. Iyield.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I have no recollec~
tion that the minority leader of the
Senate or of the House has ever made a
statement to the effect that the Presi-
dent would veto a measure passed by
the Congress. I have said, on occasion
on this floor, “It is my personal judg-
ment, without putting words in the
mouth of the President and without
knowing, as a matter of fact, that on
the basis of his own declaimed philosophy
there is every likelihood that this bill
might be vetoed.”

That is quite a different thing. I have
never yet seen the time when, in advance
of his own examination of a measure
which has gone to him, the President has
ever said to me, either nt the leader-
ship meetings or elsewhere, that he would
veto a bill. ‘That is a decision he reserves
for himself. He takes appropriate advice
from the agencies and departments of
Government and then come to his own
conclusion.

I do not know that I have ever been
advised in advance--let us say, more
than 30 minutes—that a certain piece of
legislation was to be vetoed.

Mr. RANDOLPH. My delightful
friend has the pulse of the President,
and he expresses it in words over and
over again. He may not spell out exactly
what the President is going to do, and
certainly I would not say he has so done,
but I say that over and over again we
have felt days and days before we passed
vpon a bill that the President was going
to veto it, if enacted in'a form which
displeased him, The minority leader has
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several times forecast ultimate Presi-
dential action with extraordinary ac-
curacy.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yleld?

Mr. KERR. I yicld to the Senator
from Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. PFirst, I wish to
congratulate the Senator from Oklahoma
for what appears to me to be an ex-
cellent solution to this very troublesome
problem.

There is onhe point in connection with
a previous remark I wish to have clari-
fied. The Senator made clear the in-
centive for increased payments by the
States. As the Senator said, I think
this is one of the bill’'s greatest merits.

In regard to a State which may be
doing all it thinks it should do at th2
moment, is there a prohibition against
the State decreasing what it is now
doing, the effort it is now making in the
field? In other words, will a State be
permitted to use the Federal contribu-
tion to maintain the present standard
and to decrease the State contribution?

Mr. KERR. I will say to the Senator
there are circumstances under which
that would bz possible. The bill cer-
tainly is not written in such a way as to
encourage it.

I remember looking at the situation
in regard to one State. I believe the
State is providing about $6 a month for
a medical care program. I believe the
State is contributing to the program
about $2.50 a month. Under the provi-
sions of the bill I think the State could
use $1 of the $2.50 which it is contribut-
ing to the $6 program, and could receive
$4 additional, so that actually the State
could thereby almost double the medical
care program without it costing the
State any more money.

I say to the Senator that we had in
mind, in writing the bill, that we should
have as favorable a provision in that re~
gard as we could in the hope and in the
belief that States would step up their
medical eare programs and, as they did,
use more of their own funds and thereby
receive proportionately much more Fed-
eral money.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I suppose it would
b2 very unusual if a State were in a
position to decrease its own contribu-
tion, because I presume, except for a
very few States, that the present pro-
gram is inadequate. I wondered about
it.

Mr. KERR. I doubt whether any State
would decrease the amount of money it
spends. There are a number of States
which, by spending the same amount of

money, could receive substantially
greater benefits.
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes. I think that

is certainly very fine. We hope the uiti-
mate effcet will be an increase in the
quality of and in the amount of most of
these programs.

As I understand the proposal, .from
the Senator’s explanation, it scems to be
a very wise solution to the problem.

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator from
Arkansas.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delawere. Mr.
President, will the Sensior yleld?
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Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senater
from Delaware.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
Senator from Oklahoma has stated the
situation very clearly, but I would not
want the Recomp to indicate that the
Senate Committee on Finance acted
under the threat or fear of -a Presiden-
tial veto.

Mr. KERR. 1 should like to clear
that matter up a bit, if the Senator will
permit. and the Senator can say what he
wishes in that regard.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I know
that the Senator from Oklahoma will
agree with me that the Senate Cem-
mittee on Finance approved the biil on
its own merits. An overwhelming ma-
Jority on both sides of the aisle felt it
was a fair and equitable bill. We felt
}: could be and should be enacted into

w.

I think that point should be empha-
sized. The fact that the administration
is in complete agreeméent with the action
of the committee is a fortunate factor,
but was not the determining factor so
far as the vote of the committee was con-
cerned.

This bill was reported not only with the
votes of every Republican member of the
Finance Committee but it also had the
support of six of the Democratic mem-
bers of our committee. This bill has bi-
partisan support as well as the strong
support of the administration.

We have brought to the Senate a bill
which we think will deal with this prob-
lem of providing adequate medical care
sor every person in America over the age
of 85 who needs it, provided the State it~
self sets up a medical program.

This Jeaves to the States the right to
set up their own programs, with the Fed-
eral Government participating in the
cost thereof. This is a right the States
should have. If the States wish to es-
tablish medical programs, every person
in America over the age of 65 who needs
assistance can get it under the bill. It
would not provide medical care for any-
one who does not need such assistance.

I think it should also be pointed out
that although this bill would supplement
the insurance programs, if any person
over the age of 65 wishes to carry his own
private health insurance he can do so.
The bill would in no way interfere with
the normal operations and functions of
insurance companies. This is not a na-
tional or socialized medical program.

I thank the Senator from Oklahoma
for ylelding at that point. As I said be-
fore, the fact that this bill has the en-
thusiastic support of the administration
is fortunate, but I again emphasize that
this bill was reported on its own merits
with strong bipartisan support.

