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Mr. Mi1Lis, from the Committee on Ways and Means, submitted the
following

REPORT
[To accompany H.R. 6027]

The Committee on Ways and Means, to whom was referred the bill
(H.R. 6027) to improve benefits under the old-age, survivors, and dis-
ability insurance program by increasing the minimum benefits and
aged widow’s benefits and by making additional persons eligible for
benefits under the program, and for other purposes, having considered
the same, report favorably thereon with an amendment and recom-
mend that the bill as amended do pass.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 20, line 11, strike out “(b)’’ and insert ““(d)”’.

This is a clerical amendment.



I. SCOPE OF THE BILL

The proposals embodied in H.R. 6027 as reported by your com-
mittee would provide improvements in our social insurance system.
These changes will make the old-age, survivors, and disability insur-
ance program more flexible and effective in carrying out its basic
purpose, and are along the lines of the changes recommended by the
President. -

The old-age, survivors, and disability insurance program, providing
as it does a regular income for many millions of families who might
otherwise be without the basic means of subsistence, is one of the
most mmportant of our economic stabilizers. Under the improve-
ments recommended in your committee’s bill, additional purchasing
power will be placed in the hands of people who very much need
it. These proposed changes would benefit about 4,420,000 people
within the first 12 months through new or increased benefits amounting
to $780 million. The changes constitute desirable and sound long run
improvements in the system.

onsistent with policies established by the Congress in the past,

the improvements made by the bill will be fully financed and the

grogram will continue to be self-supporting and on a sound actuarial
asis.

II. SUMMARY OF THE PRINCIPAL PROVISIONS OF THE BILL
A. INCREASE IN THE MINIMUM BENEFIT

The bill would increase from $33 to $40 the minimum monthly re-
tirement benefit payable under the program to persons retiring at
or after age 65 and the minimum monthly disagility benefit, with
proportionate increases in the minimum benefits payable to depend-
ents and survivors. This provision would mean increased benefits
for 2,175,000 people, amounting to $170 million, during the first
12 months of operation.

B. BENEFITS AT AGE 62 FOR MEY

The bill would make benefits available for men beginning at age 62,
with the benefits payable to men claiming benefits before age 65
reduced to take account of the longer period over which the benefits
will be paid. The effect of this change would be that men electing to
retire at age 62 will receive the same total amount of benefits over the
remainder of their lives as they would have received had they waited
to retire at age 65.

In the first year of operation, about 560,000 people would get
benefits amounting to $440 million under this proposeg change.

/
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C. CHANGE IN THE INSURED STATUS REQUIREMENTS

The bill would liberalize the insured status requirements so that a
worker would be fully insured if he has one quarter of coverage for
every year elapsing after 1950 (or after the year in which he attained
age 21, if that was later) and up to the year of disability, death,
or attainment of age 65 for men (62 for women). Under present law
one quarter of coverage is required for every three elapsed calendar
quarters.

This change would bring about 160,000 people onto the benefit
rolls in the first year for a total of $65 million in benefits.

D. INCREASE IN WIDOW’S, WIDOWER’S, AND PARENT’S BENEFITS

The bill would increase aged widow’s, widower’s, and parent’s
benefits from 75 to 82} percent of the workers’ retirement benefit—
& 10-percent increase in benefits for these people.

This provision would increase benefits for 1,525,000 people by $105
million in the first 12 months of operation.

E. ESTABLISHING A PERIOD OF DISABILITY

The bill extends for 1 year—to June 30, 1962—the period within
which a person may file an application for establishing a period of
disability for purposes of determining eligibility for, and the amount
of, old-age, survivors, and disability insurance benefits, and have the
period begin as early as the time when his disability began.

F. EFFECTIVE DATES

The benefit provisions of the bill will be effective generally for the
1st month that begins on or after the 30th day after the bill is enacted.

G. INCREASE IN CONTRIBUTION RATES

To meet the increased cost incurred as a result of the improve-
ments in the old-age, survivors, and disability insurance program
which would be made by the bill, provision is made for an increase in
the scheduled contribution rates. Beginning in 1962, contribution
rates would be raised by % of 1 percent each for employees and em-
ployers and by s of 1 percent for the self-employed. The level-
premium increase in cost which would result from the bill is 0.25
percent of payroll and the level-premium equivalent of the income
from the increase in the contribution rates is also 0.25 percent of pay-
roll. This means that the improvements would be fully financed
and the system would remain actuarially sound.

ITII. GENERAL DISCUSSION

A, INCREASE IN THE MINIMUM BENEFIT

Your committee recommends that the minimum monthly benefit
payable to a worker retiring at or after age 65, to a disabled worker,
and to a sole survivor of an msured worker be raised from $33 to $40.
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Proportionate increases would be made in the minimum benefits
payable to other dependents and survivors.

Individuals who are receiving benefits at minimum levels generally
have very little, if any, other retirement income. In a survey of
beneficiaries made by the Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
in 1957 it was found that, for married couples where the insured
worker’s benefit was less than $50, about one-half of them had no
permanent retirement income other than old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance benefits. Supplementary public assistance based
on need was being paid in one-fourth of the cases where the insured
worker’s benefit was less than $45.

Improving the adequacy of the benefits for people at the lower
benefit levels will make the protection of the social insurance program
much more effective at the present time, vet it will increase costs
but little over the long run. People coming on the rolls in the future
will generally receive benefits at higher levels because they will have
had more chance to work in covered employment at higher wages
and incomes.

An estimated 2,175,000 people would have their benefits increased
under this amendment during the first 12 months of operation. The
additional benefits that would be paid out during the first 12 months
would be $170 million. The level-premium cost would be 0.06 percent
of payroll.

‘The increase in minimum benefits would be effective for the 1st
month that begins on or after the 30th day after enactment.

B. BENEFITS FOR MEN AT AGE 62

Your committee recommends that old-age and survivors insurance
benefits be made available for men at age 62, with the old-age and
husbands’ benefits payable to men who claim them before age 65 re-
duced to take account of the longer period over which the benefits
will be paid. (Reduced benefits are provided for women at age 62
under present law.)

The provision of benefits at age 62 for men will help to alleviate
the hardships faced by that group of men who, because of ill health,
technological unemployment, or other reasons, find it impossible to
continue working until they reach 65. It is well known that older
worlkers who lose their jobs find it more difficult to get new jobs than
do younger unemployed workers. The plight of the older unemployed
man is particularly bad. It is, of course, worse during periods of
recession and in areas of chronic unemployment. Even with rela-
tively high employment there will always be individuals nearing age
65 who will lose their jobs and find it impossible to get new ones.
Adoption of this amendment will make the program, to which these
people have made contributions over the years in expectation of re-
ceiving benefits when they are too old to work, flexible enough to
provide a degree of protection for them when they find themselves
unable to get work because of conditions beyond their control when
they are getting along in years, even though they have not reached
the age of 65.

Provisions for optional retirement before age 65 are quite common
in private pension plans. A study of the pension programs of 230
companies, made by the Bankers Trust Co. of New York in 1960,
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showed that among the collectively bargained plans 96 percent per-
mitted early retirement and among the noncollectively bargained
plans 88 percent permitted early retirement. In another 1960 study
(by the Bureau of Labor Statistics) it was found that early retirement
provisions were included in 224 of the 300 plans studied (75 percent),
and covered about 3 million of the 4.6 million workers who were
members of these plans (12 of these plans covering about 350,000
workers provided early retirement for women only). Moreover, it
appears that the number of plans providing for optional early retire-
ment is increasing; in a comparable 1952 study . (by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics) only 166 of the 300 plans which were included had
early retirement provisions.

The reduction rates provided in your committee’s bill for men are
the same as those now applied to women. (The reduction rate is the
percentage by which a person’s benefit is reduced for each month by
which he is under 65 when he begins to. get benefits.) The reduction
rate for the wife’s benefit in present law (*%; of 1 percent) is greater
than the rate for a woman worker’s benefit (% of 1 percent) because
the worker’s benefit is payable during all her remaining years after
retirement, whereas the wife’s reduced benefit is payable only while
both she and her husband are alive.

Under present law widow’s and parent’s benefits are not reduced
even though the beneficiary is between ages 62 and 65 when he begins
to receive benefits. Under the bill, the benefits for the male worker
would be reduced at the same rate as now applies for the female
worker. Husband’s benefits would be reduced at the same rate as
now applies to wife’s benefits, and widower’s benefits would be pay-
able in full (as widow’s benefits now are). A worker who begins
getting benefits in the month in which he reaches age 62 will get a
benefit amounting to 80 percent of the amount he would get if he
stopped working then but waited until bis 65th birthday; a man
getting husband’s benefits at 62 will get 75 percent of what he would
have gotten at 65. -

The following table shows monthly benefit amounts for men who
apply for benefits between ages 62 and 65:

Old-age insurance benefit at—
Average monthly wage

Age 65 Age 84 Age 63 Age 62

$40 $37. 40 $34.70 $32. 00

50 46.70 43.40 40, 00
65 60. 70 56. 40
80 74.70 69. 40

100 93.40 86. 70
120 112. 00 104. 00
127 118. 60 110. 10

Eases
TIRNI

A wife between the ages of 62 and 65 of a man who retires at or
after age 62 would, under the provisions of the bill, be able to get a
reduceg benefit based on her husband’s primary insurance amount
(his benefit before reduction on account of his age). For example,
where a man with a primary insurance amount of $100 claims a reduced
benefit of $80 at age 62, the wife would get $50 (50 percent of the pri-
mary Insurance amount) if she were age 65 when he retired, or $37.50
(75 percent of §50) if she were age 62.
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Under your committee’s bill, the method of computing the benefits
for men would differ from that now used for women. More specifi-
cally, the period over which a man’s eligibility for benefits and benefit
amounts are figured would differ from that for women. A man’s
eligibility for benefits and benefit amounts would continue to be
figured over the period up to age 65, as under present law. If a pro-
vision were included to figure a man’s eligibility for benefits and
benefit amounts over a shorter period (up to age 62 instead of to
age 65), as is now done for women, the long-range cost of the program
would be increased by an estimated 0.10 percent of payroll. In view
of the significant cost that would be incurred, your committee has
concluded that it is not advisable to include such a provision.

Otherwise, in general, men would be treated under the bill as women
are now treated. A man or a woman getting a retirement benefit
before 65 has the henefit reduced for each month by which he or she is
under 65, and if the man or woman does not receive benefits for some
months before 65 because he was working, the reduction in the benefit
is adjusted at age 65. This ‘““roundup’ at 65 is now provided for
women.

Your committee’s bill would make an improvement for both men
and women over the provisions of present law. The bill eliminates
a requirement of present law that a person’s benefit must be withheld
for at least 3 months before age 65 in order to have the reduction
recalculated to charge only for the months for which reduced benefits
were received before 65. The bill provides that there will be a
“roundup”’ recalculation at 65 if there was any month for which the
benefit was not payable.

Your committee’s bill would make still another improvement,
applicable to both men and women. Under present law, if a woman
recelves an increase in her benefit by working after she first begins to
get benefits, or if a general benefit increase is provided by law, the in-
crease in the benefit is reduced, even though the increase may be paid
for a much shorter period than the original benefit. At the age of 72,
for example, 10 years after she elected to take a reduced benefit under
present law, a woman still could not get the full amount of a benefit
increase. Still another example of the operation of present law in this
respect is that a woman who took reduced benefits in 1957 and who is
now age 67 could not get the full amount of the increase in the mini-
mum benefit that would be payable to a woman age 65 who had just
begun to draw benefits. Over a lifetime, this basis could mean a
serious diminution in a person’s total benefit. Under the bill a
benefit increase for a person getting reduced benefits—a man or a
woman—would be reduced only for the months remaining before age
65 at the time the increase was effective.

An estimated 560,000 people can be expected to get benefils under
the amendment during the first 12 months of operation. Taking into
account the increase in the minimum benefit also recommended at this
time, the additional benefits that would be paid out during the first
12 months to men claiming benefits before age 65 would be $440
million. There would be no level-premium cost for this proposal.

This provision would be effective for the 1st month which begins
on or after the 30th day after enactment. :
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C. LIBERALIZATION OF THE INSURED STATUS REQUIREMENTS

- Your committee recommends that the requirements for fully
insured status be changed so that a person would need one quarter
of coverage for every year (generally, one quarter for each four
calendar quarters) elapsing after 1950 (or after the year in which
he attained the age of 21, if that was later) and before the beginning
of the year in which he reached age 65 (or age 62 for women), died, or
became disabled, instead of one quarter of coverage for every three
calendar quarters elapsing, as required under present law. (The
minimum requirement of 6 quarters of coverage and the maximum
requirement of 40 quarters of coverage for permanently insured
status would be retained.)

A similar provision was passed by the House of Representatives
last year but was deleted in the Senate. The provision that was
finally enacted, calling for one quarter of coverage for every three
elapsed quarters, was a compromise between the House provision
and the 1-for-2 requirement in the law at that time. Your committee
believes that the provision passed by the House last year is a desirable
one and should be enacted. It would make the insured-status re-
quirements for people who are now old comparable to those that will
apply in the long run for people who will attain retirement age in the
future. People who were young when the program started and
young people who began working after that time will need about
1 year of work for every 4 years elapsing after age 21 (10 years out
of a possible 40 or more years in a working lifetime) in order to be
permanently insured for old-age insurance %)eneﬁts. Under present
law, people who are now old -must meet a proportionally stricter test.
People who were first covered in 1955, for example, and who reached
retirement age (65 for men; 62 for women) in 1961 must, under
present law, have 3} years of coverage out of the 6 years in which
they could possibly have been covered. Under the proposed change,
they would need 2% years. '

The change proposed by your committee would help especially

those people who are uninsured not because they worked irregularly
over their lifetimes, but because the work they did in the prime of
life was not covered. By the time their regular occupations were
covered under the program they were already so old that they could
not work long enough or regularly enough to meet the insured-status
requirements in the law,
_ Under this amendment, about 160,000 people who are not now
insured would get benefits in the first 12 months of operation.
Taking into account the increase in the minimum benefit and the
payment of actuarially reduced benefits to men, the total amount
that would be payable to these people in the first 12 months would
be $65 million. The level-premium cost would be 0.02 percent of
payroll.

The effective date for the liberalization in the insured-status re-
quirement is the 1st month which begins on or after the 30th day
after enactment.
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D. INCREASE IN THE BENEFITS PAID TO WIDOWS, WIDOWERS, AND
SURVIVING DEPENDENT PARENTS

Your committee recommends that the aged widow’s benefit be
increased from 75 percent of her husband’s retirement benefit to 8214
percent—a 10-percent increase in benefits for such persons. A
similar increase would be made in the benefit payable to a widower
and to a surviving dependent parent. (Where there is more than
one dependent parent the parent’s benefits would not be increased—
each parent would continue to get 75 percent of the primary benefit.)

An increase in the widow’s benefit is one of the most needed changes
in the social security program. Aged widows are among the neediest
groups in our population. The average benefit for an aged widow
today is $57.80 a month, as compared with $70 for a retired worker
without eligible dependents; under the bill (taking into account the
increase in the minimum benefit as well as the increase for widows)
the average widow’s benefit will be $64.

Widows not only receive lower benefits than do retired workers;
they also have less in other income. Very few receive private pen-
sions, for example. According to a survey of beneficiaries conducted
by the Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance in 1957, one-half
of the women receiving aged widow’s benefits had money income of
less than $270 a year in addition to their old-age and survivors insur-
ance benefit, as compared with $470 for nonmarried retired workers.
The proposed change would provide needed additional funds for these
older women. In addition, men who are currently working will know
that through their work and contributions to the program they are
building more adequate survivor protection for their families in the
event of their death.

Taking into account the increase in the minimum benefit, also
recommended at this time, it is estimated that 1,525,000 people would
have their benefits increased during the first 12 months of operation
by the change in the benefit amounts payable to widows, widowers,
and parents. The additional benefits that would be paid out during
the first 12 months would amount to about $105 million. The level-
premium cost would be 0.17 percent ¢f payroll.

This change would be effective for the 1st month that begins on or
after the 30th day after enactment.

The following table compares the amounts that are now payable,
and the amounts that will be payable under the bill, to widows
whose deceased husbands had average monthly earnings of given

amounts:

Amount of [ Amount of

Average monthly wage widow’s bene-|widow’s bene-
fit under | fit under the

present law bill

1833.00 12$40.00

44.30 48.70
54.80 60. 30
63.00 69.30
71.30 78.40
78.80 86.70
87.00 95. 70
95.30 104. 80

! Where widow Is sole survivor, . .
3 Reflects the increase in the minimum bepefit provided for in the bill.
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E. EXTENSION OF THE TIME FOR FILING FULLY RETROACTIVE
APPLICATIONS FOR ESTABLISHING DISABILITY PERIODS

Your committee’s bill would extend for 1 year—through June 30,
1962—the time within which insured workers with longstanding disa-
bilities may file applications for disability protection on the basis of
which the beginning of a period of disability could be established as
early as the actual onset of disablement. This provision of the bill
would allow more time for persons who have only recently—through
the 1960 amendment that provided cash disability benefits for disabled
workers under age 50— become eligible for monthly disability benefits
to file for these benefits. Many of these new eligibles only now are
learning of their rights to disability benefits.

F. INCREASE IN CONTRIBUTION RATES

It is essential that the old-age, survivors, and disability insurance
program remain soundly financed. The Congress has established the
policy that the tax schedule in the law should make the system fully
self-supporting and keep it actuarially sound. Consistent with this
policy, the bill makes provision for meeting the cost of the improve-
ments by raising the contribution rates by % of 1 percent each for
employees and employers and by s of 1 percent for the self-employed,
beginning January 1, 1962.

The increase in the level-premium cost of the program resulting
from the improvements provided in the bill is estimated to be one-
fourth of 1 percent of payroll. Since the level-premium equivalent
of the additional income to the trust funds provided by the increase
in the contribution rates is also estimated to be one-fourth of 1 percent
of payroll, the bill does not change the actuarial balance of the
program.

The new tax schedule would be as follows:

Rate for em- | Rate for self-
Years ployees and | employed
employers
Percent Percent

1062, - e eemcccecmeeeeemacea—ceemme e mccmeesaceaean - 31§ 414
1963 to 1968 oo o_eeo-. e ceemcecmememcmane - - 338 576
1966 £0 1968, - o e mce e cciccccccccccsamesscmmsacesmaccseseieamassessesemanan 41§ 63q
1969 and later .. cccacciccaacaans 458 6154q

IV. ACTUARIAL COST ESTIMATES FOR THE OLD-AGE,
SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY INSURANCE SYSTEM

A. FINANCING POLICY

The Congress has always carefully considered the cost aspects of
the old-age, survivors, and disability insurance system when amend-
ments to the program have been made. In connection with the 1950
amendments, the Congress was of the belief that the program should
be completely self-supporting from the contributions of covered
individuals and employers. Accordingly, in that legislation the pro-
vision permitting appropriations to the system from general revenues
of the Treasury was repealed. This policy has been continued in
subsequent amendments. Thus, the Congress has always very
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strongly believed that the tax schedule in the law should make the
system self-supporting as nearly as can be foreseen and, therefore,
actuarially sound.

The concept of actuarial soundness as it applies to the old-age,
survivors, and disability insurance system differs considerably from
this concept as it applies to private insurance and private pension
plans, although there are certain points of similarity with the latter.
In connection with individual insurance, the insurance company or
other administering institution must have sufficient funds on hand so
that if operations are terminated, it will be in a position to pay off
all the accrued liabilities. This, however, i1s not & necessary basis
for a national compulsory social insurance system and, moreover, is
not always the case for well-administered private pensions, which may
not have “funded” all the liability for benefits based on prior service.

