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House of Representatives

The House was not in session today.

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

‘The Chaplain, Rev, Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D, offered the following
prayer:

Eiternal Spirit, we thank Thee that
Thou art not far off, out on the vast rim
of the universe; but nearer to us than
breathing; warm, sweet, tender, a pres-
ent help, walting to live in us, to work
through us; our daily sustenance, the
fountain of a courage that will not fail
and of a power that ean use our so fal-

lible weakness as its healing and iliu-.

minating channel.

In this confused day, with its noisy
volces and contending claims, grant unto
these Thy servants that .they may be
faithful to every trust committed by the
people to their hands, giving utterance
only to their highest, noblest thought;
and that upon their shoulders there may
rest unsullied the white mantle of the
Nation’s honor, Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. McFarLAND, &nd by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday,
June 15, 1950, was dispensed with.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

On his own request, and by unanimous
consent, Mr, Youna was excused from
attendance on the sessions of the Senate
for all of next week.

On his own request, and by unanimous
consent, Mr. HoLranp was excused from
attendance on the sessions of the Senate
on Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday of
next week.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING SENATE
SESSION .

On request of Mr, MCFARLAND, and by

unanimous consent, the Committee on

Armed Services and the Committee on

Senate

FrnAY, JUNE 16, 1950

(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 7, 1950)

Foreign Relations, sitting jointly, were
authorized to meet this afternoon Gur-
ing the sesslon of the Senate.

On request of Mr. McFarLAND, and by
unanimous consent, a subcommittee of
the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare was authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate today.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

- Mr. MCFARLAMD, Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that immediately
after the quorum call the Senator from
Florida [Mr. Horranp] be permitted to
propound questions on the pending so-
cial-security measure to the Senator
from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN].

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
Senator from Arizona? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that immedi-
ately thereafter the calendar e called.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. For
the consideration of measures to which
there is no objection?

Mr. McFARLAND, Yes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 1Is
there objection to the unanimous-con-
sent request of the Senator from Ari-
zona? The Chair hears none, and the
calendar will be called, beginning at the
point where we left off at the last call
of the calendar.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

Mr. McFARLAND, Mr, President, I
modify my previous request for unani-
mous consent, and ask that after we
have a quorum call Senators.be per-
mitted to submit petitions and memo-
rials, introduce bills and joint' resolu-
tions, and present routine matters for
the RECorDp, without debate, before the

Its next meéting will be held on Monday, June 19, 1950, at 12 o’clock noon.

questions of the Senator from Florida
tc the Senator from Colorado.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With=
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCFARLAND. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
clerk will call the roll,

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

The

Alken Hickenlooper Maybank
Benton Hill Millkin
Bridges Holland Mundt
Butler Hunt Myers
Cain Ives Neely -
Chapman Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Robertson
Connally Kefauver Russell
Cordon Kem Saltonstall
Darby Kerr Bchoeppel
Donnell Kilgore Smith, Maine
Dworshak Knowland Bmith, N. J.
Eastland Leahy Stennis
Ecton Lebman Taft
Ellender Lodge Thomas, Utah
Ferguson Lucas Thye
Flanders McCarran Tobey
Frear McCarthy Tydings
Fulbright McClellan Watkins
Gillette McFarland Withers
Green McKellar Young
Gurney McMahon
Hayden Malone

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce

that the Senator from Maine [Mr,
BREWSTER], the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
BRrICKER], the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. HENDRICKSON], the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. JENNER], the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY], and the Sena-
tor from Delaware [Mr., Witriams] are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CareHART], the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. LanGer], the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. VanpENBere], and the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLEY]
are absent by leave of the Senate.
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The Senator from Pennsylvania [(Mr,
MarTIN] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official business.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A
quorum is present.

NATURALIZATION OF IMMIGRANTS HAV-
ING LEGAL RIGHT TO PERMANENT
RESIDENCE

‘The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate a message from the
House of Representatives announcing
its disagreement to the amendments of
the Senate to the joint resolution (H, J.
Res, 238) to provide the privilege of be-
coming a naturalized citizen of the
United States to all immigrants having
a legal right to permanent residence,
and requesting a conferernce with the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon.

Mr. McCARRAN. I move that the
Senate insist upon its amendments,
agree to the request of the House for a
conference, and that the Chair appoint
the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
President pro tempore appointed Mr.
McCarran, Mr. Easrtianp, and Mr,
JENNER conferees on the part of the
Senate.

REVISED ESTIMATE, DEPARTMENT OF
THE INTERIOR (8. DOC. NO. 186)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senafte a communication from
the President of the United States,
transmitting a revised estimate of ap-
propriation, involving an increase of
$5,199,400, fiscal year 1951, for the De-
partment of the Interior,”in the form of
‘an amendment to the budget, which,
with the accompanying paper, was re-
ferred to the Committee on Appropria-
tions and ordered to be printed.

STANDARDS AND GRADES OF BEEF—
RESOLUTION OF NEBRASEA STOCK
GROWERS ASSOCIATION

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I pre-
sent for appropriate reference and ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorbp, a resolution adopted by the
sixty-first annual convention of the Ne-
braska Stock Growers Assoclation at Al-
‘liance, Nebr,, relating to changing the
present standards and grades of beef.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Foresiry, and ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Resolution 6
Resolution on grading beef carcasses

Whereas there 1s today an effort on the part
of certain individuals and organizations to
change the present standards and grades of
carcass beef as set forth on page 2845 of the
Federal Register, dated Friday, May 12, 1850;
and

Whereas many years of effort at much cost
has been put forth to publicize and establish
in the minds of the consuming public, stu-
dents, and producers of beef animals the
present and satisfactory standards ana
grades; and

Whereas we belteve that such proposed
“up-grading” of beef carcasses, will tend to
weaken the confidence on the part of the
generzl public who are ncw familiar with
and have confidence in our present grades
of beef carcasses; and
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Whereas we belleve that such proposed
“up-grading” by bringing carcasses of lower
grades Into higher  brackets than now ex-
pressed will, in the minds of the general pub-
lic, be taken as an act of deception: Now,
therefore, be 1t

Resolved, That the Nebraska Stock Grow-
ers Association In its sixty-first annual con~
ventlon assembled at Alllance, Nebr., this
10th day of June, 1850, go on record as abso-
lutely opposed to any change in the present
and universally accepted standards and
grades of beef, and that copies of this reso-
lution be filed with the director of the Live-
stock Branch, Production and Marketing Ad-
ministration, . United States Department of
Agriculture, Washington, D. C., on or before
July 11, 1850.

CounTy oF Box BUTIE,
State of Nebraska, ss:

The above and foregolng 1s a true and
exact copy of the resolution adopted at the
sixty-first annual conventlon of the Nebras-
ka Stock Growers Assoclation, at the annual
business session, June 10, 1950

W. A. JOHNEON,
Secretary-Treasurer.

REPORT OF JOINT COMMITTEE ON ECO-
NOMIC REPORT (S. REPT. NO. 1843)

Mr. OMAHONEY, Mr. President, on
behalf of the Joint Committee on the
Economic Report I submit, pursuant to
Public Law 304, Seventy-ninth Congress,
the report of that committee together
with a supplementary statement of the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Doutras] and
the minority views. I should like to add
that this document will be available for
sale at the office of the Superintendent
of Documents, Washington 25, D. C., for
35 cents the copy.

'The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
report will be received, and printed.

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, June 16, 1950, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States the enrolled bill (S. 2440) to au-
thorize certain construction at military
and naval installations, and for other
purposes.

EXTENSION OF RUBBER ACT OF 1948—

VIEWS OF COMMITTEE ON BANKING

AND CURRENCY

Mr, FLANDERS. Mr. President, from
the Committee on Banking and Curren-
¢y, which committee had the extension
of the Rubber Act within its purview in
the last session of Congress, I submit
views of that committee, on the bill
(H. R. 7579) to extend the Rubber Act
of 1948 (Public Law 469, 80th Cong.),
and for other purposes, and ask unani-
mous consent that they be printed as
part 2 of Senate Report No, 1786.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
views will be received, and without ob-
Jjection, printed as requested by the Sen-
ator from Vermont.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bllls were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous. consent, the
second time, and referred, as follows:

By Mr, THYE:

8.3782. A bill for the relief of Ruzena
Pelantova; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. ELLENDER (by request):

S.3783. A bill to establish two additional
offizes of Assistant Secretaries of Apgricul-
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ture and office of an Administrative Assis-
tant Sscretary of Agriculture, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

By Mr. ECTON:

8.3784. A bill authorizing the Secretary
of the Interior to Issue a patent In fee to
Maud Door; to the Committes on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. MCcMAHON:

8.3785. A bill for the rellef of Gerhard
H. A. Anton Bebr; to the Committee on th
Judictary. .

By Mr. CAIN:

8.8783. A bill to amend chapter 61 (relat-
ing to lotterles) of title 18, United States
Code, to make clear that such chapter does
not apply to certaln contests to advertise or
develop the natural or recreational resources
of a State or any reglon or section thereof;
to the Committee on the Judlciary.

By Mr. ELLENDER (for Mr. Long)

B8.3787. A bill authorizing adjudication of
the clalm of Dudley Tarver agalnst the
United States; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AMENDMENTS OF
1950-—AMENDMENTS

Mr. LEHMAN submitted an amend-
ment to the committee amendment, in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill
(H. R. 6000) to extend and improve the
Federal old-age and survivors insurance
system, to amend the public-assistance
and child-welfare provisions of the So-
cial Security Act, and for other purposes,
which was ordered to lie on the table and
to be printed.

Mr. NEELY (for himself and Mr. K1L-
GORE) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed b them, jointly, to House
bill 6000, supra, which was ordered to
lie on the table and to be printed.

EXTENSION OF SELECTIVE SERVICE IACT
OF 1948—AMENDMENTS

Mr. LUCAS ‘(for himself, Mr. MYERSs,
Mr. LEnmaN, Mr. DovcLAs, Mr. McMAHON,
and Mr. BENTON) submitted amend-
ments intended to be proposed by them,
Jointly, to the bill (H. R. 6826) to provide
for the common defense through the
registration and classification of certain
male persons, and for other purposes,
which were ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed.

SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AMENDMENTS OF
1950—AMENDMENTS

_Mr. WATKINS. Mr, President, I sub-
mit an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by me to House bill 6000, to extend
and'lmpr'ove the Federal old-age and
survivors insurance system, to amend the
public-assistance and child-welfare pio-
visions of the Social Security Act, and
for other purposes, to be substituted for
an azpendment which I have previously
submitted. I ask that this amendment
be printed and lie on the tuble.

The FRESIDENT pro tempore.- The
amcndment will be received, printed, and
lie on the table,

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself, the senior Senator from
Ilinois [Mr. Lucasl, the junior Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Bextonl, the
junior S:nator from Illinois [Mr. Dovc-
Las], the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. Green), the Scnator from Minne-
sota [Mr. HuMpHREY], the senior Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. Emwcorel, the

o
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Senator from New York [Mr. LerMaN],
the senfor Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. McMagron1, the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MurraY], the junior Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. 1TEery], the
Senator from Florida [Mr. PeppER], and
the Senator from Utah [Mr. TrHomas], I
submit amendments intended to be pro-
posed by us, jointly, to the bill (H. R.
6000) to extend and improve the Federal
‘old-age and survivors insurance system,
to amend the public-assistance and
child-welfare provisions of the Social
Security Act, and for other purposes. I
ask unanimous consent that the amend-
ments, together with an explanatory
statement by me be printed in the
REecoRD.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
amendments will be received and lie on
the table, and without objection, the
amendments and explanatory statement
will be printed in the REcorp. The Chair
hears no objection.

The amendments submitted by Mr.
Mvers (for himself and other Senators)
are as follows:

1. On page 237, line 18, strike out “$3,000"
and insert in lleu thereof *“$4,200.”

2, On page 260, line 5, strike out “$3,000”
and Insert In lleu thereof “84,200.”

3. On page 263, line 25, strike out “$3,000"”
and insert in lleu thereof *“$4,200.”

4, On page 264, line 6, strike out “§3,000™
and insert in lieu thereof *$4,200.”

5. On page 267, line 5, strike out “$150"
and insert in lleu thereof “$250.”

6. On page 273, line 21, strike out “§3,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$4,200."

7. On page 315, line 3, strike out “$3,000"
and Insert in lleu thereof “34,200.” -

8. On page 316, line 1%, strike out “§3,000"
and insert in lleu thereof “84,200."

9. On page 317, line 7, strike out *“$3,000™"
and Insert in lieu thereof *“$4,200.”

10. On page 318, between lines 14 and 15,
Insert the following:

“(b) So much of section 1401 (d) (2) of
the Internal Revenue Code as precedes the
second sentence thereof is amended to read
as follows:

#¢(2) Wages recelved during 1947, 1948,
1949, and 1950: If by reason of an employee
receiving wages from more than one em-
ployer during the calendar year 1947, 1948,
1949, or 1950, the wages received by him
during such year exceed $3,000, the employee
shall be entitled to a refund of any amount
of tax, with respect to such wages, iImposed
by section 1400 and deducted from the em-
ployee’s wages (whether or not pald to the
collector), which exceeds the tax with re-
spect to the flrst $3,000 of such wages
received.’

“(c) Section 1401 (d) of the Internal
Revenue Code is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new paragraphs:

“+¢(3) Wages received after 1850: If by
reason of an employee receiving wages from
more than one employer during any cal-
endar year after the calendar year 1950, the
wages recelved by him during such year ex-
ceed 84,200, the employee shall be entitled
to a refund of any amount of tax, with re-
spect to such wages, imposed by section 1400
and deducted- from the employee’s wWages
(whether or not paid to the collector), which
exceeds the tax with respect to the first
$4,200 of such wages received, Refund under
this section may be made in accordance with
the provisions of law applicable in the case
of erroneous or illegal collection of the tax;
except that no such refund shali be ‘made
unless (A) the employee makes a claim,
establishing his right thereto, after the cal-
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endar year in which the wages were recelved
with respect to which refund of tax is
claimed, and (B) such claim is made within
2 years after the calendar year in which such
wages were received. No interest shall be
allowed or pald with respect to any such
refund. A N

**(4) Special rules in the case of Federal
and State employees.—' "

-11, On page 320, line 7, strike out *$3,000"
and insert {n lieu thereof *$4,200.”

12, On page 339, line 25, strike out *#83,000"
and insert in lleu thereof *“$4,200.”

13. On page 358, line 18, strike out “$3,000"
and insert in lieu thereof *“$4,200.”

The statement presented by Mr,
Myers is as follows: ‘
STATEMENT BY SENATOR MYERS ON INTRODUCING

MAXIMUM WAGE BASE AMENDMENT TO SOCIAL

SECURITY ACT

Mr. President, I am submitting an amend-
ment to increase the taxable wage base as set
forth in the soclal-security bill reported from
the Senate Finance Committee, an amend-
ment to increase this base from 83,000 to
$4,200. Jolning me In sponsoring this amend-
ment are Senators LucAs, BENTON, DOUGLAS,
GREEN, HUMPHREY, KmGore, LEHMAN, Mc-
MAHON, MURRAY, NEELY, PEPPER, and Senator
TxomAs of Utah.

I do not intend to go into any great detalil
on the wage-base question. I feel that by
now 1t has been very thoroughly discussed in
the preceding debate and I think that the
arguments are pretty well understood.

Fifteen of the seventeen memters of the
Senate Advisory Councll on Social Security
recommended that the wage base, established
at $3,000 in 1939, be Increased to $4,200 In
ordl to carry out the policy determined by
the Congress in the original law. When the
$3,000 wage base was set up in 1939, 95 per-
cent of the employees working at covered
jobs had average earnings of $3,000 a year or
less. In view, now, of today’s high wage
levels, the figure of §4,200 is required to bring
the wage base in line with present conditions,
and I do not see how any substantial argu-
ment can be ralsed against this.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, on behalf
of myself, the senior Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. Lucas], the junior Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. BenTonl, the junior
Senator from Ilinois [Mr. Doucras], the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN],
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HuM-
PHREY], the senior Sznator from West
Virginia [Mr. KiLcoRE], the Senator from
New York [Mr. LEnmaN], the senior Sen-
ator from Connecticut [Mr. McMaHON],
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MuURr-
Rrav], the junior Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. Nerenyl, the Senator from
Florida [Mr. PepPEr], and the Senator
from Utah [Mr. THomasl, I submit
amendments intended to be proposed by
us, Jointly, to the bill (H. R. 6000) to ex-
tend and improve the Federal Old-Agé
and Burvivors Insurance System, to
amend the public assistance and child
welfare provisions of the Social Security
Act, and for other purposes. I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendments, to-
gether with an explanatory statement by
me, be printed in the REcorb.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
amendments will be received, printed,
and lie on the table, and, without objec-
tion, the amendments and explanatory
statement by the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania will be printed in the Recorp. The
Chair hears no objection.
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The amendments submitted by Mr.,
MvEers (for himself and other Senators)
are as follows:

On page 267, line 3, after the word “be”,
Insert “the sum of the following: (A).”

On page 267, line 5, strike out the period
and insert in lieu thereof a comma and the
following: “(B) an amount equal to 1 per=
cent of the amount computed under clause
(A) multiplied by.the number of years prior
to 1951 in which 200 or more of wages were
paid to such individual, and (C) an amount
equal to one-half of 1 percent of the amount
computed under clause (A) multiplied by
the numper of years after 1950 in which the
sum of the wages pald to and the self-
ernployment income derived by such indi-
vidual was $200 or more.”

On page 273, beginning with line 10, strike
out all down to and including line 13 and
insert in lleu hereof the following:

“(C) With respect to calendar years after
1950, the 1-percent addition provided for in
section 209 (e) (2) of this act as in effect
prior to the enactment of this section shall
be one-half of 1 percent and shall be made
with respect to any such year in which the
sum of the wages pald to and the self-
employment income derived by the Individ-
ual was 8200’ or more.”

The explanatory statement presented
by Mr. MYERSs is as follows:
STATEMENT BY SENATOR MYERS ON INTRODUC-

ING INCREMENT AMENDMENT TO SOCIAL
SECURITY BrnL )

Mr. President, I am introducing, on behalf
of myself and Senators Lucas, BENTON, Dovuc-
LAS, GREEN, HUMPHREY, KILGORE, LEHMAN,
McMAHON, MURRAY, PEPPER, and Senator
THOMAS 0f Utah an amendment to the pend-
ing social security bill which will add an in-
crement factor to the benefit formula set
forth in the bill reported from the Senate
Finance Committee. I do not intend at this
time to make an elaborate explanation of the
amendment, but I would like to observe that
the benefit formulas set forth in both the
House-approved bill and the recommenda-
tlons of the Senate Finance Committee are
decided improvements over the present law.
Retirement benefits will be substantially in-
creased under elther provision.

The bili as it passed the House included a
so-called increment in 1its formuia. Under
the House provision, the primary retirement
benefit, as calculated by the formula, would
be increased by one-half of 1 percent for each
year the Insured person has contributed to
the program. In other words, for a person
who worked in covered- employment for 20
years this would mean that his primary in-
surance benefit on retirement would be in-
creased by 10 percent, or one-half of 1 per-

.cent of Increase for each year that he had

contributed to the system.

It will be recalled that the benefit formula
under the present iaw contains an increment
factor of 1 percent. The Senate Finance
Committee, however, In reporting the bill has
recommended that the increment factor be
dropped altogether.

I am In accord with the modifications
which the Senate committee made in lber-
allzing eligibility requirements for retire-
ment benefits and with the more liberal al-
ternative suggestions for calculating average
earnings on which benefits are determined,
and I feel that it is inconsistent with the
pollcy which these recommendations reflect
to have dropped the increment altogether.

In effect, the use of the increment recog-
nizes that the benefits which a working per-
son shall receive on retirement should be re
lated to the number of years he has contribe
uted to the Insurance fund. Yet, under the
provisions of the Senzte bill, it makes no
difference whatsoever whether a given per-
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son has contributed 5 years or 40 years. His
ultimate benefits depend solely upon his
meximum average earnings and are in no
way related to the number of years he has
worked in covered employment.

Certalnly, Mr. President, I belleve a strong
argument can be made for the psychological
advantage of having a worker’s benefits de-
pend, in part at least, upon the number of
years that the worker chooses to remain in
covered employment. It preserves and pro-
motes individual Incentive because it em-
phasizes and reinforces the principle that the
man who pays more 1n contributions recelves
more in benefits. :

I know, Mr. President, that any Iiberalizing
amendment to the pending bill necessarily
raises the question: How much will this cost?
If we use the assumptions adopted by the
Finance Committee in determining the ulti-
mate costs of the retirement insurance sys-
tem, the inclusion of an increment as pro-
posed in our amendment would increase the
level-premium from 6.15 percent of payroll
by about an additional.l percent. In this
connection, however, I should like to point
out that if we alter the taxable wage base,
of 83,000 in the Senate formula to $4,200, that
change would result ln a reduction of level
premium cost of about two-tenths of J per-
cent of payroll. Thus, If we consider to-
gether the increment amendment and the
amendment to increase the wage base to
84,200, the net increase in cost is under 1
percent of payroll. ’

" With our steadily expanding economy,
bringing with it over the years a larger and
larger national payroll, I am convinced that
the ultimate cost of the insurance system
will not, in fact, reach the level of 7 percent
of payroll or more if we decide now to in-
clude the increment. I say this because I
refuse to belleve our economy is statlc. I
belleve our national payrolls will continue to
increase. If they do increase, the insurance
system will not cost nearly as much propor-
tlionately as we are led to believe by those who
base their estimates of future cost on the
assumption that our total national payroll
will never be larger than it is today.

In closing, Mr. President, I should like to
point out that our amendment differs some-
what from the increment provision contalned
in the House bill. We propose that an incre-
ment of 1 percent be pald for each year of
covered employment prior to January 1,
1851—thus recognizing the rights which have
accrued to those who have contributed to the
pension fund during the period that an in-
crement of 1 percent was part of the existing
law. We propose further, that an increment
of one-half percent annually be added for
each year of coverage after January 1, 1951,

Mr. MYERS. MTr. President, on behalf
of myself, the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. Greex], the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. HUMPHREY], the senior Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. KiLGore], the
Senator from New York [Mr. LEEMAN],
the Senator from Montana [Mr., Mur-
RaY], the Senator from Oregon [Mr,
Morse], the junior Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. NeeLy], the Senator from
Florida [Mr. PeprER], and the Senator
from Utah [Mr. TrHOMAs], I submit
amendments intended to be proposed by
us, jointly, to the bill (H. R. 6000) to
extend and improve the Federal Old-Age
and Survivors Insurance System, to
amend the public-assistance and child-
welfare provisions of the Soecfal Security
Act, and for other purposes, I ask:
unanimous consent that the amend-
ments, together with an explanatory

statement by me, be printed in the
RECORD.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. ‘The
amendments will be received, printed,
and lie on the table, and, without ob-
jection, the amendments and explana-
tory statement by the Senator from
Pennsylvania will be printed in the
Rrecorp. The Chair hears no objection.

The amendments submitted by Mr.
MvyEers (for himself and other Senators)
are as follows:

Amendments intended to be proposed by
Mr, MYErs (for himself Mr, GREEN, Mr,
HuMPHREY, Mr, KILGORE, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr.
MURRAY, Mr. MoRsE, Mr. NEELY, Mr. FEPPER,
and Mr. THomas of Utah) to the bill (H. R.
6000) to extend and improve the Federal old-
age and survivors insurance system, to amend
the public assistance and child welfare pro-
visions of the Social Security Act, and for
other purposes, viz:

On page 208, line 14, after the word “bene-
fits” and before the comma insert ‘“or was
entitled to disabllity insurance benefits for
the month preceding the month in which he
attalned retirement age.”

On page 254, line 19, strike out *218" and
insert in lieu thereof “221.” l

On page 255, lines 1 and 9, strike out “218”
and insert in lieu thereof *221.”

On page 258, line 8, strike out “219” and
insert in lleu thereof “221.”

On page 260, lines 12 and 19, strike out
*219” and insert in lleu thereof *“221.”

. On page 263, between lines 23 and 24, in-
sert the following:

“(11) no quarter any part of which is in.
cluded in a period of disabllity (as defined in
section 219 (1)), other than the Initial or
last quarter, shall be a quarter of coverage.”

On page 263, line 24, strike out “(i1)” and
insert in lieu thereof “(iil).”

On page 264, line 1, strike out “clause (1)”
and insert in leu thereof “clauses (1) and
( ll) .ll

On page 264, line 3, strike out *“(111)”* and
insert in lieu thereof *“(iv).”

On page 264, llne 7, after 'shall”, insert
“(subject to clause (i1)).”

On page 264, line 8, strike out *(iv)* and
insert In lfeu thereof “(v).”

On page 266, line 7, strike out “or.”

On page 266, strike out line 8, and insert
in lleu thereof:

“(B) twenty quarters of coverage within
the forty quarter period ending with the
quarter in which he attalned retirement age
or with any subsequent calender guarter or
ending with the quarter in which he died; or

“(C) forty quarters of coverage;
not counting as an elapsed quarter for pur-
poses of subparagraph (A), and not counting
as part of the forty quarter period referred to
in subparagraph (B), any quarter any part
of which is included in a period of disability
(as defined in sectlon 219 (1)) unless such
quarter 1s a quarter of coverage.”

On page 266, line 10, strike out “or (2)
(A)” and insert in lieu thereof “or in clause
(A) or (B) of paragraph (2).”

On page 266, between lines 11 and 12, in-
sert the following:

“(4) If an Individual upon attalnment of
retirement age 1s not, under paragraph (2),
a fully insured individual but (were it not
for his attalnment of retirement age) would
have been entitled to a disability insurance
benefit for the month in which he attalned
retirement age or for any subsequent month,
he shall be a fully insured individual begin-
ning with the first month for which he would
have been so entitled to disability insurance
benefits. For the purpose of determining
whether an individual would have been so
entitled to disability insurance benefits, his
application for old-age insurance benefits
shall be considered as an application for dis-
ability insurance benefits.”

On page 266, line 19, strike out the period
and insert in leu thereof *, excluding from
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such thirteen-quarter period any quarter any
part of which 1s Inciuded in a period of dis-
ability unless such’ quarter 1s a quarter of
coverage.”

On page 268, lne 11, strike out the period
and insert “and any month in any quarter
any part of which is Included in a period
of disability (as defined In sec. 219 (1))
unless such quarter is a quarter of coverage,
and excluding from such total of wages and
self-employment income any wages pald in
or self-employment Income credited to any
quarter any part of which is Included In a
period of disability unless such quarter is a
quarter of coverage.”

On page 268, line 17, after the words *shall
be”, insert the words “(1) for the purposes of
benefits under section 202.”

On page 268, line 20, strike out the period
and insert *, and (1) for purposes of dis-
ability insurance benefits (under sec. 219)
shall be the first day of the quarter in which
his disabllity determination date occurred.”

On page 268, line 23, after the word “un-
der,” insert “clause (1) of.”

On page 268, line 24, after the words *“clos-
ing date”, insert “for the purposes of bene~
fits under section 202.”

On page 269, line 7, after “(B)”, insert “for
the purposes of benefits under section 202.”

On page 269, line 18, strike out the period
and Insert in lieu thereof “or, if the com=
putation is being made for an individual
who 13 entitled to disability insurance bene-
fits with respect to a disablility, in or after
the month In which occurs his disabllity
determination date for such disabllity.”

On page 273, line 7, after the word “bene-
fits”, insert “or his disability determination
date.”

On page 273, between Iines 15 and 16, in-
sert the followlng:

“(E) For the purposes of this paragraph
the term ‘primary insurance benefit' includes
disability insurance benefit.”

On page 297, between lines 5 and 8, Insert
the following:

“DISABILITY INSURANCE BENEFITS

“SEc, 107. Title IT of the Boclal Security Act
Is amended by adding after section 218
(added by sec. 108 of this act) the following:

* ‘PERMANENT AND TOTAL DISABILITY INSURANCE
BENEFITS

* ‘Conditions of entitlement

“*Skc. 219. (a) (1) Every permanently and
totally disabled individual (as defined in
subsection (h)) who— -

“*(A) has not attalned retirement age,

**(B) has filed application for disability
Insurance benefits,

“*(C) is insured for disability insurance
benefits, and

“*(D) hasbeen under a disability through-
out his walting period, shall be entitled to a
disability-insurance benefit for each month,
beginning with the first month after his
walting period in which he becomes s0 en-
titled to such insurance benefits and ending
with the month preceding the first month in
which any of the following occurs: he ceases
to be a permanently and totally disabled in-
dividual, dles, or =attains retirement age.
Such individual’s disability-insurance bene-
it for any month shall be equal to his pri-
mary insurance amount (as defined in sec.
215 (a)) for such month,

“‘(2) The term “waiting period” means,
with respect to the disability of any individ-
ual, the period beginning with the calendar
month in which occurred his disability de-~
termination date (as determined under sub-
sec. (c)) and endlng at the expiration of
the sixth calendar month following such
mon'th,

“*(8) An individual who would have been
entltled to a disabllity-insurance benefit for
any month had he filed application therefor
prior to the end of such month shall be en-
titled to such benefit for such month if he
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files application therefor prior to the end of
the sixth month succeeding such month; ex-
cept that the provisions of this paragraph
shalleot apply for purposes of determining a
period of disabllity (as deflned in subsec.
(1)), or when a disability determination date
occurred.

“‘(4) No application for disability insur-
ance benefits filed prior to 7 months before
the first month for which the applicant be-
comes entitled to receive such benefits shall
be accepted as an application for purposes
of this section.

“ ‘Determination of insured stalus

#¢(b) An individual is insured for pur-
poses of disability-insurance benefits 1f he
had not less than—

“¢(1) slx quarters of coverage (as deter-
mined under section 213 (a) (2) during the
13-quarter period which ends with the quar-
ter in which his disability determination date
occurred; and

**(2) twenty quarters of coverage during
the 40-quarter period which ends with the
gquarter in which his disability determina-
tion date occurred.

In case such individual was previously en=
titled to disability insurance benefits, there
shall be excluded from the count of the
quarters in each period specified in para-
graphs (1) and (2) any quarter any part of
which was included in a period of disablility
unless such quarter is & quarter of .coverage.
“Disqgbility determination date

*%i(¢c) An individual’s disability determi-
nation date shall be whichever of the follow-
ing days is the latest:

(1) The day the disability began;

#¢(2) June 30, 1951;

“+¢(3) The first day of the thirteenth
month prior to the month in which he filed
such application; or

#¢(4) The first day of the first quarter in
which he would be insured for disability in-
surance benefits with respect to such dis-
ability if he had filed application therefor in
such quarter,

* ‘Determination of disability

#¢(d) The Administrator shall make ade-
quate provisions for.determination of dis-
.ability and redeterminations thereof at nec-
essary intervals; he shall provide for such
examination of indlviduals as is necessary
tor purposes of determining or redetermin-
ing disability and entitlement to benefits by
reason thereof. An individual shall not be
deemed a permanently and totally disabled
individual unless he furnlshes such proof
of his disabllity as may be required by regu-
lation; and unless the evidence in the case
afirmatively establishes his disability. Re-
examinations for redetermining the disabil-
ity of an individual shall be made at peri-
odic intervals except that the Administrator
may dispense with such reexaminations of
an individual after he has been entitled to
disability benefits for 2 years upon finding
that such examinations serve no Ifurther
purpose. Official medical examinations may
be performed In existing medical facllities
of the Federal Government if services are
readily available, and by impartial private
physicians, clinics, hospitals, or other medi-
cal facllities designated for conducting such
examinations, In the case of any individ-
ual submitting to an examination to de-
termine his disability there may be paid
(1) the necessary travel expenses (includ-
ing subsistence expenses incidental thereto),
either on & flat rate or & commuted basis,
of such individual In connection with such
examination, and (2) 1f the examination is
made by an individual who is not an em-
ployee of the United States, there may be
paid, either directly or through appropriate
Federal or State departments, agencles, or
commissions, the necessary fees, costs of
tests, and necessary travel eXpenses, either
on a flat rate or a commuted basis, for such
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examination. ‘There I8 hereby authorized to
be appropriated for each fiscal year from the
trust fund such amount as may be necessary
for the purpose of this subsection,

* ‘Reduction of benefit

“+¢(e) (1) Where a benefit 1s payable to any
fndividual under this section and a work-
men’s compensation benefit or benefits have
been or are pald to such individual on ac-
count of the same disability for the same
month, such indlvidual’s benefit under this
gection for such month sghall, prior to any
deductions under section 220, be reduced
by one-half, or by an amount equal to one«
half of such workmen’s compensation bene-
fit or benéfits, whichever is the smaller.

“¢(2) In case the benefit of any indl-
vidual under this section is not reduced as
provided in paragraph (1) because such ben-
efit is.pair prior to the payment of the
workmen's compensation benefit, the reduc-
tion shall be made by deductions, at such
time or times and in such amounts as the
Administrator may determine, from any
other payments under this title payable on
the basis of the wages and self-employment
income of such individual.

“*(3) If the workmen's compensation ben-
eflt is payable on other than a monthly

basis (excluding a benefit payable in a lump.

sum unless it is a commutation of, or a
substitute for, periodic payments), reduc-
tion®of the benefits under this subsection
shall be made in such amounts as the Ad-
ministrator finds will approximate, as nearly
as practicable, the reduction prescribed in
paragraph (1).

*“*(4) In order to assure that the purposes
of this subsection will be carried out, the
Administrator may, as a condition to cer-
tification for payment of any disability in-
surance benefit payable to an individual
under this section (if it appears to him that
there is a likelihood that such individual
may be eligible for a workmen’s compensa-
tion benefit which would give rise to a re=
duction under this subsection), require ade~
quate assurance of reimbursement to the
trust fund in case workmen’s compensation
benefits, with respect to which such a re-
duction should be made, become payable to
such Individual and such reduction is not
made.

**(5) For purposes of this subsection,
the term “workmen’s compensation benefit”
means & cash benefit, allowance, or compen-
sation payable under any workmen's come
pensation law or plan of the Unlted States
or of any State.

“*Termination of entitlement to benefits by
Administrator

“¢(f) In any case in which an individual
has refused to submit himself for examina-
tion or reexamination in accordance with
regulations of the Administrator, or has
without good cause refused to take all steps
necessary to obtain and to accept rehabili-
tation services avallable to him under a
State plan approved under the Vocational
Rehabilitation Act (29 U. 8. C,, ch. 4) after
being directed by the Administrator to do
s0, the Administrator may find, solely be-
cause of such refusal, that such individual
is not a permanently and totally disabled
individual or that his disability (previously
determined to exist) has ceased. The Ad-
ministrator may find that an individual is
not & permanently and totally disabled in-
dividual or. that his dlsability (previously
determined to exist) has ceased, if such in-
dividual is outside the United States and the
Administrator finds that adequate arrange-

ments have not been made for determining .

or redetermining such individual’s
bility.
¥ ‘Cooperation with agencies and groups
#¢(g) The Administrator is authorized to
secure the cooperation of appropriate agen-
cles of the United Btates, of States, or of the
political subdivisions of States and the co-

disa-

8827

operation of private medical, dental, hospital,
nursing, health, educational, soclal, and wel-
fare groups or organizations, and where
necessary to enter into voluntary working
agreements with any of such public or pri-
vate agencles, organizations, or groups in ofr-
der that their advice and services may be
utilized in the efficient administration of
this section.

*Definitions of “disability” and “perma-
nently end totally disebled individual”

“¢(h) For the purposes of this title—

*“*(1) the term '"disablility” means (A) in-
abllity to engage in any substantially gainful
activity by reason of any medically denion-
strable physical or mental impairment which
is permanent, or (B) blindness; and the term
“permanently and totally disabled Indi-
vidual” means an individual who has such
a disability; and

¢*(2) the term *“blindness” means central
visual acuity of 5,200 or less in the better eye
with correcting lenses. An eye in which the
visual field is reduced to 5 degrees or less
concentric contraction shall be considered
for the purposes of thls paragraph as having
a central visual acuity of §/200 or less.

*“ 'Definition of “period of disability”

*“*(1) Asused in this title, the term “period
of disability” means, with respect to any in«
dlvidual, a period of one or more consecutive
calendar months for each of which such in-
dividual was entitled to a disability insur-
ance benefit and the six calendar manths,
preceding the first month of such period of
one or more consecutive calendar months,
except that If such individual ceases to be en=-
titled to disabllity insurance benefits with
respect to a disability because he dies or
attains retirement age, the month in which
such Individual dled or attained such age,

. as the case may be, shall also be included

in the period of disability with respect to
such disability,
“ ‘Rehabilitation

*“‘(}) There is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated for each fiscal year from the trust
fund such amount as may be necessary to
provide rehabilitation services for the re-
habilitation of disabled individuals who are
entitled to disability insurance benefits or
serving a walting period for such benefits,
where it appears that such services may aid
in enabling such disabled individuals to re-
turn to ginful work, Insoiar as practicable,
such services shall be provided through utili-
zation of the services and facllities of State
agencies (or corresponding agencies in the
case of Territories or possessions) cooperat-
ing with the Federal Government in carry;
ing out the purposes of the Vocational Re-
habilitation Act, as amended (29 U. B. C,,
ch.4). Agencles providing such services shall
be reimbursed for the cost thereof.

“ ‘DEDUCTIONS FROM DISABILITY INSURANCE

BENEFITS

* ‘Events for which deductions are made

“‘S8gc. 220. (a) Deductions, in such
mounts and at such time or times as the

‘Administrator shall determine, shall be made
from any payment or payments under this
title to which an individual is entitled, until
the total of such deductions equals such in-
dividual’s benefit under section 219 for any
month--

““(1) in which such individual rendered
services as an employee (whether or not
such services constitute employment as de-
filned in sec. 210) for remuneration of more
than §50; or

**(2) for which such individual is charged,
pursuant to the provisions of subsection (c)
of this sectlon, with net earnings from self-
employment (as determined pursuant to
subsec, (d) ) of more than 850; or

“¢(3) tn which such individual failz to
submit himself for examination in accord-
ance with regulations of the Administrator
or
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“¢‘(4) in which such individual refuses
without good cause to accept rehablilitation
services available to him under a State plan
approved under the Vocatlonal Rehabllita-
tion Act after direction by the Administra-
tor to do so; or

*¢(5) in which such Individual 13 outside
the United States if the Administrator finds
that adequate arrangements have not been
made for determining or redetermining the
existence of the disability of *such indi-
vidual.

The Administrator may, If in his judgment
it will ald in the process of rehabilitation of
any’ individual, suspend or modify the ap-
plication of paragraphs (1) and (2) of this
subsection for any month during which such
individual 1s receiving rehabilitation serv-
ices under a State plan approved under the
Vocational Rehabllitation Act; except that
the Administrator may not so suspend or
modify the application of such paragraphs
for any month after the eleventh month fol-
lowing the first month for which such sus-
pension or modification was applicable.

* ‘Oceurrence of more than one event

#¢(b) If more than one event occurs in any
one month which would occasion deductions
equal to a benefit for such month, only an
amount equal to such benefit shall be de-
ducted. The charging of net earnings from
gelf-employment to any month shall be
treated as an event occurring in the month
to which such net earnings are charged.
“‘Months to‘which net earnings from self-

employment are charged

#¢(c) For the purposes of subsection (a)
(2) of this section—

“¢(1) If an individual’s net earnings from
self-employment for his taxable year are not
more than the product of $50 times the num-
ber of months in such year, no month in
such year shall be charged with more than
850 of net earnings from self-employment,

**(2) If an individual’s net earnings from
pelf-employment for his taxable year are
more than the product of 350 times the num-
ber of months in-such year, each month of
such year shall be charged with 850 of net
earnings from self-employment, and the
amount of such net earnings in excess of
such product shall be further charged to
months as follows: The first 850 of such ex-
cess shall be charged to the last month of
such tazable year, and the balance, if any,
of such excess shall be charged at the rate
of $50 per month to each preceding month
in such year until all of such balance has
been applied, except that no part of such
excess shall be charged to any month (A)
for which such individual was not entitled
to a benefit under this title, (B) in which
an event described in paragraph (1), (3); (4),
or (5) of subsection (a) occurred, or (C)
in which such individual did not engage-in
self-employment.