Mr. KERR. Ithank the Senator from
Delaware. The Senator has accurately
set forth the situation. So far as the
Senator from Oklahoma is concerned,
he was not under the lash of tze Chief
Executive by reason of zn audible or in-
audible, actual or possible, veto threat.

I say to my oolleagues in the Sen-
ate that I was much more concerned
about whether I could get a majority of
the members the Committee on
Finance to agree with my proposal than
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I was with regard to whether I could
get the approval of the administration.

As I said when I started the discussion,
the thing which made me feel very good
about the situation was that the
members of the Committee on Finance
approved the amendment. They ap-
proved it because they thought it was
equitable, because they thought it was
worthy. because they thought it would
be the beginning of a complete and ade-
quate program. and because they be-
lieved it was something to which they
could subscribe and defend on the floor
of the Senate and at home.

When inquiry was made subsequently,
as to the attitude of the administration,
I was delighted to find acceptance at that
place. I believe probably I have been as
vocal as any Member of this body in the
expression of well-founded and unre-
strained opinions about the exercise of
the veto. It occurred to me that in this
situation we in the Finance Committee
achieved a degree of bipartisan support
and accommodation with the Chief
Executive which was remarkable in the
extent to which all had agreed on how
to meet the needs of the people of our
States. Certainly we did so without the
lash or any threat of a veto over us. I
am sure every member of the committee
can understand that we naturally were
delighted when we found that that to
which we had agreed would be accept-
able to the administration.

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

Mr. KERR. Iyield to the Senator from
Maryland.

Mr. BUTLER. I wish to congratulate
the very able Senator from Oklahoma
and tell him what a pleasure it is to work
with him on the Committce on Finance.
lIn;l:-ould like to address two questions to

Is the plan approved by the committee
and supported by the administration a
plan that has been approved by the in-
surance industry? To put the questior. in
another way, has the insurance industry
raised any objection to the plan?

Mr.KERR. None that Iknow of.

Mr. BUTLER. Has the American
Medical Association raised any objection
to the proposed plan?

Mr. KERR. None thatIknow of. One
of the significant things was the fact
that after it was explained to the medi-
cal and dental professions in my State, I
had the assurance that the members of
those professions there would be happy
to cooperate; they had no basis of op-
position.

Mr. BUTLER. Is it the type of plan
to which a Senator such as myself, who
believes very firmly in the rights of the
States and the rights of their people to
take care of their own problems at home,

could agree?
Mr. KERR. I think the Senator is
eminently correct.

Mr. BUTLER. It isa type of plan that
takes carve of the absolute necessity of
the people who are already on relief rolls,
and it applies to those who are in need
and do not have the means to protect
themselves. It gives assistance to the
States to aid such persons.

Mr. KERR. It also gives ample assist-
ance to the States to meet the needs of
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their aged who need it, whether they are
on the old-age assistance rolls or not,
and each State can determine its speci-
fications. I shall discuss that point in
some detail in a few moments. Each
State can determine the .specifications
which are acceptable to it for the eligi-
bility of their citizens to participate in
this program.

Mr. BUTLER. I thank the Senator
from Oklahoma. I make a slight reser-
vation. ¥ think I said it applicd only o
those persons who are on the assistance
rolls at the moment. It also applies to
those who are in need of care and are
not -on the assistance rolls and cannot
pay for it themselves.

Mr. KERR. That is correct.

Mr. BUTLER. But necessity must be
shown before they are entitled to it.

Mr. KERR. According to the specifi-
cations of the individual State.

Mr. BUTLER. I thank the Senator.

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

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator
from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. I commend the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma for a very fine pres-
entation. He is always prepared on this
subject, and he is interested in it. I
sometimes complain about the lack of a
quorum or attention, and I now wish to
commend the Senate for giving the Sen-
ator such a fine opportunity to explain
this important bill. I believe the entire
committee, whether individual members
voted for this particular bill or not, owes
a debt of gratitude to all Senators for the
consideration that has been given to it.
I think the committee has brought forth
a very fine bill. '

I was about to ask a question of the
Senator from Oklahoma on a subject
which the Senator had not covered ex-
cept by referring ‘to “those in need.” I
believe his answer to the Senator from
Maryland, that he is about to develop
that part of his subject, is sufficient for
the time being.

Mr. KERR. Yes, I expect to do so..

Mr. STEWNIS. I shall not ask the
Senator to repeat what he intended to
say.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, does
the Serator from Oklahoma intend to
continue?

Mr. KERR. Yes. The bill would
amend existing title I to make it clear
that States may extend their assistance
programs to cover the medically needy.
The bill would give the States a financial
incentive to establish such programs
where they do not exist or to extend
such programs where they are not ade~
quate in coverage of comprehensive in
the scope of benefits.

The State standard for determining
need for medical assistance does not have
to be the same standard as that for de-
termining need for money payments.
Thus, a State may, if it wishes, disre-
gard in whole or part, the existence of
any income or resources, of an individual
for medical assistance. An individual
who applies for medical assistance may
be deemed eligible by the State not-
withstanding the fact he has a child who
may be finar.cially able to pay all or part
of his care, or owns or has an equity in
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s homestesd, or has some life insurance
wlth s cash value, or is receiving an old-
age insurance benefit, annuity, or retire-
ment benefit. The State has wide lati-
tude to establish the standard of need for
medical assistance as long as it is &
reasonable standard consistent with the
objectives of the title.

Section 1 provides that one of the ob-
jectives of the title is to furnish medi-
cal assistance to individuals who are not
recipients of old-age assistance but
whose Incoiie and resources are insuf-
ficient to meet the costs of necessary
medical services. In establishing the
standard of need for medical assistance
a State must comply with all other ap-
plicable provisions of section 2.