It can reasonably be presumed that, under Government auspices,
such a social insurance system will continue indefinitely into the future,
The test of financial soundness, then, is not a question of whether
there are sufficient funds on hand to pay off all accrued liabilities.
Rather, the test is whether the expected future income from tax
contributions and from interest on invested assets will be sufficient
to meet anticipated expenditures for benefits and administrative
costs. Thus, the concept of ‘“unfunded accrued liability” does not
by any means have the same significance for a social insurance
system as it does for a plan established under private insurance
principles, and it is quite proper to count both on receiving contri-
butions from new entrants to the system in the future and on paying
benefits to this group. These additional assets and liabilities must
Eelconsidered in order to determine whether the system is in actuarial

alance

Accordingly, it may be said that the old-age, survivors, and dis-
ability insurance program is actuarially sound if it is in actuarial
balance. This wﬂf be the case if the estimated future income from
contributions and from interest earnings on the accumulated trust
funds will, over the long run, support the estimated disbursements
for benefits and administrative expenses. Obviously, future experi-
ence may be expected to vary from the actuarial cost estimates made
now. Nonetheless, the intent that the system be self-supporting (or
actuarially sound) can be expressed in law by utilizing a contribution
schedule that, according to the intermediate cost estimate, results in
the system being in balance or substantially close thereto.

B. ACTUARIAL BALANCE OF PROGRAM IN PAST YEARS

The actuarial balance under the 1952 act ! was estimated, at the
time of enactment, to be virtually the same as in the estimates made
at the time the 1950 act was enacted, as shown in table 1. This was
the case because the estimates for the 1952 act took into consideration
the rise in earnings levels in the 3 years preceding the enactment of
that act. This factor virtually offset the increased cost due to the
benefit liberalizations made. New cost estimates made 2 years after
the enactment of the 1952 act indicated that the level-premium cost
(i.e., the average long-range; cost, based on discounting at interest,

1 The term *“1952 act” (and similar terms) is used to designate the system 28 it existed after the enactment
of the amendments of that year.
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relative to taxable payroll) of the benefit disbursements and adminis-
trative expenses was somewhat more than 0.5 percent of payroll
higher than the level-premium equivalent of the scheduled taxes
(including allowance for interest on the existing trust fund).

TARLE 1.—Actuarial balance of old-age, survivors, and disability insurance program
under various acls for various estimates on an iniermediate cost basis

[Percent]
Level-premium equivalent 1
Date of
Legislation estimate
Beneflt Contribu- Actuarial
costs ? tions balance ?
Old-age, survivors, and disability insurance ¢
1950 6.05 5. 95 —0.10
1052 5.85 5.76 -.10
1054 6.62 6.05 -. 57
1054 7.34 7.12 - 22
1054 7.60 7.12 -, 38
1956 7.45 7.20 -.16
1956 7.85 7.72 -.13
1058 8.25 7.83 - 42
1958 8.76 8.52 -2
1960 8.73 8.68 -.06
1960 8.08 8.68 —. 30
1961 9.33 9.03 -. 30
0O1d-age and survivors insurance ¢
1956 7.43 7.23 -0.20
1058 7.90 7.33 -. 57
1958 8,27 8.02 -, 26
- 1060 8.38 8.18 -2
1060 act. . . ceerececmmeccaccacoman . 1960 8.42 8.18 - 24
1961 bill (House)..... . 1961 8.7 8.53 - 24
Disablility insurance ¢

1058 80t o o oo e ceeaaes 1956 0.42 0.49 +0.07
1956 8Ct. - oo ee e ccceccceceaeae 1958 .36 .50 +.18
1068 act..... . 1958 .49 .50 +.01
1068 act..... 1060 36 .50 +.15
19860 act.... 1960 . 56 .50 -.08
1961 bill (HI0US8) - oo ee oo emeemae 1961 . 56 .50 -. 06

1 E):Sressed ag a percentage of taxable payroll.
? Including adjustments 51) to refloct the lower contribution rate for the self-employed as compared with
the combined employer-employee rate, (b) for the interest earnings on the existing trust fund, and {(c) for
administrative expense costs.

3 A negative figure indicates the extent of lack of actuarial balance. A positive figure indicates more than
suflicient financing, according to the particular estimate.

¢ The disability insurance program was inaugurated in the 1056 act so that all igures for previous legislation
are for the old-age and survivors insurance program only.

The 1954 amendments as passed by the House of Representatives
contained an adjusted contribution schedule that not only met the
increased cost of the benefit changes in the bill, but also reduced the
aforementioned lack of actuarial balance to the point where, for all
practical purposes, it was sufficiently provided for. The bill as it
passed the Senate, however, contained several additional liberalized
benefit provisions without any offsetting increase in contribution
income. Accordingly, although the increased cost of the new benefit
provisions was met, the “actuarial insufficiency’’ as then estimated
for the 1952 act was left substantially unchanged under the Senate-
approved bill. The benefit costs for the 1954 amendments as finally
enacted fell between those of the House- and Senate-approved bills.
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Accordingly, under the 1954 act, the increase in the contribution
schedule met all the additional cost of the benefit changes and at
the same time reduced substantially the actuarial insufficiency that
the then-current estimates had indicated in regard to the financing
of the 1952 act.

The estimates for the 1954 act were revised in 1956 to take into
account the rise in the earnings level that had occurred since 1951-52,
the period that had been used for the earnings assumptions for the
estimates made in 1954. Taking this factor into account reduced the
lack of actuarial balance under the 1954 act to the point where, for
all practical purposes, it was nonexistent. The benefit changes made
by the 1956 amendments were fully financed by the increased con-

_tribution income provided. Accordingly, the actuarial balance of the
system was unaffected.

Following the enactment of the 1956 legislation, new cost estimates
were made to take into account the developing experience; also, certain
modified assumptions were made as to anticipated future trends. In
1956-57, there were very considerable numbers of retirements from

~among the groups newly covered by the 1954 and 1956 amendments, so
that benefit expenditures ran considerably higher than had previously
been estimate(i). Moreover, the analyzed experience for the recent
years of operation indicated that retirement rates had risen or, in other
words, that the average retirement age had dropped significantly.
This may have been due, in large part, to the liberalizations of the
retirement test that had been made in recent years—so that aged
persons are better able to effectuate a smoother transition from full
employment to full retirement. The cost estimates made in early
1958 indicated that the program was out of actuarial balance by
somewhat more than 0.4 percent of prayroll.

The 1958 amendments recognized this situation and provided addi-
tional financing for the program—both to reduce the lack of actuarial
balance and a?so to finance certain benefit liberalizations made. In
fact, one of the stated purposes of the legislation was ‘“to improve the
actuarial status of the trust funds.” ~This was accomplished by
introducing an immediate increase (in 1959) in the combine employer-
employee contribution rate, amounting to 0.5 percent, and by advanc-
ing the subsequently scheduled increases so that they would occur at
3-year intervals (beginning in 1960) instead of at 5-year intervals.

The revised cost estimates made in 1958 for the disability-insurance
program contained certain modified assumptions that recognized the
emerging experience under the new program. As a result, the moderate
actuarial surplus originally estimated was increased somewhat, and
most of this was used in the 1958 amendments to finance certain
benefit liberalizations, such as inclusion of supplemental benefits for
certain dependents and modification of the insured status require-
ments.

At the beginning of 1960, the cost estimates for the old-age, sur-
vivors, and disability insurance system were reexamined and were
modified in_certain respects. The earnings assumption had previ-
ously been based on the 1956 level, and t}%is was changed to reflect .
the 1959 level. Also, data first became available on the detailed
operations of the disability provisions for 1956, which was the first
full year of operation that did not involve picking up “backlog” cases.
It was found that the number of persons who mect the insured status

677156—61——@
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conditions to be eligible for these benefits had been significantly over-
estimated. It was also found that the disability experience in respect
to eligible women was considerably lower than had been originally
estimated, although the experience for men was very close to the
intermediate estimate. Accordingly, revised assumptions were made
in regard to the disability-insurance portion of the program.

Your committee believes that it is a matter for concern if either
portion of the old-age, survivors, and disability insurance system shows
any significant actuarial insufficiency. Traditionally, the view has
been held that for the old-age and survivors insurance portion of the
program, if such actuarial insufficiency has been no greater than 0.25
percent of payroll, it is at the point where it is within the limits of
permissible variation. The corresponding point for the disability-
insurance portion of the systein is about 0.05 percent of payroll (lower
because of the relatively smaller financial magnitude of this program).
Furthermore, traditionally when there has been an actuarial insuffi-
ciency cxceeding the limits indicated, any subsequent liberalizations
in benefit provisions were fully financed by appropriate changes in
the tax schedule or through other methods, and at the same time the
actuarial status of the program was improved. . The changes provided
in your committce’s bill are in conformity with these principles.

C. BASIC ASSUMPTIONS FOR COST ESTIMATES

Benefit disbursements may be expected to increase continuously
for at least the next 50 to 70 years because of such factors as the aging
of the population of the country and the slow but steady growth of
the benefit roll. Similar factors are inherent in any retirement pro-
gram, public or private, that has been in operation for a relatively
short period. KEstimates of the future cost of the old-age, survivors,
and disability insurance program are affected by many elements that
are difficult to determine. Accordingly, the assumptions used in the
actuarial cost estimates may differ Wldefy and yet be reasonable.

The long-range cost estimates (shown for 1970 and thereafter)
are presented on a range basis so as to indicate the plausible varia-
tion in future costs depending upon the actual trends developing for
the various cost factors. Both thelow-and high-cost estimates are based
on high economic assumptions, intended to represent close to full em-
ployment, with average annual earnings at about the level prevailing
in 1959. In addition to the presentation of the cost estimates on a
range basis, intermediate estimates developed directly from the low-
and high-cost estimates (by averaging them) are shown so as to indi-
cate the basis for the financing provisions.

In general, the costs are shown as percentage of covered payroll.
This is the best measure of the financial cost of the program. Dollar
figures taken alone are misleading. For example, a higher earnings
level will increase not only the outgo of the system but also, and to
a greater extent, its income. The result is that the cost relative to
payroll will decrease.

The short-range cost estimates (shown for the individual years
1961-65) are not presented on & range basis sincc—assuming a con-
tinuation of present economic conditions—it is believed that the
demographic Factors involved can be reasonably closely forecast, so
that only a single estimate is necessary. A gradual rise in the earn-
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ings level in the future, paralleling that which has occurred in the
past few years, is assumed. As a result of this assumption, contribu-
tion income is somewhat higher than if level earnings were assumed,
while benefit outgo is only slightly affected.

The cost estimates have been prepared on the basis of the same
assumptions and methodology as those contaiced in the “21st Annual
Report of the Board of Trustees of the Federal Old-Age and Survivors
Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance Trust
Fund” (H. Doc. Ne. 60, 87th Cong.). ~

The cost estimates are extended beyond the year 2000, since the
aged population itself cannot mature by then. The reasen for this is
that the number of births in the 1930°s was very low as compared
with subsequent experience. As a result, there will be a dip in the
relative proportion of the aged from 1995 to about 2010, which would
tend to result in low benefit costs for the old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance system during that period. Accordingly, the year
2000 is by no means a typical ultimate year insofar as costs are
concerned.

An important measure of long-range cost is the level-premium con-
tribution rate required to support the system into perpetuity, based
on discounting at interest. 1t is assumed that benefit payments and
taxable payrolls remain level after the vear 2050. If such a level
rate were adopted, relatively large accumulaticns in the old-age and
survivors insurance trust fund would result, and in consequence there
would be sizable eventual income from interest. Even though such a
method of financing is not followed, this concept may be used
as a convenient measure of long-range costs. This 1s a valuable cost
concept, especially in comparing various possible alternative plans and
provisions, since it takes in to account the heavy deferred benefit costs.

The long-range estimates are based on level-earnings assumptions.
This, however, does not mean that covered payrolls are assumed to be
the same each yvear; rather, they are assumed to rise steadily as the
population at the working ages is estimated to increase. If in the
future the earnings level should be considerably above that which now
prevails, and if the benefits are adjusted upward so that the annual
costs relative to payroll will remain the same as now estimated for the
present system, then the increased dollar outgo resulting will offset
the increased dollar income. This is an important reason for con-
sidering costs relative to payroll rather than in dollars.

The long-range cost estimates have not taken into account the pos-
sibility of a rise in earnings levels, although such a rise has character-
ized the past history of this country. If such an assumption were
used in the cost estimates, along with the unlikely assumption that
the benefits, nevertheless, would not be changed, the cost relative to
payroll would, of course, be lower.

It is important to note that the possibility that a rise in earnings
levels will produce lower costs of the program in relation to payroll is
a very important ‘“safety factor’”” in the financial operations of the
system. The financing of the system is based essentially on the inter-
mediate-cost estimate, along with the assumption of level earnings;
if experience follows the high-cost assumption, additional financing
will be necessary. However, if covered earnings increase in the future
as in the past, the resulting reduction in the cost of the program
(expressed as a percentage of taxable payroll) will more than offset
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the higher cost arising under experience following the high-cost esti-
mate. If the latter condition prevails, the reduction in the relative
cost of the program coming from rising earnings levels can be used to
maintain the actuarial soundness of the system, and any remaining
savings can be used to adjust benefits upward (to a lesser degree than
the increase in the earnings level). The possibility of future increases
in earnings levels should be considered only as a safety factor and not
as a justification for adjusting benefits upward in anticipation.

If benefits are adjusted currently to keep pace -with rising earnings
trends as they occur, the year-by-year costs as a percentage of payroll
would be unaffected. In such case, however, this would not be true as
to the level-premium cost—which would be higher, since, under such
circumstances, the relative importance of the interest receipts of the
trust funds would gradually diminish with the passage of time. If
earnings do consistently rise, thorough consideration will need to be
given to the financing basis of the system because then the interest
receipts of the trust funds will not meet as large a proportion of the
benefit costs as would be anticipated if the earnings level had not
risen.

An important element affecting old-age, survivors, and disability
insurance costs arose through amendments made to the Railroad
Retirement Act in 1951. These provide for a combination of railroad
retirement compensation and old-age, survivors, and disability insur-
ance covered earnings in determining benefits for those with less than
10 years of railroad service (and also for all survivor cases).

Financial interchange provisions are established so that the old-age
and survivors insurance trust fund and the disability insurance trust
fund are to be placed in the same financial position in which they
would have been if railroad employment had always been covered
under the program. It is estimated that over the long range the
net effect of these provisions will be a relatively small loss to the old-
age, survivors, and disability -insurance system since the reimburse-
ments from the railroad retirement system will be somewhat smaller
than the net additional benefits paid on the basis of railroad earnings.

Another important element affecting the financing of the program
arose through legislation in 1956 that provided for reimbursement
from general revenues for past and future expenditures in respect to
the noncontributory credits that had been granted ror persons in
military service before 1957. The cost estimates contained here
reflect the effect of these reimbursements (which are included as con-
tributions), based on the assumption that the required appropriations
will be made in 1961 and thereafter.

D. RESULTS OF INTERMEDIATE-COST ESTiMATES

The long-range intermediate-cost estimates are developed from the
low- and high-cost estimates by averaging them (using the dollar esti-
mates and developing therefrom the corresponding estimates relative
to payroll). The intermediate-cost estimate does not represent the
most probable estimate, since it is impossible to develop any such
figures. Rather, it has been set down as a convenient and readily
available single set of figures to use for comparative purposes.

The Congress, in enacting the 1950 act and subsequent legislation,
was of the belief that the old-age, survivors, and disability insurance
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program should be on a completely self-supporting basis or, in other
words, actuarially sound. Therefore, a single estimate is necessary
in the development of a tax schedule intended to make the system
self-supporting. Any specific schedule will necessarily be somewhat
different from what will actually be required to obtain exact balance
between contributions and benefits. This procedure, however, does
make the intention specific, even though in actual practice future
changes in the tax schedule might be necessary. Likewise, exact
self-support cannot be obtained from a specific set of integral or
rounded fractional tax rates increasing in orderly intervals, but rather
this principle of self-support should be aimed at as closely as possible,

The contribution schedule contained in your committee’s bill is
higher than that under present law by 0.25 percent in the combined
employer-employee rate in all future years. The maximum earnings
base to which these tax rates are applied is the same under your com-
mittee’s bill as under present law—namely, $4,800 per year. These
schedules are as follows:

Present law Committee bill
Calendar year Employee Employee
rate (same |Self-employed| rate (same |Self-employed

for em- rate for em- rate

ployer) ployer)

Percent Percent Percent - Percent
1962... 3 4% 3% 4114
1963 to 1965 ———— 31 54 3% 5%e
1966 t0 1968 .. o e oo cccccacaeae 4 6 414 6316
1969 and after. oo ecceecceee 414 634 454 61%e

The interest rate used for the level-premium costs for your com-
mittee’s bill is 3.02 percent. This is the same rate that was used in
the cost estimates for the 1960 amendments.

Table 1 has shown that under the 1960 amendments the lack of
actuarial balance of the old-age and survivors insurance system was
0.24 percent of payroll. The disability insurance system similarly
had a lack of actuarial balance of 0.06 percent of payroll. The effect
of the 1960 amendments on the combined old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance system was an actuarial deficit of 0.30 percent of
payroll, which is well within the margin of variation possible in actu-
arial cost estimates, and which is about the same as had generally
prevailed in the past when the system has been considered to be in
substantial actuarial balance.

Under your committee’s bill the benefit changes proposed would, it
is estimated, be exactly financed by the increases in the contribution
rates. Accordingly, the previous figures as to lack of actuarial balance
continue to apply. The level-premium cost of the benefits and the
level-premium equivalent of the contributions are somewhat higher
than in respect to the 1960 act, not only because of the provisions of
the bill, but also because of the valuation date being 2 years later
(beginning of 1962, instead of beginning of 1960); but the relative
relationship of benefits and contributions is about the same. If the
cost estimates had been based on a higher interest rate than 3.02
percent (which is somewhat above the current level being earned by
the trust funds although considerably below the prevailing market
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rate of interest on long-term Government obligations), the lack of
actuarial balance would have been considerably less than 0.30 percent
of payroll. In fact, if an interest rate of 3} percent had been hypoth-
esized, the cost estimates would show no actuarial deficit.

Table 2 traces through the change in the actuarial balance of the
system from its situation under the 1960 act, according to the latest
estimate, to that under your committee’s bill, by type of major
changes involved.

TABLE 2.—Changes in actuarial balance, expressed in terms of estimaled level-
premium cost as percentage of taxable payroll, by type of change, intermediate-cost
estimate, 1960 act and committee bill

[Percent}
Item Committee
bill

Old-age and survivors insurance benefits:

Lack of balance (—) under 1960 act. . e maeimeniacmaea—ceoas —0.24

Increase in widow’s benefit to 8234 percent of primary benefit ' ________________._______ - 17

Increase in minimum benefit to $40. e cececcaaacas —~.06

Liberalization of fully insured status 2. __ e ecaieaeo -.02

Reduction in rctirement age formen (80 62) . - oo ececceeeomae .

Effect of increased contributionrates. ... . e ecccicicmeoo +.25

Lack Of DAlANCe (=) cvanms oo oo mmeme e em e m e ma e mem—mm e e m———m—m———— -.24
Disability insurance benefits:

Lack of balance under 1960 8¢t (=) e co oo me oo ciiecciaecacemeecaoneann —.08

Effect of changes in bill 3 .00

Lack of balanee (—) e oo oo et e eemome—cecceeeeeac——mmma————— ~.06

1 Similar increase for widower's and parent’s benefits.

? Reqnirement is 1 quarter of coverage for every 4 ‘‘elapsed quarters,”” instead of*‘1 for 3"’ (with 40 quarters
as maximumn requirement in each instance).

3Theincrease in the minimum benefit and the liberalization of fully insured status result in small increases
in cost, but these are offset by the lower cost resulting from some men claiming reduced old-age benefits
and then not being eligible for disability benefits later.