“¢(3) As used in paragraph (2), the term
“last month of such taxable year"” means the
latest month in such year to which the
charging of the excess described in such pare
agraph Is not prohibited by the application
of clauses (A), (B), and (C) thereof.

*¢(4) For the purposes of clause (C) of
paregraph (2), an individual will be pre-
sumed, with respect to any month, to have
been engaged in self-employment in such
month until it is shown to the satisfaction of
the Administrator that such individual ren-
dered no substantial services In such month
with respect to any trade or business the net
income or loss of which 1is includible for the
purposes of this subsection in computing his
net earnings from self-employment for any
taxable year. The Administrator shall by
regulations prescribe the methods and cri-
terla for determining whether or not an in-
dividual has rendered substantial services
with respect to any trade or business,

% ‘Special rule for computation of net earn«
ings from self-employment

“¢(d) For the purposes of this section, an
individual's net earnings from self-employ-
ment for any taxable year shall be computed
as provided in section 211 with the following
adjustments:

(1) Such computation shall be made
without regard to the provisions of subsec-
tlons (a) (2), (c¢) (1), (c) (4), and (c) (5)
of section 211, and

“’(2) Such computation shall be made
without regard to the provisions of sections
116, 212, 213, 251, and 252 of the Internal
Revenue Code.

“‘Penalty for fatlure to report certain events

“‘(e) Any individual in receipt (on behalf
of himself or another individual) of benefits
subject to deduction under subsection (a)
because of the occurrence of an event specl-
fied, therein (other than an event described
in paragraph (2) thereof) shall report such
occurrence to the Administrator prior to the
receipt and acceptance of a disability in-
surance benefit for the second month foliow-
ing the month in which such event occurred.
If such individual knowingly fails to report
any such occurrence, an additional deduction
equal to that imposed under such subsection
shall be Imposed, except that the first addi-
tional deduction imposed by this subsection
in the case of any individual shall not exceed
an amount equal to 1 month’s benefit ‘even
though the fatlure to report is with respect to
more than 1 month.

“‘Report to Administrator of nel earnings
. from self-employment

“*(f) (1) If an individual is entitled to any
disability insurance benefit during any tax-
able year in which he has net earnings from
self-employment in excess of $50 times the
number of months in such year, such indi-
vidual (or the individual in receipt of such
benefit on his behalf) shall make a report
to the Administrator of his net earnings from
self-employment for such taxable year. Such
report shall be made on br before the fif-
teenth day of the third month following the
close of such year, and shall contain such
information and be made in such manner as
the Administrator may by regulations pre-
scribe. If the individual fails within the time
prescribed above to make such report of his
net earnings from self~employment for any
taxable year and any deduction is imposed
under subsection (a) (2) of this section by
reason of such net earnings—

“'(A) such individual shall suffer one ad-
dltional deduction in an amount equal to his
benefit for the last month in such taxable
year for which he was entitled to a disability
insurance benefit; and

“¢(B) if the failure to make such report
continues after the close of the fourth calen-
dar month following the close of such tax-
able year, such individual shall suffer an
additional deduction in the same amount
for each month durlng all or any part of
which such faflure continues after such
fourth month’;

except that the number of the additional
deductions required by this paragraph shall
not exceed the number of months in such
taxable year for which such individual re-
celved and accepted disability insurance
benefits and for which deductions are im-
posed under subsection (a) (2) by reason of
such net earnings from self-employment.
If more than one additional deduction would
be imposed under this paragraph with respect
to a fallure by an individual to file a report
required by this paragraph and such failure
i3 the first for which any additional deduc-
tion 1s imposed under this paragraph, only
one additional deduction shall be imposed
with respect to such first fallure.

***(2) If the Administrator determines, on
the basis of information obtained by or sub-
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mitted to him, that it may reasonably be
expected that an indlvidual entitled to dis-
abllity insurance benefits for any taxable
year will suffer deductions Imposed under
subsection (a) (2) of this section by reason
of his net earnings from self-employment for
such year, the Administrator may, before the
close of such taxable year, suspend the pay-
ment for each month in such year (or for only
such months as the Administrator may
specify) of such benefits payable to him; and
such suspension shall remain in effect with
respect to the benefits for any month until
the Administrator has determined whether or
not any deduction is imposed for such month
under subsection (a). The Administrator is
authorized, before the close of the taxable
year of any individual entitled to benefits
during such year, to request of such indi-
vidual that he make, at such time or times
as the Administrator may specify, a declara-
tlon of his estimated net earnings from self-
employment for the tazable year and that he
furnish to the Administrator such other in-
formation with respect to such net earnings
as the Administrator may specify. A fallure
by such individual to comply with any such
request shall in itself constitute justification
for a determination under this paragraph
that it may reasonably be expected that the
individual will suffer deductions imposed
under subsection (a) (2) of this section by
reason of his net earnings from self-employ-
ment for such year’.”

On page 297, line 7, strike out “107” and
ingert in lieu thereof “108."

On page 287, llne 8, strike out “218"
106" and insert in lleu thereof *220"
#107", respectively.

On page 297, line 11, strike out “219”
Insert in leu thereof *“221.”

On page 297, Une 21, strike out *“108”
insert in lleu thereof “109."

On page 307, line 12, strike out 109"
Insert in leu thereof “110.”

The explanatory statement presented
by Mr. MYERs is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MYERs UroN INTRO-
DUCING AMENDMENT TO So0CIAL SECURITY
Bt To PROVIDE DISABILITY INSURANCE FOR
PERSONS PERMANENTLY AND TOTALLY INCA-
PACITATED
Mr. President, on behalf of myself and

Senators GREEN, HUMPHREY, KILGORE, LEH-
MAN, MURRAY, MORsSE, NEELY, PEPPER, and
Senator THOMAS of Utah, X am introducing
an amendment to restore the disability~
insurance provisions to the social security bill
essentially in the form in which they were
contained in the bill as it passed. the House
last year,

In proposing this amendment, I want to
make it quite clear that I do not intend to
detract from the merits of the bill as it was
reported from the Senate Finance Commit-
tee. Speaking as a member of that commit-
tee, I am very well aware Indeed of the con-
sclentious fashion in which the commlttee
worked out the provisions which were finally
reported in the bill, and X want especially
to pay tribute to the capable leadership of
the Senator from Georgla, as chairman of the
committee.

A great deal of the committee’s attention
was directed to the question of disability. A
provision for insurance benefits to the dis-
abled was incorporated in the original bill
as it was reported from the House Ways and
Means Committee, and as I have already indi-
cated earlier, the . disability feature was
adopted by the House In passing the bill,

A majority of the Senate Finance Commit=
tee, however, after considerable discussion,
voted to eliminate the House provision &t
this time.

Essentially, Mr. President, X think we can
regard the problem of a person who becomes
permanently and totally incapacitated prior

and
and

and
and

and
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to reaching the retirement age of 65 as simply
another phase of the aging process. All of us
realize, of course, that there are many per-
sons who are perfectly capable physically
and mentally of constructive and useful em-
ployment for many years after they have
reached the age of 65. On the other hand,
there are obviously thoSe who age more
rapidly, usually as a result of an accident or
of some infirmity which incapacitates them
earlier than ‘the age of 65. Whatever may
be the cause of the premature disability, the
net effect upon that person and upon those
dependent upon him is precisely the same as
the problem which is faced by one forced into
retirement at age 65 or thereafter.

The disabled person, incapable of further
employment, faces a loss of incame in pre-
cisely the same way as one who goes into
retirement at 65. But the problem Is more
serious when we consider that a person who
becomes disabled at, say, age 55, has 10 years
to walt before he can possibly become eligible
for retirement insurance benefits, Moreover,
the incapacitated person of 56 ceases to con-
tribute further to the insurance fund with
the result that the retirement benefits he
might ultimately receive will be reduced or,
in many instances, wiped out altogether be-
cause he had not contributed a sufficiently
long period of time to vest permanently his
right to retirement Insurance.

Most difficult of all for the b55-year-old
worker, and I will continue to use him as an
example here, 18 the bleak prospect of re-
habilitation that lles ahead of him. While
it is true that substantlal strides have been
made in recent years through rehabilitation
work, there are many types of disability
which are of such a serious nature that it is
utterly impossible to fit the incapacitated
person into any form of gainful employment
from which he may derive an income.

Now there have been many arguments ad-
vanced against the principle of disability in-
surance. One of these most frequently
heard is directed at the malingerer—that Is,
the employed person who simply grows tired
of working and drums up some plausible all«
ment, which so he says, makes further em-
ployment impossible, Critics of disability in-
surance contend that once such & provision
1s brought into being there will be a whole-
sale exodus of 1azy people from their present
employment who will choose to sit and walt
for a monthly disability check to come in,

What I belleve the critics fall to see, Mr,
President, 1s the fact that the disability in-
surance payments represent but a fraction
of the average earnings which the disabled
person recelved while fully employed. In
most instances the payments will be but a
third or less of the average income recelved
by the Incapacitated person while working.
This, certalnly, Mr. President, is a scant in-
ducement to fraud. Moreover, the disability
payments do not depend upon the number
of dependents which the disabled person has.
A man with a family to support will find no
incentive here to abandon a job he is capable
of handling in order to recelve a payment
monthly which is but & small fraction of
what he is capable of earning,

But most important of all is my firm
bellef in the American people-~my belief
that they will not voluntarily give up to
laziness. Those who assert that disabllity
insurance will turn us Into a nation of ma-
lingerers and laggards have no faith in the
fibre and the character of our people.

The amendment which we are submitting,
Mr. President, differs in some respects from
the provisions as set forth in the House bill,
I do want to make it clear that I belleve
the House gave this problem the most thor-
ough study and that its program was essen-
tially sound. Further study of the House
measure, however, indicates several points
which canp be clarified. I have included these
clgrifications and improvements in my
amendment.
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For one thing, 1t 18 not clear from the lan-
guage of the House bill as to how great &
burden of proof would be imposed upon the
applicant for disability insurance. To my
mind, the disabled person should certainly
be required to carry the burden of proving

his incapacity. This is certainly a necessary-

safeguard and & just one. The incapacitated
person cannot merely contend that he has.
for example, an aching back, and thus is no
longer able to work. His disability must be
such that 1t can be demonstrated by clear
medical proof—medical proof that the dis-
abllity is permanent and total and of such
a nature that he is incapable of any type
of work, not just his usual job. A finding
would be required which would have to
show that the individual has no residual
work capacity which would permit him to
earn a regular-iiving.

To be eligible for benefits, the worker
must have been in covered employment for
at least 5 of the 10 years preceding the
disability, and, in addition, he must have
worked in covered employment for at least
half of the 3 year-period immedlately pre-
ceding disability. Benefits would become
payable only after a 6-month walting period
and even then, only in an smount sufficlent
to give » minimum of security.

The amendment also provides that a per-
gon who had recelved disability payments
prior to the age of 65 would be transferred
automatically to the ordinary retirement
penslon on reaching age 65.

The argument s often made that this pro-
posal requires further study, and we often
hear that it would be impossible to adminis-
ter disability Insurance objectlvely and effi-
clently, Both of these arguments £y
squarely into the face of our long-standing
experience with hundreds of disability pro-
grams—both public and private—which are

today administered successfully in every:

State in the Unlon,

Disability provisions are found in retire-
ment programs enacted by Congress for Gov-
ernment employees and railroad workers;
States and the Federal Clovernment have
long administered disability programs un-
der workmen’s compensation laws. And, of
course, we cannot ignore the long and suc-
cessful experience galned under programs for
disabled veterans.,

I think it was quite fully developed In
the hearings before the committees of*the
House and Senate that the disability prob-
lem is one of extreme gravity. This cer-
talnly is conceded even by those who do not
favor the disabllity insurance principle as
the best means of meeting the need. It is
estimated that some 2,000,000 persons in our

- working populatlion who are helow age 65 are

chronically disabled.*®

A substantlal segment of this group are
today cared for by existing public measures—
primarily local relief programs—and it is
quite generally agreed that the programs now
in existence are inadequate to meet the needs
of disabled workers with familles. There is
agreement generally among those who favor
and oppose disability Insurance that this
problem can only be met through some form
of public program, and that governmental
machinery must be established to provide
income malntenance, and furthermore, to
assist in rehabititating as many disabled
people as possible.

"Those who object to the principle of Fed-
eral disabllity Insurance contend that the
problem can best be met through public-
assistance programs—direct rellef grants—
supplemented to some extent by private dis-
ability insurance.

Thus, Mr. President, it seems 10 me that
those who argue against disability insurance
on the ground that lazy people will misrep-
resent thelr physical conditions are, at the
same time, admitting that it 1s perfectly all
right to support such people under local rellef
programs, Thlis, to me, is a curious contra~
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diction. However, as I have indicated, I have
a sufficlent faith in the integrity of the Amer-
ican people to belleve that they will work
whenever they can find work, that they will
do the best they possibly can to enjoy all of
the good things of the American way of life
which they can possibly earn for themselves.
I see no inducement to malingerers in order
to get a dlsability insursmce check which is
but a small fraction of their earning capacity
or to quit work in order to recelve rellef pay-
ments under some local program.

In connection with private disability in-
surance, I should like to remark that, while
such Insurance Is available of course, these
policles are most circumscribed in their oper-.
ation. They are, for the most part, limited
to a small specified list of risks, usually those
which might be encountered, say, in a glven
industrial situation or something of the sort.
Moreover, they are expensive and well beyond
the means of low~income families. Perhaps
the most serious shortcoming of virtually
every private disability Insurance system ls
the fact that the limited extent of their cov-
erage falls to provide protection for some of
the most common causes of permanent dls-
ability. This becomes apparent when you
consider that 8 out of 10 accidents which
result in & permeament’ incapacity are not
work-connected, Thus, workmen'’s compen=
satlon laws are of no assistance whatsoever
where the disability is not work-connected.

“A very essential part of any disability in-
surance program Involves the question of
rehabllitation work. That is, through the
operation of programs which assist the in-
capacitated person in adapting himself to
some form of useful employment from which
he may earn a livelihood. Our amendment
adds & feature not found in the House bill
in this regard. We are proposing to provide
additional assistance to State and Iocal gov-
ernments which will enable them to amplify
thelr existing rehabilitation facllites, Thus,,
it is not contemplated that the Federal Gov.'
ernment will maintain and operate rehabili«
tation services as such, but rather, we feel
that 1t 1s In the best interest to have the
rehabilitation programs developed and oper-
ated on State and local levels. We do recog-
nize, however, that few if any State rehabill-
tatlon programs have yet developed to the
level that they are today adequate to meet
the needs of their disabled populations.

We propose that this assistance to the
States in enlarging their rehabilitation facil-

Ities should be made avallable from the in-

surance fund by earmarking & part of the
fund for thils purpose. But, I repeat, our
fundamental intention here i8 to permit
States and local governments to develop re-
habllitation services to meet their particular
needs and we are merely using the mecha-
nism of the trust fund to give them some
additional help in expanding their services.

In my discussion thus far I have sought to
outline the provisions of our amendment and
to set forth In a very general way some of the
supporting reasoning behind it. This dis-
cussion is far from complete. Those Mem-
bers of the Senate who are familiar with the
recommendations of the Senate Advisory
Council on Social Security will recall that
the Council, speaking through 15 of its 17
members, strongly advised adoption of the
disability Insurance provision. The Council
in the opening paragraph of its discussion on
disability insurance had this to say:

“Income loss from permanent and total
disability is a major economic hazard to
which, llke old age and death, all gainful
workers are exposed. The advisory council
believes that the time has come to extend
the Nation’s social-insurance system to af.
ford protection against this loss™ (p. 69).

‘The council’s report went on to observe:

“The ocouncil 13 strongly impressed with
the seriousness of the problems created by
permanent and total disability and with the
social disadvantages of compelling the vie-
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tims of this misfortune to depend upon pub-
1ic assistance. We belleve that there is
enough administrative abllity in our Gov-
ernment organization to provide efective
machinety for meeting this pressing soclal
need” (p. 70).

I want to expand somewhat, Mr. President,
on the council’s observation that public as~
sistance is scarcely the way in which the
problem of permanent and total disability
should be met. For one thing, as I have al-
ready stated, public-assistance programs are
quite inadequate to handle this problem. A
still more fundamental difficulty, I belleve,
is found in the fact that public assistance
is not a self-supporting program. It is, in=-
stead, supported by general tax revenues.
Too, as I mentloned in my opening remarks,
disability prior to retirement age is simply
another phase of the retirement problem.
It is premature retirement brought about
through some circumstance, generally accl-
dental in nature, which removes a worker
from gainful employment prior to the time
persons of his age would normally expect to
retire. Yet, the problem for the disabled
person Is just ag acute as Is that faced by &
worker who retires at age 65 or thereafter
and is without other income to maintain
himself and his family. But, in one sense,
this forced premature retirement as a result
of disability may have more serious economic
consequences than retirement at the normal
retirement age. An unexpected disabllily
may come well in advance of the time that
a man who is planning for his ultimate re-
tirement may have anticipated. And this
T believe is particularly tragic, because dis-
abllity frequently occurs at the peak of &
man’s earning capacity, at a time he may be
completing the purchase of hls home and
just beginning to put aside money for his
ultimate retirement. N

8o, in closing, Mr, President, I urge strong-
ly that our amendment be adopted. I be-
lieve that a self-supporting insurance sys-
tem is far and away preferable fo the present
method which depends exclusively on tax-
supported public assistance for the support
of our needy disabled. What we are dolng,
in short, by adopting this amendment, is
merely lowering the retirement age for those
forced from gainful employment as & con-
sequence of permanent and total disability.
I think that this s completely consonant
with the concept of social insurance which
is designed to provide minimum security for
these who suffer income loss as & result of
retirement—and I believe it is only consist-
ent that we should recognize retirement may
not be caused exclusively by reaching the
legally prescribed age of 65.

Adoption of this amendment, Mr. Presi-
dent, would eradicate the shadow of inse-
curity and virtual destitution which threat-
ens any working person today who might to-
morrow find himself totally incapacitated
and incapable thenceforth of providing for
himself and his family. Social Insurance is
a dignified means of banishing that shadow.
It is self-supporting. It does not carry with
it the stigma of a rellef hand-out. We have
in this-amendment s vehicle by means of
which those covered by soclal security may
by their contributions to the insurance fund
spread the risk of economic tragedy which
might befall them in the event of disabllity.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate messages from the
President of the United States submit-
ting sundry nominations, which were
referred to the appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)
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EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

As in executive session,

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, from the
Commlittee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce:

George E. Sterling, of Maine, to be a mem-
ber of the Federal Communications Com-
mission for a term of 7 years from July 1,
1850 (reappointment).

ONE HUNDRED AND SEVENTY-FIFTH AN-
NIVERSARY OF THE CORPS OF ENCI-
NEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, In
his capacity as a Senator, the Chair asks
unanimous consent to have inserted in
the Recorp an editorial about the Corps
of Engineers of the United States Army,
today, June 16, being the anniversary
of the corps, which has done such won-
derful things for our country in both
peace and war.

This editorial is entitled “Fighting
Builders,” and was written by Mr. Jack
Carley, of the Commercial Appeal, of
Memphis, Tenn., and published in the
Sunday, June 11, 1950, edition of that
paper.

It is one of the most beautiful tributes
to the Corps of Engineers the Chair has
seen in a long time, and he takes pleas-
ure In having it printed in the Recorp.
The Chair calls the attention of all Sen-
ators to the editorial and hopes they will
read it.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

FIGHTING BUILDERS

Maj. Gen. Richard Gridley was busily super-
vising construction of Bunker Hill's breast-
works on the day General Washington ap-
pointed him Chief Engineer of the Grand
Army (Continental). Gridley kept on build-
ing and made such & good job of it that
Britain's crack grenadier guards quit after
three unsuccessful assaults agalnst the
breastworks and what was behind them,
‘This week the Corps of Engineers, United
States Army, 8 pridefully observing .its
founding anniversary.

Bince Gridley's day the Corps of Engineers
has marched far, bullt much, and fought
all comers. Along with that, it has pro-
duced such perless military leaders as the
South’s incomparable Robert E. Lee and the
present turbulent world's redoubtable Doug-
las MacArthur; and that’s a reminder that
great names and tough jobs have been come
mon with the corps—Qeorge Goethals build-
ing the Panama Canal; Lew Pick bulldozing
a Ledo road into vital usefulness; Bill Hoge
directing the taking of the Remagen Bridge
with the same ease he'd direct the bullding
of & main-line levee; Don Noce’s amphibian
engineers putting combat troops ashore in
147 Southwest Pacific beachhead landiugs,

From Gridley’s breastworks in 1775 to the
killing drifts of the West's 1948 Operation
Snowbound, the “pick-and-shovel soldiers”
have helped make gallant American history
with sweat and Bblood and calloused hands,
What's written into so fine & record is as
imperishable as it has been brave.

We started to fellcitate old friends. Some-
how 1t seems more fitting Just to say,
*Thanks, soldler—and good going.”

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have Inserted in
the RECORD a statement prepared by me
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and a proclamation by the Governor of
Mississippl commemorating the one-
hundred and seventy-fifth anniversary
of the United States Corps of Engineers.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and proclamation were ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

It was a fortunate circumstance that our
first great general was an engineer. It was
Just 175 years ago today that.a request of
General George Washington was acted upon
by the Contlnental Congress and the Corps of
Engineers created.

The Corps consisted of s chief and two
assistants and their first job was to throw
up the defenses at Bunker Hill; and, thelr
second, to put aslde shovels and join in the
fighting,

The Army engineers have been serving the
National Military Establishment and the
Natlon down through the years to the present
day. The Engineer Corps increased in size
and importance through the years as the
young Nation moved forward to its high
destiny.

The Corps reached its pinnacle of strength
In the recent war when 700,000 officers and
enlisted men wore the famous castle in-
signia. It Is interesting to note that more
than 500,000 of these men were overseas in
the thick of battle operations. The greatest
single production feat of the war, the de-
velopment of the atom bomb, was under the
direction of the Corps of Engineers.

But, Mr, President, age and size and war-
time achievement are not the basic fact
about the engineers in their relation to our
Natlon’s growth. The important thing is
that they have been kept as active in the
service of their country in years of peace as
in war,

At every hand, In every State, there 1s some
useful monument to thelr service, be 1t a
glant dam, a magnificent building, or merely
a surveyed boundary line. Year after year,
at the bidding of the Congress, they have
been entrusted with vast funds and Iim-
portant works. It 18 a unigue tribute to
thelr honesty and Integrity that no serious
reflection has ever been cast upon thelr
trusteeship.

In my own State the engineers are held In
highest esteem for having harnessed the
great flood tides that roll down the Missis-
sippl to the sea,

In recognition of their work and as a mark
of the people’s appreciation, the Governor of
Mississippi, the Honorable Flelding Wright,
has caused to be 1ssued a proclamation com-
memorating this one-hundred and seventy-
fifth birthday of the Corps of Engineers.

It reads as follows:

“PROCLAMATION

“Whereas June 18 marks the one hundred
and seventy-fiftth anniversary of the estab-
lishment of the Corps of Engineers, United
stztes Army, by the Continental Congress;
an

“Whereas this body of trained engineers
has, through great courage and resolute
spirit, crossed the seas and bridged the rivers
to reach our enemlies in time of war; and

“Whereas through their civil works pro-
gram as authorized by the Congress, the Corps
of Engineers, United States Army, has im-
proved the Natlon’s harbors for world trade
and harnessed rivers for protection against
floods; and for the extension and advance-
ment of water-borne commerce; and

“Whereas the activitles of the Corps of
Engineers, United States Army, both in peace
and war have been of great benefit to this
Natlon:

“Now, therefore, I, Flelding Y. Wright,
Governor of the State of Mississippi, do here-
by proclalm the day of June 16, 1950, to be
Engineers Day and do urge the citizens of the

Etate of Mississippi to pay homage to thelr
past accomplishments, to their mighty war
efforts, and pledge our support to thelr pro-
gressive and constructive works during our
years of peace. . -

“In testimony whereof; I have hereunto set
my hand and cause¢d the great sqal of the
State of Mississippl to be affixed, this the 2d
day of June 1950,

' *F. L. WRIGHT,
“Governot.”
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.0g organization in Europe; Congress will
nevitably consider anew several factors:

1. The economic Integration of Europe is a
olgger Job and will take a longer time than
was at first realized by most people.

2. The building of an integrated European
aconomy can take place only behind restric-
sjons which will keep out competing United
States supplies of certaln farm and manu-
ractured products while “infant” soft-cur-
rency sources of supply are developed, The
hope 1s that after a transition period the new
Integrated Burope will be able to stand on
its own feet in competition for world mar-
izets and that its revived economy will pro-
vide a better market for United States ex-
ports than ever before. The short-run con-
sequences of such actlon when the United
States Is beginning to be conscious of the
problem of finding markets for its exports
cannot be ignored.

3. The commitment of the United States to
1 regional military program by our participa-
tion in the North Atlantic Treaty may neces-

sitate a reglonal economic program as a sup- ~

plement. Nations which are bankrupt or
the victims‘of Increasing economic .unrest
:annot be effectlve military partners.

4. A strong argument can be made that at
tome time before 1952 a change in the basls
for ECA appropriations should be made:
that 15, funds should be allocated less and
iess on the basls of the dollar deficlts of the

recelving countries and more and more to.

finance programs for constructive develop-
ment. An appropriation to underwrite the
European Payments Union would be a step In
this direction.

Such an appropriation should not be made
as sn addition to ECA aid. Every dollar
Europe receives from any source eases lts
dollar shortage. An appropriation to finance
8 clearing arrangement should be a diversion
of dollars which would otherwise have been
allocated to individual countries.

SOCIAL-SECURITY ACT AMENDMENTS
OF 1950

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 6000) to extend and im-
prove the Federal oldage and survivors
insurance system, to amend the public-
assistance and child-welfare provisions
of the Social Security Act, and for other
purposes.

The PRESIDING .OFFICER. There
being no further routine business, the
Senator from Florida [Mr. HorLranpl is
recognized under the unanimous-consent
agreement. .

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I note
that in his opening statement in the de-
bate of the pending measure, H. R. 6000,
the distinguished chairman of the Sen-
ate Committee on Finance [Mr. GEORGE]
speaking .for himself and as chairman
of the committee, advised thie Senate
that under the recommendations of the
committee about 1,000,000 persons en-
gaged in agricultural work are brought
under the social-security system. I
quote from the statement of the Senator
from Georgia, as follows: .

Workers on farms who are employed by one
employer at least 60 days and earn $50 or
more in a calendar quarter are covered, and,
in addition, border-line agricultural workers,
such as those enpaged in processing and
packing of agricultural and horticultural
commodities off the farm, are brought under
the system. These groups total about 1,000,-
000 persons. The committee gave careful
study to the extension of coverage to work-
ers on farms. It proposes this limited exten-
slon of coverage at this time in order to

assure simplicity of administration for the _

farmer. There is no question but that work-
ers on farms, including migratory workers
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and share croppers, need soclal-secirity pro=
tection. The public-assistance loads in the
agricultural States reflect this need. To go
beyond the coverage that 1s -proposed in the
bill, however, without further study of the
administrative problems that would arise,
would be impracticable. I regret that I am
compelled to advocate delaying the extension
of coverage to agricultural workers not cov-
ered by the bill until a thorough study ot
the feasibility of such coverage has been
made.

Later in his statement the able Sena-
tor from Georgia made further reference
to the same subjeet in the following
words:,

As I Indicated earlier, the bill does not

provide social-security protection for all clti-

zens of the Nation, Some groups, such as
share croppers, migrant agricultural labor,
and part-time domestic servants, who are
not brought under insurance coverage, need
protection. I regret that further extension
of coverage must awalt more detalled study
of the problems inherent in bringing addi-
tional persons within the system.

I fully approve the conclusion reached
by the Senate Committeé on Finance
that workers on farms need social-secu-
rity protection. Ials»yapprove their rec-
ommendation that all of such workers
who can be brought under the protection
of the system at this time without bring-
ing on complex bookkeeping and admin-

istrative burdens for the farmers should -

be included within the scope of the pend-
ing amendments. _

Inasmuch as only a part of the agri-
cultural workers are included within the
amendment, whereas a larger part are
excluded, I think it is highly desirable
to clarify the subject for the record as
much as possible. Since the Senator
from Georgia is absent on official busi-
ness I should like to address several ques-
tions to the distinguished junior Sena-
tor from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN], rank-
ing minority member of the committee,
relating to those provisions of the pend-
ing bill which deal with the subject of
agricultural labor, I shall appreciate it
if the Senator from Colorado will accord
me that privilege.

Mr. MILLIKIN., Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I wish to say that I
shall be delighted to do the best I can,

Mr. HOLLAND. T thank the Senator.

My first question is this. At the top
of -page 263 of the printed bill, in sec-
tion 104 (a) of the bill, there appears
a5 a part of section 213 of the amended
Social Security Act the following verbi-
age:

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

(1) The term “quarter” and the term
“calendar quarter’” means a period of three
calendar menths ending on March 31, June
30, September 30, or December 31.

Applying the definition just quoted to
that portion of the bill that deals with
agricultural labor, is it possible to con-
strue the terms “quarter” or “calendar
quarter” to mean a 3 months’ period
commencing with the first day.-of the
employment of any agricultural laborer,
or is the time of employment of an agri-
cultural laborer under the terms of this
bill computed strictly with reference to
the calendar quarters defined by that
portion of the bill which I have just
quoted?
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Mr. MILLIKIN., Mr, President, I do
not believe it Is possible to construe the
terms “‘quarter” or “calendar quarter”
to. mean a 3 months’ period commenc-
ing with the first day of the employ-
ment of any agricultural Inbor, It seems
clear to me that the language means a
calendar quarter, the first quarter being
the first 3 months starting from the first
of the year, the second quarter being
the next 3 months, and so on, until we
have four quarters.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.

I next refer to that portion of the bill
appearing as part of section 210 of the
amended Social Security Act (a) (1) (A),
beginning at line 16, page 240 of the
printed bill, and extending through line
7 of page 241, which reads as follows:

Except that, in the case of service per-~
formed after 1050, such term shall ‘not in-
clude—

(1) (A) Agricultural labor, as defined in
subsection (f) of this section) performed in
any calendar quarter by an employee, unless
the cash remuneration paid for such labor is
$50 or more and such labor Is performed for
an employer by an individual who is regu-
larly employed by such employer to perform
such agricultural labor. For the ‘purposes
of this paragraph, an individual shall be
deemed to be regularly employed by an em-
ployer during a calendar quarter only if (1)
on each of some 6" days during such quarter
such individual performs sagricultural labor
for such employer for some portion of the
day, or (i1) such individual was regularly em-
ployed (as determined under clause (1) ) vy
such employer In the performance of such
labor during the preceding calendar quarter,

My second question to the distin-
guished Senator from Colorado relates
to the requirement that an individual
farm employee shall be deemed to be
regularly employed by an employer dur-
ing a calendar quarter, only if such indi-
vidual performs agricultural labor for
such employer “on each of some 60 days
during such quarter.” What is the
meaning of the words “some 60 days,” as
appearing in the section of the bill from
which I have just quoted? ’

Mr, MILLIKIN. The use of the word
“some” is to afford a distinction between
60 consecutive days of labor during the
quarter and 60 unconsecutive days of
labor during the quarter,

Mr. HOLLAND. In other words,
whether the 60 days are consecutive or
not, if they appear as days within the
calendar quarter, they will satisfy this
particular requirement of the bhill. Is
that correct?

Mr, MILLIKIN. Exactly.

Mr. HOLLAND. My third question re-
lates to the words “for some portion of
the day” as they appear in the section
which Ilast quoted. Am I correct in my
understanding that if the employee per-
forms agricultural labor for the em-
ployer during any portion of a calendar
day during a calendar quarter, whether
such portion shall be for only a few min-
utes or for any number of hours of said
calendar day, such calendar day shall
count as 1 day of employment during said
calendar quarter?

Mr. MILLIKIN. I think the Senator
is entirely correct in his interpretation,

- Mr_. HOLLAND. My fourth question
is this. ‘Then the hours worked by the
employee bear no relation whatever to
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the day factor, either by way of permit-
ting the employer to add together part-
time work in a group of several days to
make 1 day or by way of fixing any
limitation on the number of hours of
work in any 1 day .which should ecunt
a3 a full day, with the right of the em-
ployee to carry over any excess number
of hours of work to another or a different
day? .

Mr, MILLIKIN, The employee or the
employer would not have any right to
carry over any of the hours of 1 day’s
work to some other day.

Mr. HOLLAND. My fifth question is
this; If the agricultural worker qualified
under the term employment for the first
quarter, both by working 60 days and by
receiving cash remuneration of $£0, is it
not correct that for the second of two
consecutive quarters, the only require-
ment for coverage under the term em-
ployment is the payment of $50 of cash
remuneration during the second quar-
ter?

. Mr. MILLIKIN, The distinguished
Senator is entirely correct.

Mr. HO. My sixth question is
this: What provisicn of the bill, if any,
will prevent an employer from employ-

ing an agricultural worker 59 days or

less in a quarter and rehiring him in the
succeeding quarter for 59 days or less,
thus depriving the worker of the cover-
age of the law?

Mr. MILLIKIN, There is nothing in
the bill which would prevent that.

Mr. HOLLAND. My seventh question
is this: What provision of the bill, if any,
will prevent an employee who does not
want to make contributions under the
bill from working 59 days-or less in a
quarter for a single employer, and then
ceasing work or golng to work for an-
other employer, thus avoiding coverage
under the law?

Mr. MILLIKIN. My answer is that
there is no provision of the bill which
would prevent a practice of that kind.

Mr. HOLLAND. My elghth question
{s this: Referring to the statement of
the Senstor from Georgia [Mr, GEORGE],
on page 8615 of the CONGRESSIONAL REC-
orp of June 13, 1950, to the effect that
migrant agricultural labor is not
brought under insurance coverage by
the pending measure, is it not true that
this statement is based entirely on the
provision which may be referred to as
the 60 days and $50 provision in section
210 (a) (1) (A), which I have quoted
into the REcorp? In other wcrds, there
is no express reference to migrant agri-
cultural labor, as such, by the terms of
the pending measure, is there? Also,
is it not true that part-time employees
are equally excluded, along with migrant
employees, under that provision?

Mr. MILLTKIN. Answering the first
question first, let me say that I do not
recall any specific reference in the bill
to migrant agricultural labor, described
as such. The Senator is entirely cor-
rect when he says that the basic defini-
tion, that which excludes a migrant
worker from the coverage of the bill, is
in the language he has quoted.

Mr, HOLLAND. That is, in the 60~
day and $50 provision?

Mr. MILLIKIN. Ycs; in the 60-day
and $50 provision.
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Mr. HCLLAND. Am I also correct in
saying that, by the same provision, part-
time labor—that is, labor which has not
heen employed 60 days in any calendar
quarter and has not received $50 in such
calendar quarter-~is =also exciuded,
along with migrant labor, from the cov-
erage of the law?

Mr. MILLIKIN, That is true.

Mr. HOLLAND. My ninth question
is this: Is it not true that share croppers
are excluded from the coverage of the
bill? If so, is it not true that this ex-
clusion of share croppers arises entirely
under the cesh-remuneration recuire-
ment in section 210 (a) (1) (A)? In
other words, is it true that there is no
express reference to share croppers, as
such, by the terms of the pending meas-
ure?

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not recall any
description of share croppers, as such,
in the pending measure.

Mr. EOLLAND, Is it true that they
are exrluded from coverage, as statzd
by the distingvished senior Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Geergel, by the us2 of the
words “cash remuneration,” which is
required to constitute any regular em-

’ployee?

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is correct.

Mr. HOLLAND. My tenth question is
this: When is the employer privileged
to begin making deductions for social-
security tax from the compensation of
the employee? We have received a con-
sidereble number of requests on this
point from vegetable producers in the
State of Florida, who, recognizing the
fact that it will not be known until late
in the quarter whether an employee is
covered or is not covered, are disturbed
about the question of whether they
should begin to make deductions to cover
the employee’s contributions to this tax
at the first employment,.or only after
the 60 days of labor have becen com-
pleted, thus qualifying the worker to
come within the term of “regular agri-

-cultural employee.”

Mr. MILLYIKIN, 4s a matter of right,
as distinguished from what might be an
agreement between the employer and
the employee, I would say there is no
right to make a deduction until 60 days
have been worked in a calendar quarter,
That leaves, I suggest, sufficient protec-
tion to the employer.

I assume that the Senator has in mind,
perhaps, some worker who may be work-
ing for 60 days, being paid, we will say,
weekly, and perhaps disappearing before
the proper deductions are made. I think
that, as a practical matter, the last
week’s work, or whatever the number
of days that would be involved, would
provide sufficient wages out of which the
employer could make his deduction. The
reason for being required to wait that
Iong is that the worker has a right to
quit after the first week, or at any time
short of a full quarter, and it would be
unfair to make a deduction from his
first week’s pay, if he left after that
time, before completing 60 days’ work
in the quarter, because he would not be
owing anything; and, on the other hand,
the employer is not obligated to make
any reports or payments until after the
man has worked 60 days,
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Mr. HOLLAND. As another part of-
the sama question, I should like to ask
the distinguished Senator this: If de-
ductions for the tax are made by an
employer, and the employee works less
than 60 days, is it not true that the em-~
ployee is entitled to a refund under-sich
conditions?

Mr. MILLIKIN. H: certainly would
be. That carries me back to a remark I
made a moment ago. If by agreement
between employer and employee, the em-
ployer were entitled to take out the tax
week by week, obviously I should think
such an agreement would reguire a re-
bate of the money. Otherwise, I do not
believe the question arises, because,
as I suggested before, the employer has
no reporting ohligation and no paying
ohligation until after the 60-day period
during the quarter, and he will have the
opportunity, I suggest, let us say during
the last week, of having sufficient money
due the employee to make the necessary
withholding. -

Mr. HOLLAND. My eleventh question
1s this——

Mr. MILLIKIN. May I make one
more suggestion?

Mr. HOLLAND. I shall be glad if the
Senator will,

Mr. MILLTIKIN, The amount is 114
percent of the rate of the worker’s wages,
and as a practical matter that 1%, per-
cent, appllied to any wages which might
be received by the type of employee the
Senator is discussing, would allow, per-
haps even out of one day’s employment,
considerable leeway for the deduction at
the end of the quarter,

Mr. HOLLAND. My eleventh question
is this: Referring to section 210 (a) (1)
(A), line 24, page 240, through line %,
page 241 of the printed bill, is it not true
that under this provision agricultural
workers working side by side in a farm-
er's field will be differentiated as to
whether they are subject to social-se-
curity benefits by virtue of the number
of days they have worked for that par-
ticular employer during the previous cal-
endar quarter?

hgr. MILLIKIN. That is entirely cor-
rect. -

Mr. HOLLAND. My twelfth question
is this: I note that there is no definition
of the word “employer” stated in the bill
itself, as there is of the word “employee,”
and of most all the other terms. Will
the Senator state for the REcorp the
definition of the word “employer” which
he would regard as appropriate for the
purposes of this bill? .

Mr. MILLIKIN. I should not want to
attempt an off-the-cuff definition of the
word, but I think that, in common par-
lance, it has a very well-defined meaning.
It is the man who pays the wages, and it
is the man who has control and direc-
tion over the employee’s labor,

Mr. HOLLAND. I will not press the
Senator, but will he say for the record
that the proper definition of this term
for the purposes of this bill would be
the common-law definition as the same
may be affected by any of the specific
verbiage of the bill?

s . Yes; I would say so.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator has
bieet? extremely patient, which I appre-
ciate,
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Mr. MILLIKIN. I wish to express my
appreciation of the very finely phrased
and important questions which the
Senator from Floride has propounded.