Mr. President, I wish to close by ex-
tending my appreciation to the Senate
for the attention it has given to me and
to the other members of the commit-
tee for their work in deliberating and
studying this bill, and the amendments
which were approved. In my judgment,
a close examination of the bill by Sen-
ators from any State will show that, if
enacted into law, the proposed legisla-
tion would be of great benefit to the
citizens of each and every State and a
detriment to none.

I thank the Senate. i

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld?

Mr. KERR. I yleld to the Senator
from Delaware.

Mr, FREAR. As the Senator from
Oklahoma has already heard, many Scn-
ators have expressed their pride in the
work accomplished by the Senator from
Oklahoma and the manneér in which he
has presented it to the Senate. I should
like to add perhaps merely a feeble word,
but the feebleness of it does not signify
my degree of appreciation for what the
senior Senator from Oklahoma has done
for the senior citizens of the United
States.

Mr, KERR. I thank my good friend
from Delaware.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yleld?

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator
from linols.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator has
made an exceptional exposition. I know
he has been on his feet for quite a while.
I ask him if he would yleld for a little
catechizing in order to place the whole
subject in a package.

Pirst, the proposed legislation pre-
serves the general principle set forth in
the President’s message, liberalizing it in
the hope of making it adequate?

Mr. KERR. The statement is accurate.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The plan would not
be financed out of ger.eral revenues but
from funas made available in the form
of grants-in-aid to the States that qual-
ify under the program?

Mr. KERR. I am sure it would not be
financed out of earmarked taxes, out of
revenue secured from the general tax
structure

Mr. DIRKSEN. Out of general reve-
nues appropriated for that surpose.

Mr. KERR. The Senator is correct.

Mr.DIRKSEN. A Stateis free to come
in or stay out,

Mr, KERR, The Senator is correct.
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Mr. DIRKSEN. There are enough in-
centives in the bill to make one properly
assume that every State would want to
come in under this program.

Mr. KERR. I believe that it would re-
sult in that happening.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The estimate with
respect to the House bill was that if all
States participated, the combined Fed-
eral-State cost would aggregate about
$325 million. Can the Senator give us a
rounded figure as to what this program
would cost?

Mr. KERR. I believe that the esti-
mate of cost of the bill uas passed by the
House for title XVI. which was the ini-
tial coverage, would be about $30 million
a year, soon going up to $165 million,
which would be the Federal cost. That
would call for matching funds by the
States, so that when it went into eftect,
after a year or so, the total cost to hoth
State and locai governments with refer-
ence to both titie XVI and the slight
expansion of coverage under title I of the
existing law, would be about the amount
named by the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DIRKSEN. It is my understand-
ing that every person over 65, whether on
social security or not, who is in need
would be eligible for the benefits pro-
vided in this plan

Mr. KERR. The Senator is correct.

Mr. DIRKSEN. It is my understand-
ing also that this program could be put
into effect on or about the 1st.of October
of this year, if enacted into law in this
session, as distinguished from alterna-
tive programs, which would requires ad-
ditional State legislation, and could
probably not become efrective until some
time in the middle or latter part of 1951

Mr. KERR. As I understand it, every
substitute offered to the committee for
its consideration had in it a provision
which would have prevented the amend-
ment from becoming effective before the
middle of 1961, if enacted.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The proposed pro-
gram makes ro provision for a fee by a
participant in the program, or any kind
of action that might put a lien upon the
property of a recipient of the benefits.
Is that correct?

Mr. KERR. Not by reason of any-
thing in the law.

Mr. DIRKSEN. That puts this mat-
ter into one good package. I congratu-
late the Senator on his magnificent pres-
entation.

Mr. KERR. I yield the floor.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, it has been
with very great interest that I have lis-
tered to the able address of my friend
and colleague, the distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. Keazx). He has
made many lasting contributions to the
Nation’s social security program, jor
which I should like to pay him tribute.

Lest someone reached the conclusion
that there is no longer any disagreement
with the bill to be preser:ted by the com-
mittee, I wish to speak very briefly. The
bill has been described to the Senate this
afternoon. It is faulty in three major
respects.

First, a means test would be provided,
which would be applied before any old
person could receive a benefit. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Oklshoma sald
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it weuld provide medical care and hos-
?ln.liauon to all old people who needed
L.

I believe there are still old people in
America, and I hope that when my chil-
dren are old there will stil! be old people
in America, who have sufficient pride
that they will not humble themselves by
seeking public alms. The committee bill
follows the public charity approach.
The bill provides for public charity. It
gives no old person an entitlement, a
rignt. Ours is a proud people. It erodes
the pride of our people to place them
in the ignominious position of having
to take their hat in hand and go to a
welfare agent and plead their poverty
before recciving aid of which they are
in need.

One would gather, from several. re-
marks made on the floor of the Senate
this afternoon, that this country made a
great mistake when it enacted the social
security program. It was with consider-
able surprise that I heard in the Senate,
one day after the 25th anniversary of
this, the greatest step in social security
that mankind ever made, that it was
wrong to have a program of compulsory
insurance.