The changes made by your committee’s bill would have relatively
little cost effect in the disability insurance portion of the program.
Few disability beneficiaries qualify for as little as the minimum benetit
(less than 1 percent of the awards in 1959 were for under $40). Also,
the liberalization of the fully insured status provision would have little
effect in making more persons eligible for these benefits because the
vast majority of persons who meet the requirement of 20 quarters of
coverage out of the last 40 quarters will thereby have sufficient cover-
age so as to be fully insured under the definition in present law. On
the other hand, the introduction of actuarially reduced benefits for
men electing them between ages 62 and 65 will reduce the disability
benefit costs slightly; in certain cases a man might take the reduced
benefits and thus no longer be eligible for disability benefits, whereas
under present law, he might have qualified for the latter at somne later
date (but before age 65). As a result of these counterbalancing fac-
tors, it 1s estimated that there is no significant change in the cost of
the disability insurance portion of the program.

It should be emphasized that in 1950 and in subsequent amend-
ments, the Congress did not recommend that the old-age and survivors
insurance system be financed by a high, level tax rate in the future,
but rather recommended an increasing schedule, which, of necessity,
ultimately rises higher than the level-premium rate. Nonectheless,
this graded tax schedule will produce a considerable excess of income
over outgo for many years so that a sizable trust fund will develop,
although not as large as would arise under a level-premium tax rate.
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This fund will be invested in Government securities (Just as is also the
case for the trust funds of the civil service retirement, railroad retire-
ment, national service life insurance, and U.S. Government life
insurance systems). The resulting interest income will help to bear
part of the higher benefit costs of the future.

The level-premium cost of the old-age and survivors insurance
benefits (without considering administrative expenses and the effect
of interest carnings on the existing trust fund) under the 1960 act,
according to the latest intermediate-cost estimate, was about 8.5 per-
cent of payroll, and the corresponding figure for your committee’s
bill is about 8.8 percent. The corresponding figures for the disability
gielrlleﬁts are 0.56 percent for both the 1960 act and your committee’s

Table 3 presents the benefit costs under your committee’s bill,
separately for each of the various types of benefits.

TaBLE 3.— Estimated level-premium cosl of benefit payments, administrative expenses,
and inlerest earnings on existing trust fund under committee bill as percentage of
tazable payroll,! by type of benefit, intermediate-cost estimate at 3.02 percent interest

[Percent]
Old-age and | Disability
Item survivors insurance
insurance
Primary benefits....__._ ... _._.___._ 6.11 0.44
Wife’s benefits .60 .05
Widow’s benefits 1.43 Q)]
Parent’s benefits_ e .02 (O]
Child’s benefits. e .46 .07
Mother’s benefits. .. e .11 )
Lump-sum death payments. .. .o .12 ®
Total benefits_ _ e 8.85 .56
Administrative eXpenses ... o« .10 .02
Interest on existing trustfund .. __ ... - —. 18 —-.02
Net total level-preminm eost. . - .o oo 8.77 .56

1 Including adjustment to reflect the lower contribution rate for the self-employed as compared with the
combined employer-employee rate.

2 This type of benefit is not payable under this program.

1 This item is taken as an offset to the benefit and administrative expense costs.

The level-premium contribution rates equivalent to the graded
schedules in the law may be computed in the same manner as level-
premium benefit costs. These are shown in table 1, as are also figures
for the net actuarial balances.

Under your committee’s bill, old-age and survivors insurance benefit
disbursements for the calendar year 1961 will be increased by about
$425 million, since the effective date for the increased benefits is the
second month after the month of enactment (here assumed to be April
1961, so that the first increased benefits are for June, and these will
be reflected in checks issued at the beginning of July). There will, of
course, be no additional income during 1961, since the contribution
rate increases are effective on January 1, 1962.

In calendar year 1961, benefit disbursements under the old-age and
survivors insurance system as modified by your committee’s bill will
total about $12.1 billion. At the same time, contribution income
for old-age and survivors insurance in 1961, mnclusive of reimburse-
ments from the general Treasury for the additional cost of noncontrib-
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utory credit for military service, will amount to about $11.7 billion
under your committee’s bill. the same as under present law. Thus,
the excess of benefit outgo over contribution income will be about $400
million under your committee’s bill, as compared with an almost exact
balance under present law. The size of the old-age and survivors
insurance trust fund under your committee’s bill will, on the basis of
this estimate, decrease by about $400 million in 1961 (interest receipts
approximately equal the outgo for administrative expenses and for
transfers to the railroad retirement account); under present law, it is
estimated that this trust fund would remain relatively unchanged as
between the beginning and the end of 1961.

In 1962, benefit disbursements under the old-age and survivors
insurance system as it would be modified by your committee’s bill will
be about $13.2 billion, or an increase of about $800 million over pres-
ent law. Contribution income for old-age and survivors insurance
for 1962 will be $12.4 billion, an increase of about $400 million over
present law. Accordingly, in 1962, there will be an excess of benefit
outgo over contribution income of about $800 million under your
committee’s bill, as against a corresponding figure of $400 million
under present law. Under your committee’s bill, the situation will
reverse in 1963 (as a result of the presently scheduled increase in the
tax rate), and there will be an excess of contributions over benefit
outgo of about $800 million in 1963 and about $1.1 billion in 1964.

Under your committee’s bill, according to this estimate, the old-
age and survivors insurance trust fund will thus decrease in 1961-62
from its size of $20.3 billion at the end of 1960, declining to $19.9
billion at the end of 1961 and $19.1 billion at the end of 1962. At the
end of 1963, however, it is estimated to rise to $19.8 billion. Under
present law, the decrease in the trust fund during 1961-62 is estimated
at about $400 million.

As to the disability insurance system, for the reasons described

previously, the cost estimates for the program as it would be modified
by your committee’s bill are unchanged from those for present law.
In calendar year 1961, such benefit disbursements will total about
$850 million, and there will be an excess of contribution income over
benefit disbursements of about $200 million. Similarly, in 1962 and
the years immediately following, contribution income will be well in
excess of benefit outgo.
_ Table 4 gives the estimated operation of the old-age and survivors
insurance trust fund under your committee’s bill for the long-range
future, based on the intermediate-cost estimate. It will, of course,
be recognized that the figures for the next two or three decades are
the most reliable (under the assumption of level-earnings trends in
the future) since the populations concerned—both covered workers
and beneficiaries—are already born. As the estimates proceed further
into the future, there is, of course, much more uncertainty—if for no
reason other than the relative difficulty in predicting future birth
trends—but it is desirable and necessary nonetheless to consider these
long-range possibilities under a social insurance program that is
intended to operate in perpetuity.
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TABLE 4.—Progress of old-age and survivors insurance trust fund under commaltee
bill, high-employment assumptions, iniermediale cost estimate af 3.02 percent
tnlerest 1

{In millions]
Railroad
Adminis- retire-
Calendar year Contribu- | Benefit trative ment Interest on | Balance in
tions payments | expenses ﬁllnnaé]clal fund 1 fund 3
er-
change 3
Actual data
$3, 367 $1,885 $31 | . $417 $15, 540
3,819 2,194 88 |__._ 365 17, 442
3,945 3,006 88 ... 414 18,707
5,163 3,670 92 {_... 468 20, 576
5,713 4, 968 119 j._. 461 21, 663
6,172 5,715 132 |.... 531 22,519
6, 825 7, 347 4162 | oo 557 22,393
7,566 8,327 4194 549 21, 864
8,052 9,842 184 525 20,141
10, 866 10,677 203 506 20, 324
Estimated data (short-range estimate)

1961, e cicceaea $11,713 $12, 083 $268 —$310 $507 $19,884
1962 - 12, 376 13,151 259 —305 505 19,050
L I, 14,635 13,813 258 —325 521 19,810

1964 - - 15,491 14,374 271 —320 568 s
1965 e eeeee ———- 15,873 14, 840 282 —305 628 21,978

Estimated data (long-range estimate)

$20, 594 $16, 898 $245 —~$160 $1,184 $37,969
22,310 19, 657 260 =901 1,721 59,117
24,013 22,633 270 1 2,248 77,234
32,403 31, 451 356 86 3,980 136, 096
39, 417 43, 106 456 86 7,729 261, 631

I An interest rate of 3.02 percent is used in determining the level-premium costs, but in developing the
pr{)gress of the trust fund a varying rate in the early years has been used, which is equivalent to such fixed
rate.

3 A positive figure indicates payment to the trust fund from the railroad retirement aceount, and a nega-
tive figure indicates the reverse. Interest payment adjustments between the 2 systems are included in the
“Interest’’ column. -

tNot including amounts in the railroad retirement account to the credit of the old-age and survivors
insurance trust fund. In millions of dollars, these amounted to $377 for 1953, $284 for 1954, $163 for 1955, $60
for 1956, and nothing for 1957 and thereafter.

¢ These figures are artificially high because of the method of reimbursements between this trust fund and
the disability insurance trust fund (and, likewise, the figure for 1959 is too low).

I:*'?m.—Contrlbutlons include reimbursement for additional cost of noncontributory credit for military
service.

In every year after 1962 for the next 25 years, contribution income
under your committee’s bill is estimated to exceed old-age and sur-
vivors insurance benefit disbursements. Even after the benefit-outgo
curve rises ahead of the contribution-income curve, the trust fund will
nonetheless continue to increase because of the effect of interest earn-
ings (which more than meet the administrative expense disbursements
and any financial interchanges with the railroad retirement program).
As a result, this trust fund is estimated to grow steadily, reaching $38
billion in 1970, $77 billion in 1980, and over $135 billion at the end of
this century. In the very far distant future, namely, in about the
year 2025, the trust fund is estimated to reach a maximum of about
$275 billion, and then decrease. The old-age and survivors insurance
trust fund, according to this estimate, will not become exhausted until
about a century hence.
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The disability insurance trust fund, under your committee’s bill,
grows steadily for about the next 10 years and then decreases slowly,
according to the intermediate-cost estimate, as shown by table 5. In
1970, it is shown as being $3.4 billion, while in 1980, the corresponding
figurc is $2.4 billion, respectively. There is an excess of contribution
income over benefit disbursements for every year up to about 1965,
and even thereafter the trust fund continues to grow because of its
intercst carnings. This trust fund is shown to decline after 1970,
which is to be expected since the level-premium cost of the disability
benefits according to the intérmediate-cost estimate is slightly higher
than the level-premium income, 0.50 percent of payroll. As the ex-
perience develops, it will be necessary to study it very carefully to
determine whether the actuarial cost factors used are appropriate or
if the financing basis needs to be modified. The use of sligli)ltly less
conservative cost factors would result in the cost estimates for the
disability insurance system probably showing it to be completely in
actuarial balance, with a trust fund that would grow steadily and level
off rather than declining.

TaBLE 5.—Progress of disability insurance trust fund under commitlee bill, high-
employment assumptions, intermediate-cost estimate at 3.02 percent inlerest !

[In millions]
Contribu- | Benefit Adminis- | Interest on | Balance in
Calendar year tions payments trative fund ! fund
expenses
Actual data
1957. - $702 $57 183 $” $649
1958 e ecrccccccmccccccmccacancaaaaan 966 249 112 25 1,379
b U 891 457 50 41 1,825
1960.. - 1,015 568 36 53 2,289

1961__. - cmmmmecmaecseen—ne $1,044 $857 $43 $61 $2,494

1962. - cacccrcncccnccncacercsarocrennnnanns 1,079 986 49 71 2, 609

1963, o cceccrcecercnrcorcmcnr e e ————— 1,108 1,071 52 78 2,672

1964 e e cacceceveanen———— 1,141 1,137 54 81 2,703

1065 e e ceaccamnc——ann 1,171 1,186 57 83 2,714

Estimated data (long range estimate)

1970 o e m e —m———— $1,177 $1,229 $53 $111 $3,354

1973, e e ccame e m e ———— e = 1,275 1,401 58 3,108

1980, oo e mmccc e e 1,37 1, 550 62 75 2,
....................................... 1, 852 2.048 80 2’) ()

220 < e 2,252 2,701 103 3) ®

! An interest rate of 3.02 percent is used in determining the level.premium costs, but in developing the
pr&g.ress of th> trust fund a varying rate in the early years has been used, which is equivalent to such fixed
ro

? These figures are artificially low because of the method of reimbursements between the trust fund and the

d age and survivors insurance trust fund (and, likewise, the figure for 1959 is too high).

3 Fund exhausted in 1993.

Nore.—Contributions include reiflbursement for additional cost of noncontributory credit for military

service and transfers to or from the railroad retirement account under the financial interchange provisions
of the Railroad Retirement Act. ,

E. RESULTS OF COST ESTIMATES ON RANGE BASIS

. Table 6 shows the estimated operation of the old-age and survivors
insurance trust fund under your committee’s bill for the low- and
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high-cost estimates, while table 7 gives corresponding figures for the
disability insurance trust fund.

Under the low-cost estimate, the old-age and survivors insurance
trust fund builds up quite rapidly and in the year 2000 is shown as
being about $255 billion and is then growing at a rate of about $14
billion a year. Likewise, the disability insurance trust fund grows
steadily under the low-cost estimate, reaching about $10 billion in
1980 and $26 billion in the year 2000, at which time its annual rate
of growth is about $1 billion. For both trust funds, under these
estimates, benefit disbursements do not exceed contribution income
in any year after 1962 for the foreseeable future.

TARLE 6.—Estimated progress of old-age and survivors insurance trust fund under
committee bill, high-employment assumptions, low- and high-cost estimales

{In millions]
Railroad
Contribu- Benefit Adminis- | retirement | Interest | Balance in
Calendar year tions payments trative financial on fund fund
expenses inter-
change !
Low-cost estimate
$20, 651 $16, 541 $230 —$100 $1,315 $42,212
22,516 19,113 240 —41 1, 966 67, 782
24, 522 21,734 250 41 2,711 93, 765
35, 067 28, 564 332 126 7,412 255, 978
High-cost estimate
$17, 259 $260 —$220 $1, 054 $33, 725
20, 204 230 -141 1,476 50, 442
23, 537 290 -39 1,784 60, 877
34,340 379 46 545 116,119

! A positive figure indicates payment to the trust fund from the railroad retircment account and a negative
figure indicates the reverse.
? Fund exhausted in 2004,

Nore.—Contributions inciude reimbursement for additional cost of noncontributory credit for military
service,

TARLE 7.—Estimaled progress of disability insurance trust fund under commiltee
bill, high-employment assumptions, lor:- and high-cost estimates

[In millions]
Contribu- Benefit Adminis- Interest Balance
Calendar year tions payments trative on fund in fund
expenses
Low-cost estimate
$1, 180 $934 $51 $180 $5, 622
1,287 1,049 55 223 7,599
1, 401 1,160 58 285 9,805
2,004 1,573 78 743 '25, 537
High-cost estimate
$1,174 $1, 525 $35 $42 $1,089
1,263 1,752 62 0] O]
1,343 1,943 66 (O] Q)
1,699 2,522 82 O] )

! Fund exhausted in 1973.

Norte.—Contributions include reimbursement for additional cost of noncortributory credit for military
service and transfers to or from the railroad retirement account under the financial interchange provisions
of the Railroad Retirement Act.
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On the other hand, under the high-cost estimate the old-age and
survivors insurance trust fund builds up to a maximum of about
$63 billion in about 25 years, but decreases thereafter until it is ex-
hausted shortly after the year 2000. Under this estimate, benefit
disbursements from the old-age and survivors insurance trust fund are
less than contribution income during all years after 1962 and before
1980.

As to the disability insurance trust fund, under the high-cost
estimate, in the early years of operation the contribution income is
about the same as the benefit outgo. Accordingly, the disability
insurance trust fund, as shown by this estimate, will be about $2.5
billion during 1961-64 and will then slowly decrease until it is ex-
hausted in 1973.

The foregoing results are consistent and reasonable, since the system
on an intermediate-cost-estimate basis is intended to be approximately
self-supporting, as indicated previously. Accordingly, a low-cost
estimate should show that the system 1s more than self-supporting,
whereas a high-cost estimate shoufd show that a deficiency would arise
later on. In actual practice, under the philosophy in the 1950 and
subsequent acts, as set forth in the committee reports therefor,
the tax schedule would be adjusted in future years so that none of the
developments of the trust funds shown in tables 6 and 7 would ever
eventuate. Thus, if experience followed the low-cost estimate, and if
the benefit provisions were not changed, the contribution rates would
probably be adjusted downward—or perhaps would not be increased
in future years according to schedule. On the other hand, if the
experience followed the high-cost estimate, the contribution rates
would have to be raised above those scheduled. At any rate, the
high-cost estimate does indicate that, under the tax schedule adopted,
there will be ample funds to meet benefit disbursements for several
decades, even under relatively high-cost experience.

Table 8 shows the estimated costs of the old-age and survivors
insurance benefits and of the disability insurance benefits under your
committee’s bill as a percentage of payroll for various future years,
through the year 2050, and also the level-premium cost of the two
programs for the low-, high-, and intermediate-cost estimates (as was
previously shown in tables 1 and 3 for the intermediate-cost estimate).
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TaABLE 8.—Estimaled cost of benefits of old-age, survivors, and disability insurance
system as percent of payroll,! under commiltee bill

[In percent]

Low-cost High-cost Intermedi-
Calendar year estimate estimate ate-,oostt %stl-
mate

Old-age and survivors insurance benefits

7.01 7.35 7.18
7.76 8.76 8.25
7.94 10.00 8.92
7.13 10.10 8.49
8.02 13.28 10.20
10.17 15.16 12.11
7.69 10. 06 8.77

Disability insurance benefits

1970 e e e am e m e mb e —————— 0.40 0.65 0. 52
1980 o oo oo e e amcmtmammaem—mamm—— .41 .72 . 56
.39 .71 .54

39 .74 .55

45 .82 .60

2050 .49 .85 .63
Level-premium cost $___._ - . .42 .73 .56

1 'Il‘aldng 1%20 account lower contribution rate for the self-employed, as compared with combined employer-
employee rate,

2 Based on the average of the dollar costs under the low-cost and high-cost estimates.

3 Level-premium contribution rate, at 3.02 percent interest rate, for benefits after 1961, taking into account
interest on the Dee. 31, 1961, trust fund, future administrative expenses, and the lower contribution rates
payable by the selfemployed.

F. SUMMARY OF ACTUARIAL COST ESTIMATES

The old-age, survivors, and disability insurance system, as modified
by your committee’s bill, has an estimated benefit cost that is very
closely in balance with contribution income. This also was the case
for the 1950 and subsequent amendments at the time they were
enacted.

The old-age and survivors insurance system as modified by your
committee’s bill is about as close to actuarial balance, according to
the intermediate-cost estimate, as was the 1960 act according to the
latest cost estimates. The system as modified by your committee’s
bill, and the system as it was modified by the previous amendments,
has been shown to be not quite self-supporting under the intermediate-
cost estimate. Nevertheless, there is close to an exact balance,
especially considering that a range of variation is necessarily present
in the long-range actuarial cost estimates and, further, that rounded
tax rates are used in actual practice. Accordingly, the old-age and
survivors insurance program, under your committee’s bill, is actuari-
ally sound. The cost of the liberalized benefits under your com-
mittee’s bill is met by the financing provided.

The separate disability insurance trust fund established under the
1956 act shows a small lack of actuarial balance under your com-
mittee’s bill, as under the 1960 act, because the contribution rate
allocated to this fund is slightly less than the cost of the disability
benefits, based on the intermediate-cost estimate. Considering the
variability of cost estimates for disability benefits and certain ele-
ments of conservatism believed to be present in these estimates, this
small actuarial deficit is not significant.
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V. SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

The first section of the bill provides that it may be cited as the
“Social Security Amendments of 1961.”

The remainder of the bill is divided into three titles and eight
sections as follows:

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO TITLE II OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY
ACT

Sec. 101. Increase in minimum benefits.