Mr. HOLLAND, I thank the Senator.
It seemed to the Senator from Florida,
in viéew of the fact that only a small
fraction of the total of agricultural
workers was to be covered under the
terms of the proposed bill, and that
many of its terms were new to the body
of our law, that it was highly appro-
priate, if not necessary, that this entire
matter be explored for the protection of
the worker and for the protection of em-
ployers in the agricultural field, particu-
larly under the, statement of the Senator
from Georgia, that the committee had
sought to confine itself, by the addi-
tional and partial coverage given in that
field under this bill, to slich coverage as
could be effected without bringing undue
hardship or complexity or administra-
tive difficulties upon the farmers of the
Nation.

Mr. MILLIKIN, I think the Senator’s
guestions are especially pertinent, due to
the conditions that exist in his own
State and in other States which have
somewhat comparable situations, where
a large amount of migrant labor is nec-
essary for the harvesting of the crops.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.
I should like to ask one additional ques-
tion, because I think it is wholly perti-
nent. So far as migrant labor is con-
cerned, is it correct that there is noth-
ing whatever to exclude migrant labor
by reason of the mere fact that the
workers travel from place to place, pro-
vided that they stay in any one place
of employment under one particular
agricultural employer so long as to have
worked 60 days and to have received $50
in cash remuneration during any cal-
endar quarter, as set forth in the bill?

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator is en-
tirely correct. In asking his question,
I am sure he has in mind what hap-
pens in the second quarter, where a man
has complied with the conditions affect-
ing the first quarter. He does not have
to work 60 days in the second quarter;
he can work any amount of time, if he
gets §50 during that time.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.
The real purpose of my question was to
make it clear that there was no purpose
on the part of the committee, nor will
there be any purpose on the part of the
Senate if it passes this measure—which
I hope it will—to exclude any workers or
their families from the coverage of the
law by reason of the mere fact that they
travel from place to place in following
the crops and therefore come within the
accepted category of the term “migrant”
or “migratory agricultural workers.”

Mr. MILLTKIN, 'They would be clear-
ly included in the coverage if they met
the 60-day and $30 per quarter require-
ments.

Mr. HOLLAND. I am deeply appre-
ciative of the kindness and the patience
of the Senator from Cglorado.

Mr. MILLIKIN. I thank the Senator
very much,

TEE CALENDAR

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
next order of business Is the call of the
calendar.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, not be-
ing able to tell the time at which the
questions were going to be concluded,
quite a number of Senators are absent.
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

The

Alken Hickenlooper Maybank
Benton Hill Millikin
Bridges Holland Mundt
Butler Hunt Myers

Cain Ives Neely
Chapman Johnson, Colo. O’Mahoney
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Robertson
Connally Kefauver Russell
Cordon Kem Saltonstall
Darby Kerr Schoeppel
Donnell Kilgore Smith, Malne
Dworshak Knowland Smith, N. J.
Eastland Leahy Stennis
Ecton Lehman Taft
Ellender Lodge Thomas, Utah
Ferguson Lucas Thye
Flanders McCarran Tobey
Frear McCarthy Tydings
Fulbright McClellan Watkins
Gillette McFarland ‘Withers
Green McKellar Young
Gurney McMahon

Hayden Malone

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A
quorum is present.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one
of his secretaries, and he announced that
the President had approved and signed
the following acts:

On June 12, 1950:

8.9847. An act for the relief of the Baggett
‘Transportation Co. Inc.;

S.1510. An act for the rellef of James I.
Bartley;

8. 1798. An act for the relief of Mrs, Minda
Moore; and

8.2646. An act for the relief of the Artic-
aire Refrigeration Co.

On June 13, 18560:

S.1863. An act for the rellef of Fremont
Rider; end

S.2385. An act for the relief of Edward C.
Ritehle.

On June 14, 1950:

8.274, An act for the rellef of Constantin
E. Aramescu;

S.1423. An act for the rellef of Alex Morn-
ingstar; :

S.1856. An act for the relief of Sisters
Maria Rita Rossi; Maria Domenica Paone,
Rachele Orlando, Assunta Roselll, Rosa In~
nocentl, and Maria Mantinelll;

8.1959. An act to commemorate Jim
White and his contribution to the early hils-~
tory of Carlsbad Caverns, in the State of New
Mezxico, and for other purposes;

8.2108. An act for the rellef of Italo Vespa
de Chellls;

'S, 2117. An act to provide for the designa-
tion of the reservoir to be formed by the
Davis Dam on the Colorado River as Lake
Mohave;

S.22374. An act to provide for the addi-
tion of certain lands to El Morro National
Monument, in the State of New Mexico, and
for other purposes;

8.2969. An act to authorize rellef of au-
thorized certifying officers of terminated war
agencles in liquidation by the Department
of Commerce; and

S.3226. An act to authorize relief of au-
thorized certifying officers of terminated war
agencies in liquidation by the Department of
Interior.

On June 15, 1950:

S.356. An act for the rellef of Hugo Gel-

ger;
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8.404. An act for the rellef of Emmea L
Jackson; .

$.749. An act for the rellef of Ferd H.
Gibler;

S.977. An act for the rellef of Jacques
‘Yedld, Henriette Yedld, and Ethel Danielle
Yedid;

S.1693. An act for the relief of Karin Mare
gareta Hellen and Olof Christer Hellen;

8.1719. An act to amend sectlon 8 of the
act of Congress approved June 28, 1906,
relating to the Osage Indians of Oklahoma;

S.1739. An act to amend section 4934 of
the Revised Statutes (U. 8. C., title 35, sec.
78), as amended, to permit public libraries
of the United States to acqulre back copies
of United States letters patent, and for other
purposes;

8.1929. An act for the rellef of Anna Sa=
mudovsky;

8.2338. An act for the relief of J. M. Ar=
thur; and

8.8093. An act to amend section 82 of the
Hawailan Organic Act relating to the Su-
preme Court of the Territory of Hawaill and
temporary vacancies therein.

DELIVERED-PRICE SYSTEMS AND
FREIGHT - ABSORPTION PRACTICES —
VETO MESSAGE (S. DOC. NO. 184)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate the following message
from the President of the United States,
which was read and, with the accom-
panying bill, ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed:

To the Senate:

I am returning herewith, without my
appioval, S, 1008, a bill to define the
application of the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act and the Clayton Act to cer-
tain pricing practices,

It is the purpose of this bill to elimi-
nate confusion and uncertainty under
these acts regarding the legality of
freight absorption and the sale of goods
at delivered prices. Further, the bill
provides a definition of the extent to
which “good faith” meeting of competi-
tion is a defense against a charge of
{llegal price discrimination.

It is obviously desirable for laws to be
as clear as possible. After eareful study,
however, I am convinced that the bill
would not achieve the clarification which
is desired. Instead, through the intro-
duction of new and uncertain legal
terminology, and through its confusing
legislative history, the bill would ob-
scure, rather than clarify, the law. As
a result, it would make it more difficult
for businessmen, administrative agen-
cies, and the courts to understand and
apply the legal safeguards against mo-
nopoly and unfair competition. More-
over, the bill contains provisions which
might be interpreted, after protracted
litigation, to impair the effectiveness of
the antitrust laws.

Because of the increasing complexity
of our economic system, the laws pro--
tecting fair competition have been
amended from time to time, and th®
Jjudieial decisions interpreting those laws
have taken account of specific situations
not anticipated by those who drafted the
laws originally. When further amend-
ments of the antitrust laws are needed
to meet new problems, they should be
enacted in & form which clearly pre-
serves the basic purpose of these laws— -
the protection of fair competition and
the prevention of monopoly,
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committed to a three-step program.
With any assurance of administrative

backing they would form a patriotic or-

ganization to project the spirit and will
of the American people through the Rus«
sian curtain into the eyes and ears and
hearts of the people of Russia. This

would be done in news sheets, leaﬂets,'

magazines, and radio programs,

Along with this should go a stepping
up of the use of existing Government
agencies to pour information into Russia
and her satellites. 'This was the purpose
of Senate Resolution 243, submitted by
the junior Senator from Connecticut,
of which I, myself, was one of the 13
sponsors from both sides of the aisle.

The third step would be to create un-
derground machinery for penetrating the
iron curtain with this gospel of friend-
ship, understanding, and cooperation.
.The agents of this erusade would be the
Russian escapees now in Europe. I have
had letters from more than one of them
indicnting their desire to do something
constructive instead of rusting their lives
away in exile. The means are at hand,
Let us use them.

Surely, Mr. President, here is a plan
worth getting behind and supporting.

‘When soldiers work for peace and pre- *

sent a clear-cut plan for undertaking it,
the rest of the country, and certainly its
Government, cannot refuse its support.

Mr. President, and I speak now both
to the President of the Senate and to the
President of the United States, let us go
on the offensive and end the cold war.

Mr. President, I express my thanks to
the Senator from Washington for yield-
ing to me in order that I might make the
statement.

8OCIAL SECURITY ACT' AMENDMEN'I‘S
OF 1850

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 6000) to extend and im-
prove the Federal old-age and survivors
insurance system, to amend the public-
assistance and child-welfare proyisions
of the Social Security Act, and for other
purposes.

Mr. KNOWLAND, Mr. President, will
the Senator from Washington yield to

me for a statem:nt, not to exceed 10

minutes, relative to an amendment I am
submitting to the pending bill?

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor from Washington asks unanimous
consent that the Senator from California
be permitted to speak for 10 minutes
without the Senator from Washington
losing his right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Les-
MaN in the chair). Without objection,
it is so ordered, and the Senator from
California may proceed.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr, President, at
this point in the RECORD, as a part of my
remarks, I should like to have printed a
copy of an amendment which I have
heretofore submitted to House bill 6000,
to extend and improve the Federal old-
age and survivors insurance system,
and so forth, and along with that I
should like to have printed immediately
following it a telegram which I have re-
ceived from James G. Bryant, director
of employment, California Department
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of Employment; a telegram from Harry
Benge Corzier, chairman, and Dwight
Horton, and Dean W. Maxwell, commis-
sioners, of the Texas Employment Com-
mission; and a telegram from Gov. Allan
Shivers of Texas.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment and the telegrams were ordered to
be printed in the RECORD, as follows:
AMENDMENT INTENDED To BE PrOPOSED BY MR,

ENOWLAND To H. R. 6000

At the end of the bill add the following:

“PROVISIONS OF STATE UNEMPLOYMENT COM-
PENSATION LAWS
“SEec. 405. (a) Section 1603 (¢) of the Ine

. ternal Revenue Code 1s amended (1) by strik-

ing out the phrase ‘changed its law’ and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘amended its law’,
and (2) by adding before the period at the
end thereof the following: ‘and such finding
has become effective. Such finding shall be-
come effective on the ninetieth day after
the governor of the State has been notified
thereof unless the State has before such
ninetieth day so amended its law that it
will comply substantially with the Secre-
tary’s interpretation of the provision of sub-
section (a), in which event such finding
shall not become effective. No finding of a
failure to comply substantlally with the pro-
vislon in State law specified in paragraph
(5) of subsection (a) shall be based on an
application or interpretation of State law
with respect to which further administrative
or judicial review is provided for under the
laws of the State.

“(b) Bection 303 (b) of the Social Secu-
rity Act is amended by inserting before the
period at the end thereof the following:
*: Provided, That there shall be no finding
under clause (1) until the question of en-
titlernent shall have been decided by the
highest judicial authority given jurisdiction
under such State law: Provided further,
That any costs may be paid with respect
to any claimant by a State and included as
costs of administration of its law'.”

—

SacraMENTO, CALYF., June 15, 1950.
Senator WILLIAM KNOWLAND,
Senate Office Building:

Confirming our conversation re amend-
ment to H. R. 6000 the varlous States are
now subject to pressure from Secretary of
Labor’s office on unemployment insurance
benefit decisions if unions disagree with such
decislons, as was the case in the marltime
conformity issue involving California last
December. Under the proposed amendment
employers or unfons involved must exhaust
thelr judicial remedies in the State courts
and until such is done the Secretary of Labor
would not be able to ralse a conformity ques-

tion. After decision by the Supreme Court

the Secretary of Labor may then raise con-
1ormity questlon and provide the State with
opportunity for hearing thereon in the event
the Secretary of Labor then made findings
of fact and conclusions of law that the State
statute as interpreted by the State supreme
court did not conform to the standards lald
down In section 1603 of the Internal Revenue
Code, his decision would be held in abey-
ance for 90 days in order to permit the State
to convene its legislature and amend the
State law to bring it Into conformity with
the Federal standards. Such an amend-
ment is highly desirable in order to achieve
proper Federal-State relationshlp es 1t afe
fects the unemployment insurance program,
The background of the California con-
formity hearing of last December is belng
sent you under separate cover, alr mall,
today.
James G. BRYANT,
Director of Employment, California
Department of Employment.
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AvUSTIN, TEx., June 15§, 1950.
Benator WiLiam F. KNowu.ND,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.;

The Texas Employment Commission warme
1y commends you for sponsoring amendment
to H. R. 6000. We are sure all of the State
agencles are grateful to you.

mnmr BENGE CORZIER,
Chairman,
DwicHT HOETON,
Commissioner.
DEAN. W. MAXWELL,
Commissioner.
AUSTIN, TEX., January 15, 1950.
Senator WiLLiay F. KNOWLAND,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.!

Your amendment to H. R. 6000 is highly
appreciated by me as I am sure it is by
governors of other States.

AI".:n SHIVERS,
Governor of Tezas.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the
unemployment-compensation amend-
ment I propose is made necessary by
recent events to which I shall refer.

As we know, the Federal unemploy-
ment-compensation-tax laws impaose a 3-
percent tax on employers. When & State
has an unemployment-compensatlon law
containing provisions specified in the
Federal law, employers subject to the
State law receive a 90-percent credit
against the 3-percent Federal tax, and
accordingly pay one-tenth of that
amount ,or three-tenths of 1 percent.
The States under the Social Security Act
receive Federal grants covering their en-
tire administrative costs in operating
their systems. Today every State is re-
ceiving these grants and employers cov-

ered by every State system are receiving

this 90-percent credit against the FPed-
eral tax,

The Secretary of Labor is required
under existing law, on December 31 of
each year, to certify for the 90-percent
tax credit against the Federal tax each
State whose law has been approved as
containing the provisions required in the
Federal law, However, he is not to cer- -
tify if he finds either that the State has
so changed its law that it no longer con-
tains the required provisions, or that the
State has failed during the year to com-
ply substantially with these provisions.
On such a finding he can withhold tax
credit certification. Without the Secre-
tary’'s certification, taxpayers of the
State must pay an additional penal Fed-
eral tax of nine times their normal tax,
in addition to any State tax. FPurther-
more, the Federal grants to the State
for all administrative purposes will be
withheld.

During more than a decade of opera-
tion before the authority over tax credit
was transferred to the Labor Depart-
ment, although there have been thou-
sands of claims decisions, no hearing was
ever held on the question of State con-
formity to the Federal law arising from
such decisions, But there were hearings
last December, just before the deadline
for tax credit certification, on the ques-
tion of whether the States of California
and Washington would be certified.

Neither State was accused of failing to
conform to the federally required provi-
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sion by virtue of a legislative change in
1ts law or by virtue of its court’s inter-
pretation of its law. Each State was
cited to & hearing in Washington, D. C,,
because of mere appealable administra-
tive applications of the law in certaln
claims cases. Nobody can know how the
claims would have been decided under
the State law, as the claimants had not
completed the normal procedure under
that law of establishing their rights.

What happened was that late last
November both States were notified fo
appear at the Labor Department, and in
December were tried by a minor official of
that Department on the issue of the
State being out of conformity—because
of these appealable administrative claims
actions.

These States escaped the penalty of
having thelr grants withheld and the
State unemployment compensation tax-
payers of these States escaped in excess
of $200,000,000 in tax penalties only be-
cause the State agencies agreed at the
last minute to meet the Secretary’s de-
mands.

Thus, even assuming that the initial
claims actions complained of were incor-
rect, and contrary to the Federal pro-
visions, it is utterly disruptive of State
sdministration of its law for the Secre-
tary to concern himself with this kind
of day-to-day appealable action. It dis-
rupts all the State corrective machinery,
and interjects the Federal administrators
into the State administrative processes,
in effect denying to the State court
charged with the duty of final action the
right to hear and correct administrative
€rrors.

Yet, because of his conclusion that cer-
tain appealsble administrative actions
were erroneous, the Secretary insisted
that the State itself should be held out of
conformity and denied grants, and that
employers subject to that act be penal-
ized an extra tax equal to 2.7 percent of
their payrolls for the year unless the
State administrator immediately capitu-
lated to the Secretary’s requirements.

. Such a development raises a vital
Issue—whether the State claims proce-
dure is to be scrapped. So far, the Sec-
retary has actually intervened between
the highest level of administrative de-
cision and appeal to the State courts for
Interpretation and application of State
law. Tomorrow he may step in between
initial claims action and the adminis-
trative appeal from such action. It is
not compatible with State administra-
tion that the Federal Secretary of Labor,
rather than the review forum specified
in State law, should pass on day-to-day
problems. The Federal interest is cer-
tainly amply protected by the Secretary
awaiting a final decision of the State on
a case before deciding that the State is
out of conformity.

The proposed amendment clarifizs
congressional intent as to the peing at
which the Secretary may act to hold a
State out of conformity. It merely re-
quires that the Secretary shall not inter-
vene in State proceedings on appealable
matters, but shall act only after the
State itself has spoken finally through
its highest appeal forum. This provi-
sion merely gives the State an oppor-
tunity to follow through if{s prescribed
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procedure in determining whether to
give or deny benefits to the claimants
in question, 'The limitation on the Sec-
retary’s action in no way deprives him
of his subsequent authority to determine
whether the State is or is not out of
conformity with the Federal statute
after the review procedure of the State
has been completed.

The second important provision of the
amendment gives the State a 90-day
period to get in conformity after the
Secretary has held the State to be out
of conformity, In the two cases pre-
viously cited, the State administrators
were able to meet the Secretary's de-
mands because the claims in question
had not become a matter of court decl-
sion. The situation may be that 1t Is
a8 court interpretation rather than an
administrative interpretation which the
Secretary finds to throw the State out
of conformity with Federal standards.
In such @ situation it would be impos-
sible to obtain immediate compliance by
administrative action, as occurred in the
two recent cases. It would be necessary
to convene the legislature after the court
decision, and where the decision is late
in the year legislative action might be
impossible before the December 31 dead-
line. After this deadline, State legis-
lative action could not relieve the State
of the penalties. The amendment would
merely give the State a 90-day compli-
ance period and relieve the State of the
penalties of the Secretary’s action if,
and only if, the State conformed with
the Secretary’s interpretation of the
Federal standard within this 90 days.

Mr. President, I think that all Mem-
bers of the Senate who have expressed
an interest in States’ rights and in
proper administrative procedures in the
several States of the Unlon which have
& responsibility should support this
amendment.

Mr. CAIN. ‘The Senator from Wash-
ington has been very much interested in
what the Senator from California has
stated, and wishes now to associate him-
self with the views expressed by the Sen-
ator from California. He joins with the
Senator from California in hoping sine
cerely that the amendment proposed by
himkwill be adopted by the Senate next
week.,

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
should like to take this opportunity of
expressing my appreciation to the Sen-
ator from Washington for yielding. One
of the cases to which I referred grew out
of a situation in the State of Washing-
ton. I think the amendment involves a
question of tremendous importance to
every Member of the Senate. The rea-
son I took the opportunity of interrupt-
ing the Senator from Washington at this
point was because I wanted the material,
which included a telegram from the Gov-
ernor of Texas, from the Texas Commis-
sion on Unemployment, and from the
State of California, to be in the Recorp
so that it might be examined by Mem-
bers of the Senate as background ma-
terial on this subject. .

Mr., CAIN., Mr. President, when the
junior Senator from Washington yielded
late yesterday afternoon to make way for
a conference repoert on the bill (H, R,
2143) to amend the Hatch Act the Sena-
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tor from Washington was discussing the
pending business, House bill 6000, and
was when interrupted analyzing the
Finance Committee report on House bill
6000. The Senator from Washington
hopes to conclude this analysis within
the hour.

The argument which the Senator from
‘Washington has been and is presenting
i3 being offered in the hope that appro-
priate committees of the Congress will
shortly undertake to recommend to the

‘Congress and the Nation a new social-

security system to replace our prevailing
system which was established in 1935. It
is generally admitted by both those who
advocate and those who resist the
passage of House bill 6000 in this session
of the Congress that our prevailing
social-security system has fallen so far
short of achieving its objective, which is
that of providing for the legitimate needs
of America’s aged population, and is so
possessed of fundamental and basic
faults and inequities, that this system
must be replaced in time, and the sooner
the better, with a system which would
probably provide for universal coverage
and be maintained on a true pay-as-you-
go or annual basis. In recognition of
this obvious need the Committee on
Finance has offered a resolution to au-
thorize and encourage a study of every
possible social-security system. The
Senator from Washington is of the con-
sidered view that this study and the re-
sulting recommendations ought to be
made before House bill 6000 is passed. It
seems, however, to be the consensus of
opinion that House bill 6000 ought to be
and will be approved by the Senate next
Tuesday. The Senator from Washington
i3 offering his criticisms of House bill
6000 in an effort to be of constructive
assistance to any group which may be
formed to encourage future social-se-
curity improvements which are so im-
peratively required.

Mr. President, In recent weeks the
Jjunior Senator from Washington has
carried on correspondence with a num-
ber of persons throughout the United
States for whose judgment and ability
he has considerable respect. A good
many of these persons to whom the Sen-
ator from Washington has written repre-
sent American corporations and com-
panies in which Americans by the tens
of millions have invested their savings,
It seems to the Senator from Washington
that others aside from himself—and I
think this is likely to be so—ought to be
terrifically and thoughtfully interested
in the observations which have been
made to the Senator from Washington
by those who now manage, and have so
successfully managed in recent decades,
the savings which belong to the Ameri-
can people, I have before me at the
moment only two letters, which I wish
to read. The first one was received
under date of June 13, 1950, and was
written by Mr. J. W. Scherr, Jr., execu-
tive vice president of the Inter-Ocean
Insurance Co., which has its executive
offices in Cincinnati, Ohio.

Mr. Scherr writes as follows:

Smr: I was indeed interested in your speech
before the Senate on the subject of an invese
tigation of the soclal-security program.
Apropos to this subject, I have just returned
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from & meeting in New York of the Health
and Accident Underwriters Conference and
as might be expected, your stand on the
question of H. R. 6000 and the future of our
soclal-security system has commeanded the
respect of the entire insurance industry, I
assure you that those of us who deal In
probabilities and who are vitally concerned
with the economic welfare of the people of
this country are not entirely selfish in our
opposition to further extension of the pro-
gram. We feel that any system which comsa
pletely ignores the insurance principle must
eventually fall by its own weight and we are
prepared to help you fight your battle with
the tools at hand.

Mr. Scherr goes on to say:

I am today sending the following telegram
to Senators WALTER GEORGE, HARRY BYRD,
EUGENE MILLIKIN, HUGH BUTLER, and ROBERT
A, TAFT.

The telegram is quoted as follows:

Urge that you act favorably on Caln reso-
lution 92. H. R. 6000 not compatible with
insurance principle and can virtually destroy
our economy. Reconsideration of entire
‘social-security program essential to future of
country.

Mr. Scherr concludes his letter by say-
ing this:

I appreciate the urgency of this matter and
feel that the strategy which you have em-
ployed to defeat H. R. 6000 or to delay action
on this bill represents a great service to the
Nation.

Cordlally yours.

Mr, President, I should like to say to
Mr, Scherr, in reply, at this time, that
the junior Senator from Washington has
stated what he feels to be a fact, that
H. R. 6000 will be passed in the Senate of
the United States next Tuesday. The
Senator from Washington is very grate-
ful to be a medium through which the
views of Mr. Scherr and other thoughtful
actuarial students can be offered to the
Senate.

The junior Senator from Washington
feels that the contributions to be made
by Mr. Scherr and his associates
throughout this land will constitute a
prime case to lay before whatever com-
mission or group or committee is estab-
lished, either by the Senate or by the
House, or by both branches of the ‘Con-
gress, to reexamine the system and make
recommendations for the future with
respect to the social-security program
needs of the people of the United States
of America,

Mr. President, under date of May 28,
1950, I recelved a letter which was signed
by Mr. Charles J. Haugh, who is the
secretary of the Travelers Insurance Co.,
with offices in Hartford Conn. I take it
that probably there is no American liv-
ing anywhere in this great country who
does not recognize the name of the
Travelers Insurance Co. to be a byword
throughout the land. The secretary of
that company is a gentleman who, to-
gether with his colleagues, takes our
money, turns over to us insurance pol-
icies in lieu of that money, and promptly

proceeds to so invest and make secure °
- homa has posed & reasonable question,

our savings that when the policies come
due we not only will receive the total
number of dollars called for in the ,
policies, but the dollars we recetve will *
have & maximum of purchasing power
contained within them,
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The Travelers Insurance Co.’s official
point of view, then, with reference to
the pending bill—and their views ought
to be of concern to most Americans—is
as follows:

I am writing in reply to your letter of
May 12 relative to the soclal-security blll
(H. R. 6000) which is about to be considered
by the Senate,

As you &0 clearly state, an effective re-
vision of the Socia! Security Act designed
to accomplish the objectives which are gen-
erally understood to be sought by such legis-
lation can best be accomplished only after
a thorough independent investigation by
& commission comprised of individuals well
versed in this fleld.

Unless and until a well-thought-out study
is made, ' it is inevitable that the soclal
security program will be subjected to per-
ennlal assault of well-meaning, but ill.
advised individuals who seek to remedy
defects (either real or imagined) by legis-
lation which may create two problems where
only one grew before, and by individuals
who seek to use the soclal-security program
as a meansg of injecting the Federal Govern-
ment into any and every kind ©f business
pursult possible. In saying this, I do not in
any way intend to cast aspersions on indi-
viduals mgrely because they propose to revise
the soclal-security laws of the country. 1
merely want to stress the fact that the prob-
lem {8 an extremely technical one and, as
such, offers opportunity to serlously involve
an already complicated situation and also
offers a medium for adroft individuala to
seek in an indirect way to accomplish an
objective which, If clearly made known,
would be rejected vigorously by the Congress.
It is only sound logic to seek the advice of
technicians before reaching a conclusion.

Parenthetically, I would suggest that
with reference to the present we are not
inclined, as a Senate, to seek the advice
of technicians before reaching a conclu-
sion. We are determined to reach a
conclusion on Tuesday next. It is sim-
ply the hope of the Senator from Wash-
ington, and now of Mr., Hall, of the
Travelers Insurance Co., and a goodly
number of other Americans, that in the
near future, after we have taken action
on and approved H. R. 6000, we shall
seek advice from the best quahﬁed tech-
nicians of the United States, and ask

them, “What have we so0 recently done .

without first seeking your advice and
your counsel?”

Mr. KERR. Mr, President——-

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
STENNIS in the chair)., Does the Senator
from Washington yield to the Senator
from Oklahoma?

Mr. CAIN. I am pleased to yield.

Mr. KERR. Is it not entirely possible
that H. R. 6000 represents the result
not only of research by experts and tech-
nicians, referred to by the distinguished
Senator from Washington, but also of
the best thinking of the members of the
Committee on Finance? And is it not
possible that it might represent a great
improvement over the present social-
security law, and be far better than what
we now have, and yet still not be the ulti-
mate we hope eventually to have?

Mr, CAIN. The Senator from Qkla-

for which I think there is a reasonable
answer. I have been advised, and I
think correctly, that no study has yet
° been made by either the Senate Finance
Committee, or by the technicians em-
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ployed by that committee, of social-secu«
rity systems other than the one which

-has been in force in this country since

1935. The junior Senator from Wash-
ington hopes and expects that some or
perhaps all the amendments offered by
the Senate Committee on Finance to
H. R. 6000 are designed to improve a par-
ticular system. What the Senator from
Washington has been suggesting is that

‘In his view anyway, it would have heen

better to examine other systems before
seriously endeavoring to patch up a sys-
tem which the proponents of H, R. 6000
have. told us in the Senate must event-
ually, and they hope soon, be replaced
by a different system.

Mr. KERR. Has the Senator seen the
document of blue paper which has been
placed on the desk of each Senator since
the beginning of the debate?

i Mr. CAIN. I have not personally seen

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, would the
Senator be surprised to know that that
document contains a tabulation, first, of
the provisions of the present law with
reference to our social-security system;
second, a tabulation showing the differ-
ence between the present law with ref-
erence to each item of H. R. 6000, as
passed by the House, and, third, the dj.f-
ference between the present law and H,
R. 6000, as reported by the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance with reference to each
one of the main provisions? Further-
more, is not the Senator from Washing-
ton aware that the Senate Finance Com-
mittee had the bill before it for some 38
months of hearing, and had the benefit
of the recommendations of its own ad-
visory council, which had worked on the
matter for some 2 years or longer with
reference to each one of those points?

Mr, CAIN. The Senator from Wash-
ington is aware in general of what the
Senator from Oklahoma has just said.
The Senator from Washington merely
returns to the premise that no examina-
tion of any other possible system has
been made or deeply studied or reflected
upon, so far as the Senator from Wash-
ington knows, by the advisory council,
by the Senate Finance Committee, by the
staff of that committee, or by any tech-
nicians employed by it, because the Sen-

. ate Finance Committee conceived that it

was confronted with a very practical
matter—the need for improving, insofar
as it was possible for them to do, the
existing system,

Mr. KERR. Then the Senator would
really be surprised to know that the ad-
visory council studied all known social-
security laws, and that testimony with
reference to many of them was brought
to the Senate Committee on Finance,
If the Senator would read the documents
to which he referred yesterday, as I re-
call, in terms of their weight, embracing
the two volumes I hold in my hand, the
facts T have stated would be apparent to
him.

Mr. CAIN. The junior Senator from
Washington expects pretty soon to be
able to refer to the same 11 or 12 pounds
of hearings and reports on the basis of
his having read them, sir, from begin-
ning toend. That task has just-been un-
dertaken and is by no means completed,
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and certainly will not be completed by
Tuesday of next week,

Mr. KERR. Then, the Senator is do-
ing what he thought maybe the Finance
Committee did when he said they ree-
ommended a bill and then decided to
study the matter, in that the Senator
from Washington is advising against the
bill and after having done so expécts to
read the hearings with reference to it?

Mr. CAIN. No, I think that is not so:

Mr. KERR. Maybe I misunderstood
ths Senator.

Mr., CAIN. 7T think In part the Sen-
ator has. No. 1. I have not read all the
hearings, though I have read a good part
of them. Particularly have I read the
testimony offerad by those who dissent
from the provisions of H. R. 6000. When
the junior Senator from Washington
says he considers that the advisory com-
mittee has not given thoughtful, thor-
ough attention to_the merits of other
social-security systems, he thinks he is
on very sound ground. There is a dif-
ference between an advisory committee
giving, if not lip service, at least casual
serviea to a study of other systems and
giving the other systems a compre-
hensive going over. i

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for one further question?

Mr. CAIN. I am pleased to yleld, sir.

Mr. KERR. In our search for perfec-
tion, would the Senator think that we
should use the exclusive method of wait-
ing until it had been fully achieved be-
fore making any change, or would he
countenance the possibility of merit in
approaching it gradually and by stages?

Mr. CAIN., The Senator from Wash-
ington would think that every ‘question
of that character would have to be con-
sidered on its Individual merits. He
takes the position, from which a major-
ity of the Members of the Senate are
going to dissent that a new approach to
our soclal-security problems in this
country could be recommended and es-
tablished in about a 2-year perlod. He
does not see an impelling need for liber-
alizing and expanding a system which its
chief ‘proponents and defenders- on the
floor of the Senate tell us they think
must be replaced by another system.

Mr. EERR. I should like to give the
Senator the information that the ad-
visory council of the Senate Finance
Committee, which, by the way, I believe
was created during the time we had
what was known as the Republican
Eightieth Congress——

Mr. CAIN. Yes.

Mr. KERR. And the Republicans had
& majority of members on the committee.

Mr. CAIN. The chairman then, the
distinguished junior Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr, Muixin] and his fellows, be-
gan the undertaking of a very serious
study. But I take it that the Senator
from Colorado, together with the Sena-
tor from Georgia [Mr, GEORGE], the pres-
ent able and distinguished chairman of
the Senate Finance Committee, will not
maintain on this floor, as In fact they
said otherwise the other day on this floor,
that those studies undertaken during the
Eightieth Conzress have by any means
been completed.
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Mr. KERR, No; the position is not
taken that they have been completed,
but neither is there a feeling on the part
of the committee at this time that the
studles were entirely without effect, or
that no progress whatever was made, but
that on the contrary, much progress was
made, and based upon the studies and
recommendations, further progress was
made by the Finance Committee in its
very extended study and hearings on the
bill this year.

Mr. CAIN., The Senator from Wash-
ington has not maintained that some
progress has not been achieved.

Mr. KERR. Then, if it has been
achieved, does not the Senator think
that the Congress might be wise to take
advantage of that which has been done
and implement it by this proposed leg-
islation, and yet look forward to a fur-
ther continuance of the study in the hope
that still greater progress may be made?

Mr. CAIN. At this time the junior
Senator from Washington would by no
means agree. The Senator from Wash-
ington and the Senator from Oklahoma
and other-Senators know the approxi-
mate number of persons now paying in to
the social security system. We know ap-
proximately the number of Americans
who are benefiting from that system.
We know that for a very limited period
of time we are going to be able to take
in money much more rapidly than we
are required to pay it out. We are pres-
ently suggesting a liberalization of the
benefits to go to the beneficiaries of this
system at this time purely, it seems to
me, because we are financially in a posi-
tion so to do.

I think it-was about 2 or 3 days ago

that other Senators on this floor, in
‘answer to a question relating to finan-

cial matters, said that in their view the

" reserve fund would not be in jeopardy

or in possible trouble for the next 4 or
5 years. Beyond that they would not
venture a guess, because 4 or 5 years
from now it stands to reason that many,
many, additional persons will be drawing

" benefits from the system.

™~

Mr. KERR., The Senator is aware of
the fact, Is he not, that the committee
took into consideratiom not only the fact
that the fund had certain amounts of
reserves, but that the compelling reason
for the liberalization of the provisions of
the-law was not on the basis of the
amount of money in the reserves, but
on the basis of the need and the equitable
considerations with reference to those
participating in the program?

Mr. CAIN. The Senator from Okla-
homas is scratching a fundamental at the
moment, Ithink weare all in agreement
that we are only willing to double, on
the average, the benefits to go to the

aged who are members of the social se-.

curity system, because in the past 15
years we have cut the value of the Amer-
ican dollar just about in two. Because
we have a system today which takes In
much more than it has to give out, in
the immediate future we are in & much
better position to move much more rap-
idly in liberalizing the beneflts, without
glving too much consideration as to what
our financial involvement is to be possi-
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bly 4 or 5 or 10 or 15 or 20 years from
now,

Mr, KERR. Then the Senator recog-
nizes, does he not, that there is some
considerable merit to moving, to the ex-
tent that we feel we can do so, to meet
that increased need of those who now
are benefitting or participating in the
program?

Mr. CAIN. I feel that my Govern-
ment, of which I and the Senator from
Oklahoma, the Senator from Colorado,
and all other Americans are a very proud
part, has recognized an obligation to
the aged of America. In resisting in
what I think is a reasonable way the
enactment of House bill 6600, I do so
because I hope that before very long
there will bean admission by everyone
of what is simply a fact, and that we
shall establish in this country a social-
security system which will offer—offer,
by the way, because many persons ought
to turn it down-—to every aged American
what is offered to other aged Americans,
whereas our present social-security sys-
tem, if continued in this country for a
thousand years, would, in my opinion,
never achieve that objective.

Mr. KERR. Then the Senator will
admit, will he not, that the bill now being
considered is a great improvement over
the present law?

Mr. CAIN. I think I have not main-
tained otherwise. What I -have main-
tained is that whatever may be the
merits of the suggested new law-—and
there are considerable merits to it, upon
some of which the distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma has just commented—
it still remains a fact, and a very dis-
tressing one, that we are extending and
broadening a system which we recognize
possesses faults of such a nature that
in time—and I merely stress the rapid
passege of time—it must be replaced
with an entirely different system.

I am not unmindful of the fact that
Members on both sides of the aisle of the
United States Senate have heen saying,
in the course of .this debate, “We are
going to adopt a resolution authorizing
a study.” Iam so hopeful of the results
of that study that I have done my best
to provide in the Recorp certain argu-
ments which that study group will want
to examine, along with arguments
offered before it by, I hope, thousands of
1gro(tizps and interested persons in the

and.

Mr. KERR. I thapk the Senator very
much,

Mr. CAIN. I thank the Senator from
Oklahoma most sincerely,

Mr. President, I should like to read
now the last several paragraphs of the
letter written to me by the secretary of
the Travelers Insurance Co. Its author,
Mr. Haugh, concludes by saying the fol-
lowing; .

When it comes to suggesting individuals
who might be considered to serve on a com-
mission to make a study of this nature, I am
naturajly inclined to lean to the type of
individual whose training and experience is
such as to afford him & good knowledge of
the economlic and administrative problems
which are involved. It is for thls reason
that I suggest consultation with the Casu-
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alty Actuarial Soclety and with the Society
of Actuaries. They can be reached as fol-
lows: Mr. Harmon T. Barber, president,
Casualty Actuarial Soclety, care of the Trav-
elers Insurance Co., 700 Main Street, Hart«
ford, Conn.; Mr. Edmund L, McConney,
president, Soclety of Actuaries, care of
Bankers Life Co., Des Molnes, Towa.

I shall not suggest specific individuals
within these organizations as I would pre-
fer to leave that to the organizations them-
selves. Nelther do I suggest that any such
commission be comprised entirely of ac-
tuaries.

I sincerely trust that you will be success-
ful in your effort to have this matter thor«
oughly studied by a competent commission
so that any modification of the Soclal Secu-
rity. Act which may be adopted will be adopt-
ed in the light of full consideration of all
facts and with full knowledge of the effects
of such legislation, both immediate and
ultimate.

Very truly yours,
CHAS, J. HAUGH, |
Secretary,

I would simply say to Mr. Haugh that
I am not speaking only for myself, Mr.
President, but I believe I am speaking
for a good many persons of like mind.
Those to whom I have referred and I,
likewise, will continue to be anxious and
hopeful that any study group established
and authorized by the Congress will un-
dertake a serious analysis of the social-
security needs of the aged population of
the United States, in order that in the
years soon to come we shall have re-
placed the present system, with all its
faults and all its inequities, with a sys-
tem which will provide as much justice
to one aged American as it provides to
any other such person.

Mr. President, if House bill 6000 is
passed, it seems to me that it will only
result in paying old-age and survivors
benefits to 2,700,000 persons during the
coming year; but-as the coverage ex-
pands and as the number of insured
reach retirement age and claim benefits,
then the threat of trouble will begin.

Mr. President, let me say parentheti-
cally that we are not in trouble at this
time with reference to our American
social-security system, but I think we
are headed for trouble, and, in my opin-
jon, it is quite proper to run up a flag
of warning in this year of 1950.

The step-rate tax rises come at inter-
vals beginning in 1956, 6 years from
now. Then the race starts between the
social-security tax income and the ben-
efit outgo. If the benefit outgo exceeds
the tax income, and if the trust fund is
absorbed, and there is a very good like-
lihood that that will- occur, then there
will be nothing but brass knuckles and
a club in the shape of increased taxes
to keep the system from bankruptey.

Mr. President, I quote now from page
33 of the report:

Estimates of the future costs of the old-age

and survivors insurance program are affected
by many factors that are hard to determine.

That statement is the truth, if the
truth ever was spoken.