The social security program applies to
all alike who are in specifizd employ-
ment. It is compulsory. I have no
choice, when I pay my tax as a self-em-
ployed individual in private life, but to
pay the social security tax on self-em-
ploymeéent income. An employee in a
bank in the city of Washington has no
choice but to accepi the social security
deductions from his paycheck. Asacon-
scquence of this programi, when that
bank clerk reaches the retirement age,
he is entitled to his soclal security retire-
ment pay. He is entitled to it as a mat-
ter of right, whether he be a pauper or
a plutocratic millionaire. He has anen-
titlement. He has a right. That right
vests under the law.

The social security program has a
wide base. It provides insurance so that
people wiii not have to live in poverty
when they retire.

I thought thic was good and I still
think so. But we hear this afternoon
mtcl’;lisnot good, that it is ar unsound

The seesaw of political sentiment to-
ward & proposal can take weird turns
I heard the distinguished minority
leader extoll the committee bill because
it did not meet the test of pay as you go.
I heard the ed minority
leader praise the bill because the bene-
fits it provides would be paid for from
the general fimd. Yet only a few
months ago he and the administration
were opposed to addiiional funds for
highway oconstruction if even $1 came
out of the general fund. They said the
cost must be met by an increase in the
tax on gasoline.

There is one feature of our social
security program upon which all of us

medlcalearemd
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rity program as an additional category
of benefits. I offered a substitute bill,
which was defeated in committee. I see
on the floor the distinguished junior
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER-
SON]. He also offered a substitute that
was defeated.

The proposals which the junior Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]
and I introduced, while providing greater
benefits, also provided taxes to bring in
the revenue to make the program fiscally
sound,

The committee bill would provide
some additional benefits, but it provides
no additional revenue.

The course of fiscal responsibility
sometimes takes a weird turn, indeed.
The turn is often interpreted in accord-
ance with the dictates of expediency.
Some persons apparently had rather be
fiscally unsound with an inadequate
poorhouse approach than to be fiscally
sound with an adequate program of so-
clal security.

‘The third major fault of the bill re-
ported from the Ccmmittee on Finance
is that it depends upon State matching
of funds. Some States contend that
they are already straining to ma.ch that
which .s already available. Indeed, sev-
eral States are not now matching funds
which are already available under a pro-
vision of law similar to that now rec-
ommended to us.

‘The recent Governors’ conference
passed a resolution asking Congress to
enact a bill adding medical cere and
hospitalization to the social security
pregram. One of the principal reasons
given, as I recall the resolution, was that
the State sources of matching funds
were already all but exhausted.

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
Ranporpul has just reminded me that
that resolution was passed on June 29
and was placed in the Rrcorp of June
30 by the distinguished Senator from
Michigan [Mr. McNamaral. It will be
found in the RECORD on page 15094.

Much has been made of the fact that
the committee bill would be effective in
October of this year. Some small bene-
fits might be available in some States at
that time; but, in major part, the States
must raise additional matching funds,
and that would require sessions of the
State legislatures.

A group of Senators who are earn-
estly seeking a sound medical care and
hospitalization bill, adequate for the
needs of the people and preserving the
pride of the people, met this forenoon.
We will introduce a bill in due course,
and the Senate will have an opportunity
to choose between a means test, wkich,
as I say, erodes the pride of our people,
and a program which is actuarily sound,
is not dependent upon State matching,
and provides benefits withir. the frame-
work . of the social sccurity program. I
hope Senators will reserve judgment
until they read the minority views and
have an oppertunity to examine the bill
which we will introduce.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
may say, at the outset, that much of what
1 shall say will sound similar to what
the distinguished Senator from Tennes-
see has been saying. This is not because
we have gotten together and compired
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notes; it merely indicates that our hearts
beat somewhat in unison when it comes
to trying to deal adequately with this
problem. Ithank the Senator from Ten~-
nessee for the remarks he made.

First, I was greatly intrigued by even
the suggestion that any Senator might
hold back on this proposal because of the
possibility of a veto. It seems to me that
not long ago we passed a housing bill
which we were fully certain might run
into trouble, but I do not recall any
Senator announcing that he would not
vote for it because it might have diffi-
culty at the White House.

It seems to me that a couple of years
ago we had under consideration an agri-
cultze bill which I vigorously opposed,
but which my Democratic colleagues
shoved rapidly through the Senate to
the White House, there-to see it receive
a veto.

It seems to me that one Member of the
Senate had a proposal, at one time, to
add $5 to the old-age assistance. The
bill passed Congress and went to the
White House, where it was vetoed. But
the Senator who sponsored the measure
never held back a minute because of the
possibility that it might be vetoed.

As I recall, not too lonz ago a public
works bill went through Congress, was
sent to the President, and was vetoed.
Congress passed the bill again, it went
to the President, and was vetoed again.
I do not recall that the author of that
bill ever stood up and said, “Do not pass
the biil: it might be vetoed.”

So I hope that in this discussion no
Senator will so far forget himself as to
suggest the possibility that any Senator
would vote Jdifferently because of the
possibility of adverse action at the White
House.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana.
dent. will the Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. This Sena-
tor is one of those who has been guilty
of what the Senator from New Mexico
refers to as urging that an amendment
be adopted although the bill might then
be vetoed.

This Senator also had the experience,
some years ago. in connection with a
social security bill, of urging that an
amendment be adopted to reduce the
ben2fits in the bill, because we had
rather certain indications of the prob-
ability that the bill would be vetoed, and
Congress would not be in session when
the bill was returned to Congress.

The distinguished Senator knows that
these decisions must depend on the cir-
cumstances.

Mr. ANDERSON, I recall that, and I
take pride in the work wiich the Senator
from Louisiana did.