Sec. 102. Reduced benefits for men at age 62.

Sec. 103. Fully insured status. :

Sec. 104. Increase in widow’s, widower’s, and parent’s insurance
benefits.

Sec. 105. Retroactive effect of certain applications for disability
determinations.

Sec. 106. Effective date.

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE INTERNAL REVENUE CODE OF
1954

Sec. 201. Changes in tax schedules.
TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS

Sec. 301. Amendment preserving relationship between raiiroad
retirement and old-age, survivors, and disability
insurance.

SEC. 101. INCREASE IN MINIMUM BENEFITS

(a) Increase tn minimum primary insurance amount.—Section 101 (a)
of the bill amends section 215(a) of the Social Security Act, which
contains the table for determining primary insurance amounts and
maximum family benefits. Under this amendment, the minimum
primary insurance amount is increased from $33 to $40. The primary
insurance amount is the amount payable to a retired worker (before
any reduction because benefit payments begin before age 65), to a
disabled worker receiving disability insurance benefits, and to a person
described in section 202(m) of the Social Security Act (generally, a
person who is the only survivor receiving minimum benefits on a
worker’s record). The primary insurance amount of the worker is
also used in arriving at the amount of monthly benefits to which other
persons are ent,it%ed. The wife’s, husband’s, child’s, widow’s,
widower’s, mother’s, and parent’s insurance benefits are specified
percentages or fractions of the worker’s primary insurance amount.

Under the amendment, all families now receiving benefits based
on primary insurance amounts of less than $40 will have their benefit
amounts increased. Similarly, individuals coming on the rolls with
respect to months beginning on or after the effective date of title I
of the bill will be entitled to benefits based on primary insurance
amounts of at least $40.

The maximum amount of benefits payable to a family on an earn-
ings record at the new minimum will be $60. The corresponding
maximum under existing law is $53. ‘

Finally, the amendment will increase the minimum lump-sum death

gay(r)nent under section 202(i) of the Social Security Act from $99 to
120.
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(b) Effective date for increase in minimum benefils.—Section 101(b)
of the bill provides the effective date for the increase in minimum
benefits made by section 101(a) of the bill. The amendment is to
apply (1) in the case of monthly benefits, to such benefits for months
beginning on or after the effective date for title I of the bill, and (2)
in the case of lump-sum death payments, where the death occurs on
or after such effective date. Section 106 of the bill provides that the
effective date for title I of the bill is the 1st day of the 1st calendar
month which begins on or after the 30th day after the day on which
the bill is enacted.

SEC. 102. REDUCED BENEFITS FOR MEN AT AGE 62

(@) Age requirement for monthly benefits for men reduced from 65 to
62.—Section 102(a) of the bill amends section 202 of the Social Se-
curity Act by striking out “retirement age” and ‘retirement age
(as defined in section 216(a)” each place they appear therein and by
inserting in lieu thereof “age 62”. The effect of these amendments
is to reduce from 65 to 62 the age at which men may become entitled
to old-age, husband’s, widower’s, and parent’s insurance benefits. As
explained below, old-age insurance benefits and husband’s insurance
benefits which become payable to men before they have attained age
65 will be reduced; widower’s and parent’s insurance benefits which
become so payable will not be reduced.

(bY(I) Adjustment of old-age, wife’s, or husband’s insurance benefit
amounts in accordance with age of beneficiary.—Section 102(b)(1) of the
bill amends subsections (q) and (r) of section 202 of the Social Security
Act to provide (1) the method for reducing old-age insurance benefits
for men, and husband’s insurance benefits, where the beneficiary
becomes entitled to such benefits before attaining age 65, and (2) to
simplify and improve the method of reduction for both men and
women. In general, the reduction provided by the bill is patterned
after the reduction provided in existing law in the case of old-age
insurance benefits for women, and wife’s insurance benefits, where the
beneficiary becomes entitled to such benefits before attaining age 65.

One of the most important of the changes in the method of reduction
appears in the amended section 202(q)(3) and relates to certain cases
where the benefit of an individual is increased after he begins receiving
such benefit. Under existing law, the amount of any benefit increase
for a woman receiving reduced benefits is reduced on the basis of the
beneficiary’s age when the original benefit began. Under the amended
section 202(q)(3), an increase in the reduced benefit of a man or woman
(where such increase is attributable to an increase in the primary
insurance amount on which such benefit is based) is treated as a sep-
arate benefit, and is reduced in accordance with the beneficiary’s age
at the time the increase becomes effective.

Another important change (which is discussed below in connection
with the amended sec. 202(q)(2)) relates to the case where entitlement
to an old-age insurance benefit begins after entitlement to a wife’s
or husband’s insurance benefit. In such a case, under the amendment
the amount of the old-age insurance benefit is not reduced by the
amount of the reduction 1n the wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit.
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Sec. 202(q)(1). General rule for reduction

Paragraph (1) of the amended section 202(q) of the Social Security
Act provides for the reduction of an old-age, wife’s, or husband’s
insurance benefit where the first month for which the individual is
entitled to such benefit is a month before he attains age 65. The
rate of reduction for men will be the same as the rate of reduction

rovided by existing law for women. Thus, the old-age insurance

enefit of a man or woman for any month before he or she attains
age 65 will be reduced by % of 1 percent of the amount of such benefit,
multiplied by the number of months in the ‘“reduction period” for
such benefit for such individual (that is, the number of months in the
period beginning with the first month for which such individual is
entitled to such benefit and ending with the last day of the month
before the month in which such individual attains age 65). For
example, in the case of an individual who becomes entitled to an old-
age insurance benefit for the month in which he attains age 62 which
is based on a primary insurance amount of $40, such monthly benefit
will be reduced by $8 (20 percent). This is arrived at by multiplying
% of 1 percent of $40 by 36 (the number of months in the reduction
period). The reduction may be expressed mathematically as follows:

5 1
§XTO—OX$4OX36—$8

If, in the preceding example, the first month of entitlement had been
the month in which the individual attained 63}, the reduction period
would consist of 18 months in lieu of 36, and the reduction would be
$4 (10 percent).

At age 65, the reduction period for this benefit is adjusted as pro-
vided in paragraph (6) of the amended section 202(q) for months in
which the benefit was subject to deductions under specified provisions
of title II of the Social Security Act. The effect of the adjustment
under paragraph (6) is to reduce the reduction in old-age insurance
benefits, effective for the month of attaining age 65 and for months
thereafter, where the individual did not receive such benefits for any
month or months before attaining age 65 by reason of work deductions.

A reduction, similar to the reduction for old-age insurance benefits,
is made under paragraph (1) of the amended section 202(q) for wife’s
or husband’s insurance benefits to which an individual becomes
entitled before attaining age 65. Here, however, the reduction
fraction is 284 of 1 percent in lieu of the % of 1 percent provided for
old-age insurance benefits. (This 2%s of 1 percent is the reduction
fraction provided by existing law in the case of wife’s insurance
benefits.)

For example, if an individual becomes entitled to an unreduced
wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit of $40 for the month in which
he or she attains age 62, the reduction under such paragraph (1) will
be $10 (25 percent). This may be expressed mathematically as follows:

25,1

36X100
If, instead of becoming so entitled at age 62, the individual became so
entitled at age 63}, the reduction for the first month of entitlement,
and for each month thereafter before the month in which he or she

X$40X36=5%10
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attains age 65, would be $5 (1234 percent). At age 65, the reduction
period would be adjusted to eliminate months in which benefits were
not received for any of the reasons stated in paragraph (6) of the
amended section 202(q).

The following table gives examples of the amount of the reduction
under paragraph (1) of representative old-age, wife’s, and husband’s
insurance benefits first becoming payable at age 62, 63, or 64:

Unreduced Age first Monthsin | Amount of Reduced
amount payable reduction reduction® benefit
period

Old-age benefit (reduction frac- $40 62 36 $8 $32
tion equals 56 of 1 percent). 40 63 24 5.30 34.70
40 64 12 2.60 37.40

$80 62 36 $16 $64
80 63 24 10. 60 69. 40
80 64 12 5.30 74.70

$120 62 36 $24 $96

120 63 24 16 104

120 64 12 8 112

Wife’s or husband’s benefit $20 62 36 $5 $15
(reduction fraction equals ?$4s 20 63 24 3.30 16.70
of 1 percent). 20 64 12 1.60 +18.40

$40 62 36 $10 $30
40 63 24 6. 60 33.40
40 64 12 3.30 36.70

$60 62 36 $15 $45

60 63 24 10 50

60 64 12 5 55

*In the examples in this explanation, all reductions in benefits which are not multiples of $0.10 are
rounded to the next lower multiple of $0.10, as required by paragraph (7) of the amended section 202(q).

Sec. 202(q)(2). Special reduction rule for certain cases where individual
18 entitled to more than one benefit

Paragraph (2) of the amended section 202(q) provides a special rule
for reducing the wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit. It applies if,
for the first month for which the individual is entitled to such benefit
at or after attaining age 62, the individual is also entitled to an old-age
insurance benefit subject to reduction under section 202(q) or to a
disability insurance benefit.

The type of case in which paragraph (2) will have its most frequent
application is where an individual becomes entitled to an old-age in-
surance benefit before attaining age 65, and simultaneously or sub-
sequently such individual becomes entitled to a larger wife’s or hus-
band’s insurance benefit. Paragraph (2)(B) provides that in this case
the wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit is to be reduced by the
dollar amount of reduction applicable to the old-age insurance benefit
under paragraph (1) of the amended section 202(q), and then further
reducing the wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit by the reduction
which would be appropriate under such paragraph (1) if the amount
of such benefit were equal to the excess of the unreduced wife’s or
I};usbgnd’s insurance benefit over the unreduced old-age insurance

enefit. :

For example, at age 62 an individual becomes entitled to an unre-
duced old-age insurance benefit of $40 and to an unreduced wife’s or
husband’s insurance benefit of $60. Under paragraph (2)(B) of the

87716—61——-38
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amended section 202(q), the wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit
would be reduced by $13 to $47. First, the dollar amount of reduction
in the old-age insurance benefit of $40 is determined under paragraph
(1). This is $8. Then paragraph (1) is applied to the excess of the
wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit over the old-age insursnce
benefit. This excess (computed on the unreduced amount of each
benefit) is $20. Applying paragraph (1) to a wife’s or husband’s
insurance benefit of $20 to which an individual first becomes entitled
at age 62 yields a reduction of $5. Thus, the total reduction in the
$60 wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit would be $13.

If, in the preceding example, the individual had become entitled to
an unreduced old-age insurance benefit of $40 at age 62, and had be-
come entitled to an unreduced wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit
of $60 at age 6334, then the total reduction in the wife’s or husband’s
insurance benefit would be $10.50 ($8, the reduction in the old-age
insurance benefit, plus $2.50, the appropriate reduction under par. (1)
for a wife’s or busband’s insurance benefit of $20 to which an indi-
vidual becomes entitled at age 6315).

Paragraph (2)(C) of the amended section 202(q) provides the
method of reduction under paragraph (2) in cases where an individual
is entitled to a disability insurance benefit and simultaneously or
subsequently becomes entitled to a wife’s or husband’sinsurance
benefit. Disability insurance benefits are not reduced by reason of
the age of the beneficiary. Therefore, in this case the wife’s or
husband’s insurance benefit is reduced by applying paragraph (1)
to the amount by which the wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit
(before reduction) exceeds the amount of the disability insurance
benefit. For example, at age 62 an individual becomes entitled to
a disability insurance benefit of $40. -At age 64 such individual be-
comes entitled to an unreduced wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit
of $50 (and remains entitled to the disability insurance benefit). In
this case, the wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit will be reduced by
$0.80 to $49.20. Under paragraph (2)(C) the reduction is computed
by treating the wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit as being such a
benefit of $10 (the excess of $50 over $40). The formula for this
reduction may be expressed as:

25,1
36X100X$10X 12=80.80

Paragraph (2)(D) of the amended section 202(q) deals with the
case where an individual first becomes entitled to a wife’s or a hus-
band’s insurance benefit simultaneously with, or subsequently to,
entitlement to an old-age insurance benefit or a disability insurance
benefit, and later on the entitlement to the old-age insurance benefit
or to the disability insurance benefit ceases. Such a case may arise
where a man recovers from his disability before he reaches age 65
and is not fully insured for old-age insurance benefits. Such a case
may also arise where a man was entitled before age 65 to an old-age
insurance benefit based entirely, or in part, on his earnings from
railroad work and then acquires sufficient railroad service to make
a total of 120 months, as a result of which his entitlement to old-age
insurance benefits terminates.
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In any such case, the wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit is
reduced under paragraph (2)(D) by applying paragraph (1) to the
full amount of the wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit. In making
such application, the reduction period (i.e., the factor consisting of
the number of months in the period beginning with the first month
of entitlement and ending with the month before the month in which
the individual attains age 65) is the reduction period applicable with
respect to the first month for which the wife’s or husband’s insurance
benefit was payable (and not the reduction period determined by
reference to the month after the month in which entitlement to the
old-age insurance benefit or the disability insurance benefit ceased).

As explained below, the amended section 202(r) of the Social
Security Act deems that a person who is eligible for an old-age in-
surance benefit when he or she applies for a reduced wife’s or husband’s
insurance benefit is also applying for such old-age insurance benefit.
This provision, together with the amended section 202(q)(2), assures
that in the usual case (the case where the wife’s or husband’s insurance
benefit begins at the same time as, or after, a reduced old-age insur-
ance benefit) the wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit will be reduced
to take account of the old-age insurance benefit.

Under existing law (see sec. 202(q)(3) of existing law), where
entitlement to an old-age insurance benefit begins after entitlement
to a wife’s insurance benefit, the old-age insurance benefit is reduced
by the dollar reduction applicable to such wife’s insurance benefit.
No comparable provision is contained in the amended section 202(q),
and for both men and women in this type of case the old-age insurance
benefit (if entitlement begins before attaining age 65) will be reduced
under paragraph (1) without regard to the prior reduction in the
wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit. In the case of women now on
the rolls whose old-age insurance benefit has been reduced by reason
of a prior entitlement to a wife’s insurance benefit, this change in law
will affect benefits for the month beginning on the effective date of
title I of the bill and for months thereafter.

Sec. 202(q)(3). Separate reduction computation for certain increases in
benefits

Under existing law, if an old-age insurance or wife’s insurance
benefit which has been reduced under section 202(q) is later increased
for anﬁ reason, the reduction period applicable to the original benefit
is applied to the increase as though the increase had been payable in
the first month for which the individual became entitled to the original
benefit. This rule is changed in the amended section 202(q)(3) for
any increase in a benefit resulting from an increase in the primary
insurance amount (such an increase may arise from a recomputation
of the worker’s primary insurance amount to take account of addi-
tional earnings, or by legislation, such as sec. 101 of the bill, increasing
primary insurance amounts).

In the case of any increase described in the amended section
202(q)(3), the increase will be reduced as though it were a separate
benefit beginning in the first month for which it is effective—that is,
in accordance with the age the beneficiary attains in the first month
for which the increase 1s effective. Furthermore, the increase will be
reduced under paragraph (1) or (2) of the amended section 202(q),
whichever of such paragraphs applies in determining the amount by
which the original benefit is reduced.



32 SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1961

The effect of the amendment to existing law contained in the new
paragraph (3) may be illustrated by the following example. Assume
that a woman became entitled in the past to an old-age insurance
benefit at age 62 on the basis of her primary insurance amount of
$33. This was reduced by $6.60 (20 percent); so she is at present
entitled to a monthly benefit of $26.40. Section 101 of the bill
provides that the minimum primary insurance amount, and therefore
the minimum unreduced old-age insurance benefit, is to be $40.
Under existing law, this increase of $7 would be reduced by $1.40 (20
percent of $7) to $5.60, since the original benefit was reduced by 20

ercent.

P Under the amended section 202(q)(3), the amount of the reduction
in this $7 increase will depend on the age which this woman attains
in the month which begins on the effective date for title I of the bill.
If she is then 64}4, the $7 increase will be reduced by $0.20, and she
will be entitled to a reduced old-age insurance benefit of $33.20
($26.40 plus $6.80). Without this amendment, she would be entitled
to $32 ($26.40 plus $5.60).

If, at the time this bill takes effect, she has attained age 65, there
will be no reduction in the $7 increase. Under existing section 202(q),
there would be a 20 percent reduction in the increase regardless of her
attained age.

It is to be noted that the amended section 202(q)(3) will in some
cases apply even though, immediately before an increase in the
primary insurance amount, the individual was not entitled to the
benefit in question. For example, assume that a woman becomes
entitled to an unreduced wife’s insurance benefit of $20, based on a
primary insurance amount of $40. Subsequently, she becomes en-
titled to an unreduced old-age insurance benefit of $40. At this point,
she ceases to be entitled to the wife’s insurance benefit, since she is
now entitled to an old-age insurance benefit based on a primary in-
surance amount greater than one-half of the primary insurance amount
on which the wife’s insurance benefit is based (see the conditions of
entitlement to a wife’s insurance benefit contained in sec. 202(b) of
the Social Security Act). Still later, the primary insurance amount
of her husband is recomputed by reason of additional earnings and is
increased to $100. Upon filing application therefor, she will become
entitled to an unreduced wife’s insurance benefit of $50. The amended
section 202(q)(3) will apply to the difference between the unreduced
original wife’s insurance benefit of $20 and the new unreduced amount
of such benefit ($50), and this $30 increase will be reduced under the
amended section 202(q)(1) on the basis of the age she attains in the
{)irst glonth for which she becomes entitled to such $50 wife’s insurance

enefit. '

Sec. 202(q)(4). Special reduction rules for wife’s insurance benefits

Paragraph (4) of the amended section 202(q) provides that there
is to be no reduction in a wife’s insurance benefit for any month in
which she has in her care a child of the person on whose primary
insurance amount such wife’s insurance benefit is based, if for such
month such child is entitled to a child’s insurance benefit. This rule
is similar to a rule contained in existing law, but is modified by
removing the requirement that the entitlement of the child to his
benefit be based on the same earnings record as is the wife’s insurance
benefit. Still retained, however, is the requirement that the child
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be a child of the person on whose earnings record the wife’s insurance
benefit is based.

This modification of existing law may have an effect, for instance,
where a woman with a child remarries. After a year, this child is
treated for purposes of title II of the Social Security Act as being
the child of both the first husband and the second husband. If the
primary insurance amount of the first husband is greater than that
of the second husband, the child’s insurance benefit will be com-
puted by reference to the primary insurance amount of the first
husband. However, since the wife’s insurance benefit in this case
must be based on the primary insurance amount of the second hus-
band, under existing law this woman is not treated as having a child
in her care. The amended paragraph (4) treats her as having a child
in her care. This modification conforms the treatment of such a
child for purposes of preventing reductions in the wife’s insurance
benefit to the treatment provided by existing law in adjusting the
reduction in the wife’s insurance benefit at age 65. Under existing
law, and under the bill, in this type of situation the reduction period
will be reduced when she reaches age 65 for any month in which she
has such a child in her care.

Under the amended section 202(q)(4) (as under existing law) there
will be no reduction in a wife’s insurance benefit for any month in
which she does not have a described child in her care, unless she has
filed a certificate electing reduced benefits. If no certificate is filed
electing reduced benefits, she will be entitled to a full wife’s insurance
benefit for a month in which she does not have a described child in
her care, but section 203(c)(2) of the Social Security Act has the
elfli"ect (f)f applying a deduction to that benefit equal to the full amount
thereof.

Subparagraph (C) of the amended paragraph (4) provides that if
a woman does not have in her care a described child in the first month
for which she is entitled to a wife’s insurance benefit, and if such first
month is a month before the month in which she attains age 65, then
she is treated as having filed in such first month a certificate electing
reduced benefits. This provision is in accordance with existing
administrative practice.