The report further says, on page 34,
that there has been recommended—

A tax schedule which * * ¢ will make
the system self-supporting as nearly as can
be foreseen under prescnt circumstances,

No. 119—7
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How Is this masterpiece of self-sup-
port demonstrated? It is demonstrated
by a serles of actuarial tables, presuma-
bly prepared under the eagle eye of
Robert Myers, the chief actuary of the
Social Security Administration. Mr.
President, every once in a while a person
is entitled to make a guess as to the
author of a particular work, and I have
made mine. If we look closely at these
tables, however, we shall find escape
hatches scattered along the way. In
reading further from the report, on page
37 we find this statement:

. The range of error in the estimates may be
fully as great for contributions as it is for
benefits.

Certainly that is a very reassuring
statement. .

Furthermore, Mr. President, we find
the following on page 33 of the report:

Because of numerous factors such as the
aging of the population of.the country and
the inherent slow but steady growth of the
benefit roll in any retirement insurance pro-
gram, beneflt payments may be expected to
increase contlnuously for at least the next
60 years.

Of that there can be no doubt. We
know for a fact that the number of old
persons in the country is increasing, We
also know that the greater the number
who are taken into the system, the great-
er the number—always assuming that no
trick conditions to throw old persons out
of the system will be invented—who will
claim benefits.

Mr. President, on what basis have the
estimates been prepared? They are pre-
pared by making a whole series of cal-
culations, and those. calculations, re-
quired to be made in the absence of cer-
tain obtainable facts, are based on a
variety of factors—continued high em-
ployment being one of them. As one of
the escape hatches, table 19, based on
unfavorable economic assumptions, is in-
serted on page 50 of the report.

Then there are figured out low-cost
estimates and high-cost estimates and
out of these two'we get a blend called in-
termediate-cost estimates. Says the re-
port, at page 43:

It should be recognized that these inter-
medlate-cost estimates do not represent the

most probable estimates, since it Is impos-’

sible to develop any such figures. Rather,
they have been set down as a convenient and
readily available single set of figures to use
for comparative purposes. Also, a single in-
termediate figure is necessary in the develop-
ment of a tax schedule which will make the
system self-supporting.

If that set of sentences says anything,
it says that intermediate cost estimates
are not the most probable ones, since any
such probable figures are impossible to
develop; yet, for all that, the intermedi-
ate figures are essential tp figure out
taxes that will make the system self-
supporting. That is as clear as crystal,
is it not?

What all this fancy figure work comes
down to is this: The Social Security
actuaries do not know. They will not
admit it in so many words—and I can
understand that—but the fact remains,
they do not know.

We do know that the number of old
people in the country is increasing. We
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likewise know that if H. R. 6000 passes,
coverage will be expanded and the num-
ber of oncoming henefit claimants must
inexorably expand.

But whether the social-security-tax
income will be sufficient to pay these
benefits Mr. Altmeyer does not know,
and his actuaries do not know, and
nobody on earth knows. That is why
this question excites the curiosity and
interest of many of us.

So we are going to proceed arbitrarily
to increase benefits out of current in-
come, knowing, and having a reason to
know, that the day must come when the
brass-knuck taxes must be socked to the
young boys and girls in their first jobs,
who Tight now are being told, and en-
couraged to think, that they are paying
for some kind of annuity.

There was a man, not so many years
ago, who briefly succeeded with a varia-
tion of this scheme. His name was
Charles Ponzi, and he eventually landed
in jail. What the prospects are for our
Social Security officials getting into deer
trouble in the future is unknown at the
moment,

What I have suggested is that if we
look for some solid basis for cost esti-
mates we do not find facts sufficient to
give us reassurance about the future.

‘What I have said is that if we look for
somrre solid basis for cost estimates we do
not find any.

Remember that I have suggested that
this is a Siamese-twin system and that,
so far as the taxpayer is concerned, they
must be considered together.

Look, for example, at some of the
things the report tells us about the year
1970, only 20 years hence.

Table No. 7, found on page 35, tells
us that in 1970 the number of men and
women 65 and over in the United States
will be anywhere from 15,900,000 to
18,500,000, A wide range of estimate, I
would say.

Then table 9, found on page 38, gives
us the estimated number of old people
in 1970 drawing benefits—that is, the
number of primary beneficiaries and the
widows and the parents.

- The range of such old beneficiaries
runs, according to these calculations,
from a little over 6,000,000 to a little
over 9,000,000. .

In other words, Mr. Altmeyer's lowest
estimate of the number 65 and over in
1970 is 15,900,000 persons, almost 16,000,-
000 human beings. I refer to table 7, on
page 35. -

On the other hand, his highest esti-
mate of OASI aged beneficiaries is a little
over 9,000,000—to be exact, 9,117,000—
table 9, page 38. However, it is sliced,
20 years hence, according to Altmeyer
calculations, there will still be, at the
very least, more than 6,000,000 persons
65 and over not drawing benefits from
the social-security system.

Yet we are told in the face of these
tables—whatever they may be worth—
that the costs of old-age assistance may
be expected to decrease.

To finish piecing cut this jigsaw puzzle
let us turn to the sacred wage record
systein,
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Everyone who works in a covered cate-
ory, however briefly, and who has paid
ocial-security taxes has a wage record
n Baltimore, Md.

Mr. Altmeyer told the Finance Com-
nittee last January—page 29, Senate
iearings—that there are 80,000,000 in-
itvidual wage records in the files. This
ioes not mean at all that 80,000,000 per~
ons are insured. Indeed, says Mr. Alt-
aeyer, “at any one time we estimate that
here are only about 35,000,000 workers
ctually in insured employment.” What
t means i1s that 80,000,000 persons, over
.nd above current benefit-receiving old
eople, have worked in covered employ-
aent at one time or another and estab-
ished a wage record if only for a few
aonths.

It has been said that to handle these
0,000,000 accounts a rental of more than
, million dollars a year is paid to Inter-
1ational Business Machines. Whether
his is true or not I do not know, for Mr,
\ltmeyer does not seem to have been very
xplicit on this point. ’

These 80,000,000 records are supposed
o represent live accounts. Some of the
ersons with records in Baltimore may
a, and probably are, dead. But some
aethod has been figured out to discard
ead people, and the 80,000,000 are pre-
amed to be alive, if not all of them
-deking. -

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW-

TER] last January—page 30, Senate
earings—said to Mr. Altmeyer that the
umount of money which the Federal
Jovernment had received from these
persons, now uncovered or perhaps
dead-~and I quote the Senator—“runs
into many hundreds of millions of dol-
lars.” Said Mr. Altmeyer, “I think this
is true.”

But, sald the Senator from Maine, “Do
you intend to keep that up forever?
Sometime you will have to make a check,
will you not?”

Mr, Altmeyer's rejoinder to this was
as follows—page 31, Senate hearings:

‘What we have to do, of course, 1s to use the
vartous avenues of public information. Some
streetcar companies, for example, have given
us Iree space for those cards you see inslde
of strestcars. We have not resorted to loud-
speakers and that sort of thing. * * * We
get out explanatory pamphlets. We send
those pamphlets to groups that we think
would be particularly interested, like labor
organlzations and employers, and we have a
very definite program of local contact by our
local managers. We try in every way to tell
people what their potentlal rights are, but
we do not have any way of maintaining in~
dividual contact with each one of these
80,000,000,

I am told that it requires more than
6,000 persons to look after these records.
I should think it would.

Pamphlets we have, though no loud
speakers, and an amount paid in through
these slumbering accounts of sums run-
ning perhaps to hundred of millions of
dollars.

Did I say that this system was a Rube
Golberg invention? .Goldberg, in his
most extreme flight of fancy, never
dreamed up anything to equal what the
Soctal Security Administration has done,

On these wage records, supposedly, are
based the various sums that beneficiaries
are paid, But when these formulas have
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to be arbitrarily changed and benefits
shifted in order to get the right an-
swers, what is the value of all these
records?

The truth is that the longer one looks
at it the more it becomes apparent that
aged human beings are not the concern
of the system at all. ‘'What Mr. Altmeyer
and his functionaries are concerned
about primarily are categories and ma-
chinery. They have fixed up a giant’s
cat’s cradle which only they can under-
stand, and it is the cat’s cradle that
they want to enlarge, expand, and en-
trench.

They hang on like grim death to their
preposterous wage records and at this
minute they have a bill over in the Pub~
lic Works Committee of the House—H. R.
7873 is the bill—asking for $11,500,000
with which to buy land here in the Dis-
trict and -construct a building to put
those records in.

You will hear people say, Mr. Presi-
dent, that one reason why it {s impossible
to change this system is that these 80,-
000,000 persons, living and dead, have
paid taxes and hence have acquired a
vested right in the present system.

Look a lttle closer at this so-called
vested right, for it is something. Care-

fully examined, we find it & half-true,_

half-false, proposition.

It is perfectly true that those 80,000,000
persons have paid taxes for a longer or
shorter time, but what is the character
of the vested right?

An actuary, after careful scrutiny of
H. R. 6000, gives me this plcture about
the real source of benefits that thousands
will receive: .

Consider two men who earn $100 a month
and 8250 a month, respectively, from 1937 to
1955, each retiring in 1956 at age 68—which
1s a typical retirement age. Under H. R.
6000 the first man will recelve a primary
benefit of $50 a month; the second man, one
of $72. A very conservative actuarial valua-
tion of their future primary henefits, taking
account of some probahility of each having
a wife or widow qualifying for benefits, would
show the first man to get total benefits worth
$7,500; the second worth $10,800. The first
man has pald in 8264 in employee contribu~
tions; the second, #660. Interest on these
amounts is ignored, as the value of the sur~
vivorship igsurance recelved by each is more
than the interest. In tabular form the flg-
ures and their relationship are as follows:

Value of | Rote of | of yoine
alue of | Rate of | of value
g:ﬁ?ﬁe E;’I’!?lf’gg‘_’ benefits | contribu-| of bene-
y e 4| tobere- | tious to | fits over
wage oS PG| “eejved | bemefits | contribu-
. tions
Percent
$100 caee $264 $7, 500 3.5 $7, 238
$250. e 660 10, 800 6.1 10, 140

NoOTE.—It may be noted that the $250 man haspaid a
higher proportion of the valuc of his benefits than the
$100 man. But neither has paid a slgnificant proportion
anyhow, and ¢ach one therefore gets 8 substantial profit
from the system, This profit is derived partly from em-
ployer contributions—which are charges on the general
public in the shape of higher prices—but largely are from
centributions by snd on behalf of younger employees.

In other words, Mr, President, the so-
called vested rights of many of these
people are for benefits that will have
to be sweated out of the hides of the
younger men and women whose own
benefits, {in the future, look more than
dubious,
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All this vested right really amounts
to is the fact that 80,000,000 persons,
living and dead, have paid social se-
curity taxes In varying amounts.

Why msake this fact the excuse for
getting deeper and deeper in with an
unjust, capricious, inflationary, and
hopelessly complicated system?

Why not, rather, face the task, if we
must, of paying back what those people
have paid in, or of squaring the-deal in
what seems the most reasonable way,
and then making a truly fresh start
where age is the only qualification and
all receive the same sum, raised and paid
for year by year, as it must be raised and
paid for by those of us who are still.at
work,

Mr. President, the contention is also
made that the Old Age and Survivors
Insurance Fund and the payroll tax sup-
porting it, will finally be made universal,
with a minimum payment to all persons,
augmented by their wage credits ac-
quired as at present. Al this is sup-
posed to happen simply by steadily ex-
panding coverage.

I see no prospect of success here, Mr.
President. I see only the same old de-
lusions. Some people call what we have'
now & pay-as-you-go system simply be-
cause for the moment the tax income is
greater than the benefit out-go.

I notice with tremendous compliment
to those involved that in recent days
nelther the senior Senator from Georgia,
the chairman of the Finance Committee
[Mr. Georcel, nor the junior Senator
irom Colorado [Mr. Mm.LIKIN], the rank-
ing minority member of that committee,
have made any such contention that we
are presently paying as we go in con-
nection with our social security system.

Expand coverage however you will un-
der the present system, but the day of
reckoning must come. What right have
We'to dump this fearful problem on our
children and grandchildren, simply be-
:altxlse we h%ive h!:gc the moral fortitude

nd, energetic gination to
truth today? face the

Mr. President, If this has seemed a
lengthy statement I can assure the Sen-
ate that: in attempting constructively
to de;cnbe the almost fathomiess in-
tricacies of our present stamese-twin
system of so-called social security, I have
barely scratched the surface, *

If we pass House bill 6000, we make
even more complicated that which is al-
ready complex beyond endurance, It is
necessary and healthy for us to admit
and know what we do.

As T have said before, we simply make
worse & situation where millions of the
present aged get no consideration and
where millions of future aged have no
assurance, whether they pay social-
security taxes or not, that they will ever
get any benefit.

Mr. President, just a short time ago,
on May 24, I introduced.Senate Con-
cm_'rent Resolution 92 calling for the ap-
pointment of a commission of completely
independent experts to undertake, full
time, divorced from all influence of the
Social Securlty Administration, s com-
plete investigation of the present social
security system and an investigation of
other possible systems.
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I earnestly appeal for support of this
resolution.

In the statement which I made when I
Introduced the resolution, I said:

Why pass & bill that we know 18 bad, de-
spite the best efforts of the Finance Coms
-mittee, when with the expenditure of & lit-
tle more time we might have législation that
is good?

I can only repeat what I said then and
urge that the most serious consideration
be given to what I have proposed.

Let us not try to mortegage the future
of our children, Let us halt where we
are now and try to discover what is best
to do. Let us do nothing further to en-
trench what is fundamentally a cheat, a
dishonest system, that does not deserve
the name of social security at all,

Mr. President, if Senate Concurrent
Resolution 92 is not to be approved by
the Senate, then the junior Senator
from Washington will place his faith
and hope in the results to be achleved
from the adoption of the resolution of-
fered this afternoon by the junior Sena-
tor from Colorado [Mr. MmNl for
himself and the senior Senator from
Georgia [Mr. GEcrRGeEl. I know that if
.their joint wishes come true, our present
social-security system will soon be re-
placed by a system which offers to one
aged American what is offered to every
other aged American. These two distin-
guished Senators have publicly agreed
that there is no long-range cure for the
fundamental weaknesses to be found in
the pending bill which seeks to patch up
a soclal-security system, 1935 model,
which is neither now, nor can it be in the
future, a reasonable or workable answer
to the needs of the aged persons of
America. The junior Senator from
Washington will appreciate an opportu-
nity to work with the Senators men-
tioned and other Senators in looking for
and establishing the right answer for
the needs of the aged who live now and
who will live in the future in our great
country.

Mr, President, it will take but & very
few minutes to summarize my position
concerning the pending bill.

Mr. President, when I made my state-
ment on May 24 last, in introducing Con-
current Resolution 92, providing for an
investigation of the social-security sys-
tem, I offered a letter which I had writ-
ten to several hundred persons through-
out the country, persons who in one way
or another had had direct experience
with social-security problems and had
given a great deal of time and thought
to them,

The letter which I wrote was as fol-
lows:

As you know the social-security bill (H. R.
6000) which passed the House last October,
1s now before the Senate Finance Committee
and shortly will be reported out for Senate
actlon. This bill represents the first major
revision made in our soclal-security legisla-
tion since 1939 and is no unimportant plece
of legislation. Although we do not yet have
the completed Senate bill three committee
releases have specified what the bill will
contain In respect to old-age assistance and
expanded old-age and survivors insurance

coverage and benefits.

After considerable thought, I have come
to the conclusion that I cannot vote for a
bill contalning these provisions, Instead,
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I am urging that the soclal-security estab-
lshment be left as 1t is, pending & thorough
and completely Independent investigation
and overhauling. This overhauling, it seems
to me, should be undertaken by a comimis-
sion, and carried out along the line specified
by former Presldent Hoover In his letter on
soclal-securlty revision to Chalrman Dough-
ton of the House Ways and Means Committee
2 year ago.

I have become Increasingly skeptical
about the present deferred-benefit system
which excludes—and must continue to ex-
clude—so many of today’'s aged from our so-~
called soclal insurance and gives large bene-
fits to some who quallfy after making only
token contributions. Back In 1935 when the
Social Security Act was first passed, 1t was
assumed that the Insurance system with
reasonable prompthess would cover the old
people and that old-age assistance (means
test rellef supported by Federal subsidles)
would soon pass out. The reverse has hap-
pened. The groups covered by Insurance
have slowly expanded; rellef for destitute
old people has zoomed zhead. What this
amounts to is that social-security legisla-
tion has pushed many of the States, Includ-
ing my own, into trying to handle these prob-
lems through jerry-bullt rellef plans, often
practicelly unsupervised and depending, of
course, on Federal subsidy.

Patching up unworkable soclal-security
programs—as H. R. 6000 attempts to do and
as any bill of the type will do—Iis bound to
create more maladjustments than 1t cures.
Weo badly need a fundamental technleal
study that can lead to & constructive re-
design of our social-security system,

My own feeling is that an honest pay-as-
you~-go system with age the only qualifica-
tion necessary is probably the answer. The
benefit, I suppose, should be a certaln nume-
ber of dollars 8 month-—small enough to In=
dicate the normal expectation of other per-
sonal provislon and large enough to be of
some significance In the imcome of the re-
ciplent. I set neither age mor figures; the
Commission’s work would have to give us
the answer or the basis for an answer. I
would suppose that the benefits would be
financed by an earmarked tax, from the low-
est earnings up to some such maximum as
the 3,000 now used In the Hmited, discrimi-
natory tax.now In current use. This sim-
ply means that the producing workers of
the Nation are paying a tax to ald in the sup-
port of the old and by the earmarked tax
each knows and 1s consclous of what he 1s
paying. In no way should such a benefit
be regarded as taking the place of personal
thrift, nor does 1t take the place of local
charity and relief. The system ought to be
deslgned to get the Federal Government out
of the business of subsidizing rellef in the
States.

I am asking you, fs & person whose pro-
fessional interests have Included soclal-
securlty problems, to let me have your views
on this question. I ask that you write me
with all frankness about the objectives, the
personnel, and the method of study that
might be pursued by such s Commission as
T have described above. There must be men
of standing—independent, competent, and
intormed in this area—who could help In
this task. We ought rightly to expect that
stich men would represent & truly.Ameri-
can approach to these problems—an ap-
proach which so far has been sedulously
avolded by the officlal advisory councils,

T am persuaded that thils 1s a matter of
vital imporfnce to the preservation of our
system of free enterprise and the noncollec~
tivist way of life:

Since the bill will be before the SBenats
any day now, I appeal to you for a prompt
consideration of this letter.

To show the deep feeling which this
social-security question has aroused—

88T7.

and I think it is a very healthy feeling
indeed-——I shall now refer to and as
permission to insert some of the replie
in the REcorD,

If these letters which the junior Sen
ator from Washington has received fron
competent Americans from every sectio;
of the United States do nothing else
I think they will help to convince th
Senate that the insurance people, amon
others—and to the insurance peopl
generally I may say again American
everywhere In all confidence turn ove
their savings to be properly invested-
are anything but unanimous in thei
support of our social-security system.

The junior Senator from Washingto:
wishes, and in fact is privileged, to brin
the views of such students of the ques
tion to the attention of every Senatc
on both sides of the aisle who now or i
the future may become interested in thi
question,

Mr. President, I should like unanimou
consent that a letter from Mr, Elgin Fas
sel, the actuary of the Northwester
Mutual Life Insurance Co, of Milwauket
be made a part of my remarks at thi
point.

There being no objection, the lette
was ordered to be printed in the RECoR:
as follows:

THE NORTHWESTERN MUTUAL
Lore INSURANCE Co.,
Milwaukee, Wis., May 19, 1950.
Hon. HArrY P, Caln,
United States Senator,
Washington, D. C.

My Dzar Mn. Camn: I have pleasure In ac
knowledging your letter of May 11, addresse
to me personally and asking my views as tc
soclal securlty. You state the you do noi
expect to vote for H. R, 6000 and Instead are
urging no change In soclal security at thi:
time, and that there be an investigatlon anc
overhauling undertaken by & commissior
along llnes suggested by former Presideni
Hoover. Also you favor the pay-as-you-gc
system,

I have long felt that the accumulation plar
Is a mistake In the soclal-security system
and that it ought to be on the pay-as-you-gc
method.

The concept that each generation ought tc
acocumulate vast national funds with whick
to look after its own old age is a delusion
because such funds become political target:
and are likely to fall of thelr purpose. Ir
glving such asslstance as may be desired ti
the aged and Infirm, it is .proper for thg
State to operate on the pay-as-you-go plar
because 1t has the taxing power, This 1
quite a different situation from that of in.
dividuals providing for old age out of thel
own resources, which of course can only b
done by saving In an accumulation plan,

If I had a vote it also would be agains
H. R. 6000, and I agree with you that a stud:
and overhauling of the existlng law woult
be advisable. If it is your idea that actuarle
would be of assistance on the proposed com
mission, I would refer you for suggestions t
Mr.. E. M. McConney, president, Soclety o
Actuaries. The headquarters of the soclet:
are at 208 South LaSalle Street, Chilcaga
Il., but Mr. McConney also 1s president o
the Bankers Life Co., Des Moines 7, Iowa
and would ordinarily be reached at the latte:
address,

A number of actuaries have been activel,
assoclated with the soclal-security develop!
ment, Mr. M. A. Linton, president, Providen'
Mutual Life Insurance Co., Philadelphia 39
Pe., has been in close assoclation from thi
start. Mr. R. A. Hohaus, actuary, Metroi
politan Life Insurance Co., New York 10, N. Y!
has been in close contact for many yea:s
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1r. W. Rulon Williamson, 3400 Fairhill Drive,
Vashington 20, D. C., has also had a good deal
f contact and in the past has been actuarial
onsultant of the Soclal Security Board:

It wlll of course be understood that the
xpressions herein are my personal views
mly.

Yours truly,
ELGIN Q. FASSEL.

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I may say
hat a number of the replies which I
1ave received urged that I consult Mr.
dnton, Mr, Williamson, and Mr. Hohaus.
have done so. No reply has yet come
0 me from Mr. Hohaus, but I have let-
ers both from Mr. Williamson and Mr.
dinton. They are more than interest-
ng; they are in complete contradiction.,

I am going to read them.

Mr. Linton is president of the Provi-
ent Mutual Life Insurance Co. of Phila-
hia. He was an actuarial consultant
> the Economic Advisory Committee
ack in 1934 and 1935. He was also a
nember of the advisory counsel set up by
he Senate Finance Committee during
he Eightieth Congress as a result of the
-assage of Senate Resolution 141, -

Mr. Williamson was for 20 years an
ctuary with the Travelers Insurance
o. of Hartford and, thereafter, from
936 until his resignation in 1947, was
ctuarial consultant first to the Social
ecurity Board and then the Social Se-
urity Administration. He is presently
n actuarial consultant in private prac-
lce here in Washington.

Mr. President, in order not further to

onsume the time of the Senate I ask
unanimous consent that the letters re-
ceived by the junior Senator from Wash-
ington from Mr. Linton and from Mr.
Williamson be made & part of my re-
marks at this point.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

PROVIDENT MUTUAL LIre
INSURANCE CO. OF PHILADELPHIA,
Philadelphia, Pa., May 5, 1950.
Hon. HARRY P. CAIN,
United States Senate,
Committee-on Public Works, *
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR Camn: Thank you for your
letter of May 31 about H. R. 6000. I am
strongly in favor of enacting the bill as re-
sorted by the Senate Finance Committee.
Then, next year study can be made of ex-
sending 1t to cover the present retired aged.
It that extension could be made we ¢ould
shen have a program which would provide
Jsenefits reasonably related to the workers’
:conomic status prior to retirement, and
supported by the kind of tax which has been
accepted by the country, and which would
sontinue to be accepted, I believe, because
she relationship between the taxes and the
evel benefits would be so close.

Sincerely yours,
M. A. LiNTON.
WASHINGTON, D. C., May 27, 1850.
Senator Harey P. CAIN,
Senator from Washingion,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. O,
COMMISSION OF EXFERTS ON SOCIAL SECURITY
Dear BENATOR CAmn: I find myself very
argely in agreement with the position you
‘ake in your letter of May 24 and I should
ike to deal with certaln aspects in this reply.
[here has been an increasing recognition of
he “wrong start” represented by the deferred
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Lenefit system. Among the objectives, then,
of a Commission of competent informed
thinkers, the most important at the outset
seetns t0 me a study of the objectives proper
in the United States of America in a national
program of shared provision of some portion
of the very personal responsibilities repre-
sented in programs of soclal security.

I am giving a paper before the Health and
Accident Underwriters Conference in New
York City on Monday, June 5, and in dealing
with the subject I outline rather dogmati-
cally certaln conclusions I have reached. I
am enclosing a copy of that discussion. The
Commission should serlously analyze pur-
poses, philosophy, program, and performance
for the Unlted States of Atnerica. The prime
question is: “What are we trying to do, and
what should we try to do?’ The Commis-
slon should start with the American unique-
ness—the economlic conditions and environ-
ment of freedom. Since the report of the
original Committee on Economic Security of
1934 and 1935, the Advlsory Councils of 1937~
38 and 1948, there has been a steady and an
obvious avoldance of facing any full consid-
eration of the subject. There: has been
rather every effort to avold opening up the
consideration of a full program for all the
cltizens—at least It seems that way to an un-
prejudiced observer.

This study requires persons with a compre-
hension of demography, actuarial science as
handled in private insurance-——the better to
avold the deferments and the individual
equities of such protection-—the law, busi-
ness economics and finance, business, and
public research. Congressman CURTIS says
that competent men should be engaged who
can put consecutive time for many months
on canvassing the situation, and settlng
down the results of their studies., They
should be free of the domination from the
Soclal Security Administration or political
expedlency. Such men exist, and they
should be found. They must be mature,
competent, honest, patriotic. As my paper
for June 5 sets forth, I believe the insurance
designation a misleading one, and I guggest
calling the proper program social budgeting
to bring in the sense of financial responsibil-
ity in budgeting, and to sidetrack the oppres-
sive bargains for all appeal in the current
OASI program, -

I shall perhaps add a second letter later,
but in this one I want to discuss the prob-
lem of costs which Is so much the province of
the actuary. A paper of mine on cost fac-
tors appeared In a soclal-security bulletin
while I was actuarial consultant for the
8Soclal Security Board—in 1838. In 1947 after
I had left the Social SBecurity Administration,
there appeared Actuarial Study Number 21,
written by Mr, L, O. Bhudde, still with the
Office of the Actuary—=Social Security Admin-
istration—and by George Immerwahr, then
with the Actuarial Sectlon of the Analysis Di-
vision of the Bureau of Old Age and Sur-
vivors, how with the Monumental Life of
Baltimore. The purpose of both reports was
to make clear the wide range present in these
cost factors and the essentlal unpredictability
of costs over time In such a program as old-
age and survivors Insuranc2., ‘This 18 so
fundamental an item that in spite of careful
disclatmers &s to the prophetic power in the
actuarial section of Senate Report No. 1669,
Just off the press, the avoidance of certain
Important items tends to create misappre-
hension. Thus while table 12 indicates low
and high costs at the end of the century re-
spectively of eight and one-half billion and
thirteen and ‘one-fifth blllion, on the as-
sumption of no wage advance, optimists
tallk of 4 percent a year and pessimists
perhaps 1 percent or 2 percent a year. Mast
administration discussion assumes at least
double the wages—and through another
application-—or maybe half 2 dozen—of to-
day’s new start, it would be more rational in
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the expanding planned economy to expect
twenty-five billion or forty billlon as'the
annual costs at the century’s end.

The population of that time aged 65 and
over—see table 7—could be 19,000,000, or it
could be 28,000,600. The census has recently
corrected upward the figure for 1950 to a
higher point than that used In the projec-
tions, and another correction may well occur
from the 1950 enumeration. Table 9 shows
a low of 13,000,000 old-age beneficiaries and
a high of 20,000,000—but with gerontological
maintenance of work to advanced ages, and
the threat of great extension of life at those
high ages and earlier retirement, the range
could be much wlder. Ten milllon to thirty
million might be loglcal. If we had only
$600 a year at the lower end as benefits and
$2,000 a year at higher assumption, there
is a range of from $6,000,000,000 to 850,000,~
000,000 as the benefits range way out there.
Dollar costs have no definiteness off there
in the future, but last year the outlay of
two-thirds of a billlon is about 1 percent af
that top figure in the future. Percentage
costs hide a lot more vagarles, but nothing
can hide the speculation which 1s possible.
The level-premium costs have an apparent
definiteness that does not bring out suffi-
clently the fact that there Is no expectation
of collecting such sums in advance, and
earning the interest on them. They do not
bring out the fact clearly encugh that table
19 can occur many times before 2000, but-
that in the years when the benefits have piled
up to tremendous proportions an outgo of
50 percent more than the income could really
be serlous. BSuch guldes seem to me about
like a New York street sign, fioating on an
;rrant fiylng Dutchman in the Sargasso

€aS;

Through the 15 years since the act of 1935
went through, we have had plous warnings
at each yearly interval that benefits were
indeterminate and that it would be well to
collect more money. But always as to the
current time when we could know barely
what current reguirements might be, OASI
has neglected them and has centered atten-
tion on the remote future when we could not
know. It has seemed a strangely inverted
concern, but we have been very sure that
current outlay would not be large. This
report, however, seems to open up a route of
easy qualification, only six quarters of cov-
ered employment, with as little as $300 earn-
ings from employment, or as little as $600
earnings from self-employment—and per=
hape aflecting six to elght million persons in
the next 6 years. Whether we regard it
85 & racket or not, it has all the earmarks,
but it brings down to the current situation
the indeterminateness that affected the dis-
tant future heretofore. We might qualify
only 1,000,000; we might qualify 6; we might
have the minimum of 825 or even $20 a
month for most, or we might have a mini-
mum wage of 75 cents an hour-—or at the
rate of 8125 a month—to give over 860 a
month in benefits, S0 now we have inde-
terminate costs almost at once, as well as
in the distant future.

We run into the values of the sociologists—
the assessments made by American citizens
of these devious folk weys so untried and
80 fundamentally unattractive to responsible
citizens. How measure the persistence of
integrity, the power of the dollar of benefits
for a penny of contributions—or less?

Public essistance has been the leading
source of benefits to the aged and the de-
pendent children—three times the payments
last year that were handled through OASL
This 15 a very interesting fact, that virtually
no forecast is made for the major plan, while
these serious studles have been developed for
the minor one.

There are in fact four cftegories of the
aged: 1, the recipients of OASI benefits; 2,
the reciplents of old-age assistance and zid to
dependent children; 3, the recipients of both;
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and 4, the reclpients of neither. The third
category is one of mafjor importance here-
after, since the new bill calls attention to
the convenlence of collecting from both
sources, by limiting the Federal grant to the
States to $25 instead of $30 available for the
recipients of two alone.

In short we have undependability both
now and later under the regommendations of
the Senate Finance Committee, and I have
gone to this trouble to show how badly need-
ed is the financial responsibility of men of
the right type in this Commission. There 18
internal evidence that the actuary Is trying
to tell his story in this report, but that he
has not been free to bring out the long-run
hazards sufficlently. The type of “open-end”
program was that of the assessment and fra-
ternal insurances of the 1870's and 1880’s,
which have been so unsatisfactory over the
years for the relatively small groups which
they involved. Large numbers of life actu-
aries regard this OASI as inherently of the
same danger, but the area of operation multl-
plied a hungredfold.

PFinancial irresponsibility seems to me to
characterize this program, but if the benefits
to the existent aged are now dangled before
the eyes of these old people and the quali~
fications are as few as set forth in this report,
I expect that current unhappiness can be
more serlous in the next few years than a
long-delayed nemesis.

T have covered much of thls, with extreme
brevity, in some of my testimony before the
Ways and Means Committee and the Senate
Finance Committee, This should not be just
a debate, a showing up of flaws, though the
flaws should be examined. It should be the
sort of analysis that the British used to call
a “Royal Commlsslon.”” It should get the
outslde opinion, so carefully avoided by the
1ast advisory council, and it should integrate
much avallable data both within the Federal
Government and outside.

The magnitude of the present OASI and
Public Assistance Benefits would permit ad-
justment now. The difficulty of adjustment
would be many times harder, should H. R.
6000 be enacted first. Next to the value of
the Commisslon is blocking H. R. 6300, with
its contradictory principles, and 1ts unpre-
dictable costs.

1 am tremendously impressed with the
objectivity of your letter, and with the im-
portance of your resolution. If I can be of
any help to you, elther as an actuary or as a
cltizen, please feel free to call upon me.

Yours sincerely,
W. RULON WILLIAMSON,
Actuary.

WASHINGTON, D. C., May 28, 1950.
Senator HARRY P. CAIN,
Senator from Washingion,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.
SOCIAL SECURITY COMMISSION

Dzear SENaToR CAIN: I wrote you yesterday
to bring cut one fundamental point in con-
nectlon with QASI—Iits unpredictability of
costs, and the danger that this unpredic-
tability will be glossed over by such expedi-
ents as level premium costs, the use of
percentage of pay roll costs and the absence
of any really critical examlnation of these
matters.

Today I wish to discuss very briefly too, the
unsuitability of the use of employment and
unemployment as.a basis for our Federal
program of national sharing. It sesms to
me that the goal should be a program for
all the cltizens, so that for the aged we treat
the two sexes equitably. In Report No. 1€69,
there is a little table on page 36, which shows
that by 1970--20 years from now, only €6 to
75 percent of the persons aged 65 and over
will be fully insured among the males, and
only 13 to 19 percent among the females,
That is—20 years from now the major part
of the ponulation will still not be provided
for directly.
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Today only 8 to 10 percent of the aged
widows of 65 and over are drawing benefits
from OASI, Since on the whole formal em=-
ployment is uncommon for women from 40
onwards, the gearing of major dependence
upon employment records is not the way
to grant benefits to such persons. The sub-
stitute of using the employment of the hus=
band and glving 50 percent of the hus-
band’s benefits, of 75 percent of the former
husband’s benefits, for wives and widows
respectively 18 a method of discriminating
agalnst women.

Steadlly the administrators of social secu-
rity have been bringing evidence to show that
relating benefits to past records of wages
has been unsatisfactory—requiring a dou-
bling of benefits-——though not handled that
simply—for the retired groups and the group
to be retlred later—and by implication cor-
recting for the clumsiness whenever the
shoe pinches later.

The system does not it the presumptive
needs of women, it does not it the presump-
tive needs of men—as natural changes take
place in the economy. It does not even
insure the majority of our older people for
«20 years.

We do not handle sufficlent data to show
what the assets and incomes presumably are
for the existing older persons. We need such
a comprehensive review as to the status of
the American citizens today—quite different
than it was in the sad days of the depression,
and absolutely different than it was implled
to be, when all married women were regarded
as dgpendents—essentially penniless—withe
out regard to the earnings or property of the
spouse.

S0 a major objective of the Commission’s
work is factual analysis not yet really at-
tempted.

Sincerely,
W. Ruron WILLIAMSON,

Mr. CAIN. Having offered these two
letters, both from persons who have had
intimate contact with social-security af-
fairs, I want to offer two others from
persons who in different ways have seen
at close range exactly how our present
social-security system operates.

The first of these next .letters is from
Mr. Jay Iglauer, vice president and treas-
urer of Halle Bros. department store in
Cleveland. Mr. Iglauer was a member
of the special committee appointed in
1937-38 to study the Social Security Act.
If I am not mistaken, the junior Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DovuaLas] was also a
member of that committee, and I would

draw Mr. Iglauer’s letter to the attention

of the junior Senator from Illinois.

The second of these letters is from
George Imnerwahr, now a consulting ac-
tuary, of Baltimore, but formsrly chief
actuary of the Bureau of Old-Age and
Survivors’ Insurance in the Social Secu-
rity Administration.

Again, Mr. President, in an effort to
save time, and because I know the letters
probably will be read by my colleagues,
I ask unanimous consent that both of
them be made a part of my remarks at
this time.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

THE HALLE Bros. Co.,
Cleveland, Ohlo, May 17, 1950.
‘Hon. HARRY P. CAIN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR SENATOR CAIN: I have seldom seen 8
position regarding the soclal-security prob-
lem which 1s so accurately in accord with
my own views, as your letter of May 12.

H. R. 6000 1s an illustration of the dangers
Inherent upon embarking on any long-term

887t

program such as soclal security without
full realization of the ultimate consequence:

When Congress established the first soctal
security law it created the {mpression the
the employer and the employee jointly, wit:
some small assistance from the Governmeni
were to create a fund, out of which would b
pald the minimum subsistence requirement
of the aged—not as a matter of charity, bu
as s matter of right. I hope you have fol
lowed carefully the testimony of 'W. R, Wil
liamson, one of the original actuarial con
sultants to the Soclal Security Board, whos
opinion I have learned to respect highl:
He has come to the same conclusion as you-
that the public assistance has now over
shadowed the so-called insurance system c
which you speak.

‘You may recall that I was a member ¢
the committee appointed by joint action ¢
the Senate and the Soclal Security Board t
study the Soclal Security Act in 1937-28. Aj
ready at that time members of that commii
tee were deeply concerned over the fact the
the funds paid in by employees, and in whic
they had a moral vested right, were beln
paid into the Federal Treasury along with th
employers’ contributions, and that to th
extent that they were not belng currentl
used t0 pay berefits the remainder of th
funds were belng used by the Federal Gou
ernment for every purpose. The answer ¢
the political economists has been that to th
extent that the Government has used the:
funds they did not have to horrow with bonc
of the United States for other Governmer
purposes and therefore the credit of tk
United States of America was thereby e
much improved.

‘With the advent of World War II and th
enormous public debt that was created a
a consequence, it becomes clear that as ap*
when the amount of benefits that were con
templated to be paid in 1960, 1970, and 128
approached the maximum and then exceeded
the collectlons, the Government would have
to borrow or impose additional taxes to meet
any underestimates or any liberallzation of
benefits,

The trouble with the whole program 1is that
the accumulation of tax payments for social
security in the earlier years of the system
produces so-called “trust funds” so large that
the temptation is constantly:present to 1ib-
eralize benefits and/or to increase coverage
I agree with you that a pay-as-you-go sys-
tem, with minimum subsistence coverage for
all, i3 the only answer. That, I belleve, 15 in
the main the thesis of Mr. Willlamson’s
position too.

I am particularly glad that you have taken
the position in favor of a well-organizec
Commission to study the whole soclal-secu-
rity problem. Such a Commission should he
composed of—

1. Representatives of the actuarlal profes-
sfon. °

2. Representatives of the Government.

3. Representatives of business,

4, Represcntatives of labor.

5. Representatives of the general public.

Care should be taken that the Commis-
slon’s personnel should be nonpartisan in
character so far as it is possible, or at least
balanced as to the principal political parties
Such a Commission might well be expected
to take a full year or two to arrive at con-
clusions,

A word about my observations concerning
the previous Social Security Commission on
which I served—I was Impressed with the
high character, abjlity, and consclentlous
attitude of the majority of that special com-
mittee. If there was any unfavorable aspect
to that committee, it was the absence from
most of the committee conferences of the
representatives of lahor.