I think there are some good features
in the bill the committee will report. I
do not say everything is bad. Many
things about it are good. I simply say
it does not go nearly far enough.

I am not surprised that it has been
indicated that the administration will
support the bill, or that we might get
an administration bill, because one little
section of the House bill, which was car-
ried on page 8 of the committee print
which we had, but which liberalized tie
alternative requirements so that an in-

Mr. Presi-
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dividual could meet them much easier,
was taken from the House provision:
and taking out that House provision
saved $251 million a year. So it is not
unusual that the addition of some little
section which added $130 million did not
throw the bill so far out of balance that
the administration was no longer inter-
ested in it. We rejected that one time.
‘Then we called for a reconsideration of
it, and we rejected it again. So I know
that one of the prompting motives in
rejecting it again was the fact that if
we had not restored the $251 million,
then this additional amount of money for
old age help might have overbalanced it
a little.

There are many weaknesses in the bill.
One of them is that it depends on State
appropriations and tax increases. That
will involve a tough battle in the legis-
lature in almost every State. One of
the weaknesses is that State legislatures
meet biennially.

It is all very well to throw out the
date October 1 and say it is a wonderful
thing. The fact is that only the old-age
assistance provisions will be affected by
October 1. The rest of it will have to
be held in abeyance until the legislatures
of the various States meet and take some
action. The Governors of the States
must alsoact.

The able Senator from Tennessee [ Mr.
Gorel anticipated somewhat what I in-
tended to say. He cited the fact that
the Governors’ conference passed a reso-
lution, which is printed in the hearings
at page 161.

We. the undersigned, attending the 52d
annual Governors’ conference, urge that you
and your committee amend H.R. 12580—

‘The bill which has just been reported—
to provide health benefits under the pro-
visions of the old age survivors and dis-
ability insurance system.

That is what the Senator from Ten-
nessee was trying to do with his bill.
That is what the Senator from Michigan
{Mr. McNaMara| was trying to do with
his bill. And that is what I tried to do
with my very modest amendment.

The interesting thing is that when we
have been listening to debates on the
minimum wage bill. some Senators have
said. “Leave it to the Governors. The
QGovernor of my State says we do not
need this legislation.”

Well, Mr. President, if we are going to
leave it to the Governors, as regards the
minimum wage, why not leave it to the
Governors, as regards benefits to the
aged, for health purposes? Thirty Gov-
ernors signed the telegram in which they
said they did not want it done by any
fashion other than the payroll tax
method. Why did they say that? They
said it because they knew what their
financial problems were.

A great many of the Governors signed
it. Among them are the Governor of
Missouri, the Governor of California, and
Governor Collins of Florida, who took a
little part in some of the recent discus-
sions. .

A moment ago I found that the Gov-
ernor of Arkansas, Mr. Faubus, signed
it. Gov. Nelson Rockefeller, of New
York. also suzzested this as a possibility.
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It is all very well to say that all New
York has to do is appropriate anotker
$35 million or $40 million. But certainly
the Governor of New York knows what
he is doing when he suggests this possi-
bility. Therefore, I think we should pay
some attention to his ideas in regard to
this matter.

‘The telegsram was also signed by the
Governor of Michigan, the Governor of
Washington, the Governor of Connecti-
cut, the Governor of Wisconsin—by a
totai of 30 Governors, who are suggesi-
ing that the method proposed here, of
imposing a. small payroll tax, is the
proper method with which to care for
this problem.

If the Governors know so much about
the proper course in regard to the mini-
mum wage, how is it that, in the opinion
of some, they are so ignorant as regards
soclal security? I believe we should pay
a little attention to that point.

‘Purthermore, the Governors will have
to sign the implementing legislation, if it
is passed next year.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from New Mexico
yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bur-
picKk in the chair). Does the Senator
from New Mexico yield to the Senator
from Louisiana?

Mr. ANDERSON. Iam happy toyield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
from New Mexico referred to the State of
New York; and I believe the point he
made in that connection illustrates some
of the benefits of this proposed legisla-
tion, although of course the Senator
feels that it might not be adequate.
Does not the Senator know that at pres-
ent New York is one of the leading
States of the Nation in providing general
hospitalization to persons who, for oné
reason or another, might have difficulty
in paying their medical bills?

Mr, ANDERSON. Yes.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. This bill
would make it possible for New York to
provide twice as much care for those
over 65 years of age as New York is now
providing. In the opinion of the Sen-
ator, would not that make it a very lib-
eral and substantial program in New
York?

Mr. ANDERSON. Oh, yes, if New
York could just find $75 million But
New York has a little dificulty, once in
a while, in doing that. New Yovk is a
marvelous State, and I am very happy
that its payments are high. But, some-
how or other, its Governor took a littl>
different view regarding this situation
than did the Senate Finance Committce.
If the Senate Finance Committee had
taken Governor Rockefeller's advice, it
would have reported another of the bills,
rather than the one it did report.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. But my point
is that although I do not Xnow just how
New York is providing all its aid to the
aged or how it is handling the hospitali-
zation, yet I am sure that New York can
very well do what Louisiana dves. name-
1y, set up the plan in such a fashion that
the State gets credit for what it already
is doing for those over 65 years of age,
and thereby enuble the State to qualify
for Pederal matching of the amount the
State glready Is providing,
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New York, which has a very liberal
program, would be in a position at least
to double its program, simply by adjust-
ing its affairs in such a way as to get
credit at the Federal level for what New
York already is doing at the State level.

Mr. ANDERSON. However, if the
only result of this bill would be to have
some fancy bookkeeping done, I do not
think very much additional help would
be provided for the aged.