Sec. 202(q)(5). Definition of reduction period

Paragraph (5) of the amended section 202(q) contains a definition
of the term “reduction period.” In order to determine the appro-
priate reduction under section 202(q) in the old-age, wife’s, or hus-
band’s insurance benefit of any individual for months before he or
she attains age 65 it is necessary to find the reduction period for that
benefit. Where an individual is entitled to both an old-age insurance
benefit and to a wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit, a separate
reduction period must be ascertained for each such benefit.

Each reduction period consists of the months included in a period
which ends with the month before the month in which the individual
attains age 65, and begins generally with the first month for which
the individual is entitled to the benefit in question. However, in
the case of the wife’s insurance benefit, the reduction period begins
with the first month for which a certificate electing reduced wife’s
insurance benefits is effective.
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Sec. 202(q)(6). Definition of adjusted reduction period

Paragraph (6) of the amended section 202(q) defines the term
““adjusted reduction period.” This is applicable in the case of old-
age, wife’s, or husband’s insurance benefits subject to reduction under
section 202(q) which are payable for the month in which the indi-
vidual attains age 65 or for any month thereafter. To determine the
adjusted reduction period for any of the enumerated benefits of an
individual, it is necessary to find the reduction period for that benefit
under paragraph (5). Such reduction period is then adjusted by
eliminating certain months contained in such reduction period.

In the case of an old-age, wife’s, or husband’s insurance benefit,
there is eliminated each month in the reduction period for which that
benefit was withheld under the retirement test provisions. In the
case of a wife’s insurance benefit, there is also eliminated each month
in the reduction period for which unreduced benefits were payable
because the woman had in her care a child (of the person on whose
earnings record her wife’s insurance benefits are based) entitled to
child’s benefits. And in the case of a wife’s or husband’s insurance
benefit based on the spouse’s entitlement to a disability insurance
benefit, there is also eliminated each month in the reduction period
for which the wife’s or husband’s benefit (1) was withheld on account
of the spouse’s refusal to accept rehabilitation services, or (2) was
not payable because the spouse recovered from his disability.

The effect of this provision is to apply to old-age insurance benefits
for men and to husband’s insurance benefits the provisions now
_applicable to old-age insurance benefits for women and to wife’s
insurance benefits which relate to the recalculation, at age 65, of the
reduction in benefits so as to give credit for months before age 65
for which reduced benefits were not payable. However, the require-
ment of existing law that there must have been at least 3 months
for which reduced benefits were withheld before there can be a recalcu-
lation of the reduced amount is eliminated. This change in law
applies to individuals attaining age 65 on or after the effective date
of title I of the bill. For these individuals there will be a recalcula-
tion even if a reduced benefit was withheld for only 1 month.

The operation of the amended paragraph (6) may be illustrated by
the following example. At age 62 an individual becomes entitled to
an old-age insurance benefit based on a primary insurance amount
of $90. The amount of such benefit for each month before the month
in which he attains age 65 is reduced by $18 to $72 (% of 1 percent of
$90, multiplied by 36). Assume that during the reduction period of
36 months beginning with the first month of entitlement and ending
with the month be%ore the month in which the individual attains
age 65, this benefit is subject to a full deduction under section 203(b)
of the Social Security in each of 16 months because such months are
charged with excess earnings equal to the amount of the reduced
benefit for such months. In addition, for each of an additional 3
months there is a partial deduction under section 203(b) because such
months are charged with excess earnings which are less than the
amount of the reduced benefit for such months. Accordingly, there
were 17 months before the month in which he attains age 65 in which
his reduced benefit was not withheld.

. For the month in ‘which this individual attains age 65, and for
months thereafter, the old-age insurance benefit reduction is recal-
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culated in the light of paragraph (6). The reduction is now $8.50
(% of 1 percent of $90, multiplied by 17), and the reduced benefit is
now $81.50. For each month beginning with the month in which
this individual attains age 65, he will be entitled to receive $81.50.
This is the same monthly benefit amount he would have been entitled
to receive had his first month of entitlement been the month in which
he attained age 63 and 7 months (assuming, in this latter case that
there was no month before he attained age 65 for which the reduced
benefit was withheld).

Sec. 202(q)(7). Rounding of benefits, etc.

Paragraph (7) provides that the amended section 202(q) is to be
applied after section 203(a) of the Social Security Act, which places
a limit on the amount of the benefits which may be paid to a family
for any month. It is also to be applied after the application of sec-
tion 215(g) of such act, which provides for rounding of any benefit
which is not a multiple of $0.10 to the next higher multiple of $0.10.
If, after applying these other provisions, the amended section 202(q)
would result 1n a reduction which is not a multiple of $0.10, then the
reduction is rounded by eliminating that portion of it which is not
such a multiple. This paragraph (7) provides the same rules for
computing reduced benefits for both men and women as are provided
under existing section 202(q)(9) for computing reduced old-age and
wife’s msurance benefits for women.

Sec. 202(r). Presumed filing of application by person eligible for an old-
age insurance benefit and for a wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit

Section 102(b)(1) of the bill also amends section 202(r) of the Social
Security Act to apply to a man the provision now applicable to a
woman under which a person is deemed to have filed an application
for both an old-age insurance benefit and a wife’s (or, under the
amended provision, husband’s) insurance benefit where he is eligible
for both in the same month before age 65 and where he applies for
only one. (The exception in existingolaw applicable to a wife with a
child beneficiary in her care for the first month of entitlement is con-
tinued.) The amended section 202(r) also contains a new provision
needed to correct the anomaly in existing law where a woman entitled
to disability insurance benefits is deemed to have filed an application
for reduced old-age insurance benefits, thereby terminating her un-
reduced disability insurance benefit, when she becomes entitled to a
reduced wife’s insurance benefit. Under the amended section 202(r),
where a person is entitled to a disability insurance benefit for the same
month for which an application for a reduced wife’s or husband’s in-
surance benefit is effective, the person will be deemed to have filed an
application for an old-age insurance benefit only as of the first subse-
quent month for which he or she is not entitled to a disability insnr-
ance benefit.

Sec. 102(b)(2) of the bill—Relationship of benefits reduced on account
of age to disability insurance benefits.—Section 102(b)(2)(A) of the bill
repeals section 202(s) of the act, dealing with the relationship between
reduced benefits and disability insurance benefits. The provisions
of the repealed section, modified so as to apply to men as well as to
women, are incorporated in the sections they affect. As noted in the
analysis of the new paragraph (2) of section 202(q), above, the pro-
vision of section 202(s) relating to the simultaneous entitlement to a
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wife’s insurance benefit and to a disability insurance benefit is now
incorporated in that paragraph.

Section 102(b)(2) (B) of the bill amends section 223(a) of the act,
relating to disability insurance benefits, by adding to it the provision
now contained in paragraph (1) of section 202(s), modified so as to
apply to men as well as women, under which entitlement before age
65 to a widow’s or parent’s (or, under the amended provision, widow-
er’s) insurance benefit, or to a reduced old-age or wife’s (or, under the
amended provision, husband’s) insurance benefit, bars later entitle-
ment to a disability insurance benefit. In order to give full effect to
this provision as it applies to men, the new paragraph also provides
that a period of disa%ility (for the purpose of excluding the period
from the ‘““elapsed period’” in determining a person’s insured status
and benefit amount) may not begin after entitlement to a widow’s,
widower’s, or parent’s insurance benefit or to a reduced old-age, wife’s,
or husband’s msurance benefit. This additional restriction 1s needed
for men, but not for women, because the primary insurance amount
for a man is computed on the basis of an elapsed period up to the year
in which he attains age 65. Since the primary insurance amount for
a woman is computed on the basis of an elapsed period up to the year
in which she attains age 62, any period of disability estabﬁshed for her
beginning after age 62 would have no effect.

ection 102(b)(2)(C) of the bill amends section 223(a) of the act
by incorporating therein the provision now contained in paragraph (3)
of section 202(s), modified to apply to men as well as women, under
which a disability insurance benefit is terminated with the month .
before the month in which a person becomes entitled to an old-age
insurance benefit.

Section 102(b)(2)(D) of the bill amends section 216(i)(2) of the
act, relating to the definition of a period of disability, to provide a
cross-reference to section 223(a)(3) (described above) under which a
person may not begin a period of disability after the month in which
he became entitled to any of the benefits listed in such section
223(a)(3).

Sec. 102(b)(3)—Waiver of retroactive benefits.—Section 102(b)(3) of
the bill amends section 202(j)(3) of the act to make it clear that a
man or a woman has the right to waive entitlement to old-age or
survivors insurance benefits for one or more consecutive months
before the month in which he or she becomes entitled to such benefits,
beginning with the earliest month for which he or she would otherwise
be entitled in the retroactive period. Existing law has been inter-
preted as having this effect. Paragraph (3) of section 202(j) of the
act, which now specifically gives women the right to waive entitlement
to benefits for retroactive months between the ages of 62 and 65
(months that would cause a reduction in her benefits), is made
generally applicable to all benefits by the amendment.

Sec. 102(c)—Conforming amendments.—Section 102(c) of the bill
makes a number of changes in the Social Security Act to conform
various provisions to the changes made by the bill in providing
monthly insurance benefits for men at age 62.

Paragraph (1) of section 102(c) repeals section 216(a) of the act,
which defines “‘retirement age’” as age 65 in the case of men and age 62
in the case of women. The paragraphs which follow paragraph (1)
substitute references to specific ages in the provisions of the law where
reference is now made to “retirement age.”
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Paragraph (2) of section 102(c) provides for substituting ‘“‘age 62,”
where appropriate, in the provisions listed in such paragraph (2).

Paragraph (3) of section 102(c) of the bill amends a number of
provisions of the Social Security Act primarily for the purpose of
reflecting the retention of the beginning of the year of attainment of
age 65 as the ending point of the elapsed period for a man, both for
determining his benefit amount and for determining his insured status.

Sec. 102(d)—Other conforming amendments.—Section 102(d)(1)
amends section 215(a)(4) of the act. Such section 215(a) (4) provides, in
part, that in the case of an individual who was entitled to disability in-
surance benefits for the month before the month in which he became
entitled to old-age insurance benefits, his old-age insurance benefit
will be equal to his disability insurance benefit if that is the largest
amount which may be determined for him. As amended, this provi-
sion will apply to a man only if he first became entitled to old-age
insurance benefits at age 65. A man entitled to disability insurance
benefits who became entitled to old-age insurance benefits before
attainment of age 65 (usually because he has recovered from his
disability) will have his old-age insurance benefit based on a primary
insurance amount computed under other applicable provisions of the
law. This primary insurance amount may be smaller than the pri-
mary insurance amount on which his disability insurance benefit was
based because years after the year in which he recovered and before
he reached age 65 are included as elapsed years.

Section 102(d)(2) of the bill amends section 215(b)(3) of the act
(relating to the number of elapsed years to be used in the computation
of an individual’s average monthly wage, on which his benefit amount
is based) so that even though a man can begin to receive old-age
insurance benefits before attaining age 65, the period for determining
the number of elapsed years to be used in the computation of his
primary insurance amount will go up to the first year after 1960 in
which he both was fully insured and had attained (or would attain)
age 65. This is the period used for men in existing law.

Section 102(d)(3) adds a new paragraph (7) to section 215(f) (relat-
ing to the recomputation of benefit amounts).

Subparagraph (A) of the new paragraph (7) provides for a recom-
putation, after attainment of age 65, of the benefit amount of a man
who started to receive old-age insurance benefits before the month
in which he attains age 65. The recomputation will be made as though
the man became entitled to old-age insurance benefits in the year in
which he attains age 65. Earnings in years after the man first became
entitled to benefits and through the year in which he attains age 65
will be used in  the recomputation, if use of them increases the primary
insurance amount. The recomputation will be made without appl-
cation by the beneficiary. Any increase resulting from the recom-
putation will be pa ab? for months starting with the month of
attaining age 65, and (under sec. 202(q)(3), as amended by the bill)
will not be subject to reduction.

Subparagraph (B) of paragraph (7) provides for a recomputation
of the primary insurance amount for a man who received reduced
old-age insurance benefits and who died before attaining age 65. The
recomputation will be made, without the need for an application, if
any individual is entitled to monthly survivors benefits or a lump-sum
death payment on the basis of the earnings of the deceased worker.
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The number of elapsed years will be measured over a period going up to
(but not including) the year of death, rather than up to the year in
which age 65 would have been attained; and earnings in years up
through the year of death will be considered in the average monthly
wage computation. The primary insurance amount as modified
by the recomputation will be the basis for fixing the amount of
monthly survivors benefits and the lump-sum death payment.

Sec. 102(e)—Adjustment of other promsions to take account of the
provision of reduced benefits for men before age 65.—Section 102(e)
of the bill amends subsections (b) and (c) of section 202 of the act,
relating to the eligibility requirements for wife’s and husband’s
insurance benefits, to make technical changes required to take account
of the provisions for paying reduced benefits to men. Paragraphs (1)
through (5) make changes that are needed because under the bill the
old-age insurance benefit for & man will no longer always be the same
as his primary insurance amount; it can be a lower amount. (The
disability insurance benefit will continue to be the same as the primary
insurance amount.) Paragraph (6) makes an exception to the
provision that a husband’s insurance benefit is one-half of the wife’s
primary insurance amount in order to reflect the possibility of a
reduction in the husband’s insurance benefit on account of the hus-
band’s age.

Sec. 102(f)—Effective dates for section 102.—Section 102(f) (1) of the
bill provides that the changes made by section 102(a) of the bill
resulting in making old-age and survivors insurance benefits available
to men, as well as women, at age 62 are to apply for monthly benefits
only for months beginning on or after the eﬂ{active date of title I
of the bill, and only on the basis of applications filed in or after March
1961. (Sec. 106 of the bill defines the effective date of title I of the bill
as the first day of the first calendar month which begins on or after
the 30th day after the date of the enactment of the bill.)

Subparagraph (A) of section 102(f)(2) provides that, in general,
the changes made by section 102(b)(1) of the bill which relate to
reductions in old-age, wife’s, and husband’s insurance benefits begin-
ning before age 65 are to apply for monthly benefits only for months
beginning on or after the effective date of title I of the bill. Under this
provision, & woman on the rolls whose old-age insurance benefit was
reduced and who had been entitled to a wife’s insurance benefit before
she became entitled to an old-age insurance benefit will have her
benefits recomputed to give her the advantage (for the months
described in the preceding sentence) of the change under which, in
such cases, an old-age insurance benefit is not reduced on account
of a reduced wife’s insurance benefit (but may be reduced on its own
account).

Section 102(f)(2)(B) provides that the new provision for computing
the reduction amount for an increase in a reduced benefit in accordance
with the age of the beneficiary at the time the increase is effective
(rather than his age at the time the original benefit began) is to apply
to benefits only for months beginning on or after the effective date
of title I of the bill, but only in cases where the increase is not effective
for any month beginning before the effective date of title I of the bill,
or where the increase is based on an application for a recomputation
filed on or after such effective date.
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Section 102(f) (2)(C) provides that the requirement under present law
that the reduced benefits of a woman must have been withheld for
at least 3 months in order for her to be eligible for a recalculation of
of the reduction amount at age 65 is to continue to apply to anyone
who attains age 65 before the effective date of title I of the bill. The
effect is to restrict the amendment eliminating the 3-month require-
ment to people who attain age 65 on or after the effective date.

Section 102(f)(2) (D) provides that where a person is entitled to a
monthly benefit for the last month beginning before the effective date
of title I of the bill, the amount of the benefit will not be decreased
because of the changes made in section 202(q) of the act. The primary
purpose of this provision is to prevent a decrease in benefits that might
result from a recomputation to give women on the rolls the benefit of
the change under which an old-age insurance benefit is not reduced
solely because of prior entitlement to a reduced wife’s benefit.
Although the change described in the preceding sentence is a liberal-
ization for virtually all cases, in a very rare case (arising from the
adjustment in the reduction period at age 65) it could be a deliberal-
1zation.

Section 102 (f)(3) provides an effective date for the changes made by
section 102(b)(1), relating to the deemed-simultaneous filing of an
application for both old-age insurance benefits and wife’s or husband’s
insurance benefits where a person is eligible for both in the same month
before age 65 but applies for only one such benefit. The changes apply
to benefits only for months beginning on or after the effective date of
title I of the bill. The new provision under which a person who was
entitled to a disability insurance benefit in the first month before age 65
for which he was entitled to a husband’s or wife’s insurance benefit is
deemed to have applied for an old-age insurance benefit for the first
subsequent month for which he is not entitled to a disability insurance
benefit applies only if that first subsequent month is a month beginning
on or after the effective date of title I of the bill.

Section 102(f)(4) provides that the changes made by section
102(b)(2), dealing with the relationship between reduced benefits and
disability insurance benefits, are to take effect on the effective date of
title I of the bill.

Section 102(f)(5) provides that the changes made by section
102(b)(3), relating to the right to waive retroactive benefits, are to
apply only where the application is filed on or after the effective date
of title I of the bill.

Section 102(f) (6) provides an effective date for the changes made
by section 102(c) and sections 102(d) (1) and 102(d)(2) of the bill to
conform to the provisions making benefits available to men at age 62.
The changes will apply with respect to (1) monthly benefits for months
beginning on or after the effective date of title I of the bill based on
applications filed in or after March 1961; and (2) lump-sum death
p};zyxtx)liflalnts based on deaths on or after the effective date of title I of
the .

Section 102(f)(7) provides an effective date for the change made
by section 102(d)(3) of the bill, relating to special recomputations for
men who began to draw old-age insurance benefits before age 65.
This change will take effect on the effective date of title I of the bill.

Section 102(f)(8) provides that the technical changes made by
section 102(e) of the bill, which are required to take account of the
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provisions for paying reduced benefits to men before age 65, are to
apply to benefits only for months beginning on or after the effective
date of title I of the bill. )

Section 102(f) (9) states that for purposes of section 102(f), dealing
with effective dates for section 102 of the bill, the term ‘‘monthly
benefits’’ means monthly old-age, survivors, and disability insurance
benefits payable under title I of the Social Security Act.

SEC. 103. FULLY INSURED STATUS

(a) Fully insured status.—Section 103(a) of the bill amends section
214 (a) of the Social Security Act to change the work requirements for
fully 1nsured status, at the same time putting the provision defining
fully insured status on an annual basis. The amended section 214(a)
provides that a person will be fully insured if he has one quarter of
coverage (acquired at any time after 1936) for each calendar year
elapsing after 1950 (or after the year in which he attained age 21,
if that was later than 1950) and before:

(1) In the case of a woman, the year in which she died or at-
tained age 62, whichever is earlier;

(2) In the case of a man who has died, the year in which he
died or the year in which he attained age 65, whichever is earlier;
or

(3) In the case of a man who has not died, the year in which
he attained, or would attain, age 65.

The existing minimum requirement of 6 quarters of coverage and
maximum requirement of 40 quarters of coverage are retained.

The amenged section 214(a) of the act conforms the provision for
excluding periods of disability from the elapsed period to the annual
basis for determining insured status by providing that any year any
part of which is in a period of disability will not count as an elapsed
year. Under existing law, any calendar quarter any part of which is
in a period of disability is not counted as an elapsed quarter unless it
is also a quarter of coverage (only the first and the last quarter of a
period of disability may be quarters of coverage). The change to an
annual basis will enable some few people who become disabled to
become fully insured with one or (in a very rare case) two quarters of
coverage less than would be required if the quarterly basis were kept.
On a quarterly basis, a person whose period of disability began after
the first quarter of a year would have one or more elapsed quarters
counted in that year, and a person who recovered from a disability
before the fourth quarter of a year would have one or more elapsed
quarters counted in that year. On an annual basis, the entire year in
which a disability began and the entire year in which the disability
ended will be excluded from the elapsed period.