I believe that such a program as you en-
visage is the only way to approach the prob-
lem that bids fair to have tuch terious con-
sequences to the whole economy. I believe
also that such a propozal would meet with
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» support of every right-thinking organiza-
n concerned with these problems.
Nith your permission I am sending a copy
your jetter to the chairman of the Social
surity Committee of the Natlonal Retall
7 Goods Association and the Social Secu-
y Committee of the American Retail Fed-
tion, and I shall ask them to give support
your proposal. ’
" shall await your reply with Interest.
Sincerely yours,
JAY IGLAUER,
Vice President and Treasurer.
BALTIMORE, MD., June 12, 1950.

nator Harry P, CAIN,

Senate Office Building,
. Washington, D. C.
DEAR SENATOR CAIN: Though there have
en some other national issues in which I
ve not been in accord with your views, I
ust say that I am most definitely in accord
th those expressed in your letter of May
1950, relating to the proposed soclal se-
“1ty ‘bill, H. R. 6000. I am convinced that
extend the defects of our present social
urity law as H. R. 6000 does would be most

fortunate, and that-what 1s needed Is &

srough, independent study which will go
sk to fundamentals and reconstruct our
:lal security system from scratch.
As you probably know, I served on the
.uarial staff. of the Bureau of Old-Age and
rvivors Insurance in the Socfal Security
ministration for 7 years, ultimately be-
aing the chlef actuary for the Bureau,
1en I began this work I was most enthusi-
iic over the soclal secufity program as it
s then conceived. After some years In this
rk, however, I came to the recognition
1t this program was not working out as
d been contemplated and that 1ts defects
Te 50 serlous and 0 fundamental that it
yuld not work out effectively without com-
ete revision, and this recognition was one
* the factors that led me, late in 1946, to
ave the Soclal Security Administration and
iter another Government agency. And
‘en more impelling factor was my realiza-
on that Social Security Commissioner Alt-
eyer and some of my other superiors, who
my opinion must have been as well aware
most of these baslc defects as I was,
svertheless apparently lacked the intellec-
1al honesty needed to come to an open ad-
ission of these defects and to seck thelr
imination, but Instead chose to temporize
ith what they knew to be defective, to
wver up one mistake with another, to divert
1e public’s attention from the real defects
the social security program and instead to
ame the program’s failure on factors of a
uch less pertinent nature. It seemed to
e, also, that there were various ulterior mo-
ves which I shall describe later. So long
; this attitude and these motives prevailed
nong the officials of the Social Security Ad-
inistration, 1t seemed useless for me to re-
ain there.
I-will not give here a full story of what I
»nsider to be the defects of the social se-
irlty program and the proposed patching-
3 legislation, nor shall I spell out my rec-
nmendations for correcting the program.
ccause I was an employee of the Bureau of
1iternal Revenue at the time of the House
1d Senate hearings on social securlty, I
>uld not testify personally at thelr hear-
:gs. However, an address which I prepared
»r & local actuarial club was inserted in the
:nate hearings by another club member and
)pears on pages 1979-1887 of the hearings,
ad this address Indlcates my views. In
any respects they are quite similar to the
aws Indicated In your letter. I cppose the
resent system and the proposed legislation
1 the grounds that it excludes from benefits
1¢ great majority of today's old people (and
ould still exclude them despite extenslon of
yverage among people still working), that
1e major cash costs of the system are de-

ferred to such an extent that the costs ace-
tually accruing are concealed beyond any
possible public recognition, that no adequate
financing method can be developed for such
a system, that the benefit formula, under
which benefit amounts are more or less pro-
portionate to previous income, gives rise to
a soclally Incorrect and wasteful distribution
of the funds available for soclal security pur-
poses, and that the basing of benefits on
wage and payroll records 1s needlessly com-
plex in its administration. Like yourself, I
favor a system in which Federal benefits
would be avatlable to all in certaln cate-
gories; for example, to all those above & spec-
ified age. Benefit amounts would in general
e uniform, but they might be tapered down
Jor beneficlaries above a certain income level;
if so, such tapering down would be based
on taxable income (as shown In the benefi-
clary’s tax return) but not on a needs test.
The Federal Government would no longer
subsldize public assistance. Federal benefits
would be financed out of an earmarked ad-
dition to Federal income tax.

WHAT EVERY SENATOR AND CONGRESSMAN
SHOULD KNOW

What seems most important for me to pass
on to you now is some vital but little-known
information concerning the Soclal Security
Administration, its motives In sponsoring
legislation, and its tactics in furthering its
alms, These must be appreciated if a proper
course of action is to be taken.

First, there is a deflnite desire on the part
of the Social Security Administration. to
convey to the public the ldea that soclal-
security benefits—that is, old-age and sur-
vivor pension benefits furnished through the
soclal-security system—are far more lnex-
pensive than the same benefits furnished in
any other way. A deferred-benefit system,
in which benefits are denied a large propor-
tion of the old, the survivors and the dis-
abled of the present but generous promises
are made to those who will be old, survivors,
or disabled in the future, plays right into
the hands of this desire. Because the num-
ber of beneficlaries under such a system in
its early years Is a very small proportion—
say one-eighth or one-tenth-—of the ultimate
number, such a system appears to be cheap
even though a large actuarial cost is accru-
ing, and it is easy to promise benefits at an
ever-increasing level without the public
realizing the cost to which it is ultimately
committed. The proposed method of financ-
Ing the benefits of H. R. 6000 by employer
and employee contributions which rise from
1% percent to 34 percent by a serles of
scheduled increases is entirely unrealistic.
All experience to date Indicates that the
increases will not place as scheduled un-
less elther future disbursements rise faster
than predicted or benefit increases are
promised with the contribution increases-—
and elther of these conditions would render
the scheduled increases Insufficient to make
the system self-supporting.

The contribution increases which had been
scheduled for the existing benefit law did
not take place as scheduled, so that today’s
contributions fall considerably short of in-
dicating the true cost of the system. Social
Security Commissioner Altmeyer will tell you
that the blame is on Congress, that he favors
an actuarially balanced system, but he knows
that an actuarially balanced system is a po-
litical impossibility if scheduled contribu-
tlon Increases are to be relled upon., If he
were really sincere about an actuarfal bal-
ance for the system, he would insist on the
full level premium rate belng assessed from
the start, But this would give the public
pause about the cost of the system, Simi-
larly, in a true pay-as-you-go system of the
type both you and I advocate, the system's
real costs would be immedlately apparent,
and this too is a situation the Soclal Secu-
rity Commissioner could not tolerate,
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Mr. Altmeyer will tell you that at varlous
times during the war years he resisted the
freezing of the employer and employee tax
rates at 1 percent on the ground that this
was well below the level actuarial cost of
the existing program. TYet at the same time,
he did nothing to discourage the hopes of
labor groups who were supporting a tax in-
crease in the bellef that the Increase would
lead to higher benefits. In the Soctal Secu-

Tity Administration we played a double

game; we told Congress that the tax rates
were too low for the existing scale of bene-
fits, yet we told covered workers that they
were “paying for their benefits.” We talked
of the system as If it were contributory, yet
the employee tazes represented such a small
proportion of -true cost that the system
could not really be called contributory in
any true’ sense. But the public deception
went on and still goes on; in fact I recall
one time when I was told by Commissioner
Altmeyer’s office to refer to the employee
taxes not merely as contributions but in-
stead as “premiums,” to convey.even more
emphatically the erroneous idea that the
worker pays the cost of his benefits.

Second, the Soclal Security Administra=
tlon wishes that its system be looked to as
the source of the major portion of income
for retired persons and survivors and not
merely the source of & subsistence benefit
on which the worker or beneficlary can fall
back if all else falls, If a man who has been
earning §5,000 a year writes in to the Ad-
minlstration and complains that his $45-a=
month benefit is far insufficient to maintain
him after retlrement in the manner to which
he 1s accustomed, I think you and I would
agree that the correct answer to the man
would be that after earning $5,000 a year
for some years, he should have lald aside
for himself a substantlal additional amount
In the form of Insurance and savings, per-
haps in an owned home. We would tell him
that because the cost of soclal insurance
benefits 1s substantial, before his benefit was
ralsed, our first effort should be to make
sure that a benefit providing at least sub-
sistence should be made avallable to his
less fortunate fellow who had been earning
only £1,200 or $1,500 & year and who, there~
fore, had probably been unable to lay aside-
for his old age. We would tell him that
the differentlal between his employee taxes
and those pald by the 81,200-a-year man
bald for a differential In benefit of only 82
& month, whereas he was already getting a
differentlal In benefit over the lower~pald
man far above that figure, and that actually
1t was not the responsibility of the Govern-
ment of the United States to glve him a
benefit much higher'than that of the low-
paid man merely because he enjoyed a higher
standard of lving already.

But the Soctal Securlty Administration
officials would send him an altogether dif-
ferent answer. They would agree with him
that his benefit 15 much too small, despite
the fact he had already had an Income well
above that of the average-paid worker and
should have been able to make considerable
provision for himself. They would stress
the fact that they had repeatedly urged Con-
gress to llberalize benefits like his. It I8 of
Interest to note that In the soclal-security
bill which 1t advocated, H. R. 2893, the
monthly benefit of a man who has earned
$4,800 or more a year since 1937 would have
been Incressed by about $50, while that of
the man who has earned $50 a month would
have been increased by less than &6, desplte
the fact that 1t is the latter man whose bene-
fit under the present law is so pitifully small
and for whom a benefit Increase s
desperately needed. .

Third, the Socfal Security Administration
stresses the payroll tax method of financing
social security even though 1t knows that this
method Is unsatisfactory In theary and in
practice and can never be extended to cover
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100 percent of galnful work in this country.
This method, which involves employee taxes
withheld by employers and matched by em-
ployer taxes, seems to work out conveniently
for the presently covered employment groups,
though even here are various administrative
difficulties on the part of both Government
and employers that are not generally reallzed.
But to extend this method to the myriad
borderline forms of employment, the casual
earnings, the small earnings of marginal self-
employed persons is a process which can be
attempted only with a great degree of trouble
and never will be perfected. Even for the
partial extension ot payroll tax coverage con~
templated in H. R. 6000 we find numerous
dificultles of definition and enforcement, a
disproportionately increased administrative
expense, and the quite intenable formula of
taxing the self-employed by one and one-
half times the employee rate.

Since soclal security is really & charge on
the country as a whole, why not recognize it
as such and finance it by adding an eare
marked tax to our existing indlvidual
income-tax system? The machinery for this
system has already been developed; 1t covers
fncome earners of all types, whether employer
or employee, farmer or factory worker or in-
vestment holder, and 1t leaves out the trifiing
amounts of income (those under $600 a year)
which it is a nulsance to tax for social-se-
curity purposes or otherwise.

The reason for rejecting this ready-made
and suitable form of taxation in favor of the
inappropriate employment tax structure and
the mammoth system of wage records s that
of implementing the impression that this
social-security program is a contributory pro-
gram, and second, that the employer pays
part of the cost. The error of the first of
these impressions I have already pointed out.
The second impression, that the employer
pays part of the cost is also erroneous, in
that the employer tax is largely passed on to
the consumer; that is, to the general public,
Nevertheless this employer-bears-the-cost
ergument is one which has been continually
used by the Social Security Administration
In order to get the support of labor groups
and others. The idea is to make labor think
the other fellow pays.

Fourth, the incomplete job coverage, in-
evitable under the payroll-tax method, forms
& very convenlent scapegoat on which the
Social Security Administration can place the
major blame for the soclal-security program’s
shortcomings. When asked by the Senate
‘Finance Commlittee why only 2,000,000 out ot
11,000,000 people over 65 are recelving bene=
fits, Commissioner Altmeyer answered:
“Exactly, and why is that? Because we did
‘mot start a system with universal coverage,
T hate to remind you but the Committee on
Economic Security did recommend universal
coverage in 1935, Just as we are recommend-
Ing it today.” Mr, Altmeyer knows that the
major reason for the small proportion of
beneficlaries among the present aged is the
more fundamental defect that people already
too old on January 1, 1937, to work on and
after that date could not become beneficiaries
under any job-coverage definitlon, and even
if his own bil}, H. R. 2893, had been law since
1937, over 6,000,000 of today’s 9,000,000 non-
beneficlaries would still be nonbeneficlaries,
but this device of blaming the trouble all on
Incomplete job coverage seems to have
worked wonders for him. Even the normally
astute Prof. Sumner Slichter was taken in
by this deception, as is Indicated in his
prepared statement to the Flnance Com-
mittee (see p. 3128 of the recent Senate
hearings).

Even the estimates in the committee report
on H, R, 6000 show that extension of job
coverage will pay only a limited number of
today’s older people on the benefit rolls, and
it should be remembered that those who do
come on the rolis are elther those who are
still working or some others who are In a
position and of a nature to work the system
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by getting a few extra *quarters of coverage”
for themselves. Those who are now off the
beneflt rolls and are no longer working and
who are too honest to work the system In
this way will remain off the benefit rolls.

Even at that, I believe the estimates of
number of beneficlaries in 1955 are too high.
I am not aware of what pressures the pres-
ent Soclal Security Administration actuarles
work under, but I know that during my
years as an actuary for that organization
there was a decided pressure exerted to pro-
duce high estimates of the number of bene-
ficlaries in the immediately ensuing years.
This was partly to create a good lmpres-
sion of the effectiveness of the system and
partly to assure a safely padded administra-
tive budget for the organization. I recall,
for example, how on .one occasion I had
worked out estimates covering, I believe, a
2-year period and submitted a detalled state«
ment in support of them. Mr. John J. Cor-
son, then Director of the Bureau of Old-Age
and Survivors Insurance, sent the estimates
back to me with varlous changes of his own
penciled in, ralsing the estimates by prob-
ably 50 or 75 percent, and directed me to
work out a justification of these revised es-
timates of his. ‘This, of course, I had to
do, though I was convinced of the greater
accuracy of my original estimates, and it
subsequently turned out that even my origi-
nal estimates were -too high., Some of the
published actuarial estimates In connection
with the 1939 legislation were several times
too high; for example, It was estimated that
the number of retired workers who would
recelve benefits in the middle of 4945 wouid
be from a low of 1,217,000 to a high of 1,854,
000, but the actual figure turned out to be
only 431,000.

Fifth, the Soclal Security Administration
officlals will tell you that they prefer con.
tributory soclal insurance to public assist-
ance, They know, however, that passage of
H. R. 6000 will transfer practically none of
the present assistance recipients to the in-
gurance benefit rolls and that despite the
pasgage of ‘"H. R. 6000 the assistance rolls
will probably grow for some years to come.
The passage of a really effective soclal-secu-
rity program, under which the current aged
and the current survivors would be brought
on the rolls to recelve automatic benefits—
that 1s, without a needs test—would make
it appropriate for the Federal Government
to withdraw completely from the assistances
fleld, but nothing could be more distasteful
to the Social Security Administration officlals
than this.

The two reasons for their preference of
the perpetuation of this dual system of in-
surance and asslstance are these: First,
through participation in the State programs
of public assistance the Soclal Security Ad-
ministration officials are enjoying an In.
creasing influence In State welfare admin-
istration, and, second, they are able to plb
fnsurance recipients and assistance recipi-
ents in competition with each other for in-
creasing benefit levels, It is a form of com=
petition which has played beautifully into
their hands thus far, and why throw away
& device like this.

Sixth, vested interests in the existing form
of program have been well developed. The
Social Security Administration has encour-
aged covered workers to belleve that they
have pald for the benefits promised them
and In this way a resistance on the workers’
part has been bullt up agalnst any change
In the form of the program. But even more
unfortunate is the vested interest of the
Social Security Administration itself, Nat-
urally it has the usual vested interest of &
bureaucracy in its jobs, but even more, it
is concerned about the perpetuation of the
techniques and the philosophy it has bullt
up. The wage-record system, for all the me-
chanical techniques and skill which have
gone into its making, has become such g
mammoth thing that any.curtailment of it
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is unthinkable to the Administration.
recall the reaction I got to a proposal I mad
for a less steeply graded benefit scale, a pro
posal which T argued on the basis of bot:
social desirabllity and actuarlal equit:
Other officials protested that If we adopte:
such a proposal, we might become unab!
to justifly the wage-record system, Trul
this system has become not a means to a
end but an end in itself,

THE NEED FOR A STUDY COMMISSION

The most unfortunate thing the Sesnat
could do would beto pass H. R. 6000 on th
supposition that it would investigate it
shortcomings later. Obviously, if it approve
the bill, it will not hurry to take up a stud
of it later. But more important is the fac
that the passage of this bill now would mak
it much more difficult and costly to develo
an effective bill iater. As it is politicall
next to impossible to lower benefits, if t!
Senate desires now to go to a unifor:
beneflt system, it can do s0 now by settin
the uniform benefit at about $45 a mont}
but If now this bill is passed and then a un:
form benefit is decided upon, the benefit lev:
will have to be much higher,

It is safe to say that no really independen
study of this subject has been made sinc
the enactment of soclal security. There ar
those who will claim that the Senate Financ
Committee’s advisory council which studie
the subject in 1948 was independent. Tt
men and women who served on this counc
were big-name persons who were extreme’
busy in their own flelds and could not d:
vote the time necessary for extended orig
inal study of this subject. As the resul
the study staff, whose members were recon
mended by the Social Security Administre
tion, did the real work. The data which tr
stafl members provided for the council merr
bers were those which the Soclal Securit
Administration wanted them to see, and
have ascertalned from some of the counc!
members that various other facts whic)
might have led to different results were neve
brought to thelr attention. There were in
dependent qualified people who sought t
serve on the staff and who later sought t
come before the council meetings, but wh
Wwere denied that opportunity. Soclal Secu
rity .Commissioner Altmeyer was the onl
“outsider” permitted to come before th
council with an expression of his views,

You ask me In your letter how an appro
priate study commission should be formec
and, as I have already indicated, I feel i
should include persons who are proficien
students, drawn from a varlety of fleld:
persons who can approach the subject with
out pride of sharing authorship in the exist
Ing system, and persons who can devot
extended full time to do orlginal work.

Once the commission is formed, it is essen
tial that it admit for expression of view

.point any person who can demonstrate clos

assoclation with the fleld of soclal securit:
including those who wish to appear “off th
record.” If the commission is permitted t
see only officlally sanctioned data and to hes
only officlally stated views, 85 was the cas
with the 1948 advisory counctl, the who!
project is wasted. I should propcse the
Government employees who have had ex
perience with this program should be per
mlitted to appear, with their presence an
views held confidential. Some very inte:
esting and valuable testimony could, in fac
be furnished by some present soclal-securit
employees whom I know, if this protectic
were granted them. Persons who appear o
the record usually have & more genuine ir
-terest than many of the witnesses who appe:
at a congressional committee hearing, mar
of whom express views that are not their ow
and are given merely for the record.

I cannot tell ycu emphsatically enoug
how necessary it is to have a study of ta
sort before any bill is enacted, and I sir
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srely wish you success in your efforts to
chieve this end.
Yours very truly,
GEORGE E, IMMERWAHE.

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, in con-
lusion, I have two groups of letters
efore me, ‘The first group consists of
ix letters. Each one of them is from

different type of organization, person

r group in this country. One of the

stters 1s from the International Asso-

iation of Accident and Health Under~
riters. The second letter is from the

)ecidental Life Insurance Co. The third

stter comes from the board of pensions

f the Methodist Church, The fourth
stter is from the Insurance Economics

‘ociety of America. The fifth letter is
rom Mr. A. R. Findley, who Is serving as
hairman of the soclal security commit-
ee of the National Retail Dry Goods
issociation. The sixth letter is from an

ctuary of an Insurance company, which
ouches on the necessity of a study by &
isinterested technical staff.

Because I think such letters are of
2al and positive interest to all Mem-
ers of the Senate, I ask unanimous con-
ant, sir, that I may be permitted to in-
art them in the Recorp as part of my
:marks at this point.

There being no objection, the letters
‘ere ordered to be printed in the Rec-

RD, as follows:
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF ACCIDENT AND
HeALTH UNDERWRITERS,
Chicago, Ill., May 19, 1950.
The Honorable HARrY P. CAIN,
Senats Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Deak Sm: This 1s In reply to your letter
¥ May 12. May I commend your unwill-
ngness to vote favorably for H. R. 6000 as
t 1s expected to be reported to the Benate
3y the Senate Finance Committee, and your
oreference for a resolution that the soclal
security establishment be left as it s, pend-
ng a thorough and completely Independent
nvestigation of its purpose, present status
ind future development.

May I suggest that your resolution contain
;hree major provisions:

1. H. R. 6000 should be deferred pending
in independent study of the philosophy of
soclal budgeting end 1lts dominant charac-
:eristics as contrasted to the present system
»f OASI and public assistance. This should
onstitute, In essence, the mandamus to the
nvestigatory group.

2. The personnel of this investigatory body
should exclude any present employee of the
Social Securlty Administration or the Fed-
sral Security Agency, because, in all lkel-
100d, such an individual would be predis-
sosed to recommend, prejudicially, a con-
sinuation and expansion of the present sys-
:em. I would recommend that the following
seople be named to the investigatory group:
Vr. W. Rulon Williamson, a Mr. Calhoun, and
r. Alfred Guertin, the latter a staf member
>f the American Life Conventlon.

3. The method of study should be Inde-
sendent, falr and impartial; should allow at
east one year's tlme to prepare a report,
ind should utilize and accept opinions,
sftered by conference method, from leaders
n government, business and labor. Leaders
n agricultural and consumer groups should
ilso be consulted.

My personal opinion is that our present
system should be scrapped entirely and sub-
itituted with a system of social budgeting
‘natlonal sharing), proyiding a floor of pro-
-ection for the incldence of catastrophlic con-
iingencles, This system should provide uni-~
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versality, current rather than deferred pro-
tection, and broad soclal equlty rather than
individual equity, 'The system should allow
contributions fromr ell active citizens both
employed and recipients of investment in-
come. The system should not provide pro-
gressive taxation but rather earmarked taxes,
probably as a part of the wage-withholding
plan, The needs test should be avolded.
'There should be no disqualifications because
of former intelligent thrift. The soclal budg-
eting system should eliminate the demorali~
zation and awkwardness of present public~
assistance programs. I agree with you that it
should be the purpose of the investigatory
commission to recommend the age at which
benefits should become receivable and should
indicate the size of benefits to provide the
fioor for subsistence. I am wholeheartedly in
favor of an earnrarked tax to make each indi-
vidual citizen consclous of what he is paying.
Such a system will, by means of an informed
electorate, prevent future indiscriminate in-
creases.

At your request, the above suggestions have
been prepared hurriedly and only in skeletal
fashion. I hope that my views may be of
asslstance to you.

Very sincerely yours,
WESLEY J. A, JONES.

——

OCCIDENTAL LIFE INSURANCE Co.,
Raleigh, N. C., May 19, 1950.
The Honorable HARRY P, CAIN,
United States Senate,
N Washington, D. C.

MY DEAR SENATOR: It {s certainly hearten-
ing to read a letter such as you wrote me on
May 17 indicating such sound views on our
social-security bill which is now before the
Senate. It so happens that within the last
2 weeks I was requested to write a note about
our soclal-security plan that could be under=
stood by laymen,

I have been out of town most of the timé
and have written such a note rather hur-
+riedly, but I am pleased to enclose a copy.

You will note that many of the ideas set
forth therein are similar to those stated In
your letter. I am thoroughly In accord with
your statement that patching up unworkable
soclal-security programs is bound to produce
more maladjustments than cures. We have
had studies and commissions, but probably
the personnel, although capable, did not have
the time and Independence that were neces=

&ary.

I think you will find that educators tend
to be too ideallstlc, lawyers are legalistic,
and professional economists become toco in-
volved in theories. In 1035 I was with the
Treasury Department for about 3 months
working entirely on social security tax ques-
tions. At that time there was a substantial
difference of opinlon among actuaries. It
was Interesting that 15 years later actuarial
opinion was almost unanimous.

As a profession we are notorlously poor
politiclans, but perhaps some progress is
being made. Your letter {s one indication.

The commission, if it showuld be ap-
pointed, should not be composed of repre-
sentatives of certain groups such as labor,
busliness, insurance, or the security-board
bureaucracy. Actuaries are practically never
wealthy enough to have much of e stock
Interest in Insurance and are usually inde-
pendent thinkers. The commission should
be heavily weighted with Members of the
Congress and with actuaries who have been
studying the development of the soclale
eecurity plan for many years. It is unfor-
tunate that we have followed the European
ideas rather than some of the hetter thought
that has come from our Latin-American
friends. Omne of the soundest books that has
been written on this subject is in Spanish by
Mr. Walter Dittell in Guatemala. -

Since time is the essence I have written
this hurriedly promptly upon recelpt of your
letter, but would be glad to hear Irom you

JUNE 16

at any further time if I can be of any assist~
ance.
Yours very sincerely,
J. M. WOOLERY,
Vice President-Actuary.

A democratic soclety must provide some
orderly machlnery for providing protection
against inability of individuals to attain
their own security. Before lving became s0
complicated 1t was possible for the aged.to
do odd jobs around the farm, to help with
the children, and to perhaps help with sew-
ing and such small jobs. There were not the
small homes with no extra rooms for the old
people, and work was carried on without the
specialization that has now come to be wide~
spread.

There should not be any conflict or con-
fusion between proper soclal security and
the exercise of personal industry and thrift,
Soclal security should represent the protece
tion, the floor of subsistence to replace re=
liance upon charity and public relief. It
should not prevent the individual from have
ing the right and opportunity to raise him-
self to such level of security as his industry
and thrift dictate. I soclal-security bene-
fits are ever made acceptable as a standard
of security, the will to work will be weaks
ened and destroyed.

In 1935 the first Federal Soclal Security
Act was passed providing monthly benefits”
for retired employees which was amended in
1939 to provide benefits for certaln specifio
dependents. It was recognized that it would
be a long time before the so-called old-age
and survivorship Insurance would adequate-
ly provide for aged. To supplement the old«
age benefits, so-called assistance was also
provided which was to be financed jointly by
the States and the Federal Government,
The old-age and survivorship insurance 18 all
Federal. The old-age assistance ts operated
by the States with widely varying rules for
recelving such assistance, Each State de-
cldes how much property or other resources
those at age may have. The Federal Govern-
ment contributes one-half of whatever the
Btate pays each person, This, of course, has
resulted in some States having much larger
portion of thelr aged people recelving such
beneflts varying from about 13 percent in
Ohlo to nearly 80 percent in Loulslana. It
has also resulted in the wealthler States re«
celving more assistance from the Govern-
ment, since they match the number of dol~
lars that the States pay out.

At the present time thers are less than
2,000,000 receiving old-age Insurance bene=
fits for which they paid something and
nearly 3,000,000 are recelving old-age assist«
ance for which they pald nothing., The ave
erage old-age benefits are nearly twice what
is recetved under the insurance benefits. It
is hardly fair to pay twice as much to the
ones who have contributed nothing.

House bill 6000 is now before the Senate.
Under the present biil about 35 percent of
the men and 5 percent of the women over
age 65 are covered. Twenty years from now
under the present bill, about 55 percent of
the men and 12 percent of the women will be
covered. Under H. R. 6000, which is the new
bill now under consideration, 20 years from
now approximately 70 percent of the men
and 15 percent of the womén will be cove
ered. It is obvious from these few figures
that both the present bill and the suggested
one are far from adequate to the problem of
our aged people. Government security
plans cannot operate as prlvate insurance
companles do and bulld up reserves to take
care of future benefits. Each generation of
working people must take care of thelr own
old people; that is, the ones who are now
currently dependent, just as they must take
care of those who are now children and not
old enough to work., To promise large bene-
fits payable in dollars years from now, means
nothing unless we know what those dollars
will purchase, Our standard of living will
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depend upon production, and the standard
of living 50 years from now will also depend
upon production 50 years from now regard-
less of whether the average income is $2,000
or £20,000-a year. Kveryone knows that it
takes $2 now to do what $1 would do 10
years ago.

The present old-age security plan is dis-
criminatory In favor of those who have more,
The honest and thrifty farmer, small-busi-
ness man, and school teacher receive nothing
from our present soclal security unless they
are willing to draw old-age assistance which
18 based on pauperism. The man who has
drawn $3,000 a year and over for & few years
#nd has recently reached age 685 is the one
who i5 recelving the windfall of benefits
amounting to about 10 times the value of
what he pald in,

In additlon to old-age insurance and old-
age asslstance, the third@d Federal recognition
of the aged exists In a $6,000 income-tax
exemption over age 85. This benefits obvi-
ously the well-to-do, and the higher in the
income-tax bracket the more is the benefit.

The whole question of soclal securlty
should be referred to a cornmission of experts
who have made a study of such plans with
the idea of solving the problem that now
exists instead of promising large benefits
for political purposes for working people
when they retire years hence and which may
of may not, most likely not, be sufficlent to
provide any reasonable living standard. The
current tax collections which are made from
the laboring people are sufiiclent to provide
a floor of protection on the subsistence level
to everyone who is presumptively in need.
There ghould be no necessity of concealing
small savings or of pretending to ke a pauper
in order to collect benefits, Presumptive
need might be those who are 70 and over,
those between 65 and 70 who are not em-
ployed, and those between 60 and 65 who are
invalids or unable to work.

The present plan discriminates greatly
against women and children, It discrimi-
nates against the workingman in the small
income-tax brackets in favor of the worker
who makes the higher salary. It discrimi-
nates against the farmer and the smali-busi-
ness man. It discriminates against school
teachers and State and municipal employees.
'The present bill is inadequate.

THE BOARD OF PENSIONS OF
THE METHODIST CHURCH,
Chicago, Ill., May 23, 1950.
Senator Hamry P, CaIN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D, C,

DEAR SENATOR CaIn: I have your letter of
May 18 about the extension of the social-
security bill (H. R. 6000) which, if I under-
stand correctly, has been already reported
out for action.

I thoroughly agree with you that the
whole social-security program needs re-
vamping in the interest of natlonal security.
Wholesale adventures In soclallsm (which
seems to be the political passion of the mo-
ment), can Involve us in a vast mass of
practically invisible contingent Illabilities
that can in a few years outrun the published
Federal indebtedness,

Careful restudy of this fundamentsally Im-
portant concern of the Nation is a must
item.

Knowing something of the results of far-
reaching soclal-security schemes in Aus-
tralia, Great Britaih, and elsewhere, I am
much inclined to think that we could go on
the rocks just as hard as they have, unless
we take counsel with wise actuaries who
are capable of taking an unbiased view of
the total plcture. A commission like that
recently headed by ex-President Hoover
would seem to be In order.

A pay-as-you-go system wculd be much
more realistic and hard-iieaded than the
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present procedure. Those who work for
wages should bear the current cost of a
basic pension for all who cannot any longer
work., On that basis, every family would be
brought to realize that the wage earners and
not Santa Claus are the real carrlera of this
social responsibility. The idea that it can
be cared for palnlessly is bunk.

Your thoughts on this subject, as ex-
pressed In your letter, are quite in line with
mine.

Cordlally yours,

THOMAS A. STAFFORD,

Ezecutive Secretary.
INSURANCE ECONOMICS

SOCIETY OF AMERICA,

Chicago, I., May 22, 1950.
Hon, Harry P, CalN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR SENATOR: I deeply appreclate the op-
portunity glven me in your letter of May 15,
1950, to express my views relative to H. R.
8000 and I am delighted to note your reaction
and your approach to the problem of old-age
survivors insurance.

You are to be congratulated upon your
forthright stand in this situaton and I am
pleased to give you my thoughts In an
attempt to solve a problem that requires an
immediate solution.

We should not expand the Social Security
Act now operating on a false basls until a
thorough study is made of the act since its
inception in 1935, What is needed is an
indepencent commission with authority and
with adequate funds to ascertaln the best
method for handling the problem of caring
for the Nation’s aged. Patching up the pres-
ent law Is not the answer.

I agree In your think realtive to an honest
pay-as-ygu-go system which could be kept
on a supportable basis, thereby keeping the
cost of social security before the people at
all times and not creating a further debt
to be passed on to future generations.

The Commission which you propose should
be composed of men of standing with no prior
connections with the Soclal Security Board,
In the past too many advlsory councils on
soclal security have been dominated by in-
dividuals committed to the continuation and
expansion of the act.

This matter 18 of vital importance to our
American way of life and I am delighted that
you will lead the way in correcting a plece
of legislatlon that has dangerous implica-
tions for the future of our country.

I hope you will be successful, and if I
can be of any help, please do not hesitate
to call on me.

Sincerely yours, '
E. H. O’'CONNOR,
Managing Director.
WizBoLDT STORES, INC,,
Chicago, 111, May 22, 1950.
Hon, HAsry P, CaIN,
Senate Office Building,
Wash(ng;on, D. C.

MY DEAR SENATOR: I am so Impressed with
the cogency of your arguments and the con-
clseness, as well as the completeness, of your
presentation that I am constralned to volun-
teer my views, even though you have not
asked for them.

By way of introduction and background, I
should like to state that I am now serving
my 5th year as chairman of the social se-
curity committee of the National Retail Dry
Goods Assoclation, and am also a member
of the soclal security committee of the
United States Chamber of Commerce. I have
given a great deal of study to soclal security
problems and, more recently, to H, R. 6000
itself and the significance of the changes
proposed therein,

Quite some time ago, I arrived at the same
conclusions you have so admirably set forth
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in your letter. In fact, at a meeting of the
directors of NRDGA held last January, I
argued at some length that the assoclation
should adopt these conclusions as its policy.
‘While many of those present agreed that such
& policy is the only logical conclusion, they
felt that the association could not publicly
take such a position without taking a poll
of its members and that extended education
must precede the taking of such a poll,

There 1s no question in my mind but that
you are on the right track. I sincerely hope
that the arguments of yourself and others
of a like mind may prevall and that the Con-
gress can be prevailed upon to authorize a
thorough study prior to adoption of any
amendments as contemplated by H. R. 6000.

May I have your permission to send coples
of your letter to the members of the NRDGA
social security committee, some 20 In nume-
ber? I think it would be- helpful in crystal-
1izing their thinking.

Sincerely yours,
A. RAY FINDLEY,
Vice President and Treasurer,

—

MASSACHUSETTS INDEMNITY
. INsUrRANCE Co.,
Boston, Muss., May 22, 1950,
Hon. HarRY P, CaIN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dzar SENATOR CAIN: My morning's mall
brought letters from Mr., Willlamson and
from Mr. Pauley, both referring to discus-
sions or correspondence with you about our
country’s social security structure. This is
just a note to express my strong agreement
with the proposition that an Independent
commission should welgh the faults of our
present structure against the desirability of
the type of immediate widespread minimum
coverage which has,been called “pay as you
go”. We have had studles of our social se-
curity system by able and disinterested men,
but unfortunately the value of thelr studies
1s clouded because they did not have the
services of a disinterested technical staff.
I feel that one of the greatest long-range
services that could be rendered to our coun-
try now would be the institution of such a
study with a proper independent staff, and
I hope that your efforts bear fruilt.

As a matter of possible interest I am en-
closing a copy of a statement submitted to
the Senate Finance Committee this spring.

Yours very truly,
JARVIS FARLEY,
Secretary and Actuary.
STATEMENT ON H. R. €000—ESOCIAL SECURITY
ACT AMENDMENT OF 1849
(By Jarvis Farley, Wellesley, Mass.)

My name is Jarvis Farley. I am an actu-
ary, living in Wellesley, Mass., and working
in Boston. I make no claim to being an
expert in soclal security matters, but my
work as an actuary has necessarily required
me to give more thought than the average
citizen to considerations of practice and of
principle with which soclal-security legisia-
tion must deal and has given me some appre-
ciation of the practlcal problems which must
be encountered in connection with the com-
plicated individual accounting structure of
our present social-security law. Although I
do not speak as an expert, therefore, I do
have some well-formed opinions which I
would like to express for your conslderation.

BASIC STATEMENT

Of those opinions there are two on which
I hold the strongest convictions and which
run directly counter to our present laws
and to this bill (H. R. 6000). One }s the con-
viction that to postpone the full cost and
Tull benefits of the social-security structure
for a full generation is unnecessary, unsound,
and dangerous, The second conviction 1is
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that the malntaining of individual accounts
for persons covered under the social-security
laws is unnecessary and constitutes an un-
justified and wasteful expense. I urge most
strongly, therefore, that your committee
study those aspects of the present law fully
and objectively before making any declsion
which would make a later correction of these
faults more difficult to accomplish,

In support of these opinions it is useful
t0 100Kk ut the reasons why our soclal-securlty
laws were first adopted. Each person Is ex-
posed during his life to the possible loss of
the income upon which he relles for the
means of living. Workers grow old or be-
come blind, wives are widowed, and children
are orphaned, and our Congress enacted leg-
islation with the goal of providing a min-
imum income for each of those conditlons,
Even If the present bill were enacted, how-
ever, our social-security structure would fall
far short of meeting that goal, partly be-
cause the full benefits of the law have been
postponed for a generatlon:- and partly bee
caure our accounting structure is 50 compli-
cated that 1t cannot provide wage records,

and therefore provides no assured beneflt,

for a large proportion of our population.

Why were the full benefits deferred for a
generation? A part of the redson lles in the
reserve concept of the original legislation,
It was thought then that the ultimate cost
to the participants would be reduced if there
were first developed a substantial reserve
whose Interest earnings could bear some of
the ultimate cost. Part of the reason was the
principle of individual equity—the concept
that the benefits to each individual should
reflect In some measure his personal con-
tributions, so that no one was to recelve
full ‘benefits unless he had been taxed for
his full working lifetime. And third, 1f we
are completely honest with ourselves I think
we must recognize that a part of the reason
for deferring the benefits was to postpone
the full cost of social security. It seemed
easler to accept the cost burden when the
first impact was relatively light, but the full
cost could not be posponed unless the bene-
fits were also postponed.

How valld are those reasons today?

The reserve principle has already heen
substantially discarded, and there {s no need
to repeat here the reasons why the concept
of reserves, so utterly essential to private
voluntary insurance, {8 a dangerous fiction
as originally adopted prior to the 1949 amrend-
ments.

The concept of individual equity—relating
benefits to contributions—undoubtedly has
political attraction. Individual equity is an
essential characteristic of voluntary, private
insurance operations, because in our demo-
cratic and competitive world insurance poll-
cles, like any other economic serivce, will be
‘bought only if the purchaser is satisfied that
he will get his money’s worth, In one sense
it i1s & high compliment to our private in-
surance companties that the sound principles
which they developed in their voluntary op-
erations were considered to be necessary in
the Government’s operations. The entire
soclal-security structure, however, is based
upon governmental compulsion, and, there-
fore, i1s subject to different concepts and re-
quirements from those which govern private
insurance. The Government can abandon
the principle of individual equity and pay
every aged or blind citizen and every widow
end orphan today at a unilform benefit rate.
Today’s beneficlaries would have pald much
less over the years than the beneficlaries a
generation from now; but that result, after
all, 1s only a speclal example of progressive
taxation. Our whole progressive income-tax
structure is an example of the Congress' will-
ingness to depart from principles of indi-
vidual equity when it feels that some greater
benefit can thereby be obtalned.
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‘The third reason for deferring benefits—
the postponement of cost~—has already served
its.baslc purpose. The social-securlty law
has been enacted and is widely accepted. It
is still politically attractive to contintue post-
poning the cost, but it 1s dangerously easy to
underestimate costs of the distant future.
It would be politically attractive and much
more realistic to pay now the level of bene-
fits which are provided for a generation from
now-—and to pay them to all aged, orphaned,
and widowed citizens, not only to those on
whose account there happens to be a wage
record, .

You have been urged to provide greater
benefits—sometime in the future—and to
levy taxes accordingly——also sometime in the
future. Opponents of the present bill have
sald that the ultimate cost of the proposed
benefits will be far greater than the pro-
ponents can visualize. In effect you are being
asked to enact a law which may be workable
it everything works out as its proponents
suggest, but which could be disastrous if the
passage of time shows that the opponents
were better prophets.

The key of your problem s uncertainty
as to the cost of what you are belng asked
to do. I suggest most strongly that the
solution of that problem is to make the cal-
culation as of today, not as of some date
many years from now. Give the benefits
now, give them to everybody now, and accept
the cost nmow. Give benefits which you are
sure, on the basis of present calculations, the
country can afford now, If experience proves
that the benefits you provide cost less than
we are prepared to pay, then extend the
benefits currently and accept the cost cure
rently; but base your actions and declsions
on present conditions—on what you can see
today, not on the unknown and unknowable
future. What looks llke a dilemma is really
an opportunity, a rare opportunity, to create
& sounder structure and provide greater ben-
efits by a single decislon.