It is true that New York is doing a fine
job. But there are 15 or more Staies
which today are doing little or nothing
for such medic2l care. What are they to
do? .
That is why some of us believe that
the best way is to proceed by means of a
payroll tax with which to take care of
this social security problem.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. In the case
of those of us who come from States
which already are providing liberal and
adequate medical care for the aged, and
who assume that under this program our
States will go to the extreme limit in
seeing to it that anyone who needs med-
ical care at public expense will receive
it, is there any reason why we should
vote to require the people of our States
to pay, on t.,) of that, an additional tax
in the form of a payroll tax or a tax of
one-half of 1 percent of their income,
as the case may be, to provide for such
care, when our States are already pro-
viding it? -

Mr. ANDERSON. In the case of the
$71 that Louisiana is providing Louisi-
ana will be able to matzh $3 and will be
able to receive $12 or $15 for it. Butitis
also true that the State next to Louisiana
on the list is Kentucky, with only a $46
average payment. If Kentucky is not
able vo provide medical benefits now, how
does the Seaator expest Kentucky will
be able to provide them in the future
merely because the Congress passes a
bill which provides, in effect, that the
Kentucky Legislature will be allowed to
try to dig up some funds with which to
match?

Mr. LONG of louisiana. The $71 to
which the Senator from New Mexico has
referred does not relate at all to what
is being done in Louisiana. Our State
hospital program is quite independent
of our welfare program in Louisiana.
The Louisiana hospital fund is spent for
State hospital care, for which the people
are not charged medical bills. If the
hospital program for the aged in Louisi-
ana is to be given credit for what the
State already is doing, frankly, the funds
which would bs made available would
be more than what is needed in order
to do the job for all aged persons in
Louisiana at 100 percent.

But as the Senator from New Mexico
knows, under the program we have in
mind, Louisiana would not receive com-
plete matching for all she already is
doing, because Louisiana has already
gone so far that if-an effort were made
to match what she already is spending
for this purpose, she would have more
help than she would need.

Mr. ANDERSON. I have stated
frankly that Louisiana has done a very
good job in thé fleld of medical care:
and that may be one of the reasons
why on 50 many occasions the Sena‘tor
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from Louisiana has suggested liberaliz-
ing our social security program. But
that is not true of every State; and the
fact that there is a fine program in
Louisiana does not mean that the same
is true throughout the Nation.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. But does not
the Seaator from New Mexico appreciate
the fact that the medical care which
States already are providing for the
aged could at least be doubled under this
bill without devoting to the program Any
additional Siate revenue—in other
words, merely by having the Federal
Government match what the State al-
ready is doing?

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not mean the
matching provisions of the bill; I simply
say that, in addition, there are millions
of people under the social security pro-
gram who will find themselves best taken
care of by this system.

Now I come to the question of the
means tests: One of the big objections,
I believe, {0 what is provided by the bill
is the provision for a means test. There
are a great many people who do not want
to say, “I am medically indigent, even
though I am not indigent insofar as my
other resources are concerned, for I own
my own house, and I have property and
income; but when it comes to paying
medical bills, put me down as indigent,
so I can get medical care free.”

Many people beliesve they should re-
ceive it as a matter of right; that is the
position of many who are perfectly will-
ing to make such insurance payments.
And I am satisfied that many of the
Governors of the States said that was
the desirable thing to do.

Some interesting philosophies gare
being voiced in connection with this
matter. I do not understand how it is
that a conservative, pay-as-you-go 8o-
cial security approach has become im-
practical, whereas a program of making
large appropriations from the General
Fund-~in other words, the spending ap-
proach—is regarded as having become so
fiscally responsible. Certainly that is a
strange argument. Some seem to be-
lieve that it would be perfectly horrible
to make a program self-sustaining on a
pay-as-you-go basis.

I have seen some Members of Congress
vote against a measure which provides
for a pay-as-you-go method, although
heretofore they have been very much
worried about the condition of the Fed-
eral Treasury. Yet they are willing to
start taking $130 million or $230 million
out of the Treasury, to supplement these
funds, and are willing to have millions
of dollars come out of the State treas-
uries, whereas the payroli tax would take
care of the matter very simply and very

A great many things could be said,
and will be said. My only purpose here
tonight is to urge Senators not to be-
come pledged to some particular pro-
gram and sgainst some other particular
program. I think it is entirely passible
that, before they are through, they may
find that there are no bargain days.
There are no discount stores. There is
no way we can get something cheaply.
The program will cost some money. It
is true that a one-half of 1 percent
tax on payrolls would provide $1 billion;
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and someone says, “You cap have all
of that for $135 million. All you have
to do is take what is in the bill now.
For $135 million you get what $1 bil.
lion will buy.”

No, we do not. There is no royal and
easy road to getting insurance protec-
tion for the people of the United States,
and I say to Senators that they haa bet-
ter look at the whole figure and decide
Wwhat we need.

I was interested. In the question that
was asked, “What about a rich man, a
man whose father might be a millionaire,
& man whose wiie might take in room-
ers? Will he get the money to go to the
hospital?” They would argue against
that and strike down the whole social
Security program. What about the pres-
ident of a corporation who gets $600,000
& year, but who comes under the social
security program? Does anyone worry
over whether he might have retirement
pay? I am told there are many Mem-
bers of Congress who have money de-
ducted from their pay for retirement
purposes, who have adequate income and
resources, but who believe insurance is
not a bad thing.