The following table shows the number of quarters of coverage re-
quired for fully insured status, under existing law and under the bill,
for women who attain age 62 and men who attain age 65 in specified
years, and who did not have a period of disability.
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Required quarters
Year of attainment of age 62 (for women) or

age 65 (for men)
Existing law | Proposed

1956 and earlier.__. .- 6 6
1957. .. PR 8 6
9 7

10 8

12 9

13 10

20 15

26 20

33 25

40 30

40 35

40 40

(b) Effective date for section 103.—Section 103(b) provides that the
amendments made by section 103(a) are to be effective for (1) monthly
benefits for months beginning on or after the effective date of title I
of the bill on the basis of applications filed in or after March 1961;
(2) lump-sum death payments with respect to deaths occurring on or
after the effective date of title I of the bill; and (3) disability deter-
minations (for the purpose of excluding a period of disability from the
elapsed: period in determining insured status and the benefit amount)
based on applications filed in or after March 1961. Section 106 of
the bill defines the effective date of title I of the bill as the first day
of the first calendar month which begins on or after the 30th day after
the enactment of the bill.

(¢) Special rule for filing proof of ‘support.—Section 103(c) of the
bill provides a 2-year period (beginning with the effective date of
title I of the bill) before the end of which proof of support may be
filed in any case where a dependent widower or parent becomes eligible
for benefits solely as a result of the changes made in the insured
status requirements by section 103(a) of the bill. In the absence of
such a provision, these dependents, who may have been denied the
opportunity to file proof of support because the worker was not insured,
would be barred from filing simply because the present statutory
period for filing such proof (within 2 years after the worker’s death,
with a further 2-year extension if there was good cause for the failure
to file) had expired.

(d) Technical amendment to computation provision.—Section 103(d)
of the bill amends section 303(g) (1) of the Social Security Amendments
of 1960 to prevent people who become fully insured solely as a result
of the change in insured status made by the bill from taking advantage
of an alternative method of benefit computation that is intended only
for people who were already eligible for old-age insurance benefits
(that is, fully insured and past retirement age) before the date of the
enactment of the 1960 amendments. Such people can have their
benefits figured over a period of years ending with the year in which
they were first eligible for benefits, if that would yield the largest
benefit amount for them. The amendment provides that “fully
insured status’’ and “retirement age,” as used in section 303(g)(1) of
the 1960 amendments, are to have the same meaning as they had in the
law before those amendments (fully insured status defined as one
quarter of coverage for every two quarters elapsing after 1950, rather
than for every three quarters as in the 1960 amendments or for every
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year as in the bill; and “retirement age’’ set at 62 for women and 65
for men).

SEC. 104. INCREASE IN WIDOW’S, WIDOWER’S, AND PARENT'S
INSURANCE BENEFITS :

(a) Increase in widow's insurance benefit.—Section 104 (a) of the bill
amends section 202(e)(2) of the Social Security Act so as to increase
the widow’s insurance benefit from 75 percent of the primary insurance
amount of her deceased husband to 82} percent of his primary
insurance amount.

(b) Increase in widower’s insurance benefit.—Section 104(b) of the
bill amends section 202(f)(3) of the Social Security Act so as to in-
crease the widower’s insurance benefit from 75 percent of the primary
insurance amount of his deceased wife to 8214 percent of her primary
insurance amount.

(¢) Increase in parent’s insurance benefit.—Section 104(c) of the bill
amends section 202(h)(2) of the Social Security Act by replacing it
with three new subparagraphs.

Subparagraph (A) of the amended section 202(h)(2) provides that,
in general, a parent’s insurance benefit will be 8234 percent of the pri-
mary insurance amount of the deceased worker on whose wages and
self-employment income the parent’s benefit is based. Exceptions to
this general rule are set forth in subparagraphs (B) and (C).

Subparagraph (B) provides that for any month for which more than
one parent 18 entitled to parent’s insurance benefits based on a deceased
worker’s earnings, the benefit for each parent will be 75 percent (as in
existing law) of the deceased worker’s primary insurance amount.

Subparagraph (C) provides that if one parent is entitled to parent’s
insurance benefits based on the earnings of a deceased worker for a
month, and later, because of an application that is retroactively effec-
tive for the same month, another parent of the worker becomes en-
titled to parent’s insurance benefits for that month based on such
worker’s earnings, the total of the parent’s insurance benefits for any
month in the period for which that application has retroactive effect
shall be limited to 150 percent of the primary insurance amount.
Since the parent who first became entitled to benefits will have been
entitled to a benefit equal to 82} percent of the primary insurance
amount for the month, the parent who later becomes entitled to bene-
fits will get a benefit for that month equal to 673 percent of the pri-
mary insurance amount. For months beginning with the month in
which the second parent filed his application for benefits, each parent’s
insurance benefit will be 75 percent of the primary insurance amount,
as provided in subparagraplg ).

(d) Conforming amendments.—Section 104(d) (1) of the bill amends
section 202(e) (1) of the Social Security Act (relating to eligibility for
widow’s insurance benefits) and section 202(f) (1) of the Social Security
Act (relating to eligibility for widower’s insurance benefits) to take
into account the higher widow’s and widower’s insurance benefits
payable by reason of the amendments made by subsections (a) and
(b), respectively, of section 104 of the bill. Under the new provision,
a widow could be eligible to receive a widow’s insurance benefit if her
old-age insurance benefit were less than 82} percent (instead of 75
percent) of the deceased worker’s primary insurance amount,.and
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the widow’s insurance benefit would be terminated if the widow
became entitled to an old-age insurance benefit equal to or exceeding
824 percent (instead of 75 percent) of the primary insurance amount
of the deceased worker. gimila.rly, a widower could be eligible to
receive a widower’s insurance benefit if his old-age insurance benefit
was less than 82} percent of the deceased worker’s primary insurance
amount, and the widower’s insurance benefit would be terminated if
the widower became entitled to an old-age insurance benefit equal to
or exceeding 82)¢ percent of the primary insurance amount of the
deceased worker. .

Section 104(d)(2) amends section 202(h) (1) of the Social Security
Act (relating to eligibility for parent’s benefits) to take into account
the higher parent’s insurance benefits which can be payable under
section 104(c) of the bill. Under the new provision, a parent could
be eligible to receive a parent’s insurance benefit if his old-age insur-
ance benefit was less than 82)¢ percent (instead of 75 percent) of the
primary insurance amount of the deceased worker, provided that only
one parent was entitled to parent’s insurance benefits based on the
earnings of the worker (the only situation in which the parent’s
insurance benefit is increased by the bill). If more than one parent
is entitled to parent’s insurance benefits based on the earnings of a
worker, there will be no increase in the parent’s insurance benefit
under the bill—therefore, the effect of the present law is retained;
each parent could become entitled to parent’s insurance benefits only
if his old-age insurance benefit is less than 75 percent of the primary
insurance amount of the deceased worker. Similarly, a parent’s
insurance benefit will be terminated if the parent becomes entitled
to an old-age insurance benefit equal to or in excess of 82} percent
(instead of 75 percent) of the primary insurance amount of the
deceased worker, provided that only one parent is entitled to parent’s
insurance benefits based on the earnings of the deceased worker. If
more than one parent is entitled to parent’s insurance benefits based
on the earnings of the deceased worker, a parent’s insurance benefit
would be terminated if he became entitled to an old-age insurance
benefit that was equal to or in excess of 75 percent (as in present law)
of the primary insurance amount of the deceased worker.

(e) Effective date for section 104.—Section 104 (e) of the bill provides
that the amendments made by section 104 of the bill are to apply
with respect to monthly benefits for months beginning on or after
the effective date of title I of the bill. (Sec. 106 of the bill defines
the effective date of title I of the bill as the first day of the first
calendar month which begins on or after the 30th day after the date
of enactment of the bill.)

Saving clause—Section 104(f) of the bill is a saving clause
which provides that the increased benefits paid to a widow, widower,
or parent as a result of the changes made by the bill are not to cause
a reduction in the benefit paid to any other person entitled to benefits
based on the earnings of the same individual for the month before
the first month for which the increases in widow’s, widower’s, and
parent’s insurance benefits are effective. If there were no saving
clause, because of the limitation on the total of the benefits that may
be paid to a family on the basis of the earnings of one individual, the
benefits payable to a person on the rolls when the bill is enacted
might be reduced because of the increase in payments to widows,
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widowers, and parents resulting from enactment of the bill. In an
individual case the saving clause will be effective only until such time
as a new person becomes entitled to benefits on the same earnings
record, when benefits would be reduced under existing law. A further
provision is added to restrict the applicability of the saving clause to
those cases where it applies in the first month for which the increases
in benefits are effective. Otherwise, because of future changes in
the law, it could apply for the first time many years after the bill is
enacted. To avoid this result, the saving clause applies at all only
if it is applicable in the particular case for the first month for which
the increase in widow’s, widower’s, and parent’s insurance benefits
will be effective—i.e., in cases where the benefits payable for such
month would be reduced but for the saving clause.

SEC. 105. RETROACTIVE EFFECT OF APPLICATIONS FOR DISABILITY
DETERMINATIONS

Section 105 of the bill amends section 216 (1) (4) of the Social Security
Act to extend for 1 year (through June 30, 1962) the time within
which disabled workers may file applications for disability determina-
tions on the basis of which the beginning of a period of disability
would be established as early as the actual onset of disablement
(provided the other requirements of the law are met). This provision
is effective with respect to applications for such determinations filed
on or after the date of enactment of the bill.

SEC. 106. EFFECTIVE DATE FOR TITLE I

Section 106 of the bill provides that, except as otherwise provided,
the effective date of title I of the bill (which makes changes in title
IT of the Social Security Act) will be the first day of the first calendar
month which begins on or after the 30th day after the date of enact-
ment of the bill.

SEC. 201. CHANGES IN TAX SCHEDULES'

Section 201 of the bill increases the rates of taxes under the Self-
Employment Contributions Act of 1954 (ch. 2 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954) and the Federal Insurance Contributions Act (ch. 21
of such code). Each rate provided by existing law for the self-employ-
" ment tax is increased by ¥s percent, effective for taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 1961. Each rate provided by existin
law for the employer tax and the employee tax under the Federa
Insurance Contributions Act is increased by % percent, effective
with respect to remuneration paid after 1961.

The following tables illustrate the proposed changes in rates:

Self-employment tax rates

Existing law Proposed
(percent) (percent)
1962, . . 4 411 (4. 6875
1963 to 1965, inclusiv 5}}2 5"/io° $5. 4375;
1966 to 1968, inclusive. 6 634¢ (6. 1875)
1969 and after 63t €15{, 26. 9375)
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Employer tax and employee tax rates (each)

Existing law Proposed

(percent) (percent)
1962. .. 3 316 (3.125)
1963 to 1965, inclusive. 3% 354 (3. 625)
1966 to 1968, inclusive. 4 416 (4.125)
1969 and after. 4% 456 (4.625)

SEC. 301. AMENDMENT PRESERVING RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
RAILROAD RETIREMENT AND OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DIS-
ABILITY INSURANCE

Section 1(q) of the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937 provides that
for purposes of that act the terms ‘“Social Security Act’”’ and “Social
Security Act, as amended’” are to mean the Social Security Act as
amended in 1960. Section 301 of the bill amends this provision by
striking out “1960”’ and inserting in lieu thereof “1961”’.

VI. CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW

In compliance with clause 3 of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, as
introduced, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted
is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italics, existing
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman):

SOCIAL SECURITY ACT

TITLE II—FEDERAL OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISA-
BILITY INSURANCE BENEFITS

* * * * * * *

OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS INSURANCE BENEFIT PAYMENTS
Old-Age Insurance Benefits

Sec. 202. (a) Every individual who—
(1) 1s a fully insured individual (as defined in section 214(a)),
(2) has attained [retirement age (as defined in section 216(a))]
age 62, and
(3) has filed application for old-age insurance benefits or was
entitled to disability insurance benefits for the month preceding
the month in which he attained the age of 65,
shall be entitled to an old-age insurance benefit for each month, begin-
ning with the first month after August 1950 in which such individual
becomes so entitled to such insurance benefits and ending with the
month preceding the month in which he dies. Except as provided in
subsection (q), such individual’s old-age insurance benefit for any
month shall be equal to his primary insurance amount (as defined in
section 215(a)) for such month.

67716—61——4



46 SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1961

Wife’s Insurance Benefits

(b)(1) The wife (as defined in section 216(b)) of an individual
entitled to old-age or disability insurance benefits, if such wife—

(A) has filed application for wife’s insurance benefits,

(B) has attained [retirement age] age 62 or has in her care
(individually or jointly with her husband) at the time of filing
such application a child entitled to a child’s insurance benefit on
th((ai basis of the wages and self-employment income of her husband,
an :

(C) is not entitled to old-age or disability insurance benefits,
or is entitled to old-age or disability insurance benefits based on
a primary insurance amount which isless than one-half of [an old-
age or disability insurance benefit] the primary insurance amount
of her husband,

shall be entitled to a wife’s insurance benefit for each month, beginning
with the first month after August 1950 in which she becomes so entitled
to such insurance benefits and ending with the month preceding the
first month in which any of the following occurs: she dies, her husband
dies, they are divorced a vinculo matrimonii, no child of her husband is
entitled to a child’s insurance benefit and she has not attained [retire-
ment age] age 62, she becomes entitled to an old-age or disability
insurance benefit based on a primary insurance amount which is equal
to or exceeds one-half of [an old-age or disability insurance benefit]
the primary insurance amount of her husband, or her husband is not
entitled to disability insurance benefits and is not entitled to old-age
insurance benefits.

(2) Except as provided in subsection (q), such wife’s insurance
benefit for each month shall be equal to one-half of the [old-age or
disability insurance benefit] primary insurance amount of her husband
for such month,

Husband’s Insurance Benefits

(¢) (1) The husband (as defined in section 216(f)) of a currently
insured individual (as defined in section 214(b)) entitled to old-age
or disability insurance benefits, if such husband—

(A) has filed application for husband’s insurance benefits,

(B) has attained [retirement age] age 62,

(C) was receiving at least one-half of his support, as deter-
mined in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secre-
tary, from such individual— ' '

(1) if she had a period of disability which did not end
prior to the month in which she became entitled to old-age
or disability insurance benefits, at the beginning of such
period or at the time she became entitled to such benefits, or

(ii) if she did not have such a period of disability, at the
time she became entitled to such benefits,

and filed proof of such support within two years after the month
in which she filed application with respect to such period of dis-
ability or after the month in which she became entitled to such
benefits, as the case may be, or, if she did not have such a period,
two years after the month in which she became entitled to such
benefits, and
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(D) is not entitled to old-age or disability insurance benefits,
or 18 entitled to old-age or dis‘:ﬁ)ility insurance benefits [each of]
based on a primary insurance amount which is less than one-half
of the primary insurance amount of his wife, .

shall be entitled to a husband’s insurance benefit for each month,
beginning with the first month after August 1950 in which he becomes
so entitled to such insurance benefits and ending with the month pre-
ceding the month in which any of the following occurs: he dies, his
wife dies, they are divorced a vinculo matrimonii, or he becomes
entitled to an old-age or disability insurance benefit [equal to or
exceeding] based on a primary insurance amount which 1s equal to or
exceeds one-half of the primary insurance amount of his wife, or his
wife is not entitled to disability insurance benefits and is not entitled
to old-age insurance benefits.

(2) The requirement in paragraph (1) that the individual entitled
to old-age or disability insurance benefits be a curreatly insured indi-
vidual, and the provisions of subparagraph (C) of such paragraph,
shall not be applicable in the case of any husband who—

(A) in the month prior to the month of his marriage to such
individual was entitled to, or on application therefor and attain-
ment of [retirement age] age 62 in such prior month would have
been entitled to, benefits under subsection (f) or (h); or

(B) in the month prior to the month of his marriage to such
individual had attained age eighteen and was entitled to, or on
application therefor would have been entitled to, benefits under
subsection (d).

(3) [Such] Except as provided in subsection (¢), such husband’s
insurance benefit for each month shall be equal to one-half of the
primary insurance amount of his wife for such month.

Child’s Insurahce Benefits

(d) (1) Every child (as defined in section 216(e)) of an individual
entitled to old-age or disability insurance benefits, or of an individual
who dies a fully or currently insured individual if such child—
(A) has filed application for child’s insurance benefits,
(B) at the time such application was filed was unmarried
and either (i) had not attained the age of eighteen or (ii) was
under a disability (as defined in section 223(c)) which began
before he attained the age of eighteen, and
(C) was dependent upon such individual—
@) if such individual is living, at the time such application
was filed,

(i) if such individual has died, at the time of such death
or
(iii) if such individual had a period of disability which
continued until he became entitled to old-age or disability
insurance benefits, or (if he has died) until the month of his
death, at the beginning of such period of disability or at the

time he became entitled to such benefits,
shall be entitled to a child’s insurance benefit for each month, begin-
ning with the first month after August 1950 in which such child
becomes so entitled to such insurance benefits and ending with the
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month preceding the first month in which any of the following occurs:
such child dies, marries, is adopted (except for adoption by a step-
parent, grandparent, aunt, or uncle subsequent to the death of such
fully or currently insured individual), or attains the age of eighteen
and is not under a disability (as defined in section 223(c)) which
began before he attained such age. Entitlement of any child to
benefits under this subsection shall also end with the month preceding
the third month following the month in which he ceases to be under
a disability (as so defined) after the month in which he attains age
eighteen. ~Entitlement of any child to benefits under this subsection
on the basis of the wages and self-employment income of an individual
entitled to disability insurance benefits shall also end with the month
before the first month for which such individual is not entitled to
such benefits unless such individual is, for such later month, entitled
to old-age insurance benefits or unless he dies in such month. In the
case of an individual entitled to disability insurance benefits, the pro-
visions of clause (i) of subparagraph (C) of this paragraph shall not
apply to a child of such individual unless he (A) is the natural child
or stepchild of such individual (including such a child who was legally
adopted by such individual) or (B) was legally adopted by such in-
dividual before the end of the twenty-four month period beginning
with the month after the month in which such individual most recently
became entitled to disability insurance benefits, but only if (1) pro-
ceedings for such adoption of the child had been instituted by such
individual in or before the month in which began the period of dis-
ability of such individual which still exists at the time of such adoption
or (iik)l such adopted child was living with such individual in such
month.

(2) Such child’s insurance benefit for each month shall, if the in-
dividual on the basis of whose wages and self-employment income the
child is entitled to such benefit has not died prior to the end of such
month, be equal to one-half of the primary insurance amount of such
individual for such month. Such child’s insurance benefit for each
month shall, if such individual has died in or prior to such month,
be equal to three-fourths of the primary insurance amount of such
individual.
~ (8) A child shall be deemed dependent upon his father or adopt-
ing father at the time specified in paragraph (1)(C) unless, at such
time, such individual was not living with or contributing to the sup-
port of such child and—

(A) such child is neither the legitimate nor adopted child of
such individual, or
(B) such child had been adopted by some other individual.

For purposes of this paragraph, a child deemed to be a child of a
fully or currently insured individual pursuant to section 216(h)(2)
(B) shall, if such individual is the child’s father, be deemed to be the
legitimate child of such individual.

_(4) A child shall be deemed dependent upon his stepfather at the
time specified in paragraph (1)(C) if, at such time, the child was
living with or was receiving at least one-half of his support from
such stepfather.
~ (5) A child shall be deemed dependent upon his natural or adopt-
ing mother at the time specified in paragraph (1)(C) if such mother
or adopting mother was a currently insured individual. A child
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shall also be deemed dependent upon his natural or adopting mother,
or upon his stepmother, at the time specified in paragraph (1)(C) if,
at such time, (A) she was living with or contributing to the support of
such child, and (B) either (i) such child was neither living with nor
receiving contributions from his father or adopting father, or (ii)
such child was receiving at least one-half of his support from her.
(6) In the case of a child who has attained the age of eighteen and
who marries—
(A) an individual entitled to benefits under subsection (a),
(e), (D), (g), or (h) of this section or under section 223(a), or
B) another individual who has attained the age of eighteen
and is entitled to benefits under this subsection,
such child’s entitlement to benefits under this subsection shall, not-
withstanding the provisions of paragraph (1), not be terminated by
reason of such marriage; except that, in the case of such a marriage
to a male individual entitled to benefits under section 223(a) or this
subsection, the preceding provisions of this paragraph shall not apply
with respect to benefits for months after the last month for which
such individual is entitled to such benefits under section 223(a) or
this subsection unless (i) he ceases to be so entitled by reason of his
death, or (i1) in the case of an individual who was entitled to benefits
under section 223(a), he is entitled, for the month following such
last month, to benefits under subsection (a) of this section.