Finally, if you provide a uniform benefit
plan you will make it unnecessary to keep
individual accounts. I don't know the.cost
of the present social security accounting es-
tablishment in Baltimore, but ‘it must be
tremendous; and yet the cost of the individ-
ual accounting system is not to be measured
solely In terms of the Government’s estab-
lishment. The greater part of the cost is

“borne by the employers of our country. May-
be you saw & while ago & cartoon which pic-
tured a small factory and beside it a large
office bullding labeled “Accounting Depart-
ment.” The cartoon exaggerated, of course,
but an important part of the cost of doing
business today lles in the reports and ac-
counts which the Government requlres for
each indlvidual employee. The cost ot
maintaining accounts of individual wage rec-
ords, essentlal under the present benefit
structure, would be quite unnecessary if a
uniform benefit were provided for every eli-
gible person. Thus the tremendous present
cost of individual accounting would be a
saving to credit, along with the saving from
present assistance payments, against the
Increased present cost of providing the bene-
fits now. -

‘This is not, of course, the first time these
ideas have been expressed. You have heard
them frequently from Mr. Willlamson, and
you are all familiar with the excellent state~
ment which Mr, Curtis appended to the
House report in connection with this bill. I
agree with their views, and I urge most
strongly and sincerely that before you make
any declsion on House bill No. 6000 you
cause t0 be made, by disinterested people, a
complete and objective study of the desira~
bility of accepting now the full cost of pay«-
ing benefits and of freeing the country from
the cost of the present indlvidual account-
ing system.
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Mr, CAIN., As I recall it was on the
12th day of May that the junior Senator
from Washington wrote an identical
letter to several hundred people through-
out the country who he had reason to
believe were authorities of one kind. or
another on the social-security question.
From perhaps as many as a hundred re-
plies I have selected 26, only because
they offer more in fewer words than do
the remainder of the letters. However,
the Senator from Washington wishes to
express his real appreciation to every-
one who was thoughtful and kind
encugh to write to him in reply to his
letter of May 12. I think the inclu-
sion of this group of 26 letters from
students of the social-security question
in America will complete the record on
the pending bill which the junior Senator
from Washington in all sincerity and
with a complete sense of humility has
attempted to establish. ‘Therefore I ask
unanimous consent that the 26 letters to
which I have referred may be printed in
the Recorp at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

WASHINGTON NATIONAL INSURANCE CoO.,
Evanston, 11, May 23, 1950,
Hon. HARrY P. CAIN, ‘
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEeAR SENATOR CAIN: Thank you very much
for writing me as you did on May 17 regard~
ing H. R. 6000. .

I agree with everything you say in your
letter. The present social-security law needs
a complete and thorough study and over=
hauling by experts in the field, including
actuaries, Such a study should investigate
the feasibllity of placing the law on a pay-
as-you-go basis. The members of any study
commiission should consist mostly of experts
otttside of the Government, so that the com-~
mission would not be controlled by experts
now employed in the Social Security Admine
istration.

The inequities as to bhenefits and taxes
whereby the young workers carry the burdens
of the older workers should be corrected and
such benefits and taxes kept t0 2 minimum to
encourage savings through private channels.

As a matter of fact, I personally feel that
compulsion of any kind is in the direction
of socialism, and all people should be en~
couraged to save through presently existing
private sources, such as banks, bullding and
loan associations, Government bond savings,
life insurance, etc. The Government should
step in only where the States fail, and then
only on the basis 0of a means or needs test.

The tax burden Is now so heavy that start
ing a new business Is often abandoned be-
cause of tax considerations. Reducing or
eliminating the soclal-security tax would be
& good place to start in taking the Govern-
ment out of business and reducing Govern=
ment personnel and record keeping and
taxes,” .

I feel as you do—that nothing should be
dane at all now and that H. R. 6000 should
not be passed. We hope that you can con-
vince the Senate that a thorough study
should be made instead.

If I can be of any assistance to you in any
way please let me know.

This Ietter is also written in behalf of Mr.
H. R. Kendall, chairman of the board of this
company, to whom you addressed & stmilar
letter,

Yours very truly,
R. J. WETTERLUND,
Vice President and General Counsel,
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HEALTH AND ACCIDENT
UNDERWRITERS CONFERENCE,
Chicago, I11., May 18, 1950.

Hon. HARRY P. CAIN,

The United States Senate,
Weashington, D. C.

DEear SEwNaTor CalN: I appreciate very
much the opportunity given me in your let-
ter of May 15, 1950, to express my views with
regard to the soclal security bill (H. R. 6000)
antl your approach to the whole problem of
old-age and survivors insurance.

Personally I agree 100 percent with your
approach to the problem, and while I cannot
speak for our 150 members, I belleve that
most of them would agree with you. I feel
that your letter is such an important con-
tribution to the subject that I am sending a
copy to each of our members. No doubt you
will hear from many of them.

You have evidently given this question an
unusual amount of thought and study, and
I want to commend your realistic and cour-
ageous approach to the difficult and compli-
cated problems involved in the care of the
aged regardless of any political conslderation.

While I have no doubt that the Senate
version will be an improvement over the
House bill, it will not even attempt to cure
the inequalitles, Injustices, and ocmlisslons of
the present law. Nelther will It get away
from the exceedingly cumbersome and ex-
pensive system of wage records, but will only
increase the size of that operation.

I agree with you that there should be a
complete overhauling of our whole old-age
insurance and assistance program, and that
it should be done now before more people
acquire more or less of a vested Interest.

‘ The Commission which you propose should
be composed of outstanding citlzens repre-
senting every important segment of our pop-
ulation which would have an interest In the
result of the investigation including general
business, insurance, and labor. They should
have a competent and Independent technical
staff, not dominated by any special interest,
and especially free from control or influence
of the personnel of the Soclal Security Ad-
ministration, who are the authors of the
present system and are committed to its
continuation and expansion.

The working out of the detalls and the
necessary legislation should, of course, aweit
the report of the proposed commission.

I hope that you will succeed in bringing
to pass the kind of lnvestigation you propose,
and if I can be of help to you ln any way, do
not hesitate to call upon me.

Sincerely yours,
C. O. PAULEY,
Managing Director,

WasHmGToN, D. C., May 18, 1950.
Hon. HARRY P, CaIN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Drar SENATOR CAIN: This 1s in response to
you letter of May 1l requesting my views
as to objectives, personnel, and methods
which mlght be followed by a commission
established to make a fundamental technical
study that can lead to a constructive redesign
of our soclal-securlty system.

You poilnt out some practical results of
the present “insurance” and *“assistance”
programs, particularly in thelr application
to today’s aged, and the importance of a basic
reappraisal and revision of soclal security
rather than merely amending these programs,

This need for a basic reappralsal is ape-
parent when we look back on what has hap-
pened 50 far in the development of the’social-
security programs, and especlally when we
appralse some of the unplanned results of
these programs.

1 feel certain that practically everyone who
has given serious thought to the problems of
soclal security has been profoundly troubled
by the trends away from the conception of
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individual and family responsibility.in the
decade and a half since the Soclal Security
Act was adopted.

GENESIS OF SOCIAL SECURITY

Most of us can recall the considerable de-
gree of economic distress leading to a series
of emergency measures during the depres-
sion, and to the eventual adoption of the
Social Security Act in 1835 on the principal
basis of its being a desirable alternative to
emergency rellef. It cannot be overlooked
that even at that time there was a school
of thought Interpreting the Social Security
Act as an officlal admission that individual
enterprise had falled as a method of achiev-
ing security, and that the Federal Govemn-
ment i5 obligated to underwrite the individ-
ual economic security of its citizens.

You wlill recall that there was a so-called
economic brief compiled at that time and
used before the Supreme Court in arguing
the ‘constitutionality of old-age and sur-
vivors’ insurance and unemployment com-
pensation. This brief consisted largely of
depression statistlcs selected to maintain a
thesis that a large portion of our popula-
tion are helpless pawns on the chessboard
of economic forces and cannot provide any
reasonable security for themselves or their
familles. The argument was that this situa-
tion was s0 typlcal of our citizenry and so
national In scope that destitution had be-
come a matter of natlonal concern justifying
action by Congress. Furthermore, the-brief
put forth the thesis that destitution was so
typical in the case of unemployment or at-
talnment of age 66 that benefits paid on a
presumption-of-need basis—that 1is, with-
out regard to the actual situation—were
Justified.

We have seen a rapid development of the
conception that benefit ‘payments are a
“right.” Some of these payments are now
called insurance, though, at the same time,
the contractual implications of the term are
disregarded in a demand for larger and
larger monthly amounts—particularly for
those whose income has been largest and

" whose presumptive need should be least.

We have also found an untenable distinc-
tion between the millions of our citizens who
have not been cavered under old-age and
survivors’ insurance and are receiving no
benefits and our fortunate aged who have
begn covered and can qualify for benefits
costing actuarially perhaps 20 times the
OASI taxes they have pald, Many of us have
been troubled by the propaganda that these
fortunate beneficlaries have paid for their
benefits,

You will also recall that in 1935, when the
Soclal Securlty Act was adopted, it was gen-
erally conceded that the filscal position of
the Federal Government was much better
than that of many State and local govern-
ments, and thus that it was expedient for
the Federal Government to participate by
way of Federal grants to the costs of State

. relief programs for the needy aged, for needy

children in broken homes, and for the needy
blind,

We have all observed that since that time
the relative fiscal positions of the Federal
Government and of State governments have
been almost reversed, and also that old-age
and survivors’ insurance now covers a
large part of the population, and that the
economic condition of the typical famlily
is not to be compared with a few years back.
‘The logic of the situation is that the needy
rolls should be much smaller and that Fed-
eral grants should be no longer required.
But, in fact, we find many more on the
needy rolls, greatly augmented Federal
grants, and pressure for bigger payments
under the present programs and for covering
disabillty and all medical care.

These Federal grants In essence represent
a compulsory transfer, though the exercise
of the general taxing power, of money from
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all of our citlzens to only some of them.,
The Federal grant program is supported by
general taxation. Human nature being what
it 1s, this is an Inherently dangerous pro-
cedure, tending to create a tremendous pres-
sure for more and more funds from recipi-
ents and prcspective recipients, while the
great mass of citizens are unaware of the
ultimate consequences of the system, and
consequently afford no present effective
checks and balances.

While obviously there is a justification
for making soclal-security payments under
some circumstances, just as obvlously pay-
ments should not be made without a clear-
cut justification,

PURPOSES OF COMMISSION

I should conceive It to be the function
and purpose of a soclal-security commission
to examine anew the broad problems of in-
dividual and family security, ascertain the
areas where private initiatlve and group ef-
fort are In fact tnadequate to afford oppor-
tunity for a reasonable security, and make
recommendations as to the extent and
through what mechanisms, Government
should supply benefits to the familles and
individuals concerned.

‘This is a herculean task, It involves the
employment of competent task forces to
gather various pertinent data to make cer-
tain that the factual basis of the commis=
ston’s conclusions is sound. It involves get-
ting at the actual current economlic facts of
life instead of relying on the selected depres-
sion statistics of the economic brief pre-
viously referred to.

There was no economic brief adverse to
this Government brief submitted to the
court, So far as I know, no such compre=
hensive compllation has since been made
and no attempt has besen made to explore
the soundness of the conclusions or the
valldity of the statistical data or methods
reflected in the brief. Thus acceptance of
the depression-born statistical conclusions
urged on the court has been by defauit, and
it is of basic importance that an up-to-date
unblased appraisal be substituted for the
old economic brief. Presumably there should
be a considerable difference in appropriate
soclal-security measures in an economy
where there is a widespread ability to achleve
individual security and In an economy where
there is no such ability. It Is thus of pri-
mary importance to examine into the original
factual and statistical basis of social security.

Perhaps the most important single func-
tion of the Comnhission itself as contrasted
with its technical stzff would be the formula-
tion and publication of a -soclal-security
philosophy, based on documented premises.
Quite probably the actual end result of such
an effort would be the formulation by face
tlons of the Commission of two or more
soclal-gecurity philosophies. I cannot be-
lleve 1t likely that,any clear-cut philosophy
could be developed to which all members
would subscribe. However, if opposing
philosophles are announced and speiled out
by factions of the Commission, this would be
a striking advance over the present situa-
tlon. At least the Congress and the people
would have two spelled-out philosophies pre=~
sented for thelr choice, and each philosophy
would be subjected to attack on any of its
vulnerable points.

Today we have only a kind of an un-
acknowledged officlal philesophy concerning
individual and state obligations. This of-
ficial philosophy 1s evidenced by officlal view-
points of the Federal Security Agency and
the Department of Labor, and these view-
points coincide for most practical purposes
with the viewpoints officlally expressed by
labor leaders. Both have issued an enor-
mous amount of propaganda to support thelr
conclusions.

Whlle a strong protest has been voiced to
some specific recommendations that have
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been predicated on this unadmitted official
philosophy, those disapproving, by and large,
have not presented arguments derived from
any clear-cut common philosophy.

It 1s important to the country that the
general philosophy supporting or opposing
any serles of recommended changes in soclal
security be clarified in terms of underlying
assumptions as to the rights and obligations
properly existing between the state and the
individusal, assumptions as to the individual’s
obligations and opportunities for working out
his own economle security, and the condl-
tions under which, and extent to which, his
personal welfare may ethically require a com-
pulsory transfer of purchasing power from
others.

‘We badly need, for example, & critlcal ex-
amination and appraisal of the philosophy
and assumptions underlying statements such
as the following, which was made at the
recent soclal-security hearings before the
Senate Pinance Commlittee: .

“The workers are insistent that they re-
ceive adequate benefits and additional types
of benefits not now included In the social=
gecurity law.”

- [ ] - » »

“Properly financed and administered, re-
tirement benefits are as much a c¢harge
against industry as depreciation of ma-
chinery or any other contingency that in-
dustry may provide for. ‘That the Govern-
ment has a like responsibility i1s also true.
In the instance of old-age and survivors in-
surance, the worker is willing and does make
his contribution, thereby sharing the cost
with the employer, who might well have to
meet it all, and with Government who meets
it in another form by taxation, referring of
course again to direct ald to the States and
so forth under the so-called old-age bene-
fit plans.”

SPECIFYING THE SCOPE OF COMMISSION’S WORK

It would seem to be of basic importance
that the Commission’s field of work should
be specified to be extremely broad. By im-
pHeation, at least, the work of the two ad-
visory councils appolnted by the Senate Fi-
nance Committee hags been essentially the
improvement of, and additions to, the pro-
grams provided for in the Soclal Security Act,

as contrasted with a basic reappraisal of the

problems of individual and family insecu-
rity. This was likewise true of the Ways and
Means Committee’s technical study. There
has also been, to put it mildly, resentment
in some quarters where the study overlapped
into areas covered by systems such as rall~
road, civil service, and military retirement
and veterans' benefits. The underlying
problems of security should mark the scope
of the study, and this requires an appraisal
of all the existing mechanisms, by whatever
name called, which affect the broad under-
lying problems of security.

In the opinion of many, there are funda-
mental differences in philosophy and prac-
tical justification of the various govern-
mental systems. Certainly, 1t 1s exceeding-
ly important that they all be appraised by
the Commission if it is to effectively survey
the underlying problems of security. It is
of general public importance that an im-
partial Commission get at the basic facts
and furnish the public with a comprehen-
sive description of each system, and of 1ts
purpose and Justification. The public
should know what each program s costing,
who 1s footing the bill, who are covered by
the system, and the effects of coverage. The
appraisal should not only cover the matter
of required contributions, if any, and po-
tential benefit amounts, but also cover mat-
ters such a3 certainty of protectlon, indi-~
vidual incentives toward thrift, and other
important consequences of each system,
Only through such a comprehensive over-
all factual study can there be an intelli-
zent appraisal of the underlylng problem
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of individual and family security, what Gove
ernment is doing about it, and what Govern-
ment should do about it.

‘The scope of the study must naturally go
Turther than an appralsal of what govern-
ment is doing in the field of security. For
the end. result of the study—what govern=
ment should do—requires dn appraisal also
of what individuals are doing, and what they
should be expected to do for their own se-
curity, through individual or nongovern-
mental group action. There has been a
great deal of ingenuity and effort given by
government to the development of facts
indicatlve of the shortcomings of free enter=
prise in providing securlty. It is equally
important that facts- be developed indlca-
tive of the limitations and consequences of
governmentally operated mechanisms de-
signed to provide security.

APPOINTMENT OF COMMISSION

It would seem to be of fundamental impor-
tance in establishing a commission that the
membership should be appointed on some
basis which would Insure that soclal-security
issues would not tend to be prejudged. As
it would be primarily & researcher and ad-
viser for the Congress, there is a strong
basis for its membership to be appointed by
congresslonal leaders. To insure at least a
bipartisan approach, I should suggest that
one-fourth of the members be nominated by
the President of the Senate, one-fourth by
the minority leader of the Senate, one«
fourth by the Speaker of the House, and
one-fourth by the minority leader of the
House.

Respectfully yours,
LEONARD J. CALHOUN,

—

THE SWARTWOUT Co.,
Cleveland, Ohio, May 23, 1950.
Hon. HArrY P. CAIN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeaAr SENATOR CAIN: It is an honor to be
included among those you have asked for
advice with respect to our- soclal-security
program,

While none of us here at Bwartwout are
experts in such matters, we have' a commu-~
nity of interest in the way we work together,
and an understanding of conditions which
affect our own and country’s welfare which
1s, I believe, definitely above the average.
So instead of glving you my own personal
answer, I gave your letter to Charles E.
Cooper, superintendent: Robert Boodman,
president of our local’ union; and Edward
Sadar, who I1s a member of the executive
board and one of the stewards of the union.
The union is afillated with Mechancls Ed-
ucational Soclety of America.

After ell had read your letter, we met and
discussed the problem thoroughly. The
following represents our carefully considered
opinlon, based upon the belief that the com-
mon-sense principles to which we must ad-
here In our business if we are to survive,
should also be practiced In any national
program:

1. Old-age benefits should be applied alike
to every person who has reached the stipu-
lated age. There Is manifestly nothing either
fair or sensible about including some and
excluding others. We would not differen-
tlate between those who are very well off
fiinancially, those who are modestly fixed,
and others less fortunate, Nor would we
require anyone to etop work in order to
qualify. Each time elaborate conditions are
set up, there must be an Increase in the
army of clerks and statisticlans to check
and recheck all of the data. It should be &
comparatively simple matter to satisfactorily
prove one’s age, and then devise & means to
stop the payment with death.

2. The amount of the old-age benefit is
exceedingly important. It should be great
enough to make certaln that life can be
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sustaihied with some simple comforts, and
without the recipient becoming & burden
upon relatives and friends, insofar as the
bare necessities of life go. But in no case
should the amount be great enough to en-
courage people to draw old-age benefits
rather than working when they are perfectly
able to do so. Of course, it 1s easier sald
than done to state these basic considerations
for selection of an amount for old-age bene-
fits, We realize that the amount necessary
to support a person in one part of the coun-
try 1s much less than in another part of the
country; also, that the matter of health has
mtuch to do with it. We would be inclined
to make the amount large enough to sus-
taln a person in the more expensive areas
and not worry about the excess of payment
in the less expensive areas because the
money would be spent anyway and add to
the general activity of business. The great-
est hazard to be avolded is having the
amount great enough to lead many people
to draw old-age benefits rather than work.

3. We would put the whole payment on
a pay-as-you-go basls. There are at least
two basic defects in the present method. In
the first place, the idea that there are true
credits to everyone who ls making & contri-
bution is fictitious. Inasmuch as the col-
lectlons have been put into Government
bonds, which we owe to ourselves, and which
must ultimately be retired through taxatlon,
1t simply means that we, collectively, have
spent the money that has been collected
and are going to have to produce it all over
again in sufficlent amount te pay benefits.
So it seems to us a lot more sensible to
admit that we are really on a pay-as-you-go
basis, and set up & minimum amount of cash
which must be maintained at all times to
cover variations in collections as compared
with payments, but not go beyond that. It
does not seem to us that it should be con-
sidered as Insurance in the usual sense be-
cause the only Insurance is our earning
ability to earn and pay the necessary amount
when the time comes.

In the second place, when collections are
made as at present and credited to the Indi-
viduals, there is a tremendous amount of
work that must be done by the employer.
This costs money and involves a lot of peo-
ple who are not producing the things and
services we all want. On top of that, when
these figures come into Washington, another
army of thousands of people must handle
them and sort them out, again with a great
waste of human effort, On top of that, 1f
we are to include everybody under the pres-
ent plan, Imagine the dificulty of reporting
on some small percent of pay all the laun-
dresses and people In domestle service who
are mot in any way connected with a cor-
poration that has adequate bookkeeping
facilitiés,

4. This brings us to the matter of collec-
tions. As {t is both lmpractical and very
expensive to go on as at present, we suggest
the money be collected by taxation in a way
which will eventually come out of everyone’s
income. While we, who derive our own earn-
ings from the success of the Swartwout Co.,
are not particularly anxious to saddle taxes
on corporations, 1t would seem as though &
specific part of the income tax on corpora-
tions might be devoted to that purpose. Ob-
viously, the taxes pald by corporations must,
in the long run, be Included in the selling
prices of the products. Since nearly every
article and every service we all buy i1s manu-
factured or provided through the efforts of
corporations, it would seem that s tax
arrived at in this way would ultimately be
paid by all of us pretty much in proportion
to the money we spend, which is in turn re-
lated to our income.

5. We would then do the entire' admin.
istration job through the States. The sole
function of the Federal Government would
be to see that there was & uniform law which
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did truly apply to every single citizen who
had reached the qualifylng age, and then
collect the money and distribute it to the
States. It would take a very small office force
cn the part of the Federal Government to do
this Jjob. The distribution to the States
would, perforce, be in proportion to the need
of the States, which would, in turn, be based
upon certified statements each year as to
the number of people qualified to receive
old-age benefits in each State. We would
go farther than that, and carry that respon-
sibility fer a certified list of qualified citizens
down to the smallest community within the
State. It would be the Job, for example, of
the Government in the village in which I
reside, to recelve and check applications, and
then furnish such a list to the State. It
would cost very little to do this and the State,
on its part, would also have a relatively small
clerical job to maintaln such checks as were
needed upon the rellability of the local lists,
and then pay out the money according to
those lists.

6. Finally, so that everyone could under-
stand exactly what was going on, and be
able to recognize objectionable practices if
they crept in, we would like to see the Fed-
-eral Governinent publish an annual finane
clal statement. Our first thoughts aré that
such a statement would show, on one sheet
and with respect to all of the States in the
United States, the following information:

(a) Number of qualified reciplents as of
the year end.

(b) Estimated percent of population rep-
resented by these recipients.

(c) Dollars pald to the recipients.

(d) Dollars received from the States.

(e) State administrative costs, including
local municlpalities,

(1) Percent of State administrative cost to
the payments made by the State,

(g) Total Federal administrative cost.

(h) ‘Percent of Federal administrative cost
to either the money pald out or money re-
celved. .

(1) Total dollars pald out.

(J) Total dollars received.

(k) Balance in fund,

(1) Tax rate for current year.

(m) Proposed tax rate for next year.

With this information avallable, reason-
ably promptly after the year end (and it
should be & simple thing to provide that),
the working and cost of this old-age benefit
plan could be very plain to anyone.

In order to meintain the minimum cash
balance necessary in the fund, the rate ot
taxation should be varled every year, This
again, it seems to us, would be a very simple
thing to figure, and one that would be easlly
understood by everyone.

Again we want to thank you for your
courtesy In asking our judgment in this mat-
ter. We are vitally interested, all of us. The
group in our company consists of 250 people
in shop and office, and we do about §2,500,000
worth of business each year, in the indus~
trial equipment field. We also share in the
profits of our business., We want to keep
on doing that, and we want to do it in a way
which will be better and better for us, and
better and better for everyone else, and at
the same time with a minimum of hardship
when our folks or others reach the age when
they ere no longer able to work.

Sincerely yours,
D. K. SWARTWOUT,
President,

CAMBRIDGE, Mass., Mey 16, 1950.
Senator HARRY P. CAIN,

DeAR SENATOR: I have not made a de-
teiled study of H. R. 6000. However, I have
read the bill which Congressman KENNEDY
sent me several weeks ago at my request.

I am very strongly opposed to H. R. 6000
for the following reasons:

1, Oaly a comprehensive actuarial study
can provide a reasonably rellable estimate
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of the future annual disbursements under
the bill. However, it is obvious to me as an
actuary, that ultimately the annual dis-
bursements will require tax revenues equal
to at least 8 percent of the payrolls of all
persons eligible to recelve benefits, and that
rossibly the disbursements will require ul-
timately, annual revenues equal to as much
16 or 20 percent of such payrolls.

A bill requiring such enormous revenues
for its maintenance should not be enacted
until actuarial estimates of cost, based ubon
adequate study, have been made; and, out-
standing economists, using such estimates,
have expressed thelir opinions as to the effect
of such a program and its cost upon the
welfare of the American people.

Without such prior actuarizl and eco-
nomic ffudy, enactment of H. R. 6000 may
readily be found in practice to be an actual
serlous ultimate detriment to the American
people, instead of a boon.

2. The bill does not provide death and old-
age econcmic protection for 100 percent of
the American people but Is applicable only
to certaln portions of the people—perhaps
40 to 80 percent. Many classes of low- and
medium-income people whose economic
need and moral claim to such protection are
equally as great are excluded from the bene-
fits. However, they are not excluded from
the expenses. Either directly through taxa-
tion to make up ultimately the difference
between the dlsbursementis and revenues
provided in the bill,; or, indirectly through
the increase in the cost of consumer goods
that necessarily results from the bill, these
excluded people will contribute to pay the
costs. H. R. 6000 does broaden the base to
cover many groups that are not within the
benefit provisions of the present soclal-se-
curity laws., It would not be dificult to
devise a revised, and, I belleve, a more
equitable law that would cover all of the
people who have need for such protection
and who have an equally valid moral claim
for it.

I strongly recommend:

(A) Rejection of H. R. 6000,

(B) Appointment of a senatorial or con-
gressional committee with power to employ
actuerial and economic experts, to make a
comprehensive study with the ald of such
experts, and prepare a bill that will provide
death and old-age protection on an eco-
nomic-needs basls for all American citizens
and lifetime residents of the country.

Very sincerely yours,
R . E. H, HezreTT,
Fellow of the Society of Actuaries.
— L]
TRE DALY TRIBUNE,

Royal Oak, Mich., Moy 18, 1950.
Hon. Harey P. CAIN,

United States Senate,
Washington, D. C,

Dear MR. CAIN: Your realistic letter ubout
the social-security bill (H. R. 6000) and the
soclal-securlty situation In general is a most
encouraging exhibitlon of common sense,
That you cannot go along with the highly
deceptive proposal now before Congress Is a
tribute to both your honesty and your cour-
age.

Describing our.present social-security sys-
tem as Insurance is a swindle which our citi-
zens who are now 20, 30, or 40 years of age
will wake up to some day. I belleve my own
feeling on this matter is much the same as
yours; that no amount of wishing to help
others, no emotional mouthing of high-
sounding phrases, will set aside the estaba
lished laws of arithmetic. Two plus two plus
two always makKes six, whether it refers to
plain, single dollars or to billlons.

My own inquiries disclose the astonishing
fact that the average citlzen thinks our pres-
ent soclal-security system is a scientifically
planned way of insurance; that the workers
of this country (those now covered) and
thelr employers are actually piling up suffi-
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cient funds to care for future payments.
There is almost no appreciation of a factor
pointed cut in your letter—that stozgap,
old+age acsistance is not gradually diminich-
Ing but is actually expanding at an “unbe-
lievable rate,

Certainly a completely independent in-
vestigation of our whole sccial-security pro-
gram Is urgently demanded. Such an in-
quiry should be conducted by a ccmmission
with a definite mincrity membership of
Government officlals or employees. Szt scme
real insurance actuaries and socme trained
financial men to work to analyzs this situa-
tlon just as Dun & Dradstrest would look
into the financial standing of a corporation
or individual.

Let us do everythirg possible to install and
maintain a scclal-security program that will
be thoroughly understocd by our citizens
and that will have a chance of doing what
it is suppesed to do.

I am enclosing coples of three columns I
have written for our newspager (circulation,
23,184) on sccial securlty. There is always
the risk of oversimplifying the situation or
particular phases cf it, but in writing for
dalily newspaper publication one must al-
ways take that chance. So I try in each in-
stance to pound on one point of the problem,
for the sake of emphasis and (I hope) cleri-
fication.

Congratulations again on the-intelligence
and forthrightness you are displaying on this
vital matter.

Sincerely yours,
FLOYD J, MILLER,
President.

P, 8.~I am taking the liberty of sending
a copy of this letter to our Senators from
Michigan and to GeozGe A, Dondzro, the Rep-
resentative in Congress from this district.

. J. M,

ILLINoIS MUTUAL CAsuarTY Co.,
Pzoria, Ill., May 18, 1950.
Hon. Harry P. CaIN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR CaAIN: It Is my understanding
that you contemplate leading the floor fight
against H. R. 6000.

Even though it i1s my understanding that
the Senate EFinance Committee has made
some changes in this bill, in my oplnion
there should not be any extension of soclal
security until such time as a falr and im-
partal commission has had an opportunlty
to make a survey of what 1s necessary.
Therefore, I welcome your opposition to thls
blll, and wish you every success.

Sincerely yours,
E. A. McCorb,
President.
PROVIDENT LIFE & ACCIDENT
INsurRaNCE Co.,
Chattanooga, Tenn., May 18, 1950.
Hon. Hasry P, CalN,
Sencte Office Building,
Washington, D. C.
- My DEAR BENATOR: Your letter of May 18
1s most encouraging.

I hope sincerely that we may scon have
& thorough and fundamental review of social
securlty. It is preferable that this study
precede any revision ot the present act, but
1t will still be needed even it the bill reported
out yesterday becomes a law,

The study commission should weigh the
relative responsibilities to be assumed by
the community, the individual and his em-
ployer. It should develcp an orderly method
to discharge the community part of the re-
sponsibllity. This needs to be well within
our power to pay and must leave & sufficlent
incentive to thrift,

The answer will be futile unless it can
command broad public support. For that
reason I would like to see the commission
include men with experience is legislation.
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It should also enlist economists, tax speclals
ists, and actuaries.

The commission should have a sufficlent
operating budget that it can retain inde-
pendent speciallsts and thus secure informa-
tion from all pertinent sources.

SBincerely,
K. B, Preer,
Fellow of the Soclety of Actuaries.

THE MUTUAL LIFE INSURANCE
Co. orF NEw YoOmK,
New York, N, Y., May 22, 1950,
Hon. Harry P. CaIN,
Committee on Public Works,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR Caimn: Thank you for your
letter regarding social security legislation.,

I agree with what you have to say about
soclal security generally and the pending
legislation in particular. In fact I believe
that there is a very strong feeling among
actuaries who have taken a special Interest
in social insurance, that the system should
properly be placed on & current cost-current
benefit basis. I am entirely in accord with
the ldea that a fundamental technieal
study—objective and nonpolitical—is need-
ed for our soclal security system.

You are no doubt familiar with the recent
testimony before the Senate Committee on
Finance. A number of insurance men in-
cluding actuaries contributed to this testi-
mony,

You will find an ardent supporter of your
views in one of our leading actuaries, Mr.
W. R. Willlamson. He was at one time
actuarial consultant to the Soclal Security
Board and has studied both our own soclal
insurance system and those of other coun-
tries. I mentlon him in particular because
he lves In Washington and would, I am
sure, be glad to help you in any way he can,

If I can be of any further help, please let
me know.

Cordlally,
Lerer CrUESS.

—

AMERICAN COLLYGE OF SURGEONS,
Chicago, 1., May 16, 1950.
The Honorable HARrY P. CAIN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DeEAr SENaTOR CAIN: I agree in principle
with everything you say in your letter of
May 12. One unfortunate result of the poli~
cies pursued by the Federal Government
since March 4, 1933 is the almost complete
eradication of thrift among our people. Gov-~
ernment paternallsm has been one factor and
excessive taxation another,

There is no doubt but that the rapid aging
of our population has created a problem—
a problem which will grow for at least a
few years. Reluctance of business and in-
dustry to employ people over 45 years of age
has accentuated this problem,

The plain truth is that we are now headed
for, if not actually in, an economy in which,
as my good friend Frank Dickenson likes to
say, the old people are climbing plggy-back
upon the young and riding to the grave.
This adds to the difficulty of young people
being thrifty.

There 1s not the slightest doubt but that
the entire social-security program is in great
need of study and reevaluation before it is
expanded. A commission, made up of the
type of people you describe, would be the
only body which could produce a sound
study. This should be made up of econo-
mists, physicians interested in the care of
the aged, and what might be called citizens
of the natlonal community. FProfessional
welfare workers would be a menace. The
commission could obtain all of the technical
assistance needed and it is not necessary to
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Include techniclans in its membership. The
greatest need 1is for an honest actuarial study
of the situation—mnot the kind that is con-
stantly being made by the Federal Securlty
Administration.

I feel sure that every American who wants
to keep this country a land ‘of opportunity
will support you wholeheartedly in your
effort,

Sincerely yours,
Pavur R. HAWLEY, M. D,
The Director,

THE MUTUAL BENEFIT LIFE INSURANCE CoO.,
Newark, N. J., May 19, 1950.
Hon. HArrY P. CAIN,
United States Senate,
Commitiee on Public Works,
Washington, D. C.

My Desr SENATOR: Your letter of May 16
about H. R, 6000 and about the deliberations
of the Senate Finance Committee in con-
nection therewlith Interested me greatly,

When H. R. €000 was under conslderation,
I sent to several Members of the House of
Representatives the enclosed letter, marked
“A” In the upper right-hand corner. Inci-
dentally, when this came to the attention of
Representative RoBeERT W, KEAN, he sent me
a copy of Report No. 1300 of the House of
Representatives, Elghty-first Congress, first
session, which contains a report of a minor-
ity committee, of which Representative Rean
was & member. No doubt this document has
come to your attention.

When the amendments to the Soclal Se-
curity Act were being discussed in the Sen-
ate, I sent to each of our New Jersey Sena-
tors & memorandum, & copy of which is en=
closed and is marked “B” in the upper right=
hand corner,”

These will indicate to some extent my our-
rent thinking on this important topiec.

My suggestion of the omission of the year-
1y increase in the benefit for each year of
coverage (the so-called increment) is in har-

.mony with the polnt expressed in the para-
graph at the top of the second page of your
letter.

In fact, I am becoming more strongly of
the oplnion that a straight pay-as-you-go
plan would have much to commend it, not
the least of the advantages being the abllity
to abandon the complicated and huge mass
of records established and maintained in
the Baltlmore bureau to implement the
terms of the act. Procedures which are
sound and, in fact, essential in the operation
‘of prlvate insurance and annuity plans are
not necessarily most sultable for public

»plans, and the management of the latter.

must be regarded in very broad terms.

The suggestion in the second paragraph
of your letter that the matter be placed in
the hands of a competent commission seems
to be timely and llkely to produce useful
results.

Yours very truly,
JoHN 8. THOMPSON.
THE VOLUNTEER STATE LIFE

Insurance Co.,

Chattanooga, Tenn., May 17, 1950.
Hon. HARRY P. CalN,
Senate Office Building,

Washingion, D. C.

Dear SENATOR Camv: I am in thorough
sympathy with the views expressed in your
May 11 letter.

You ask that I write you about the objec«
tives, the personnel, and the method of study
that might be pursued by an independent
commission on soclal securlty.

The objective 1s to obtaln a workable sys-
tem. It should have a minimum of admin-
istrative cost and bureaucracy. Clearly, it
must be adjusted to the economic strength of
the country. We should give an assurance
of basic security to widows with children, to
orphans, and to the aged. Equally, we must
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not destroy the incentive to save. This sys-
tem should be separate from relief, The
Federal Government should get out of the
old age assistance programs of the individual
States. Any systern supported by taxes
should aim to provide a floor of protection.
It should avegld discrimination. It will not
take the place of employer plans because the
problem of retiring the older workers at a
pension which will look reasonable to them
and their fellow workers will remain.

As regards personnel of such a commise
sion, Mr. W, R, Willlamson (statement, Jane
uary 30, 1950,. before Senate Finance Com-
mittee) has listed tax men, business econo=~
mists, financial men, demographers, and ac-
tuarles as typlfying the thorough professional
approach which should be given, and I would
agree. It s important that the study should
be In the hands of non-Government men,
Also, sufficlent time should be given for an
edequate study; Mr. Hoover sald a year,

If, as you say, men of standing—Inde-
pendent, competent, and informed in this
area, are secured for thls commission then
they and thelr leader will probably be most
competent to outline the methods to be
followed. I think the principal members,
of whatever profession or calling, should In-
clude the whole study as thelr field but each
group should do the specialized work for
which the membera are best fitted, For ex-
ample, I would expect that the group of
actuarles on the commission would be par=

* ticularly concerned with what level of bene-
fits at what starting age can be provided
by what tax.

I thank you for witing me and giving me
an opportunity to comment on this matter of
such vital importance. Unfortunately, due
to the railroad strike or other reason, I did
not recelve your letter till yesterday and
I hope you may get this In time for your
purpose.

- Slncerely yours,
A. E. ARCHIBALD,
CALIFORNIA~WESTERN STATES
Lire INSURANCE Co.,
Sacramento, Calif., May 18, 1950,
Senator Harry P. CAIN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

My DEAR SENATOR CAIN: Your letter of May
12 In regard to socfal-security bill (H. R,
6000) was recelved,

I find myself of the same opinion as you
express in your letter.,

The Federal participation in provliding
benefits for old people on a means test rellef
basis is very wrong in my opinion. If it is

-not stopped it will ultimately annihilate
the regular soctal security old age plan.

I do not regard myself as having enough

. Information to criticize the present social=
security benefits, but I heartily agree with
the thought that something like the Hoover
Commission should study them and make
recommendations. I think such a commis=
slon might well include such men as Rein=
hard A. Hohaus, actuary of the Metropolitan
Life Insurance Co. Y have followed his re-
ports and discussions of the social-security
Program for many years and regard him as
well informed, sound, capable, and, I believe,
in a position where he can be free to view
the subject from the standpoint of the in-
terest of the public and the Federal Govern=
ment.

I would also suggest the name of Willlam
Rulon Williamson as a member of the ac-
tuarial fraternity, who is capable and ine
tensely Interested in the soclal-security pro-
gram. If You are not in touch with him,
you should most certainly appeal to him.
His address {s: W. Rulon Willlamson, senior
actuarial consultant, the Wyatt Co., 8400
Falrhill Drive, Washington 20, D, C.

Sineerely yours,
Marcus GUNN,
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AID ASSOCIATION FOR LUTHERANS,
Appleton, Wis., May 19, 1950.
Hon. HarryY P, CAIN,
United States Senate,
* Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR CAIN: It Was a pleasure and
a very gratifylng experience to receive your
letter of May 16, I am pleased to know that
there are those In the Senate, such as your=
self, who are becoming increasingly conscious
of the real implication contained in H. R.
6000.

I have, with great interest, followed the
development of the soclal-security legisla-"
tion and particularly the progress of the
efforts of the present Soclal Security Admin-
istration to obtain revisions in the present
act which can only break down further our
system of free enterprise and the noncollec-
tivist way of life.

I completely agree with Senfitor Tarr and
many others who are finally realizing that
the word “insurance” is very improperly used
when referring to any benefits under the
Social Security Act, Our soclal security pro-
gram is not insurance at ali. When stripped
of its ramifications it is only a program
which gives benefits to certain groups who
qualify under the terms of the act. The pro-
gram is supported by taxes also levied against
certain groups, but there 1s no retationship
between the taxes and the benefits, Such an
arrangement 1s completely foreign to the
true concept of insurance,

I am glad to know that you have concluded
that you cannot vote for the bill containing
the provisions of H. R. 6000. I believe that
you are completely sound in urging that the
soclal-security establishment be 1left as it
is, pending a thorough completely independ-
ent Investigation and overhauling. I believe
you are also completely right in your state-
ment that patching up unworkable social-
security programs is bound to create more
mealadjustments than it cures.