‘There are officers of corporations who
are paid many thousands of dollars a
year, many of them receivirg more than
& hundred thousand dollai s, who still see
to it that money s deducted from their
pay, up to $4,800 of tncir earnings. We
do not suggest taking them off the 3-per-
cent tax. No one says that corporation
officers should not contribute to the pro-
gram In this way. However, if it is sug-
gested taking another quarter of 1 per-
cent from the employer and another
quarter of 1 percent from the employee,
that suddenly becomes fiscally irrespon-
sible and dangerous to the whole coun-
&ry. I do pot believe it. I believe that
services for which the rich are taxed
are still all right because they provide
for all the people of this country.

I therefore hope we will not suddenly
decide in advance that we will not sup-
port an amendment which will be of-
fered, which would reccgnize the social
security principle. I believe a number
of Senators will be interested in having
it presented. I hope I will be among
them, as I am sure other Senators who
are now present will be. Regardless,
there will be an opportunity, when the
bill reaches the floor, to vote on that
supplementary amendment, whicn car-
ries out the desires of the Governors of
30 States, which carries out the desires
of the people across the country who
have been watching the program for a
long time.

I began my first participation in this
program in 1936, when I became a direc-
tor of the Employment Security Adninis.
tration in my home State. I had served
as a relief administrator prior to that
time. I had served as a national youth
administrator, as had our distinguished
majority leader. We started our work
in the same way.

‘Thruugh the years I have developed

some feeling on this question, I belicve

the Social Security System has been a
fine thing; and if we will only go back to
the early days and listen to the pro-
nouncements issued against this “awful,
pernicious insurance device,” whereby
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a man who had a good job was taxed so
there might be uremployment insurance
for all, it will be found that those who
made those pronouncements in the be-
ginning do not make them any more.

We have just celebrated the 25th an-
niversary of the Social Security System.
When the first bills were passed, there
were some pretty harsh things said from
one side of the aisle; but when the 25th
anniversary arrived. I did not see a sin-
gle Senator from the other side of the
aisle stand up to recommend a repeal of
the whole Social Security System. Per-
haps they learned something in 25 years;
and I suggest to them that if we estab-
lish this program and accept an amend-
ment that will be offered which puts it
on the social security princip’e for medi-
cal care to the aged, in 25 years we shall
.see the same general results. Aad I hope
that will be the decision of the Senate.

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

Mr. ANDERSON. Iyield

Mr. RANDOLPH. It was my privilege
earlier in the day to listen to the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma (Mr. Kerrl, and
then to listen to the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Gorel, and now to have
heard the Senator from New Mexico
{Mr. AnpErsON]. I would not feel it
propcr, after having expressed my ap-
preciation to the Senator from Okla-
homa for his discussion of the action of
the Senate Finance Committee, if I
failed to speak my appreciation for the
helpful and forthright manner in which
the Senators from Tennessee and New
Mexico have spoken. I am sure thcir
reasoning appeals to many of the Sen-
ators ir this body.

Mr. ANDERSON. I thank the able
Senator.

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I ask the Senator
to yield primari'y because I wish to com-
mend the Senator from New Mexico, r.ot
only for the words he has. uttered here
today, but for the work on the psart of
the Senator from New Mexico and his
colleagues who voted with him for the
social security principle in providing
medical care for the aged or elderly. I
commend the Senator also for pointing
out some of the weaknesses in the com-
mittee proposal that are so very evident.

‘What disturbs me about the proposal
is that it is ncthing more or less than
a “souped-up” old-age assistance pro-
gram with the means test applied a little
more liberaliy than before. It does not
get down to the solid principle of in-
surance under the social security pro-

I jotted down a few thoughts relating
to the action of the Finance Committee
in rejecting the sound principle of so-
cia! security insurance and in approving
a modified vers:on of additionsl Federal
assistdance to the States in order to carry
un a medical care program on the basis
of need as determined by social workers
who investizate the economic status of
cach and every applicant for medical
assistance.

We should get away from this reliet
concept. This Nation boasts of it8 pros-
perity, This Nation boasts of its produc~
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tivity and of the ever larger number of
people that have well paid jobs. It seems
to me we ought to work our way up to a
system of health care insurance so that
when elderly people come into their hour
of need for medical care there is money
in the till, so to speak, to pay for it pn an
insurance principle.

The thing that disturbs me, I can add
to my friend from New Mexico, is that
the very people who have criticized us
for fiscal irresponsibility are ighoring or
pushing aside a conservative, proven.
tested program of social security insur-
ance that is a pav-as-you-go type of pro-
gram into a special fund out of which
tax revenues are directed for a particular
purpose or purposes.

They reject that. They go on to say,
“Let us dip into the general revenues of
the Treasury for an undetermined
amount to increase Pederal assistance to
the States.” Then they depend upon
State legislatures to act cooperatively to
provide increased 1evenues from the
States for a medical assistance program
based upon a means test and the relief
principle.

I cannot understand that. I think we
should enact the Anderson proposal or
the McNamara proposal or the bill I in-
troduced, which related only to hospital
and nursing home care. The bills spon-
sored by the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. ANDERSON!, the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. McCarrrY], the Senator
from Indiana (Mr. HarTxel, and myself
had a common denominator. namely, the
social security insurance principle. That
is the sound way to approach the prob-
lem. ‘Those bills would provide free
choice of hospitals. In ihe instance in
which the McNamara bill relates to sur-
gical care. there is provided a free choice
of doctors.