Widow’s Insurance Benefits

(e)(1) The widow (as defined in section 216(c)) of an individual
who died a fully insured individual, if such widow—

(A) has not remarried,

(B) has attained [retirement age] age 62,

(C)(1) has filed application for widow’s insurance benefit,
or was entitled, after attainment of [retirement age] age 62, to
wife’s insurance benefits, on the basis of the wages and self-
employment income of such individual, for the month preceding
the month in which he died, or

(ii) was entitled, on the basis of such wages and self-employ-
ment income, to mother’s insurance benefits for the month pre-
cec%ling the month in which she attained [retirement age] age 62,
an

(D) is not entitled to old-age insurance benefits or is entitled
to old-age insurance benefits each of which is less than [three-
fourths] 82)4 percent of the primary insurance amount of her
deceased husband,

shall be entitled to a widow’s insurance benefit for each month, begin-
ning with the first month after August 1950 in which she becomes so
entitled to such insurance benefits and ending with the month preced-
ing the first month in which any of the following occurs: she remarries,
dies, or becomes entitled to an old-age insurance benefit equal to or
exceeding [three-fourths] 82!, percent of the primary insurance
amount of her deceased husband.

(2) Such widow’s insurance benefit for each month shall be equal
to [three-fourths] 82} percent of the primary insurance amount of
her deceased husband.
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(3) In the case of any widow of an individual—
(A) who marries another individual, and
(B) whose marriage to the individual referred to in subpara-
graph (A) is terminated by his death which occurs within one
ye(sia,r after such marriage and he did not die a fully insured indi-
vidual,
the marriage to the individual referred to in clause (A) shall, for the
purposes of paragraph (1), be deemed not to have occurred. No
benefits shall be payable under this subsection by reason of the preced-
ing sentence for any month prior to whichever of the following is the
latest: (i) the month in which the death referred to in subparagraph
(B) of the preceding sentence occurs, (ii) the twelfth month before
the month in which such widow files application for purposes of this
paragraph, or (iii) November 1956.
(4) In the case of a widow who marries—
(A) an individual entitled to benefits under subsection (f) or
(h) of this section, or
(B) an individual who has attained the age of eighteen and is
entitled to benefits under subsection (d),
such widow’s entitlement to benefits under this subsection shall, not-
withstanding the provisions of paragraph (1), not be terminated by
reason of such marriage; except that, in the case of 'such a marriage
to an individual entitled to benefits under subsection (d), the preced-
ing provisions of this paragraph shall not apply with respect to bene-
fits for months after the last month for which such individual is en-
titled to such benefits under subsection (d) unless he ceases to be so
entitled by reason of his death.

Widower’s Insurance Benefits

(f) (1) The widower (as defined in section 216(g)) of an individual
who died a fully and currently insured individual, if such widower—

(A) has not remarried,

(B) has attained [retirement age] age 62,

(C) has filed application for widower’s insurance benefits or
was entitled to hus%and’s insurance benefits, on the basis of the
wages and self-employment income of such individual, for the
month preceding the month in which she died, ,

(D) () was receiving at least one-half of his support, as
determined in accordance with regulations prescribed by the
Secretary, from such individual at the time of her death or, if
such individual had a period of disability which did not end prior
to the month in which she died, at the time such period began or
at the time of her death, and filed proof of such support within
two years after the date of such death, or, if she had such a period
of disability, within two years after the month in which she filed
application with respect to such period of disability or two years
after the date of such death, as the case may be, or (ii) was
receiving at least one-half of his support, as determined in accord-
ance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary, from such
individual, and she was a currently insured individual, at the time
she became entitled to old-age or disability insurance benefits or,
if such individual ‘had a period of disability which did not end
prior to the month in which she became so entitled, at the time
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such period began or at the time she became entitled to such
benefits, and filed proof of such support within two years after
the month in which she became entitled to such benefits, or, if she
had such a period of disability, within two years after the month
in which she filed application with respect to such period of dis-
ability or two years after the month in which she became entitled
to such benefits, as the case may be, and

(E) is not entitled to old-age insurance benefits, or is entitled
to old-age insurance benefits each of which is less than [three-
fourths] 8214 percent of the primary insurance amount of his
deceased wife,

shall be entitled to a widower’s insurance benefit for each month,
beginning with the first month after August 1950 in which he becomes
so entitled to such insurance benefits and ending with the month pre-
ceding the first month in which any of the following occurs: he re-
marries, dies, or becomes entitled to an old-age insurance benefit
equal to or exceeding [three-fourths} 82} percent of the primary
insurance amount of his deceased wife.

(2) The requirement in paragraph (1) that the deceased fully in-
sured individual also be a currently insured individual, and the
provisions of subparagraph (D) of such paragraph, shall not be
applicable in the case of any individual who—

(A) in the month prior to the month of his marriage to such
individual was entitled to, or on application therefor and attain-
ment of [retirement age}] age 62 in such prior month would
have been entitled to, benefits under this subsection or subsec-
tion (h); or

(B) in the month prior to the month of his marriage to such
individual had attained age eighteen and was entitled to, or on
application therefor would have been entitled to, benefits under
subsection (d).

(3) Such widower’s insurance benefit for each month shall be equal
to [three-fourths] 82} percent of the primary insurance amount of his
deceased wife.

(4) In the case of a widower who marries—

(A) an individual entitled to benefits under subsection (e),
(g), or (h), or

(B) an individual who has attained the age of eighteen and is
entitled to benefits under subsection (d),

such widower’s entitlement to benefits under this subsection shall, not-
withstanding the provisions of paragraph (1), not be terminated by
reason of such marriage.

Mother’s Insurance Benefits

(2)(1) The widow and every former wife divorced (as defined in
- section 216(d)) of an individual who died a fully or currently insured
individual if such widow or former wife divorced—
(A) has not remarried,
(B) is not entitled to a widow’s insurance benefit,
(C) is not entitled to old-age insurance benefits, or is entitled
to old-age insurance benefits each of which is less than three-
fourths of the primary insurance amount of such individual,
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(D) has filed application for mother’s insurance benefits, or
was entitled to wife’s insurance benefits on the basis of the wages
and self-employment income of such individual for the month
preceding the month in which he died,

(E) at the time of filing such application has in her care a
child of such individual entitled to a child’s insurance benefit,
and

(F) in the case of a former wife divorced, was receiving from
such individual (pursuant to agreement or court order) at least
one-half of her support at the time of his death or, if such in-
dividual had a period of disability which did not end prior to
the month in which he died, at the time such period began or at
the time of such death, and the child referred to in subpara-

raph (E) is her son, daughter, or legally adopted child and the
%eneﬁts referred to in such subparagraph are payable on the
basis of such individual’'s wages and self-employment income
shall be entitled to a mother’s insurance benefit for each month, begin-
ning with the first month after August 1950 in which she becomes so
entitled to such insurance benefits and ending with the month preced-
ing the first month in which any of the following occurs: no child of
such deceased individual is entitled to a child’s insurance benefit,
such widow or former wife divorced becomes entitled to an old-age
insurance -benefit equal to or exceeding three-fourths of the primary
insurance amount of such deceased individual, she becomes entitled
to a widow’s insurance benefit, she remarries, or she dies. Entitlement
to such benefits shall also end, in the case of a former wife divorced,
with the month immediately preceding the first month in which no
son, daughter, or legally adopted child of such former wife divorced
is entitled to a child’s insurance benefit on the basis of the wages and
self-employment income of such deceased individual.

(2) Such mother’s insurance benefit for each month shall be equal
to three-fourths of the primary insurance amount of such deceased
individual.

) 53) 1In the case of any widow or former wife divorced of an indi-
vidual—

(A) who marries another individual, and

(B) whose marriage to the individual referred to in subpara-
graph (A) is terminated by his death but she is not, and upon
filing application therefor in the month in which he died would
not be, entitled to benefits for such month on the basis of his wages
and self-employment income,

the marriage to the individual referred to in clause (A) shall, for the
purpose of paragraph (1), be deemed not to have occurred. No bene-
fits shall be payable under this subsection by reason of the preceding
sentence for any month prior to whichever of the following is the latest:
(i) the month 1n which the death referred to in subparagraph (B) of
the preceding sentence occurs, (i) the twelfth month before the month
in which such widow or former wife divorced files application for pur-
poses of this paragraph, or (iii) the month following the month in
which this paragraph is enacted.

(4) In the case of a widow or former wife divorced who marries—

(A) an individual entitled to benefits under subsection (a), (f),
or (h), or under section 223(a), or
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(B) an individual who has attained the age of eighteen and is
entitled to benefits under subsection (d),

the entitlement of such widow or former wife divorced to benefits under
this subsection shall, notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph (1),
not be terminated by reason of such marriage; except that, in the case
of such a marriage to an individual entitled to benefits under section
223(a) or subsection (d) of this section, the preceding provisions of
this paragraph shall not apply with respect to benefits for months
after the last month for which such individual is entitled to such
benefits under section 223(a) or subsection (d) of this section unless
(1) he ceases to be so entitled by reason of his death, or (ii) in the case
of an individual who was entitled to benefits under section 223(a), he
is entitled, for the month following such last month, to benefits under
subsection (a) of this section.

Parent’s Insurance Benefits

(h) (1) Every parent (as defined in this subsection) of an individual
who died a fully insured individual if such parent—

(A) has attained [retirement age] age 62,

(B)(1) was receiving at least one-half of his support from such
individual at the time of such individual’s death or, if such
individual had a period of disability which did not end prior to
the month in which he died, at the time such pertod began or at
the time of such death, and (ii) filed proof of such support within
two years after the date of such death, or, if such individual had
such a period of disability, within two years after the month in
which such individual filed application with respect to such period
of disability or two years after the date of such death, as the case
may be,

(C) has not married since such individual’s death,

(D) is not entitled to old-age insurance benefits, or is entitled
to old-age insurance benefits each of which is less than [three-
fourthsY 8214 percent of the primary insurance amount of such
deceased individual if the amount of the parent’s insurance benefit
for such month is determinable under paragraph (2)(A) (or 76
percent of such primary insurance amount in any other case), and

(E) has filed application for parent’s insurance benefits,

shall be entitled to a parent’s insurance benefit for each month begin-
ning with the first month after August 1950 in which such parent
becomes so entitled to such parent’s insurance benefits and ending with
the month preceding the first month in which any of the following
occurs: such parent dies, marries, or becomes entitled to an old-age
insurance benefit equal to or exceeding [three-fourthsy 8214 percent
of the primary insurance amount of such deceased individual if the
amount of the parent’s insurance benefit for such month is determinable
under paragraph (2)(A) (or 75 percent of such primary insurance
amount in any other case).

[(2) Such parent’s insurance benefit for each month shall be equal
to three-fourths of the primary insurance amount of such deceased
individual.J}

(2) (A) Except as provided in subparagraphs (B) and (O), such
parent’s insurance benefit for each month shall be equal to 82% percent
of the primary insurance amount of such deceased individual.
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(B) For any month for which more than one parent is entitled to
parent’s insurance benefits on the basis of such deceased individual’s
wages and self-employment income, such benefit for each such parent
Jor such month shall (except as provided in subparagraph (C) be equal
to 76 percent of the primary insurance amount of such deceased
individual.

(C) In any case in which—

(?) any parent is entitled to a parent’s insurance benefit for a
month on the basis of a deceased individual’s wages and self-employ-
ment income, and

(%7) another parent of such deceased individual is entitled to a
parent’s insurance benefit for such month on the basis of such wages
and_self-employment income, and on the basis of an application
Jiled after such month and after the month in which the application
Jor the parent’s benefits referred to in clause (i) was filed,

the amount of the parent’s insurance benefit of the parent referred to in
clause () for the month referred to in such clause shall be determined
under subparagraph (A) instead of subparagraph (B) and the amount
of the parent’s insurance benefit of a parent referred to in clause (12)
Jor such month shall be equal to 150 percent of the primary insurance
amount of the deceased indwidual minus the amount (before the applica-
tron of section 203(a)) of the benefit for such month of the parent referred
to wn clause (7).

(3) As used in this subsection, the term ‘“parent’’ means the mother
or father of an individual, a stepparent of an individual by a marriage
contracted before such individual attained the age of sixteen, or an
adopting parent by whom an individual was adopted before he
attained the age of sixteen.

(4) In the case of a parent who marries—

(A) an individual entitled to benefits under this subsection or
subsection (e), (f), or (g), or ,

(B) an individual who has attained the age of eighteen and
is entitled to benefits under subsection (d),

such parent’s entitlement to benefits under this subsection shall, not-
withstanding the provisions of paragraph (1), not be terminated by
reason of such marriage; except that, in the case of such a marriage
to a male individual entitled to benefits under subsection (d), the pre-
ceding provisions of this paragraph shall not apply with respect to
benefits for months after the last month for which such individual
is entitled to such benefits under subsection (d) unless he ceases to
be so entitled by reason of his death.

Lump-Sum Death Payments

(1) Upon the death, after August 1950, of an individual who died
a fully or currently insured individual, an amount equal to three
times such individual’s primary insurance amount, or an amount
equal to $255, whichever is the smaller, shall be paid in a lump sum
to the person, if any, determined by the Secretary to be the widow or
widower of the deceased and to have been living in the same house-
hold with the deceased at the time of death. If there is no such
person, or if such person dies before receiving payment, then such
amount shall be paid —
(1) if all or part of the burial expenses of such insured indi-
vidual which are incurred by or through a funeral home or funeral
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homes remains unpaid, to such funeral home or funeral homes
to the extent of such unpaid expenses, but only if (A) any
person who assumed the responsibility for the payment of all or
any part of such burial expenses files an application, prior to the
expiration of two years after the date of death of such insured
individual, requesting that such payment be made to such funeral
home or funeral homes, or (B) at least 90 days have elapsed after
the date of death of such insured individual and prior to the
expiration of such 90 days no person has assumed responsibility
for the payment of any of such burial expenses;

(2) if all of the burial expenses of such insured individual
which were incurred by or through a funeral home or funeral
homes have been paid (including payments made under clause
(1)), to any person or persons, equitably entitled thereto, to the
extent and in the proportions that he or they shall have paid such
burial expenses; or

(3) if any part of the amount payable under this subsection
remains after payments have been made pursuant to clauses (1)
and (2), to any person or persons, equitably entitled thereto, to
the extent and in the proportions that he or they shall have paid
other expenses in connection with the burial of such insured
individual, in the following order of priority: (A) expenses of
opening and closing the grave of such insured individual, (B)
expenses of providing the burial plot of such insured individual,
and (C) any remaining expenses in connection with the burial
of such insured individual.

No payment (except a payment authorized pursuant to clause (1)(A)
of the preceding sentence) shall be made to any person under this
subsection unless application therefor shall have been filed, by or on
behalf of such person (whether or not legally competent), prior to
the expiration of two years after the date of death of such insured
individual, or unless such person was entitled to wife’s or husband’s
insurance benefits, on the basis of the wages and self-employment in-
come of such insured individual, for the month preceding the month
in which such individual died. In tbe case of any individual who
died outside the forty-eight States and the District of Columbia after
December 1953 and before January 1, 1957, whose death occurred
while he was in the active military or naval service of the United
States, and who is returned to any of such States, the District of
Columbia, Alaska, Hawaii, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands, Guam, or American Samoa for interment or reinter-
ment, the provisions of the preceding sentence shall not prevent pay-
ment to any person under the second sentence of this subsection if
application for a lump-sum death payment with respect to such
deceased individual is filed by or on behalf of such person (whether
or not legally competent) prior to the expiration of two years after
the date of such interment or reinterment. In the case of any indi-
vidual who died outside the fifty States and the District of Columbia
after December 1956 while he was performing service, as a member
of a uniformed service, to which the provisions of section 210(l) (1)
are applicable, and who is returned to any State or to any Territory
or possession of the United States, for interment or reinterment, the
provisions of the third sentence of this subsection shall not prevent
payment to any person under the second sentence of this subsection if
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application for a lump-sum death payment with respect to such de-
ceased individual is filed by or on behalf of such person (whether or
‘not legally competent) prior to the expiration of two years after the
date of such interment or reinterment.

Application for Monthly Insurance Benefits

(j) (1) An individual who would have been entitled to a benefit un-
der subsection (a), (b), (c), (d), (e), (f), (g), or (h) for any month
after August 1950 had he filed application therefor prior to the end
of such month shall be entitled to such benefit for such month if he
files application therefor prior to the end of the twelfth month im-
mediately succeeding such month. Any benefit for a month prior to
the month in which application is filed shall be reduced, to any extent
that may be necessary, so that it will not render erroneous any benefit
which, before the filing of such application, the Secretary has certified
for payment for such prior month.

(2) No application for any benefit under this section for any month
after August 1950 which is filed prior to three months before the first
month for which the applicant becomes entitled to such benefit shall
be accepted as an application for the purposes of this section; and any
application filed within such three months’ period shall be deemed to
have been filed in such first month.

L(3) Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph (1), a woman
may, at her option, waive entitlement to old-age insurance benefits or
wife’s insurance benefits for any one or more consecutive months which
occur—

[(A) after the month before the month in which she attains
the age of sixty-two,
L(B) prior to the month in which she attains the age of sixty-
five, and
L(C) prior to the month in which she files application for such
benefits;
and, in such case, she shall not be considered as entitled to such benefits
for any such month or months before she filed such application. A
woman shall be deemed to have waived such entitlement for any such
month for which such benefit would, under the second sentence of
paragraph (1), be reduced to zero.]

(8) Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph (1), an individual
may, at his option, waive entitlement to any benefit referred to in para-
graph (1) for any one or more consecutive months (beginning with the
earliest month for which such individual would otherwise be entitled to
such benefit) which occur before the month in which such individual files
application for such benefit; and, in such case, such individual shall not
be considered as entitled to such benefits for any such month or months
before such individual filed such application. An individual shall be
deemed to have waived such entitlement for any such month for which

such benefit would, under the second sentence of paragraph (1), be
reduced to zero. .

Simultaneous Entitlement to Benefits

(k) (1) A child, entitled to child’s insurance benefits on the basis
of the wages and self-employment income of an insured individual,
who would be entitled, on filing application, to child’s insurance bene-
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fits on the basis of the wages and self-employment income of some
other insured individual, shall be deemed entitled, subject to the pro-
visions of paragraph (2) hereof, to child’s insurance benefits on the
basis of the wages and self-employment income of such other individ-
ual if an application for child’s insurance benefits on the basis of the
wages and self-employment income of such other individual has been
filed by any other child who would, on filing application, be entitled
to child’s insurance benefits on the basis of the wages and self-employ-
ment income of both such insured individuals.

(2) (A) Any child who under the preceding provisions of this
section is entitled for any month to more than one child’s insurance
benefit shall, notwithstanding such provisions, be entitled to only one
of such child’s insurance benefits for such month, such benefit to be the
one based on the wages and self-employment income of the insured
individual who has the greatest primary insurance amount.