I would urge you to fight hard for the es-
tablishment of some sort of Hoover Commis-
sion that would undertake the study along
the lines which you have in mind. There
are men of standing—Iindependent; compe-
tent, and informed in this area who could
help in this task, There are not so many
as there should be, The field of social insur-
ance, and all phases related thereto, is com-
paratively new and the problems involved are
so vast that few competent minds have been
developed which understand the real prob-
lems, Men like M. Albert Linton, president
of the Provident Mutual Life Insurance Co.,
Philadelphia; R. A, Hohaus, actuary of the
Metropolitan Life Insurance Co.; and W. R.
Willlamson, consulting actuary of Wash-
ington, D. C,, are men who, in my opinion,
really understand the ramifications of a
social-security system, not only from the
actuarial standpoeint, but from the economic,
soclal, and political standpoints as well. N

As to the method of study that might be
pursued by such a commission, I fear I have
1ittle to offer. It would, however, seem to me
that whatever our eventual soclal-security
system should develop into, it should be
based on a policy and objectives which are
completely nonpolitical, Thls is perhaps the
greatest obstruction in obtaining an ade-
quate study at this time. In the 15 years
since soclal security was first spread across
our Federal statutes, we have learned much
which was not avallable at the time the So-
clal Security Act of 1935 and the 1939 amend-
ment were passed. I believe that the knowl-
edge gained during that time has not been
used adequately in the development of H. R.
6000,

The results of soclal-gecurity systems on
the Federal Government level thiroughout
the world are certainly not compeatible with
the free-enterprise system which we so highly
prize in our country. Real factual and com-
petent anczlyses of all of these systems should
be inciuded in any study forming the basis
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of a recommendation for change in our 50~
clal-security system.

Incidentally, I have noticed that just thls
week the Senate Finance Committee has ap~
proved a modification of H. R, 6000. The
newspapers did not carry what I belleve to be
the major modification; namely, the provi-
slons for kenefits in the event of permanent
and total disability. It Is my understanding
that the Senate committee eliminated that
provision, and I am certainly glad to know
that they did that much. In my opinlon,
1f the provision for permanent and total dis-
abllity were to be included in any revision at
this time, it would be a great mistake, The
fnclusion of disability benefits brings an en-
tirely new concept, entirely new adminlistra-
tive problems into & system which is already
suffering from unworkable provisions. If the
Senate committee did not eliminate the per-
mranent and total disability provisions, this
bill should be defeated on that score alone,
in my opinion.

I am sending a copy of this-letter to the
two Senators from Wisconsin, If, In addi-
tton thereto, you would care to glve me the
names of other Senators who might be In-
fluenced by similar letters, I would be pleased
to write them also.

Very truly yours,
WALTER L. RUGLAND,
Actuary, Fellow of the Society of
Actuaries.
BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE
FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM,
Washington, May 19, 1950.
Hon, HArRY P. CAIN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My Drar Harry: Your letter of May 16, un-
fortunately, catches me in preparation for a
brief western trip, and, therefore, I am un-
able to give you all of the help which you ask.

I am gratified, however, to find that the
conclusion to which you have come on the
soclal-security program 1is so much in line
with my own thinking, Your thought that
what is needed at this time is a thorough and
independent restudy and assessment of the
whole problem of social security is one in
which I strongly concur. It Is indeed impor=-
tant to oppose the pending social-security
bitl and to urge as an alternative the ap-
polntment -of a commission along the lines
of the Hoover idea.

At this time I am not In a position to com-
ment on the matter of the personnel and
method of study that might be pursued by
such a commission, I do feel, however, that
a study and review commission, If provided
for, should be composed of men who are s0-
clally and economically liberal, but definitely
sound in their monetary and fiscal views. It
ought to be possible to find men of standing
and competence who have these qualifica-
tions. Given a commission of this type,
adequately staffed with techniclans of broad
training and experience in the fleld, I am
confident that appropriate methods of in-
quiry and study will be developed.

You may be interested in some views on
our social-security problem which I expressed
in a recent speech. I quote them In full:

“Regarding social security, let me say at
the outset that I think this is a field in which
a great deal can be done to provide for a more
stable expansion of consumer expenditures,
which would help to bring about a more bal=
anced increase in capital expenditures. But
1If we want such a soclal-security system we
will have to change our whole approach to
the subjsct.

“In the first place, 1t must be a Federal
Government program and it must be greatly
expanded in scope from the one that 1s in
existence today. The Government should
underwrite and guarantee for all of ita citi-
gzens unemployment Iincome, _education,
health, and old-age security up to its ability
to pay for such benefits and at the same time
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maintalning a climate that would produce
sufficient savings and incentives to provide
needed productive facilities for an increasing
standard of llving and an increasing popula-
tion. By doing this, the Government would
assure a basic level of purchasing power in
the economy that would provide a certaln
market for a substantlal skare of the com-
modities and services produced by our ine
dustry and agriculture.

“Secondly, the social security benefits
should be pald for currently out of general
tax recelpts. They should not be financed
out of payroll tax receipts that have been
accumulated over time In a large reserve
fund. Payroll taxes are too heavy a burden
directly on consumption and Indirectly on
investment and are therefore undesirable
when what we need in the long run is in-
creased private consumption and investment.
Reserve funds have to find lodgment in Gov-
ernment obligations, the proceeds from
which must be spent to pay for Government
deficits or to retire other outstanding obli-
gations,

“These ldeas on Federal soclal securlty are
by no means radical. I should like to quote
from an editorial published In the New York
Herald Tribune on March 2:

“ ‘What our soclal security system démands
today is not a mere expansion of the existing
structure; it demands first of all a thorough
restudy of the problem and revision of that
structure if 1t is to have any chance of carry-
;ng lt::e much vaster needs now contemplated
or it.

**‘The system was set up in 1636. Thirteen
Years’ experlence has established beyond seri-
ous question the principle of national and
public responsibility for providing security
against the hazards of old age and depend-
ence; the same experience has at the same
time led powerfully to the conclusion that
the system was not well designed, that 1t is
extravagantly wasteful, and in an important
sense & virtual fallure,

- . L] -« L L

*'It is impossible for such a plan to offer
any Insurance against changing price levels
and particularly so when the very operation
of the plan can have its inflatlonary effect.
It cannot in any real sense save up through
& reserve fund, when Government bonds are
the only possible investment for the fund
and its only “earnings” are those provided
by the taxpayers who meet the interest on
the bonds. However, the financing may
be juggled, the provision for old age i3 a
current cost on the community, coming in
any given year out of the current production,
and it is already an urgent question whether
a frank shift to a current cost or pay-as=-
you-go system would not yield a structure
far more economical, more equitable, more
adequate to current needs and offering much
more genuine security for the citizen's future
than the present one.’ ’

“I could not state my views on the soclal-
security question more simply and directly
than the editors of the New York Herald
Tribune have done in that editorial,

“As g final point on soclal security, I should
like to say that I think the recent growth in
private pension funds is a very undesirable
long-run economic¢ development. I am
opposed to this development primarily be-
cause I feel that tle growth of these funds
will tend to affect the functioning of the
economy adversely in two important ways.
They will result in the further accumula-
tion .of funds in reserves seeking low risk
investment opportunities. This encourages
Government deficits to provide securlties to
absorb accumulating reserves., They wlll also
result in some redistribution of income from
low to higher income groups., Thls will come
about because the financing of private pen-
sion funds will increase the prices of goods
and services that are purchased in the main
by the low-Income groups. The pensions will
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be pald, on the other hand, only to a few
selected and relatively well-pald groups of
executives and Industrial workers.

“I am also opposed to the development of
private pension funds on other economis
grounds. They will dlscriminate agalnst
small companies, for only large companies
can afford them. The growth of private pen-
sion funds will make It even more difficult
for small businesses to survive in a world of
industrial glants. Private pension funds will
also greatly inhibit the mobility of labor
from one firm to another for workers will be
extremely reluctant to forfeit the pension
rights they have bullt up. 'They will also
probably lead fo discrimination agalnst
older workers, for employers will hesitate to
employ people near the retirement age.”

You will gather from these paragraphs that
I am in full agreement with you that the
matter of soclal security 1a one of “vital im-
portance to the preservation of our system
of free enterprise and the noncollectivist way
of life.”

Please be assured cf my every encourage=
ment to your effort to correct basic errors.
If I can be of further help in this matter,
please do not hesitate to ¢all on me,

Sincerely yours,
M. 5. EccLES.

THE WyATT CO.,
Chicago, Ill., May 15, 1950.
The Honorable HARRY P. CAIN,
Committee on Public Works,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My DEAR SENATOR CAIN: The matter cov-
ered by your letter of May 12 is most timely,
and I am pleased to offer a few views on the
soclal-security legislation mnow pending,
These comments follow the points brought
out In yur letter and will necessarily be brief.

First of all, I agree that a thorough review
by en Independent commission formed of ex-
perts in various flelds (among others: soclal
insurance, economics, law, finance, and ac-
tuarlal science) s essential to the construc-
tion of a sound program, The present meth-
od of separating old-age benefits between
Insurance and assistance 1s little short of
ridiculous, In my opinion, and merely af-
fords an excuse for poorly concelved and
loosely administered rellef programs by the
States. Furthermore, it appears that ad-
ministrative difficulties in the way of univer-
sal OASI coverage are more fancled than real,
and result from thinking which 1is restricted
to the framéwork of the present law. That
old-age benefits might well be provided on a
different basis seems never to have occurred
to many advocates of H. R. 6000.

Unless a suitable method of adminlstering
universal old-age benefits 1s devised, and
unless the total present burden s properly
related to soclal-security taxes on a pay-as-
you-go basls, we are going to be faced with
pubiic misunderstanding of the true costs
and many unsound proposals for increased
henefits, I believe In getting the OASI pay-
ments up and the assistance payments down,
as soon as possible.

Like you, I am opposed to the keeping of
detalled wage records to determine benefits,
and belleve that soclal benefits, belng in the
nature of subsistence, are properly divorced
from the concept of Individual equity—the
range in possible benefits under the present
law, according to earnings level, 1s quite nar-
row already, and hardly justifies the detailed
record-keeping—a proper flat benefit under
present conditions might be between $50 and
875 a month. Iikewise, for receipt of benea
fit, consideration might be given to an age
condition alone, although 1t might be desir=
able to deny benefits to anyone who has not
filed a personal income-tax return for a
specified minimum pericd of years—such
return possibly including a speclal lne for

the soclal-security tax.

-A change in the qualifications es indicated
should silence the schemes for stamp books
and other complicated edministrative pro-
cedures, as well as Induce greater honesty
in the submission of tax returns. In con-
nection with the latter, assuming that a
simple method could be found to corre-
late information between the Treasury De-
partment and the Social Security Board,
there would be no objection to scallng the
benefits over a& moderate range, according to
income reported in the return. This feature
might, however, have to be omitted entirely.

Because of the future load on productive
workers to carry the old-age pensioners, I
am not sure that I favor automatic payment
regardless of earnings status, even though
this would slmplify’ the administration.
Particularly, I do not think it wise to con-
template age 65 as the automatic age at
which payments are to begln, whether or
not an employee continues to work, since it
may well become necessary or deslrable to
retire the average employee at a later age in
the future,

I look forward to hearing of your success
in furthering this important project.

Sincerely yours,
FRANK L. GRIFFIN, Jr.,
Vice President and Actuary.

Jorn Hawncocrk MuTuaL
Lire INSURANCE CoO.,
Boston, Mass., May 19, 1950.
Hon. HAReY P, CaiNy
Member, United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear SENATOrR Camn: I was very much
interested in the comments in your letter of
May 12 with reference to H. R, 6000 and the
social-security problems related thereto. It
is easy to understand why you have con-
cluded that you cannot vote for the provi-
slons embodied In H. R. 6000 nor in the
forthcoming Senate version thereof and why
you are urging instead that ‘“the social-secu-
rity establishment be left as it is pending
a thorough and completely independent
investigation and overhauling.”

In particular, you question the necessity
of the dual system of Federal old-age assist
ance and old-age and survivors insurance;
you favor a pay-ag-you-go system with age
as probably the only qualification; you favor
providing a reasonable floor of pension bene~
fit which would leave room for personal
thrift to make up the balance; and you favor
retaining the present taxable maximum of
$3,000 of annual earnings.

You have asked my views on this ques-
tion, including *“the objectives, the per-
sonnel, and the method of study that might
be pursued” by the speclal commission which
you have In mind,

In reply I am pleased to state that I share
with you your general apprehension about
our soclal-security program as it now stands
and that H. R. 6000 1s not the way to solve
the problem.

1. I agree with you that there Is no justi-
fication for permanently continuing the pres-
ent dual system of Federal old-age asslstance
and old-age and survivors insurance. The
question of abandoning the Federal assist-
ance program and the means by which this
is accomplished, Is a subject requiring very
serious consideration.

2. I would place more emphasls on the
pay-as-you-go system and would favor a
relinquishment of the present deferred-
benefit system, which by its nature implies
the accumulation of reserves.

In this connection, you may be interested
to know that in 1944 and 1945 I was a mem-
ber of a special legislative commission ap-
pointed to study the retirement systems of
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and its
political subdivislons. This commission
recommended the use of a nonreserve basis
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as far as public funds are involved, the ane
nual appropriation by the appropriate gov-
ernmental unit of the share of the total pen-
sions to be pald from public funds, and the
very gradual release of reserve funds previ-
ously eccumulated under predecessor sys-
tems, as they become needed to partially off-
set the rising costs due to increasing pension
loads. This recommendation was adopted
and the anticipated beneficial results are
belng slowly realized.

3. The objectives of the contemplated
study might include such toplics as—

(a) The extenslon of the eoclal-security
system to cover the milllons of people now
excluded. This phase of the study should
include not only the question of including
in the system more groups presently em-
ployed, but also the present retired aged
in the population who are not under bene-
fit In the old-age and survivors insurance
program. This phase of the study would de-
pend partly on the solution to the problem
in the next following item.

{b) Conslderation of the problem of re-
moving the Federal Government from the
asslstance field by bringing all, or substanti-
ally all, the present aged into immediate
benefit and by removing all Federal assist-
ance to the States, leaving to the States or
munlicipalities the entire problem of ald to
any persons not covered, or not “amply
enough covered, by the old-age and survivors
Insurance system.

(c) Consideration of the respective merits
of varlous types of benefit formulas, the de-
gree to which such formulas should depend
upon wages earned prior to recelpt ot bene-
fit, and the associated problem of the ad-
ministrative costs of maintalning wage
records.

(d) Retentlon of the provision for lump-
sum beneflts only In cases where no other
benefits become payable.

(e) Reconsideration of the schedule for
increasing payroll taxes in the light of the
program finally adopted.

(1) Increase from 8156 to 850 a month in
the amount of earnings permitted without
loss of soclal-security benefit (no limit after
age 70).

(g) Study of proper integration of private

pension plans and soclal-security benefits,
' In this connectlon it will be difficult, if not
unwise, because of serious overlapping, to
extend soclal-security benefits to various
classes of public employees already amply
provided for under pension plans supported
in large part by public funds at State and
municipal levels, as well as at Federal levels.
In the case of pension plans epplicable to
nonpublic employees, benefits may be ad-
Justed relatively easily to reflect those avail-
able under the soclal-security program.’
This 1s not the case with plans covering pub-
lc employees since such plans arise from
special legislation, the amending of which
is difficult to accomplish.

(h) Encouragement for extenslon of pri-
vate contributory pension plans to supple-
ment the floor of coverage provided by soclala
security benefits.

(1) Question of enforced retirement at age
65 of employees who are able to stay in
employment.

(J) Employment opportunities tor elderly
people.

(k) Problems Iinvolved in the care and
housing of the aged.

(1) Consideratlon of the governmental
level at which the problems in (J) and (k)
are to be handled.

(m) Inadvisability of providing for & sys=
tem of total and permanent disabllity bene-
fits on a Federal basis, and the advisability
of handling such benefits, if at all, at a
State or local level, possibly on the basis of &
means test.

4. As to the personnel of such a com-
mission, I assume above all that it should
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be nonpartisan and that it should include
representatives from the flelds of industry,
labor, farming, medicine, soclal services, and
insurance. The representative organizations
.Tunctioning in these flelds can furnish you
with the names of suitable and qualified
representatives. For the life-insurance in-
dustry, I would suggest you communicate
with Mr. Bruce E. Shepherd, manager, Life
Insurance Assoclation of America, 488 Madi-
son Avenue, New York 22, N. ¥,

5. I would urge you to refer to the papers
on Soclal Budgeting developed by Mr. W. R.
Williamson, at present a consulting actuary
residing in Washington, which outline a
solution to our present social-security dif-
ficulties. I refer you also to the speech of
the Honorable CARL T. CURTIs, of Nebraska,
in the House of Representatives on October
4, 1949, with which you are undoubtedly
familiar. I belleve, also, that the writings on
this subject by the two actuaries, Mr. R. A.
Hohaus and Mr, M. A, Linton, would be
valuable, As you mey know, the former is
an actuary connected with the Metropolitan
Life Insurance Co, and the latter s also an
actuary, serving as president of the Provident
Mutual Life Insurance Co.

8. As to the method of approach, I assume
that this would consist of a period of inten-
sive study by the special commission, fol-
Iowed by public hearings. In this connec-
tion, I would call your attention to the
recent study made by the Brookings Institu-
tion in connection with soclal-security prob-
lems. Undoubtedly such a commission
should seek the advice of experts in the vari-
ous fields to which the problems are closely
related,

In closing, I would like to stress abouve all
that any reviSlon of benefits under our
soclal-gecurity system should not elevate
such benefits above a reasonable maximum
floor level and that ample room should re-
main for additional benefits to be provided
above such level through regular employee
and employer pension schemes and other
vehlicles designed to encourage and stimulate
individual ‘effort.

I trust that you will find these comments
of help to you In your investigation of this
very important problem,

Sincerely yours,
b A. GROUT,
Vice President and Actuary,

Bankers Lrre Co.,
Des Moines, lowa, May 18, 1850,
Benator HarrY P, CaIN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR: It was a pleasure to recelve
your letter in regard to the soclal security
bill (H. R. 6000). The bill In its original
form seemed to me to go too far and I am
giad that the Senate committee has taken
out some of the features from the original
bill.

It may be that this bill has gone so far
through the legislative process that it is not
possible to postpone consideration of it, but,
of course, that is in the hands of Senators
and Congressmen,

I sincerely hope that before any more tin=-
kering 1s done with the Soclal Security Act,
Corngress will appoint a broad committee
which will study not only the Soclal Security
Act, but the whole broad problem of social
benefits which at present are covered in
many different acts. When we deal with
the whole problem plecemeal we are very
apt to find overlapping benefits, omissions,
conflicting doctrines, and many other things
of that sort. -

In a pioneer society the people upon whom
misfortunes like disabllity, unemployment,
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the declining powers of old age, blindness,
ete., do not starve but In varlous ways they
are taken care of by soclety, either in the
form of relatives, local authorities, charities,
or by government. In all such cases, these
unfortunates recelve a basic minimum
amount from such sources. It must be
remembered however, that all such amounts
spent for adult unfortunates as well as the
amounts spent to ralse our children to the
age when they go to work must be provided
from the national Income of those who are at
work, and by those, I mean Individuals es
well as the legal entities we call corporations,

In our more complex civillzatlon, the doc-
trine has arisen that these people and chil«
dren tmust be taken care of by a more cen-
tralized body than in the ploneer soclety,
and consequently, we have the Soclal Se-
curity Act, unemployment insurance, ald for
children, and blind and other retirement acts.
The benefits under all these plans just as In
the pioneer soclety must come out of the
national income of individuals and corpo-
rations. It is most important that we keep
this iIn mind and that we do not raise the
benefits of any of these various plans to a
figure that makes the whole cost too much of
a drain on the sources of contributions. It
is, therefore, vitally important that we sur-
vey the whole picture as one unit instead
of, as T have already mentioned, tinkering
with first one plece and then another plece.

Now to return to the Social Securlty Acy
{tself, Back in 1935, 1t was most unfortunate
that the Insurance idea used in individual
annuities and penslon plans got mixed up
with the Government’s plan. A governmen-
tal, compulsory plan is entirely different
from the usual insurance plans because the
Government has the power of compulsion,
In a private plan, since there is no compul-
slon, it would be quite the natural thing in
human nature to postpone buying insurance
until one is 111 and to postpone buying an
annuity until one is about to retire. We
have seen the troubles of assessment com-
paniles which had no power of compulsion,
It 15 for this fundamental reason that all in-
surance plans require the accumulation of
reserves, When one comes, however, to gov=
ernmental plans with the power of compel-
ling people to join, we can very well use a
pay-as-you-go system or one that 1s prace
tically that. The insurance concept in the
original Soclal Security Act has led us Into
all sorts of novelties stich as taking care of
those already old in a different manner to
those In the plan. This other plan, old-age
assistance, has not worked out at all as it
was originally thought and instead, it 1s
growing rapldly while the Insurance soclal
securlty concept 1s growing slowly.

The whole question 1s a very involved one,
I hope that I am not boring you with s few
of my thoughts. I sincerely hope that Con-
gress will take its time to look thoroughly
into the over-all problem and that it will
appolnt & broad committee who will carefully
conslder the whole problem of social bene«
fits and all 1ts ramifications and study the
road In which we are golng. I firmly belleve
that if this is done, we will clearly under-
stand and be able to plan for methods of taks
ing care of unfortunate people in our sys-
tem of free enterprise but we must approach
the problem with our eyes open or we may
very well find ourselves with a system that
has all the glittering promises that are held
out by collectivist systems of the world
which in reality are & cloak for-slavery.

I hope owr paths cross some day before
long 50 we may chat at greater length than
is possible in a letter.

With best wishes,

Sincerely yours,
E. M, McCoNNEY, President.
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COLUNMBIA UNIVERSITY
IN THE CITY oF NEwW YORK,
New York, N. Y., May 18, 1950.
Hon. HARRY P. CAIN,
Committee on Public Works,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.
DeAp SENATOR CAIN: In response¢ to your
letter of the 11th of May concerning social
security legislation, I quite agree with you
that a thorough and completely independent
investigation is required of our soclal securi-
ty program. Also, I am favorably disposed
toward & pay-as-you-go system with the
retirement payments linked to a payroll tax.
The commission selected to study the so-
clal security program, should be nonparti-
san, nonpolitical, and composed of highly
qualified experts. Such men, I feel certaln
could be obtained from universities and alsc
from the business world. Time will be re.
quired for such an investigation in order tha:
the report may be searchingly thorough. A
hazardous guess is It would take at least
year from the time the committee 1s ap-
pointed before the report is completed.
I appreclate your letter and would be hap-
Py to be of any assistance I can.
Sincerely yours,
B. H. BECKWORTH,
Professor of Banking.

Grour HosPITAL SERVICE, INcC,
Wilmington, Del., May 22, 1850,
Hon. Harry P. CaiN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR CAIN: I was extremely in.
terested In your letter of May 13, setting
forth your views on the present soclal se
curity program and your thoughts concern-
ing the need for a change in our thinking
concerning such legisiation. I agree with you
in the points you covered in your letter.

‘To confuse old-age assistance and old-age
and survivors benefits with lnsurance as is
ordinarily construed to-cover other hazards
is fundamentally wrong. In my opinion the
setting up of a so-called insurance fund to
cover a situation which, while remote, never-
theless is predictable Insofar as we know that
1t 1s golng to develop and only unpredictable
insofar as we cannot now assess its magni-
tude, s overly optimistic thinking. Why we
should not, as you suggested, adopt a realistic
and practical approach to this problem by
putting it on a “pay-as-you-go system” 1
cannot understand, unless it is because of
the fact- that the magic In the use of the
word “insurance” insures the sale of the ides
to the American people.

Everything contained in your descriptlon
of the system as you visualize it I personally
feel Is logical and practicable. Certainly it
would have the effect of placing squarely be-
fore the people the question of whether ot
not they wanted to embark on such a pro-
gram, and from time to time would serve tc
remind them, at the time of the budget for
the forthcoming year, of the Iinevitably
mounting costs of such a program even or
the conservative basls on which you outlinec
it. Actually, such a program, as I see it
would be no more than a universally admin-
istered rellet fund, offered without the neces-
eity of a means test.

I have given relatively little thinking to the
subject of exactly how this program might
be Investigated, but it would seem to me
that as a matter of course a commission es-
tablished for this purpose would need to rely
heavily on the services of population expert:
as well as actuarles and experienced statis
ticlans, I have no doubt that in many in
surance companies &s well as in a number o
universities there are men of this ability whe
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yould be competent to view this problem in
«n objective and dispassionate manner, A
:ommission embarking on such a study
‘hould hope to arrive at a reasonable compu-
atlon of the year to year cost to this country
‘or the kind of program you outline at some
late in the future, for example, 1960, with
Jternative costs based on greater or less
»enefits. Such a group should recognize the
allibility of putting these costs on anything
»ut a percentage basls or in some terms
ghich would make the cost understandable
n terms of future inflation. For example,
»ur recent upswing in pension demands is a
obering reminder of the fact that sums set
side for old-age benefits today may prove
o be entirely Inadequate in the “expanding
iconomy” era of the future. Mere dollars
et aside, therefore, are likely to constitute
| poor yardstick of actual cost to the Nation
is compared to some other method of ex-
ression.

It would seem to me that the first field of
xploration on the part of such a commis-
ion as you suggest should be an attempt at
n honest appraisal of the amount the Amer-
can people are willing and able to contribute
o such a program, on the assumption that
t will be applied currently to the entire
opulation over a certaln specified age. Thls,
think, should be a matter more for the un-
iased interviewer than for the social worker
r social planner who would be apt to begin
uch an undertaking with very preconceived
deas as to public desires, both as to the re-
eipt of funds and the expenditure of them.

Fundamentally, of course, such & survey
hould be made by a bipartisan group, not
ddicted to any specific program but suffi-
iently consclious of the need for some rea-
onable and intelligent assistance. I think
hat such men can and should be found,

I hesitate to write on a subject on which

[ am comparatively uninformed and have
jeveloped 1deas only as a sort of bystander
‘n the field of soclal insurance. I am really
regretful that more specific plans and ideas
as to the personnel which might implement
such a study are not within my grasp, but
[ want you to be assured that I thoroughly
:oncur in your feelings and would willlngly
nelp In any way that I can to bring about the
approach you so ably recommend.

I should like to suggest that Mr, Allen B.
Thompson, vice president and actuary of
-he Assoclated Hosplital Service of New York,
Vew York City, from hils wide experience in
:he Blue Cross and Blue Shield field, and Mr.
Viax 8. Bell, vice president of Continental
American Life Insurance Co., Wilmington,
Del., might offer you some worth-while sug-
sestions.

Sincerely,
H. V. MAYEEE,
Managing Director.

WOODMEN ACCIDENT CO.,
Lincoln, Nebr.,, May 22, 1950,
Senator HARRY P. CAIN,
Senate Office Building,
Washingion, D. C.

DEear SENATOR CAIN: Thank you for writing
me as you did on May 15 regarding the social-
security bill, H. R. 6000, on which a report
will shortly be rendered by the Senate Fi-
nance Committee. We have followed the
ievelopment of this legislation both in the
House and during the hearings before the
Jenate Finance Commlittee and are in com-
slete accord with your conclusion that H. R.
3000, if passed or enacted with the amend-
mnents proposed by the Senate Flnance Com-
nittee, would constitute nothing more nor
less than a perpetuation of the unsound
existent system. You are undoubtedly fa-

miliar with the minority report of Repre-.

sentative Carn CurTis, who 15 a member of
:he House Ways and Means Committee. Mr,
JURTIS represents the First Nebraska District
ind I am one of his constituents. I am in
somplete accord with Mr. CurTis’ conclusion

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

and the position which Senator ButrEr, of
Nebraska, has taken in regard to this legis-
lation.

You have summarized the situation, as I
see 1t, when you state that “patching up
the present unworkable social-security pro-
gram will create more maladjustments than
it cures.” If we accept the notion that the
Government must provide some beneflits for
the aged and the indigent, certainly coms
mon sense dictates that the whole social-
security situation be surveyed in an objective
manner by people who can bring a disin-
terested point of view to bear on the problem.
As you well know, it Is most unilikely that
such objectivity can be found in the Federal
security agencles. I heartily endorse the
study that you propose. I hope that Cone
gress in 1ts good judgment will vote such a
survey and will delay taking any actlon on
amending the present system until the re-
sults of such a study are avallable, I be-
lieve that competent personnel who do not
have an ax to grind can be found to conduct
such a study. Their objectives should be
to determine to, what extent the Government
should accept responsibility for the aged,
the orphaned, and the widowed, and by
what means provision can be made for them.
Certainly in a time when the economy of
the country is strained by the necessity of
carrying on a cold war it is folly to heap
additional heavy burdens upon the taxpayer
in order to indulge in reckless soclal experi-
mentation. You are to be congratulated
upon your courage in taking the position
that you have in this matter.

Cordlally yours,
E. J. FAULKNER,
President.

—

THE NATIONAL UNDERWRITER Co.,
Chicago, Ill., May 22, 1950,
Senator HARRY P. CAIN,
United States Senate,
Committee on Public Works,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear SENATOR CAmN: For a variety of
personal and business reasons, I have not
been able to give the kind of attention-to
replying to your May 11 letter propounding
goclal security (uestions that it deserves.

I am complimented by your inquiry and
I only wish that I could offer some helpful
suggestions., In general I find that I con-
cur in your thesls and especlally do favor
the idea of a thoroughgoing study of the
whole =soclal security system and theory.
There 1s, I belleve, no urgency for legisla-
tion today; there are no great and reasons
able wants that cry for satisfactlon at this
moment. Moreover as time goes on, the
evidence of experience may point strongly in
one direction or another. Hence the kind
of study that you envisage can be afforded
and would be a wise plan.

The make~up of the commission would be

ell-important. It could very well embrace
men with capaclty to understand the whole
of a problem and with intuitive and im-
aginative qualities, but who have not been
deeply involved with soclal security mat-
ters. If would presumably be necessary to
include individuals representing various ele-
ments of the population and with conslder-’
able soclal security background. But to get
together simply a group of men who have
been more or less living with this problem
for the past 10 or 15 years, I think would
accomplish little.
+ Necessarily these men have developed at-
titudes that are more or less frozen and
they may have & record of consistency to
maintain, they may cling to answers that
were good on the evidence of 10 years ago
but are questionable today. What would be
good would be a balance between men
steeped in this thing and men with the
capacity to come to grips with such a monu-
mental problem but without serious prior
exposure to it.
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While T do not have any specific names
to suggest, 1t oceurs to me that the places
to look for those with the desired endow-
ments are on the bench, among churchmen
and college presidents (perhaps freshly re-
tired), I think I would depart from your
specifications as to the type of commissioner
wanted to the extent of deemphasizing “in-
formed in this area” at least insofar as some
of the members are concerned. It is my ob-
gservation that the best informed in this area
are the most dogmatic, the least disposed to
take a fresh look, to permit factors other
than those to which they are wedded to cir-
culate in their consclousness, That 18 en«
tirely human and natural and a product of
age. I remember that advisers In setting
up the system originally In 1935, very short-
ly saw the mistake of too slavish copying of
the private insurance reserve principle in
the fleld of public pensions, and they had not
become too brittle to change direction. To-
day that same group, I think could hardly
be expected to read the sighs so clearly and
change direction so readily. These informed
men would bring attitudes, facts, opinlons,
background and history to the council table,
but it seems to me that there is a place for
men who can evaluate ali this welter of view-
point, who can see a problem, simplify it,
project the answers into the future and come
forth with a crystal clear analysis,

Your letter is proof of your statesmanlike
approach to this bewlldering problem and it
deserves a far more penetrating reply than
I have been able to give. It is perfectly clear
that there are no absolute principles in this
fleld that are clearly apparent today and you
are most assuredly on firm ground in ad-
vocating as today’s step, a superior type of
study.

You have my very best wishes.

Faithfully yours,
LEVERING CARTWRIGHT,
SEATTLE, WASH., May 22, 1950,
Hon. HarrY P. Caln,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My DeArR SENATOR CAIN: It 18 encouraging
to know that you have given such serious
conslderation to the character of our present
soclal-security legislation and the various
proposals to amend it. I find myself in com-
plete agreement with your position, both
with respect to the discriminations involved
iIn our present soclal-security system and
with respect to the folly of attempting to
cure these discriminations by & patch-work
Job such as 18 praposed by H. R. 6000.

It seems to me that the fundamental mis-
conception involved In the present soclal-
security leglislation is the idea that John Doe
Citizen 1is saving through social-security
taxes some money which will help him take
care of his old age. What John Doe Citizen
needs to understand is that the gocial-secu-
rity taXes which he now pays are used for
current Government expenses, Including
payments to those who are now eligible for
soclal-security benefits. In turn, John Doe
Citizen will get his soclal-security benefits,
not from what he has saved during his work-
ing years, but from taxes paid by John Doe,
Jr.,, and other taxpayers of future years.
What he receives will not bear any relation-
ship to what he paid In taxes.

The soclal-security law was originally con=~
ceived a8 a law which would provide sub~
sistence benefits and the dollar benefits now
in the law were determined in the light of
the purchasing power of the dollar in 1939.
As the value of our dollar changes, we can
expect the amount of benefit to be changed
from time to time so that it will continue to
provide subsistence benefits, It is apparent
that in the long run the benefit that John
Doe Citizen will get will be much more de-~
pendent upon the changing value of our
currency than upon John Doe’s wage record.

It is wasteful, and therefore it is stupld, to
bulld up a cumbersome record of wages for
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the milllons of citizens who have come under
the soclal-security system, Because the value

of the dollar is not a fixed but a changeable .

thing, most of the wage records which have
been accumulated will ultimately be useless.

It i1s foolish to bulld up two systems of
providing subsistence benefits for older citi~
gens; one which we call assistance, and give
only to those who can prove that they are
in need, the other we call insurance, because
those who are in the Insured group have pald
a special tax. The contradictions of the dual
system are pointed up by the fact that many
persons eligible for the insurance benefit
clalm the assistance benefit because ft 1s
greater.

When it comes to speclfic suggestions as
to personnel I naturally think first of those
in my own profession who have been cone
cerned with the technical problems of in-
surance, annuities, and pensions. I would
particularly suggest the following:

W. R. Willlamson, 3400 Fairhill Drive,
‘Washington, D. C. Mr. Willlamson was acs
tuarial consultant for the Soclal Security
Board during the first 10 years that this law
has been in effect. He has probably given
more serious thought to the fundamental
problems of this law than any other man In
this country. He is currently senlor actuar-
fal consultant to the Wyatt Co., a firm of
consulting actuarles and pension consult-~
ants.

Joseph B. Maclean, Yarmouth Port, Mass,
Mr. Maclean was formerly vice president and
actuary of Mutual Life Insurance Co. of New
‘York and is a past president of the Actuarial
Society. He Is the author of the well-known
reference book Life Insurance. While Mr.
Maclean Is now retired he is carrylng on
an independent consulting practice and is
& man of considerable vigor and exceptional
competence,

‘Thomas A. Phillips, chairman of the board,
Minnesota Mutual Life Insurance Co., St.
Paul, Minn., Mr, Phillips is a past president
of the American Institute of Actuaries. I
belleve that his present company duties are
such that he can spend a considerable
amount of time on a project such as the
one we are now talking about.

‘The following men are all of outstanding
competence in the professional field and
have given considerable attention to social
gecurity problems. However, most of them
have substantial executive and administra-
tive responsibilities in their companies and
it might be difficult for them {o arrange to
devote the proper amount of time to such
& commission as you propose:

Edmund M. McConney, president, Bankers
Life Co., Des Moines, Iowa. Mr, McConney
18 now president of the Society of Actuaries.
(This is the main professional body repre=-
senting life insurance actuaries on this con~
tinent and was organlzed last year as a con~
solidation of the Actuarial Society and the
American Institute of Aétuaries.)

R. D. Murphy, executive vice president and
actuary, Equitable Life Assurance Soclety
of New York and a former president of the
Actuarial Soclety.

M. Albert Linton, president, Provident Mu-
tual Life Insurance Co., Philadelphia, Pa.,
and a former president of the Actuarial So-
clety.

R. A. Hohaus, actuary, Metropolitan Life
Insurance Co., New York, N. Y., and a former
president of the American Institute of Ac-
tuaries. .,

A. J. McAndless, president, Lincoln Na-
tional Life Insurance Co., Fort Wayne, Ind,,
and a past president of the American Insti-
tute of Actuarles.

Henry Beers, vice president, Aetns Life
Insurance Co., Hartford, Conn.

Ronald G. Stagg, president, Northwestern
National Life Insurance Co., Minneapolls,
Minn., and vice president of the Society of
Actuaries.

Clarence Tookey, actuarial vice president,
Occidental Life Insurance Co, of Californla,
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Los Angeles, Calif., and vice president of the
Boclety of Actuarles,

What I have sald above merely repeats
thoughts which obviously have occurred to
you and to other legislatora who have bothe
ered to look behind the form of our present
soclal-securlty laws to their substance. The
arguments for a thoroughgolng revision of
those laws have been forcibly set forth by
Representative Carn Curtis in his minority
report on H. R. 6000.

You have asked for my views on the ob-
Jectives, personnel and method of study
which might be employed by a commission
to make a fundamental study of the social
security program. The problems that such
a commission would have to face would be
very broad and I have not had an opportunity
to glve the matter much thought. However,
for what they are worth, here are some views
on the subject:

OBJECTIVES

The assignment of this problem to & com-
mission should make it clear that the funda-
mental objective of the present social secu-
rity system, namely, the provision of an eco-
nomic floor of protection for all citizens of
the Nation, is to be preserved. However, the
Commigsion should be empowered to explore
possible alternative systems for acomplishing
this objective. The Commission’s work
should include the following:

1. It should examine the present system
from the standpoint of the abllity of the
Nation to carry out in the future the prom-
ises which the soclal securlty legislation
makes to our citizens today;

2. It should examine the relationship be-
tween the old-age insurance program and
the old-age assistance program, with par«
ticular reference to the equity or Inequity
of treatment of cltizens in different classes,
such as the present aged who are eligible
only for old-age assistance benefits, the pres-
ent aged who are eligible only for some old-
age insurance benefits, those who are eligible
for either, and those who are not eligible
for either one, the self-employed, the worker
who shifts from covered employment to un-
covered employment, or the reverse, and
finally the employed taxpayer in uncovered
employment;

8. If the Commission finds the present sys-
tem to be defective or inadequate it should
be authorized to recommend whatever re-
visions it finds most appropriate.

METHOD AND PERSONNEL

Such a commission should be composed
of persons whose training and ablility are
such that their recommendations can be ex-
pected to be satlsfactory to all political fac.
tlons. This is perhaps an ideal which can-
not be attalned in our present political at
mosphere. Nonetheless, ' the Commission
should be composed primarily of persons who
will seek and accept facts regardless of
whether or not they agree with their pree
concelved ideas, and who will form inde-
pendent judgments from those facts. It
should contaln persons who would command
the confldence and the respect of the leaders
of both major parties. It should have a
staff drawn from sources outside the Soclal
Security Adminlstretion but this staff should
have the power to call upon staff of the
Bocial Security Administration for any ase
sistance or information.

I assume that any such commlssion should
have representatives from other flelds in-
cluding educators, scientists, businessmen,
and labor leaders, perhaps eéven some econ-
omists. TYou are probably much better
equipped than I to suggest names of people
in these fields who would be suitable and
avatlable.

There 13 an ever-widening realization of
the unsatisfactory character of our present
social-securlty legislation and a commission
such as you suggest could be very valuable
in hastening the day when the necessary
fundamental revisions will be made, If there
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is anything which I can do to be helpful to
you in your efforts to thig end, please feel
free to call on me.
Sincerely,
‘WENDELL A. MILLIMAN,
Consulting Actuary.

—

SOUTHWESTERN LIFE INSURANCE CO.,
Dallas, Tex., May 23, 1950.
The Honorable Harry P. CaIn,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C,

My DEAR SENATOR: I feel greatly honored
that you should write to me as you did on
the 11th of May. There was some delay in
the mailing of your letter because it was not
recelved In Dallas until the 18th.