That would have provided a sensible,
sane way to pay the bill. The bill would
have been paid not out of the general
reenues, as the Finance Committee pro-
posal indicates, but out of the special
social security fund on a sound, actuarial
basis.

The Governors of the 50 States have
indicat>d their overwhelming approval,
as the Senator from New Mexico pointed
out. Every public opinion poll which
has ever been taken on this subject has
indicated that more than two-thirds of
the people favor applying the social secu-
rity principle to medical care for the
people who are recipients of social secu-
rity benefits. It seems to me that should
he the approach.

Mr. President, I shall do my best to
see to it that the Congress supports that
principle. I shall do my best to see to it
that the Democratic Party stands up for
it, since we are committed to it in the
platform.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. ANDERSON. If my colleagues
wiil permit, I wish to conclude by saying
that I am glad the able Senator has men-
tioned the problem of the means test. I
had my first experience with this prob-
lem as a county relief administrator. I
found that when we had case aids scat-
tered all over the county we had to learn
whether they were reading the same
book or living up to the same standards,
for in one area family after family went
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on relief, while in another area practi-
cally no family was on relief. ‘The only
way to solve that problem was to shift
the aids around and to establish
standards.

Subsequently I became a State relief
administrator, while I was trying to run
a private business at the same time. I
found that we had the same problem
with regard to individual counties that
I had found to exist on the case aids.
They had a different standard of need in
one couniy as compared to another
county.

Finally I became an administrator of
a program for several States. and I
found that the same thing was true with
reference to the various States.

That is why it bothers me when I read
such things as are found in section 1605:

An eligible individual means any individ-
ual (1) who is 65 years of age or over and
(2) whose income and resources. taking into
account his other living requirements. as
determined by the State, are insufficient to
meet the cost of his medical service.

That is open to as many interpreta-
tions as there are States.

Shall we say that a man who has rela-
tives who are rich has resources, or shall
we eliminate the relative responsibility,
as many States have done?

Shall we say that a man who owns his
own home has resources? Shall we take
it away from him piecemeal, item by
item, as he needs medical care?

Shall we say that a man who has an
income of $100 a month from social se-
curity has an income sufficient to live on?
Will we make him dip into that month
by month to pay a medical bill?

We may have as many variations on
this theme as there are States and State
administrators. As one who has seen
hundreds of variations in the same field,
I recognize-how that could occur.

One of the worst riots in which I ever
was caught in relief activity arose over a
case of lace curtains. The question was,
Should we give a relief .client lace cur-
tains in his house. and did he need lace
curtains? It was my privilege to be
called to the telephone in Salt Lake City,
where the regional headquarters were
then established. The Governor of Colo-
rado at that time wac Gov. Ed Johnson.
He was being held inside his office by a
raging mob of hundreds of people who
demanded that he change the rules for
eligibility before they would release him.
He got out safely only when I was able
to promise an additional sum of money
in the name of Mr. Hopkins, which was
to come to him a few days afterward.

If we want trouble, we can place this
assistance upon the basis of 50 different
States having 50 different living require-
ments and deciding whether people have
income and resources adequate to meet
the need.

I do not think we will have too much
trouble with regard to those who are
already under old-age assistance pro-
grams. I believe we will have a great
deal of trouble when we try to create a
new class of indigency in America, the
medically indigent. I say that is a dan-
gerous proposal, and I hope we saall rot
let it occur.
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Would the Finance
Committee bill depend upon State appro-
priations in part?

Mr. ANDERSON. Inpart.

Mr. HUMPHREY. creased State

apiupriations?
Mr. ANDERSON. In part.
Mr. HUMPIIREY. Would this not

necessitate an increase in State taxes?

Mr. ANDERSON. I would rather not
try to answer that question. I am not
opposed to what is provided in the bill.
As the able Senator from Louisiana
pointed out earlier. in a State such as
Louisiana it might be possible to readjust
some of the overpayment which is al-
ready being made, over the $65 limit,
50 as to provide mcre medical care with-
out any additional taxes. There are
individual States in which that situation
would be true, and other States where it
would not be true.

I would rather have the Senator from
Minnesota ask me a general question,
as to which I could say that generally
speaking it is anticipated there will be
additional financial burdens on the
States.

Mr. HUMPHREY. In the State of
Minnesota we spend $20 million a year
on medical care for the aged. That is
a substantial sum of money. I ask the
Senator from New Mexico if we are to
be asked to spend more money under the
Finance Committee bill.

Mr. ANDERSON. I have put away
the table which had the figure for Min-
nesota on it. I am not able to answer
the Senator's question immediately, be-
cause I do not carry the figure for every
State in my mind.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The point I em-~
phasize 1s that the real problem today in
financing is a problem of local and State
governments.

Mr. ANDERSON.
correct.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The State ex-
penditures have gone up as much as 300
percen*. Indebtedness of States has gone
up fantastically. I have been a mayor
of a large city, and I have some idea of
the difficulty of operating local govern-
ment with a limited taxing power.

Mr. ANDERSON. I have the table
again, and can now answer the Senator's
question.

Mr. HUMPRHEY. I thank the Sena-
tor.

Mr. ANDERSON. For the State of
Minnesota. if I have the correct figure,
the average is $91.4¢. The maximum in
regard to which the Federal Government
participates is $65. Therefore, some of
the additional money Minnesota is now
paying above the $65 might be turned
over to the fund and might provide some
additional benefits.

I hupe that .answers the Senator's
question.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Inother words, the
State might receive some additional
funds?

Mr. ANDERSON. From the first part
of the bill, as the section is written, i