For your convenience I recite my profes-
sional qualifications. I became a fellow of
the Faculty of Actuaries of Scotland by ex-
aminetion in the year 1808. I am a pasb
president of the American Institute of Actu-
arles.

I am very sympathetic to your proposal
that the mrost important subject of social ee«
curity should be exhaustively investigated by
an independent committee. If such a come
mittee Is organized I think it would be most
appropriate to call upon the president of the
Soclety of Actuaries for recommendation of
such members of that soclety as, In the opin-
fon of the president, are experienced and
capable of cooperation on a matter of great
national interest.

Personally I am sympathetic to soclal se~
curity. I favor the establishment of soclal
security on a pay-as-you-go basls. I recom-
mend that basls because it will avold the
accumulation of great reservoirs of caplital
which would inevitably beconre the target
for attack.

It 1z manifest that without in any way
destroylng the individnual initiative that
has made the United States of America &
great country, there is a place for minimum
benefits established by the Federal Govern-
ment. I draw your particular attention to
the fact that I say “minimum benefits.” We
should not be unmindful of the great prog-
ress that has taken place In recent years in
public health, surgical skill, and medical care.
These changes have promoted & vast increase
in the expectation of life.

As 8 result of the great change that has
taken place In the expectation of life there
is a growing disproportion between retired
workers and productive workers. Care
should be taken that we do not saddle in-
dustry and the productive worker with =
burden that many years from now might
compel a retreat that would be deeply em-~
barrassing to the Federal Government.

I am Indeed sympathetic to your com-
ment on old-age assistance within the seve
eral States supported by Federal subsidles,

» Sincerely yours,
ARTHUR COBURN,
Vice President.
LIBERTY LIFE AND ACCIDENT ASSOCIATION,
Muskegon, Mich., May 22, 1950,
Hon. HAREY P. CAIN,
The Unitéd States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR CAIN: I have before me &
copy of the letter which you addressed to
Mr. C. O. Pauley, managing director, Health
and Accident Underwriters Conference,
under date of May 16, 1950. As & profes-
sfonal actuary and as a private citizen, I
am tremendously pleased to learn of your
critically intelligent attitude on the above
legislation,

Just as long as we have the present frame-
work of the scociel-security system under
vhich new promises of increased henefite—
always on a deferred basis—we will be draw-
ing closer and closer to ultimate disillusion.
ment under which those have contrlbuted
the most will receive the greatest disap-
pointment,
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I do wish I knew of some way to express
my feelings on this subject more eflectively
so that as a Nation we would face the prob-
lem of care for the aged on a basls that
would be economically sound and stable.

Respectfully yours,
W. H. MAcCURDY,
Vice President and Secretary.
west NEwTON, MAsS., May 15, 1950,
Senator HaRRY P. CAIN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR CAIN: Thank you very much
for your letter of May 12.

There is enclosed herewith a copy of &
letter which I wrote to Senators LOUGE and
SALTONSTALL in regard to H. R. 6000. ‘You
will note that my views correspond almost
exactly with yours.

There is also enclosed a copy of a letter
which I sent to Senators LODGE, SALTON-
sTALL, and MCCLELLAN as chairman of the
Subcommitte on National Legislation of the
Massachusetts Medical Soclety. You will
note that this letter concerns itself with the
medical aspects of H. R. 6000 and sets out
our opposition to a Federal program of per-
manent total disability compensation.

In regard to a committee to study the
problem, I was impressed by General Elsen-
hower's suggestion made before the New
~York Herald Tribune Forum that a group of
outstanding experts in the fleld of social
and economic prablems be convened at Co-
lumbla University. While he did not go into
detall in regard to the composition of such
a group, my own inclination would be to
exclude from particlpation those persons
who are intimately assoclated with the Fed-
eral Security Agency and therefore have an
ax to grind. You will recall that in the in-
vestigations carried on to date employees
or former employees of the Federal Securlty
Agency have played a dominant role behind
the scenes. Any future
should avold the possibility of this kind of
critictsm.

'If I can be of any further assistance to you,
please do not hesitate to get in touch with

Cordlally,
CHARLES

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, 1
should like at this time to speak briefly
in general support of H. R. 6000.

There are and will be pending, as the
Senate knows, many amendments to the
pending social-security measure. Most
amendments, I understand, will be di-
rected toward liberalizing the bill re-
ported out by the Senate Finance Com-
mittee. I shall be inclined to support
most of the amendments directed toward
this end. I have introduced and joined
with others in sponsoring some of these
amendments. I shall speak on them
again when they are called up next
Thursday.

G. HaypeN, M. D.

Before discussing amendments, how-

ever, I should like to make clear that
in my opinion the Senate Finance Com-
mittee has done an outstanding job with
this complex and difficult piece of legis-
lation. The committee as a whole has
shown a forward-looking attitude to-
ward the problem, and the committee
chairman, the senior Senator from Geor-
gia, has earned the thanks and admira-
tion of all of us in this great work which
he has directed so skillfully and thor-
oughly.

The liberalization of the beneflts in
some categories and the extension of
coverage in the Senate bill—while not

.having social security numbers.

investigations -

as wide as I should like to see them—are
long steps in the right direction,

It is comforting to realize that in this
debate the question is not whether we
should have social security. That is now
accepted in principle by almost all of us.

It is to be recalled, however, that when
the first social-security measures were
originally proposed in 1935, violent oppo-
sition was offered both in the Congress
of the United States and the Legislature
of New York State, of which I was Gov-
ernor at that time. Perhaps some may
recall that in the Presidential election of
1936, the party on the other side of the
alsle argued that soclal security was
regimentation—that awful word—and
that the American people were soon to be
required to wear dog tags as a result of
Hap-
pily that argument is now gathering dust
in the attic of poltical discards,

Today the question is how much social
security we should have and can afford
and what is the best method for extend-
ing social security to as wide a sector of
the population as possible. I congratu-
late those of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle who have come to this
advanced position. At this point my
argument with them is one of degree and
not of kind.

Today I appeal to the Senate to liberal-
ize the present measure—not merely to
approve it. Today I speak to my col-
leagues in behalf not only of a social-

_security program but of & broadened

social-security program—ga program
broadened beyond even the limits set
forth in the Senate bill.

I cannot presume to be the adminis-
tration spokesmen on this subject, but
I think I speak the mind and will of
the administration and of the intent of
the Democratic platform—certainly of
the platform on which I ran last year—
when I say that the liberalization of the
social-security program is our mandate
from the people. That mandate is not
only for the pending bill but for the lib-
eralizing amendments which have been
introdueed.

Amendments which I and other-Sena-
tors have sponsored would extend cover-
age to 2,000,000 more people than would
be covered under the pending bill,
Approximately 1,000,000 of these would
be domestics, the group that possibly
needs social-security coverage more than
any other. One additional million would
be agricultural workers. .

One liberalizing amendment would in-
crease the average benefit under the
OASI program from an over-all average
of $49 proposed in the Senate bill to an
average of $55. Moreover, it would in-
crease the maximum amount which
could be obtained by an individual who
has made his contributions for 5 years
from the proposed-level of $72.50 to a
new level of $100—and foér an individual
who has worked and contributed for 20
years, {0 a maximum of $114, A

In view of our present standard and
cost of living, this is not a princely pen-
sion. It is only barely enough for a per-
son to live at a self-respecting level and
to maintain his health.

I recognize, of course, that the Senate
bill is a vast improvement over the pres-
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ent law in this respect. The Senate bill
proposes an over-all average benefit of
$49 compared to the average of $26 pro-
vided under present law. Obviously, the
present benefits have no relation to real-
ity. That is best illustrated by the fact
that the over-all average public-assist-
ance grant to the needy aged in 1949—
the so-called pension to the aged who
have made no contributions—was $45,
or almost $20 more than is now provided
under the insurance system. I want to
emphasize that to be eligible for these
public-assistance aids, the so-called
pensions, the aged individuals involved
must pass a means test, must take a
pauper’s oath..

In many States today, including my
own, these public-assistance payments to
the needy aged are far higher not only
than the benefits now available under
the Federal insurance program, but, in
some cases, higher even than those now
proposed under the Senate bill, This
disparity between a system based on in-
surance savings and a system based on
outright grants to the needy must be
wiped out. The emphasis must be trans-
ferred to the insurance system. The in-
surance system must be made more at-
tractive than public assistance to the
needy. .

Even the average $49 pension proposed
by the Senate bill is woefully inadequate,
and lacks the essential element of recog-
nition of the length of time during which
the individual has contributed, and also
fails to accept as a base for taxation a
sufficiently high wage level. It does not
recognize the fact that the monetary
wage level of our working population has
doubled in the past 10 years. The liberal-
izing amendments which will be proposed
on the floor take cognizance of these real
changes in the national situation.

Another vital liberalizing amendment
would provide disability insurance on
the same principle as that approved by
the House. This provision might be ex-
pected to add approximately 500,000
people to the pension rolls by 1960. 'The
average pension would be about $50 per
month—certainly not an overgenerous
amount, Still other liberalizing amend-
ments would increase Federal grants for
special assistance; yet other amendments
would extend public assistance to Puerto
Rico and the Virgin Islands, and thus
honor our commitments to the people
of those dependent Territories.

One further amendment would help
finance more adequate medical care for
the needy. The Advisory Council on
Spgial Security recommended such a pro-
vision.

I know that there are some who will
say that these measures are impractical
or that they are luxuries which we can-
not afford. My answer is simple: These
are npt luxuries but investments in the
security and welfare of our people,
These investments will earn for our Na-
tion a liberal return in increased con-
tentment and increased productivity.

This, I take it, is the object of the
social-security program,

‘The able and scholarly senior Senator
from Ohio may say that with these lib-
eralizing amendments, we -are providing
for increased payments out of the social~
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security fund while making no provi-
sions for increased payments into the
social-security fund.

It is estimated that if all the amend~
ments I have referred to are adopted,
the increased cost to the fund over the
projected period, which means until the
year 2000, will be approximately 1%
percent of payroll.

I wish to say that in my judgment,
after studying the experience of the past
many years, I am convinced that a dy-
namic and expanding economy, and our
steadily rising wage pattern will provide
the increased collections which the in-
creased expenditures will require. That
has been our experience in the past; I
am sure'that will be our experience in
the future. In my judgmient there is no
reason to increase the present schedule
of social-security taxes beyond that al-
ready provided. If the need should
arise, however, I would be perfectly will-
ing to increase the tax schedule when
that time comes.

At this point I should like to take &
quick look backward and examine for a
moment just what it is we are talking
about when we talk about social se-
curity.

It might be worth while to recall that
the quest for security is one of the
most ancient in the history of mankind.
Security against aggression and secu-
rity against the natural hazards of life,
of sickness, of old age, of drought, and
of famine have been sought by men in
various ways since the first dawn of
time, As soon as people first developwd
the art of communal living, they took
thelr first steps toward soclal security in
its broadest sense.

External aggression being the greatest
threat to security in ancient days, towns
were built with great walls for purposes
of security, armies and navies were as-
sembled for security, constabularies and
police departments were organized for
security. In organizing these measures
for security, the whole people were taxed
in order to provide security for those
who required it.

Later, when the need for financial
security and health security gained rec-
ognition ajJong with the need for secunty
from theft and aggressicn, banks, insur-
ance companies, and hospitals were or-
ganized for the security of individuals
and of groups of individuals. The de-
mand for security is neither new nor
revolutionary. It is as old as man him-

self.

The fact that the present emphasis is
on governmentally provided security
against the hazards of sickness, unem-
ployment, and old age merely recognizes
the incregsing complexity of society and
the advancing status of our concept of
social obligations. We now recognize
that human life, itself, is a precious
national resource. We realize that the
conservation of that resource against the
extraordinary hazards of twentieth-cen-
tury existence is an essential function of
government and is, indeed—as I have
said—an investment in the material wel-
fare of the Natlon.,

Today we all accept this fact, although
some may not publicly acknowledge it.
Political conservattves as well as liberals

«
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have certainly reached agreement on the
desirability of social security. It has
passed out of the realm of political con-
troversy. Of course, there are still some
few exceptions, There are some indi-
viduals who would, if they could, turn
back the clock to another age. I doubt
whether this point of view has any sig-
nificant representation in this body.

Today we discuss the extent of social
security, the exact amount of the bene-
fits, and the specific groups which can be
covered, and how to guarantee that the
money will be available in the future
when the swelling fraction of our popu-
lation over the age of 65 reaches such
proportions that the aged would be an
unmangageable burden on the revenue
resources of the Nation, unless provided
for in an insurance system such as this.

By 1990, the percentage of our popula-
tion over 65 it is estimated will be 13.2
percent, and the liabilities of the old-age
trust fund will be of such a magni-
tude—and constantly growing—that un-
less some reserves are built up now, the
national economy may have a liability
which cannot be practicably met out of
budgetary appropriations.

That is the reason for this insurance
system, rather than for a straight uni-
versal pension system supported entirely
by current QGovernment revenues. I
would like to see our old-age system en-
Iarged now, and all the 11,500,000 of
our aged covered under the system. I
favor universal old-age coverage. This
must and will be soon provided. That
will be our next step.

Meanwhile, however, I think our public
assistance grants should be liberalized,
but the insurance system should keep
pace, in order that benefits based on
earnings and contributions may in the
not too distant future replace public
assistance grants altogether.

These are general goals, These are
problems to be worked out. We must
beware, however, of those who would
call a halt to the insurance system, and
to improvements in it, pending another
study. Studies designed to delay action
rather than to enlighten action are the
most deadly device in the arsenal of the
opporents of progress. )

We debate today on the amount and
kind of public assistance to extend
through grants in aid to States and to
Territories for their welfare activities
for children, for the needy aged, and for
the health of the people.

All these programs are part of the pat-
tern of the welfare state. I need not
tell my colleagues in the Senate that X
am for the welfare state. The people,
too, are for the welfare state. But some
of my colleagues are inclined to confuse
the concept of the welfare state with the
conflict over Federal-State authority.
They are afrald of federalization and
say that they favor welfare activities
by government, but only by State gov-
ernments and not by the Federal Gov-
ernment,

I shall not enter into this argument
today. But I want to point out that_in
the field of social security, the Federal
Government, under the general welfare
clause of the Constitution, has a man-
date to serve the people. If this can
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best be done by direct Federal action,
it must be 50 done. If it can best be
done through the States, that should
be done. But to block saction by in-
sisting that the Federal Government
may not provide for the general welfare
in the field of soclal security because
this is properly a State function is to
deny our essential responsibilities and
to fail the people in their basic needs.

While we weigh and debate the best
method of accomplishing what we seek,
we must remember that we are one Na-
tion, indivisible, with liberty and justice
for all. That is what we say in our
Pledge of Allegiance. That is what we
must justify by action on the pending
bill, and on the pending amendments
to liberalize that bill.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, there
has come to my attention in recent
years a deeply disturbing observation.
People are saying that we are so far along
the road to statism that we cannot possi-
bly turn back, and so we might as well
make the best of it. 'This, of course, is
the most malicious nonsense.

If we are on the wrong road—and
statism is the antithesis of democracy~
then we must reorient ourselves. But
we do not have to waste time going back.
Far better, we can cut a new trail acros:
country until we reach the right road
off which we wandered.

Mr. President, it is because' I sincerely
believe that the road we are traveling
in regard to soclal security is leading us
away from American ideals and toward
ultimate national insecurity and disaster,
that I am voting against H. R. 6000.

However, I do not advocate standing
still, much less going back., On the con-
trary.

I am offering you a new concrete pro-
posal for a pay-as-you-go, full coverage
social-security program which would give
more protection to more Americans than
H. R. 6000 and spell security rather than
Insecurity for our national economy.

The bad features of our present Social
Security Act—and H. R. 6000 would in
the main simply multiply them—these
bad features fall into two broad cate-
gories: First, inhumanities, injustices,
and undemocratic discriminations; and
second, economic unsoundness.

So-called social security has been with
us now for 15 years. Back in 1933, weary
and discouraged from depression, many
believed the promises then made by
President Roosevelt that the magic for-
mula of contributory, deferred-payment,
social insurance would free us from the
fear of poverty in old age. The Nation
did not examine carefully who was in
and who was out—but passed the Social
Security Act confident that, by virtue of
compulsory contributions, it was pur-
chasing, in a dignified manner, adequate
relirement pensions. There would be
Do more poorhouses; no more public
charity; no more of the humiliation and
grief of the means test.

Now, after 15 years, what do we find?

Out of our 11,500,000 men and women
over 65, only around 2,000,000 are receiv-
ing OASI benefits as a right; and of
these, 250,000 are forced to undergo the
means test to qualify for supplementary
local public assistance because thei
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OASI benefits are insuficient. Two mil-
lion seven hundred thousand who have
not qualified for OASI—although many
of them may have several years of con=
tributions—are on public assistance with
all the indignity that that implies. And
over 6,500,000, not qualified for OASI and
too proud to apply for assistance, receive
neither the one nor the other. Many of
them may be as worthy as those selected
for the former and as needy as those
subjected to the latter. In addition, ac-
cording to the Bureau of the Census, the
largest single group of these 6,500,000
forgotten old folks are widows who are
not working and whose incomes range
from $1,000 all the way down to zero.

In short, after 15 years, out of some
11,500,000 men and women over 65, we
have only around 2,000,000 receiving in-
surance benefits and the rest—over
9,000,000—receiving public assistance or
nothing,

Is this security or is it sand in our eyes?

Certainly it is not what we bargained
for; it is not what the people of this
country want; and it is not what they ex-
pect Congress to give them. If the
honest people of America really under-
stood the restrictions and discrimina-
tions implicit in H. R. 6000 and there
would be a referendum on the subject,
[ feel sure they would vote, as I will,
against 1t.

H. R, 6000 discriminates against the
present 9,500,000 OASI-excluded aged
who cannot be brought in under the em-
ployee insurance formula.

My program, on the other hand,
awards them immediate protection.

H. R. 6000 discriminates against all
OASI ineligibles. To them it says: “If
you are in need, declare yourself a
pauper, prove you have no assets, no
close relatives who might be made to
support you. Open your books. Let a
paid social worker snoop around and look
under the rug to see that you have noth-
ing hidden. Then as a public ward you
will be sent a check made up partly of
State and local taxes, partly of Federal
taxes. But if you should have the luck to
earn a few dollars, you will be cut off and
run the risk of losing your place on the
list.”

My program wipes out the pauper’s-

test forever and guarantees recipients
the dignity of a pension. Under my pro-
gram no social worker will darken their
doors.

H, R. 6000 discriminates shamelessly
against those unlucky OASI contributors
who fall a fraction of a quarter short of
insured status. As of January 1, 1850,
for the 80,400,000 men and women who
had contributed to OASI since the begin-
ning only 43,700,000 had fully insured
status. It is true that H. R. 6000 would
axtend eligibility to a few hundred thou-
sand of the present aged, former OASI
sontributors—but only a few. Even so,
‘or the future, H. R. 6000 still would cut
seople off from benefits entirely if catas-
;rophe struck and if they missed their
‘equired number of quarters. In other
vords, the social-security system would
-emain a lottery system under this bill,

My program is free of all such capri-
dous juggling of formulas and funds.
Inder my program  the only qualifica-
ions are age and state of income.
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H. R. 6000 would discourage elderly
Individuals from working, and so would-
reduce over-all production. Even under
the new amendments if a man should
earn $51 a month or more he would he
cut off from all benefits, At the same
time, he would be permitted as much
unearned income as he pleased, without
reducing his benefits by a single dollar,

My program puts no premium on idle-
ness. Under my program & man can
continue to work without being cut off
from his pension entirely.

H. R. 6000 would exclude from OASI
privileges some fifteen to twenty million
of the gainfully employed—among whom
are those most likely to be In need, such
as marginal workers in domestic service,
migratory farm labor, share croppers,
and so forth.

My program would cover every Ameri-
can citizen.

H. R. 6000 would hand windfalls to re-
tired bank presidents, and would supply
less than enough to live on to old folks
in the lower wage brackets. Although
benefits would be increased between 85
and 110 percent, the poor fellow now
drawing an QASI benefit of $10 a month
would have that benefit Increased only
to $20—still not enough to meet the in-
creased cost of groceries.

My program would leave no aged
American with an inadequate income,

Under H. R. 6000, it would be possible
for a man of 65 to qualify for benefits
at the bottom of the ladder, with 6 quar-
ters and a total contribution of $4.50.
For this $4.50, if he retired immediately
after his 6 quarters he would receive a
primary benefit of $20 a month for the
rest of his days. If his wife were the
same age, with the usual life expectancy
of 13 years for him and 15 for her, they
would net for that original $4.50 invest-
ment. $4,826. However, a 65-year-old
man earning $3,000 or over, would do
even better. Under the same set of cir-
cumstances, he and his wife might ex-
pect to receive $17,373 worth of hand-
outs from Uncle Sam—quite & nice prize.
These figures that I have quoted are
conservative estimates; and under par-
ticular circumstances, such as when
there are a greater number of dependents
and more years of life, the windfalls
would come much higher,

What a contrast between this situae
tion and that of the aged widow who
receives absolutely nothing because her
deceased husband barely missed acquir~

'ing sufficient quarters of coverage.

My program holds no such unjust, un-
democratic, un-American distinction,

Now let us consider the economic as-
pects of H. R. 6000.

In the first place, OASI is not an in-
surance at all in the actuarial sense,
This is readily understandable when a
comparison is made between the total
contributions and the windfall benefits
of persons retiring during the first 20
years. Even with the rising payroll
tax rate during the maturing years of
the system, benefits far outstrip what
the employee's contribution of tax would
purchase actuarially. This means that
other people must pay the actuarial mar-
gin of error, Not only is the employers’
part of the tax passed on to the con-
sumers in the form of higher prices, but
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the forfeltures of some contributors add
to the windfall of others.

In addition, there is the question of
what happens to the payroll taxes col-
lected. Obviously the money cannot be
kept safe and sound in a sack. It must,
under law, be invested in Government
obligations. The Government promptly
spends the money, pays interest to itself
from the taxpayers’ pockets on the slips
of paper in the Treasury and then, when
these old-age and survivor insurance
I O U’s fall due, must either float new
bond issues or tax the people again to get
the cash to pay benefits.

But by far the most dangerous element
in the economics of H. R. 6000 is to be
found in the rising costs of the dual old-
age and survivors' insurance—public-
assistance system. OASI deferred pay-
ments Increase precipitously as greater
numbers retire on a high-benefit scale.
If past performance is any indication of
future trends, political pressures would
continue to multiply the millions of Fed-
eral grants-in-aid for State and local
public assistance.

Dr. H. G. Moulton, president of the
Brookings Institution, in his preface to
Cost and Financing of Social Security,
by Lewis Meriam and Karl T. Schlotter-
beck, declares:

The old-age and survivors’ insurance sys-
tem in its present form involves constantly
mounting costs over a 50-year period. Great
confusion has been engendered in the public
mind because of the assumption that these
costs can be gradually provided for through
the application of ordinary Insurance princi-
ples. That 1s, it 15 widely belleved that the
soclal-security taxes now being pald furnish
the resources from which the future benefits
will be pald. The fact is that a practically
unliversal governmental system cannot suc-
cessfully apply the actuarial legal reserve
devices of private, voluntary Insurance BY8=
tems. As the present system operates, no
real reserve funds with which to meet future
requirements are accumulated. The beneflts
will have to be pald out of future taxes.

The future demands upon the Government
for benefit payments—to be pald out of fu-
ture taxes—will be so great that it appears to
us essentlal that they be given full c¢on-
slderation now before the commitments are
made, "The demand for cash for behefits
must be studled In the light of other govern=
mental cash requirements for national de-
fense, foreign relations, veterans benefits,
Interest on the public debt, and all other
activities of Government,

The authors conclude with a recom-
mendation for a true pay-as-you-go sys-
tem under which persons now in need will
have those needs met from current rev-
enues, .

Mr. President, during more than 8
months of public hearings and meany .
weeks of executive session, the Senate
Finance Committee labored to report
Social Security Act amendments that
would be fair and just to all Americans.
However, we found that it was impos-
sible to devise an OASI formula to make
the present aged eligible for benefits or
to cover those most.likely to be in need—
such as marginal domestics, migratory
farm labor, and share croppers.

I strongly suspect that the majority
of the Finance Committee is not only un-
happy concerning the conglomerate
amendments which have emerged, but,
for reasons of justice and considerations
of economy, would favor an honest pay-
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es-you-go social-security system. This
is proven by the proposed committee res«
olution to set up a subcommittee spe-
cifically instructed to study pay-as-you-
go systems.

During the hearings it became appar-
ent that the opponents of the present
system and of H. R. 6000 fall into three
principal groups: First, those who would
like to see a pay-as-you-go plan adopted,
but who cling to the idea of contribu-
tions; second, those who wanted & pay-
as-you-go, low, flat-rate floor of protec-
tion for all citizens without a means test;
and third, those who believed, with the
Brookings Institution, in pay-as-you-go
protection for the aged, but on the basis
of some kind of a means test, as the only
system economically sound.

The proposal which I am about to out-
line is an attempt to incorporate in one
universal-eligibility, pay-as-you-go so-
clal-security program the best features
of these various points of view. That is:
First, equal protection for all, under the
law: second, freedom from the means
test; third, universal contributions; and
fourth, economic soundness: pay-as-
you-go, go-as-you-pay, on an income-
tax, income-supplement basis, for all
aged persons and dependent children
whose income or means of support drop
below a given minimum.

In a nutshell, my program is a uni-
versal contributory social-security sys-
tem, in the sense that everyone with in-
come would pay a special, earmarked in-
come tax to support it; and thus, at some
period of his life every individual would
be consclously contributing to his own
future security.

It is pay as you go, in the sense that
the receipts for any particular year
would be roughly the amount necessa-
ry to pay the benefits for that year.

It is go as you pay, in the sense that
we would be doing for the old people to-
day exactly what we expect the young
people of tomorrow to do for those past
65 in their time,

Here is the plan: Every American cit-
{zen, aged 65 and over, will be entitled to
an individual citizen’s pension under the
following conditions:

Every American man or womsan aged
65 or over, whose Income for the year
ahead on the estimated income declara-
tions currently used for income-tax pur-
poses, amounts to a figure under $600,
will receive a citizen’s pension of $50 a
month, or $600 a year—that is, $100 a
month for & man and his wife, both 65
or over.

Every American man or woman whose
income amounts to $600 or over will re-
ceive a citizen’s pension of $1 a month
less for every $50 more of annual income,
In other words, if his or her income
amounts to between $600 and $650, he
or she will receive & citizen's pension of
§49 a month or $588 & year. If his or
her income is between $650 and $700,
he or she will receive a citizen’s pension
of $48 & month or $576 annually, And
so on. 'The pension tapers off to zero at
around $3,000, although the repeal of the
present $600 special income-tax exemp-
tion for persons over 65 will not make it
worth while to apply for pension after
the $2,450 level. If this income changes
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during the course of the year, the pen-
slon rate also will be changed.

In principle, the same system will ap-
ply to dependent children. That is, in-
adequacles in means of support will be
made up In beneflits on a graduated
scale.

As to financing, although, on pay as
you go, the special old-age and depend-
ent children’s tax rate will be deter-
mined by the current outgo, and vice
versa, it is thought that to support the
pension schedule indicated, the Iinitial
tax will be about b percent of the first
$3,000 of individual income. However,
this 5 percent will not be a net increase
in taxes for the following reasons: First,
the existing OASIS payroll tax will be
repealed; second, the greater part of the
present local taxes required to support
the State public-assistance programs
will be unnecessary; third, a reduction of
about 2% percent in the regular income-
tax rates on the first $3,000 of individual
income will probably be effected, In rec-
ognition of the fact that the new system
will relieve the Federal Government of
substantially over a billion dollars a year
in grants-in-aid to States for public as-
sistance. At the same time, it might
prove wise to abolish the existing $600
personal income-tax exemption for in-
dividuals 65 and over.

The advantages of this program, like
the disadvantages of H. R. 6000, fall into
two primary categories: First, soclal,
and, second, economic.

Taking the economic advantages ﬁrst'
My proposal would mean tremendous
savings in costs over the committee bill.
I have been supplied with a preliminary
cost study on my proposal by Mr. George
Immerwahr, former chief actuary for
old-age and survivors insurance, a dis-
tinguished authority in this field. The
concluding sentence of his memorandum
is as follows:

When allowance is made for these further
savings, 1t seems conservative to state that
the adoption of this proposal in lieu of H. R.
6000 would produce an ultimate saving of
$5,000,000,000 & year.

Instead of the gigantic, pyramiding
costs of H. R. 6000, which may either
bankrupt the taxpayer or destroy the
value of the dollar in the years to come,
my proposal provides & system well with-
in the ability of the taxpayer to carry.

I am inserting Mr. Immerwahr’s brief
memorandum in the Recorp at the con-
clusion of my remarks.

Let me mention now the advantages of-

my proposal from the standpoint of the
individual American, groups of Ameri-
cans, and the Nation as a whole:

My proposal matches the equal oppor-
tunity of our American way of life with
equal protection against loss of income
in old age. It plays no favorite, offers
no special privileges. It is just, nondis-
criminatory, thoroughly American.

It assures every American, the rich-
est as well as the poorest that if catas«

. trophe strikes, he or she will be ade-

quately provided for in old age. At the
same time it puts the burden of respon-
sibility on the individual to work and
to save for his own old age and for his
survivors.
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It also makes the individual over 65
yesponsible for making an honest dec-
laration of his income for the year
ahead—just a3 now he Is expected to
make an honest Income-tax return—
and upon this declaration his citizen’s
pension is based. No investigation is
anticipated beyond the usual Treasury
sample check for fraud.

It frees every American from the fear
of ever having to submit to the indignity
of the means test in the event of income
loss in old age. No one’s neighbor will
have to know whether Joe Doakes and
his wife are receiving citizen’s pensions—
any more than the neighbors know the
amount of income tax Joe Doakes now
pays.

My proposal to abolish the means test
will have a direct, immediate appeal for
the approximately 3,000,000 present pub-
lic-assistance recipients—not to mention
any who might have to undergo the test
in the foreseeable future.

My proposal to bring in the present
aged will affect 6,500,000 persons, in addi-
tion to those 3,000,000 now on assistance.

My proposal for universal eligibility
will affect 15 to 20 million farmers, share-
croppers, migratory farm labor, and
marginal domestic servants.

My proposal to pay pensions on a grad-
uated, income-loss basis will give more
in pensions to greater numbers.

Organized labor will gain right down
the line. It is true my proposal will re-
duce the over-all pensions of those few
retired workers who hold a 25-year record
of service with companies having no off-
set clause in their collective-bargaining
pension contracts. However, it will give
more to the vast majority of workers
who are employed by small business and
who change jobs every few years.

Farmers will approve my proposal as
a guaranty of their traditional inde-
pendence rather than in any way inter-
fering with it. Rural areas generally will
be emancipated from the oppression of
public assistance,

State Governments will be relleved of
2 large share of their present financial
outlay for public assistance. State funds
will be freed for other necessary local
developments, or for tax reduction.

The advantages of my program for the
Individual American, for important
groups of Americans, and for the coun-
try as a whole, it seems to me, Mr, Presi-
dent, add up to an impressive total.

The 3,000,000 present aged on public
assistance, the 6,500,000 present aged on
neither OASI nor public assistance, plus
the fiftten to twenty million of the gain-
fully employed who would remain uncov-
ered by House bill 6000 amount to more
than 25,000,000 Americans who will be
benefited immediately by the adoption
of my program.

Add to this the advantage to be won
by the members of organized labor and
by the farm population on top of the
financial relief to State treasuries, and
whom have we left against it? Those
OASI contributors who might—but then
might not—land a windfall, They are
the only ones who would lose.

Mr. President, I am well aware that
the change-over from one type of old-
age security system to another will re-

Digitized for FRASER
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis



8894

quire the talents, time, and services of
men of the caliber of the Hoover Com-
mission,

Such a commission, for instance, will
have to determine what do with the pres-
ent OASI fund. It might be refunded to
former contributors with interests in the
form of bonds. It might be used for op-
erations during the first year of the new
system. It might also be held intact as
an interest-bearing investment to cush-
ion recession periods when incomes drop
and appreciably more old people receive
pensions,

Mr. President, to give the time and
opportunity for such careful study as the
committee already has recommended—
to work out details of my proposal and
to analyze and incorporate the best fea~
tures of sundry other pay-as-you-go pro-
posals, I am introducing as an amend-
ment to House bill 6000, a stopgap meas-
ure of 2 years’ duration.

This stopgap measure goes exactly as
far as House bill 6000 in liberalizing eli-
gibility requirements for the present
aged. It Increases benefits from the
present $10 a month minimum to $25
minimum with a maximum of $50. Thus
it goes further than House bill 6000 for
the lowest benefit groups and, during the
Interim period, meets the demand of
the increased cost of living for all present
beneficiaries.

My amendment strikes out all of House
bill 6000 after the enacting clause ex-
zept the portion relating to the unem-
ployment fund. However, if any titles
thus struck out, such as “Ald to Depend-
ent Children” and “Aid to the Needy
Blind,” should be considered necessary
during the interim 2-year period of my
bill, I shall be the first to ask that the
difficulties be ironed out in conference.

If I might stress one final point: This
stopgap bill of mine meets the real, im-
mediate need as well as House bill 6000
is supposed to meet it. It takes care of
the urgent requirements-—the injustices
resulting from the fall in the purchas-
ing power of the dollar; and it matches
House bill 6000 in correcting certain eli-
gibility inequities.

I know that many Members of Con-
gress promised their constituents to pro-
vide more liberally for the aged by
broadening social security.

This stopgap measure of mine goes
as far as does House bill 6000 in pro-
viding immediate relief. My proposal for
a universal-eligibility pay-as-you-go
system provides more protection for
more Americans on a more equitable,
more democratic basis.

A vote for House bill 6000 would be a
vote to multiply and perpetuate the in-
justices of our present system, for after
the windfalls are once increased it would
be many years before it would be pos-
sible to make constructive changes. A
vote for House bill 6000 would also be a
vote agalnst the 9,500,000 old folks of
today and the fifteen to twenty million
of the gainfully employed who will never
be eligible for benefits under this bill.

A vote for my stopgap measure is a
way to make good on our promises—to
offer hope to 25,000,000 more Americans,

Mr. President, I offer my full-eligibil-
lty, pay-as-you-go social-security pro-
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gram as an indication of the way toreach
the American road, and I ask support
from my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle for my stopgap measure to give
us the time necessary to reach that road.

Mr, President, in conclusion, I should
like to insert in the REcorp at this point
in my remarks a comparison of costs of
the Butler proposal with those of House
bill 6000,

There being no objection, the compar-
ison of costs was ordered to be printed in
the REcorD, as follows:

A COMPARIBON OF COSTS OF THE BUTLER PRO-
POSAL WITH THOSE OF H. R. 6000

The proposal to pay a general benefit of
850 a month to all persons over 65 without
a needs test, the benefit amount to be re-
duced or eliminated for persons who (ac-
cording to thelr income tax returns) are in
the higher income brackets (and to be made
subject to offset for varlous other Federal
pensions) has a distinctly higher cost than
H. R. 6000 in the immediate years but re-
sults in an ultimate cost saving. The fol-
lowing table shows the estimated benefit
costs of the proposal as compared with those
of H. R. 6000, using for both the interme-
diate-cost assumptions used in the commit-
tee report on H. R, 6000. Use was also made
of data re income of the aged, released by
the Census Bureau, and appropriately ade
justed to fit in with the conditions of the
proposal. In the table, the proposal is ex-
tended to provide $35 benefits for orphan
children.

[Money figures in billions]

Gross benefit costs | Cotresponding ben-
under Butler pro- efit_ costs under
posal H., R, 6000

Year
Old | Chil Old | All | To-
age | dren | TO!] ooo | other | tal
$0.5] 851 $1.6| s0.5] $2.1
. 5.6 2.1 .6 7
] 6.2 3.0 T 3.7
NIBRSSER Y] 81 LT
. 89| 10.0 .01 10.9

The above comparison is only partial, as
it falls to take account of the Federal cost
savings resulting from the ellmination of
Federal grants for OAA (old-age assistance)
and ADC (ald to dependent children) and
also of the fact that the administrative costs
under H., R. 6000 would be largely eliminated
under the proposal, The following table
shows the net change in Federal costs when
nllowance is made for these factors.

[Monsy figures in billlons]

Decrease
Increase lrln):gsr:%ﬁe inFederal| oy
of cost due, to saving |°0St due to change in
Year | to benefit 102 | eliming. ge
. in admin- ry ede
Payments | 4rorive | tion of cost
- only OAA and
expenses | “Anc
1051....... $8.0 s‘; $L1 +81.9
1935, . 2.9 i 1.3 +1.8
1960. 2.5 $0.1 1.4 <+1.0
1080. .1 1.2 -1.3
2000.. -2.0 .2 1.0 -3.2

1 Less than $50,000,000.

But even this latter table does not tell the
full story. It falls to show the various
Federal tax gains under this proposal, such
as that resulting from the taxzability of bene~
fits and the denial of the double exemption
to those older people who accept the benefits,
It falls to show the savings to the States,
whose assistance costs, though not eliminated
like those of the Federal Government, will
be at least reduced., Most important of all,
it does not take account of the large savings
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that will result from the avoldance of over-
1iberalization of Federal benefits far beyond
the level of H. R. 6000, an overliberalization
which s Inevitable when we operate under

-a deferred-benefit system like that of H. R.

6000, with which it 1s 50 easy to yield to
political pressures for benefit liberalization,
since the structure of the system conceals
1ts real costs,

When allowance is made for these further
savings, it seems conservative to state that
the adoption of this proposal in lleu of H. R.
6000 would produce an ultimate saving of
$5,000,000,000 a year. .

) GEORGE E. IMMERWAHR,

Former Chief Actuary for Old-Age
and Survivors® Insurance, Social
Security Administration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the adoption of the
amendment of the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Lucas] to the committee amend-
ment.

RECESS TO MONDAY

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate now stand in recess
until Monday next at 12 o’clock noon.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o’clock and 53 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until Monday, June 19,
1950, at 12 o’clock meridian,

NOMINATIONS
Executive nominations received by the
Senate June 16 (legislative day of June
7, 1950:
POREIGN ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION
Milton Eatz, of Massachusetts, to be the
United States speclal representative in Eu-
rope, with the rank of Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary, pursuant to title
I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1948.
The following-named persons to be mem-
bers of the Board of Directors of the Export-
Import Bank of Washington for terms of
b6 years expiring June 30, 1958 (reappoint-
ments) :
Hawthorne Arey, of Nebraska,
Herbert E. Gaston, of New York. .
Clarence E. Gauss, of Connecticut.
Lynn U. Stambaugh, of North Dakota.
IN THE AR FORCE
The following-named person for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force in the
grade indicated, with date of rank to be de-
termined by the Secretary of the Air Force,
under the provisions of section 506, Public
Law 381, Elghtleth Congress (Officer Person-
el Act of 1947):
. To be second Heutenant
Andrew J. Myers, Jr., AO900043.
IN THE CoASY GUARD
The following officer of the United States
Coast Guard Resérve to be & leutenant
(Junlor grade) in the United States Coast
Guard:
James G. Norman

POSTMASTERS
The following-named persons to be post=
masters:
ALABAMA
William T. Boyd, Gadsden, Ala,, in place
of W. M, Thompson, deceased,
Lester A. Tucker, Sumiton, Ala, in place
of E. M. Fowler, removed.
ARIZONA
Blanch T. Kelley, Thatcher, Ariz., in place
of C. H. Layton, resigned,
ARRANSAS
Carroll T. Gambill, Eudora, Ark., in place
of R. C. Grubbs, transferred.
Clifford C. Fry, Gravette, Ark., In place of
F. H. Milburn, transferred,
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