(B) Any individual who, under the preceding provisions of this sec-
tion and under the provisions of section 223, is entitled for any month
to more than one monthly insurance benefit (other than old-age or
disability insurance benefit) under this title shall be entitled to only
one such monthly benefit for such month, such benefit to be the largest
of the monthly benefits to which he (but for this subparagraph (B))
would otherwise be entitled for such month,

(3) If an individual is entitled to an old-age or disability in-
surance benefit for any month and to any other monthly insurance
benefit for such month, such other insurance benefit for such month,
after any reduction under subsection (q) and any reduction under
section 203(a), shall be reduced, but not below zero, by an amount
equal to such old-age or disability insurance benefit (after reduc-
tion under such subsection (q)).

Entitlement to Survivor Benefits Under Railroad Retirement Act

(1) If any person would be entitled, upon filing application there-
for to an annuity under section 5 of the Railroad Retirement Act of
1937, or to a lump-sum payment under subsection (f)(1) of such sec-
tion, with respect to the death of an employee (as defined in such Act)
no lump-sum death payment, and no monthly benefit for the month in
which such employee died or for any month thereafter, shall be paid
under this section to any person on the basis of the wages and self-
employment income of such employee.

Minimum Survivor’s or Dependent’s Benefit

(m) In any case in which the benefit of any individual for any
month under this section (other than- subsection (a)) is, prior to re-
duction under subsection (k)(3) and subsection (q), less than the first
figure in column IV of the table in section 215(a) and no other indi-
vidual is (without the application of section 202(j)(1)) entitled to a
benefit under this section for such month on the basis of the same wages
and self-employment income, such benefit for such month shall, prior
to reduction under such subsection (k)(3) and subsection (q), be in-
creased to the first figure in column IV of the table in section 215(a).
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Termination of Benefits Upon Deportation of Primary Beneficiary

(n)(1) If any individual is (after the date of enactment of this
subsection) deported under paragraph (1), (2), 4), (5), (6), (7),
(10), (11), (12), (14), (15), (16), (17), or (18) of section 241(a) of
the Immigration and Nationality Act, then, notwithstanding any
other provisions of this title—

(A) no monthly benefit under this section or section 223 shall
be paid to such individual, on the basis of his wages and self-
employment income, for any month occurring (i) after the month
in which the Secretary is notified by the Attorney General that
such individual has been so deported, and (i1) before the month
in which such individual is thereafter lawfully admitted to the
United States for permanent residence. :

(B) if no benefit could be paid to such individual (or if no
benefit could be paid to him if he were alive) for any month by
reason of subparagraph (A), no monthly benefit under this sec-
tion shall be paid, on the basis of his wages and self-employment
income, for such month to any other person who is not a citizen
of the United States and is outside the United States for any part
of such month, and

(C) no lump-sum death payment shall be made on the basis
of such individual’s wages and self-employment income if he dies
(1) in or after the month in which such notice is received, and
(i1) before the month in which he is thereafter lawfully admitted
to the .United States for permanent residence.

Section 203 (b), (c), and (d) of this Act shall not apply with respect
to any such individual for any month for which no monthly benefit
may be paid to him by reason of this paragraph.

(2) As soon as practicable after the deportation of any individual
under any of the paragraphs of section 241(a) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act enumerated in paragraph (1) in this subsection,
the Attorney General shall notify the Secretary of such deportation.

Application for Benefits by Survivors of Members and Former
' Members of the Uniformed Services

(o) In the case of any individual who would be entitled to benefits
under subsection (d), (e), (g), or (h) upon filing proper application
therefor, the filing with the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs by or
on behalf of such individual of an application for such benefits,
on the form described in section 3005 of Title 38, United States Code,
shall satisfy the requirement of such subsection (d), (e), (g), or (h)
that an application for such benefits be filed.

Extension of Period for Filing Proof of Support and Applications for
Lump-Sum Death Payment

(p) In any case in which there is a failure—

(1) to file proof of support under subparagraph (C) of sub-
section (c)(1), clause (i) or (ii) of subparagraph (D) of subsec-
tion (f)(1), or subparagraph (B) of subsection (h)(1), or under
clause (B) of subsection (f)(1) of this section as in effect prior
to the Social Security Act Amendments of 1950 within the
period prescribed by such subparagraph or clause, or
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(2) to file, in the case of a death after 1946, application for a
lump-sum death payment under subsection (i), or under subsec-
tion (g) of this section as in effect prior to the Social Security
Act Amendments of 1950, within the period prescribed by such
subsection.

and it is shown to the satisfaction of the Secretary that there was good
cause for failure to file such proof or application, as the case may be,
within such period, such proof or application shall be deemed to have
been filed within such period if it 1s filed within two years following
such period or within two years following August 1956, whichever is
later. The determination of what constitutes good cause for purposes
of this subsection shall be made in accordance with regulations of the
Secretary.

[Adjustment of Old-Age and Wife’s Insurance Benefit Amounts in
Accordance With Age of Female Beneficiary

[(q)(1) The old-age insurance benefit of any woman for any month
prior to the month in which she attains the age of sixty-five shall be
reduced by—

[(A) % of 1 per centum, multiplied by

[(B) the number equal to the number of months in the period
beginning with the first day of the first month for which she 1s
entitled to an old-age insurance benefit and ending with the last
day of the month before the month in which she would attain
the age of sixty-five.

[(2) The wife’s insurance benefit of any wife for any month after
the month preceding the month in which she attains the age of sixty-
two and prior to the month in which she attains the age of sixty-five
shall be reduced by—

L(A) 2%s of 1 per centum, multiplied by
[(B) the number equal to the number of months in the period
beginning with the first day of the first month for which she is
entitled to such wife’s insurance benefit and ending with the last
day of the month before the month in which she would attain the
age of sixty-five, except that in no event shall such period start
earlier than the first day of the month in which she attains the
age of sixty-two.
The preceding provisions of this paragraph shall not apply to the
benefit for any month in which such wife has in her care (individually
or jointly with the individual on whose wages and self-employment .
income such wife’s insurance benefit is based) a child entitled to child’s
insurance benefits on the basis of such wages and self-employment
income. With respect to any month in the period specified in clause
(B) of the first sentence, if such wife does not have in such month such
- a child in her care (individually or jointly with such individual), she
shall be deemed to have such a child in her care in such month for the
purposes of the preceding sentence unless there is in effect for such
month a certificate filed by her with the Secretary, in accordance with
regulations prescribed by him, in which she elects to receive wife’s
insurance benefits reduced as provided in this subsection. Any certifi-
cate filed pursuant to the preceding sentence shall be effective for pur-
poses of such sentence—
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LG) for the month in which it is filed, and for any month there-
after, if in such month she does not have such a child in her care
(individually or jointly with such individual), and

L(ii) for the period of one or more consecutive months (not ex-
ceeding twelve) immediately precedinf the month in which such
certificate is filed which is designated by her (not including as
part of such period any month in which she had such a child in
her care (individually or jointly with such individual)).

If such a certificate is filed, the period referred to in clause (B) of the
first sentence of this paragraph shall commence with the first day of
the first month (i) for which she is entitled to a wife’s insurance bene-
fit, (i) which occurs after the month preceding the month in which
she attained the age of sixty-two, and (ii1) for which such certificate
is effective. ‘

L(3) In the case of any woman who is entitled to an old-age insur-
ance benefit to which paragraph (1) is applicable and who, for the
first month for which she is so entitled (but not for any prior month)
or for any later month occurring before the month in which she attains
the age of sixty-five, is entitled to a wife’s insurance benefit to which
paragraph (2) 1s applicable, the amount of such wife’s insurance bene-
fit for any month prior to the month in which she attains the age of
sixty-five shall, in lieu of the reduction provided in paragraph (2), be
reduced by the sum of—

L(A) an amount equal to the amount by which such old-age in-
stllrance benefit for such month is reduced under paragraph (1),
plus

[(B) an amount equal to— '

L[(@) the number equal to the number of months specified
in clause (B) of paragraph (2), multiplied by

L(ii) 2%s of 1 per centum, and further multiplied by

L@ii) the excess of such wife’s insurance benefit prior to
reduction under this subsection over the old-age insurance
benefit prior to reduction under this subsection.

[(4) In the case of any woman who is or was entitled to a wife’s
insurance benefit to which paragraph (2) is applicable and who, for
any month after the first month for which she is or was so entitled
(but not for such first month or any earlier month) occurring before
the month in which she attains the age of sixty-five, is entitled to an
old-age insurance benefit, the amount of such old-age insurance bene-
fit for any month prior to the month in which she attains the age of
* sixty-five shall, in lieu of the reduction provided in paragraph (1),
be reduced by the sum of—

[(A) an amount equal to the amount by which such wife’s
insurance benefit is reduced under paragraph (2) for such month
(or, if she is not entitled to a wife’s insurance benefit for such
month, by an amount equal to the amount by which such bene-
fit was reduced for the last month for which she was entitled
thereto), plus

[(B) if the old-age insurance benefit for such month prior to
reduction under this subsection exceeds such wife’s insurance
benefit prior to reduction under this subsection, an amount equal
to—

L) the number equal to the number of months specified in
clause (B) of paragraph (1), multiplied by
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LG) % of 1 per centum, and further multiplied by
[(ii1) the excess of such old-age insurance benefit over such
wife’s insurance benefit.

L(5) In the case of any woman who is entitled to an old-age in-
surance benefit for the month in which she attains the age of sixty-
five or any month thereafter, such benefit for such month shall, if
she was also entitled to such benefit for any one or more months prior
to the month in which she attained the age of sixty-five and such
benefit for any such prior month was reduced under paragraph (1)
or (4), be reduced as provided in such paragraph, except that there
shall be subtracted, from the number specified in clause (B) of such
paragraph—

L(A) the number equal to the number of months for which
such benefit was reduced under such paragraph, but for which
such benefit was subject to deductions under section 203(b) or
paragraph (1) of section 203(c),

and except that, in the case of any such benefit reduced under para-
graph (4), there also shall be subtracted from the number specified
in clause (B) of paragraph (2), for the purpose of computing the
amount referred to in clause (A) of paragraph (4)—

[(B) the number equal to the number of months for which
the wife’s insurance benefit was reduced under such paragraph
(2), but for which such benefit was subject to deductions under
section 203(b), under section 203(c)(1), under section 203(d)
(1), or under section 222(b), »

L(C) the number equal to the number of months occurring
after the first month for which such wife’s insurance benefit was
reduced under such paragraph (2) in which she had in her care
(individually or jointly with the individual on whose wages and
self-employment income such benefit is based) a child of such
individual entitled to child’s insurance benefits, and

[(D) the number equal to the number of months for which
such wife’s insurance benefit was reduced under such paragraph
(2), but in or after which her entitlement to wife’s insurance bene-
fits was terminated because her husband ceased to be under a
disability, not including in such number of months any month
after such termination 1n which she was entitled to wife’s insur-
ance benefits.

Such subtraction shall be made only if the total of such months speci-
fied in clauses (A), (B), (C), and (D) of the preceding sentence is not
less than three. For purposes of clauses (B) and (C) of this para-
graph, a wife’s insurance benefit shall not be considered terminated
for any reason prior to the month in which she attains the age of
sixty-five.

[(6) In the case of any woman who is entitled to a wife’s insurance
benefit for the month in which she attains the age of sixty-five or any
month thereafter, such benefit for such month shall, if she was also
entitled to such benefit for any one or more months prior to the month
in which she attained the age of sixty-five and such benefit for any
such prior month was reduced under paragraph (2) or (3), be reduced
as provided in such paragraph, except that there shall be subtracted
from the number specified in clause (B) of such paragraph—

[(A) the number equal to the number of months for which
such benefit was reduced under such paragraph, but for which
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such benefit was subject to deductions under section 203 (b), under
section 203(c)(1), under section 203(d)(1) or under section
222(b),

[(B) the number equai to the number of months, occurring
after the first month for which such benefit was reduced under such
paragraph, in which she had in her care (individually or jointly
with the individual on whose wages and self-employment income
such benefit is based) a child of such individual entitled to child’s
insurance benefits, and ‘

[(C) the number equal to the number of months for which such
benefit was reduced under such paragraph, but in or after which
her entitlement to wife’s insurance benefits was terminated because
her husband ceased to be under a disability, not including in such
number of months any month after such termination in which
she was entitled to wife’s insurance benefits.

and except that, in the case of any such benefit reduced under para-
_graph (3), there also shall be subtracted from the number specified
in clause (B) of paragraph (1), for the purpose of computing the
amount referred to in clause (A) of paragraph (3) and—

[(D) the number equal to the number of months for which the
old-age insurance benefit was reduced under such paragraph
(1) but for which such benefit was subject to deductions under
section 203(b), or paragraph (1) of section 203(c)

Such subtraction shall be made only if the total of such months speci-
fied in clauses (A), (B), (C), and (D) of the preceding sentence is
not less than three.

L(7) In the case of a woman who is entitled to an old-age insurance
benefit to which paragraph (5) is applicable and who, for the month
in which she attains the age of sixty-five (but not for any prior menth)
or for any later month, is entitled to a wife’s insurance benefit, the
amount of such wife’s insurance benefit for any month shall be reduced
by an amount equal to the amount by which the old-age insurance
benefit is reduced under paragraph (5) for such month.

L(8) In the case of a woman who is or was entitled to a wife’s insur-
ance benefit to which paragraph (2) was applicable and who, for the
month in which she attains the age of sixty-five (but not for any prior
month) or for any later month, is entitled to an old-age insurance
benefit, the amount of such old-age insurance benefit for any month
shall be reduced by an amount equal to the amount by which the wife’s
insurance benefit is reduced under paragraph (6) for such month (or,
if she is not entitled to a wife’s insurance benefit for such month, by
(1) an amount equal to the amount by which such benefit for the last
month for which she was entitled thereto was reduced, or (ii) if
smaller, an amount equal to the amount by which such benefit would
have been reduced under paragraph (6) for the month in which she
attained the age of sixty-five if entitlement to such benefit had not
terminated before such month).

L(9) The preceding paragraphs shall be applied to old-age insur-
ance benefits and wife’s insurance benefits after reduction under sec-
tion 203(a) and application of section 215(g). If the amount of any
reduction computed under paragraph (1), under paragraph (2), un-
- der clause (A) or clause (B) of paragraph (3), or under clause (A) or

clause (B) of paragraph (4) is not a multiple of $0.10, it shall be
reduced to the next lower multiple of $0.10.]
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Adjustment of Old-Age, Wife's, or Husband’s Insurance Benefit Amounts
wn Accordance With Age of Beneficiary

(9 (1) If the first month for which an indiwidual is entitled to an
old-age, wife’s, or husband’s insurance benefit is a month before the
month tn which such individual attains age 65, the amount of such benefit
for each month shall, subject to the succeeding paragraphs of this sub-
section; be reduced by—

(A) % of 1 percent of such amount if such benefit is an old-age
msurance benefit, or 2%¢ of 1 percent of such amount if such benefit
s @ wife’s or husbands’s insurance benefit; multiplied by

(B) (i) the number of months in the reduction period for such
benefit (determined under paragraph (5)), if such benefit is for a
month before the month in which such individual attains age 65, or

(72) the number of months in the adjusted reduction period for such
benefit (determined under paragraph (6)), if such benefit is for the
month in which such individual attains age 65 or for any month
thereafter.

(2)(A) If the first month for which an individurl both is entitled to a
wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit and has attained age 62 is a month
Jor which such individual is also entitled to—

() an old-age insurance benefit (to which such indiridual was first
entitled for a month before he attains age 65), or

(11) @ disability insurance benefit,

then in liew of any reduction under paragraph (1) (but subject to the suc-
ceeding paragraphs of this subsection) such unfe’s or husband’s insur-
ance benefit for each month shall be reduced as provided in subparagraph
(B), (0), or (D). , e

(B) For any month for which such individual is entitled to an old-age
wnsurance benefit, such individual’s wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit
shall be reduced by the sum of—

(¢) the amount by which such old-age insurance benefit is reduced
under paragraph (1), and

(i) the amount by which such wife’s or husband’s insurance
benefit would be reduced under paragraph (1) if it were equal to the
excess of such wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit (before reduction
under this subsection) over such old-age insurance benefit (before
reduction under this subsection).

(C) For any month for which such individual is entitled to a disability
wmsurance benefit, such individual’s wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit
shall be reduced by the amount by which such benefit would be reduced
under paragraph (1) if it were equal to the excess of such benefit (before
reduction under this subsection) over such disability insurance benefit.

(D) For any month for which such individual is entitled neither to an
old-age insurance benefit nor to a disability insurance benefit, such indi-
vidual’s wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit shall be reduced by the
am(m;ntl fby which it would be reduced under paragraph (1).

3) If—

(4) an indwidual is or was entitled to a benefit subject to reduc-
tion under this subsection, and

(B) such benefit is incréased by reason of an increase in the
primary insurance amount of the individual on whose wages and
self-employment income such benefit is based,

then the amount of the reduciton of such benefit for each month shall be
computed separately (under paragraph (1) or (2), whichever applies)
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for the portion of such benefit which constitutes such benefit before any
wncrease described in subparagraph (B), and separately (under para-
graph (1) or (2), whichever applies to the benefit being increased) for each
such increase. For purposes of determining the amount of the reduction
under paragraph (1) or (2) in any such increase, the reduction period and
the adjusted reduction period shall be determined as if such increase were
a separate benefit to which such indwidual was entitled for and after the
Sirst month for which such increase is effective.

(4)(A) No wife’s insurance benefit shall be reduced under this
subsection—

(7) for any month before the first month for which there is in
effect a certificate filed by her with the Secretary, in accordance
with requlations prescribed by him, in which she elects to receive
wife’s insurance benefits reduced as provided in this subsection, or

(72) for any month in which she has in her care (individually
or jointly with the person on whose wages and self-employment
income her wife’s insurance benefit is based) a child of such person
entitled to child’s insurance benefits.

(B) Any certificate described in subparagraph (A)(z) shall be effective
for purposes of this subsection (and for purposes of preventing deductions
under section 203(c)(2))—

(2) for the month in which it vs filed and for any month there-
after, and _

(22) for months, in the period designated by the woman filing
such certificate, of one or more consecutive months (not exceeding
12) tmmediately preceding the month in which such certificate is

€a,
except that such certificate shall not be effective for any month before the
month tn which she attains age 62, nor shall it be effective for any
month to which subparagraph (A)(ii) applies.

(C) If a woman does not have in her care a child described in sub-
paragraph (A)(i2) in the first month for which she is entitled to a wife’s
insurance benefit, and if such first month is a month before the month in
which she attains age 65, she shall be deemed to have filed in such first
month the certificate described in subparagraph (A)(7).

(8) For purposes of this subsection, the ‘“‘reduction period” for an in-
dividual’s old-age, wife’s, or husband’s insurance benefit is the period—

(A4) beginning—

(7) on the case of an old-age or husband’s insurance benefit,
with the first day of the first month for which such indicidual is
entitled to such benefit, or

(22) in the case of a wife’s insurance benefit, with the first day
of the first month for which a certificate described in para-
graph (4)(A)(7) is effective, and

(B) ending with the iast day of the month before the month in
which such individual attains age 65.

(6) For purposes of this subsection, the “adjusted reduction period”’
for an individual’s old-age, wife’s, or husband’s insurance benefit is the
reduction period prescribed by paragraph (5) for such benefit, excluding
Jrom such period—

(A) any month in which such benefit was subject to deductions
under section 203(b), 203(c)(1), 203(d)(1), or 222(b),

(B) 1in the case of wife’s insurance benefits, any month in which
she had in her care (individually or jointly with the person on whose
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wages and self-employment income such benefit is based) a child of
such person entitled to child’s insurance benefits, and

(C) n the case of wife’s or husband’s insurance benefits, any
month for which such indwidual was not entitled to such benefits
because the spouse on whose wages and self-employment income such
benefits were based ceased to be under a disability.

(7) This subsection shall be applied after reduction under section 203(a)
and after application of section 216(g). If the amount of any reduction
computed under paragraph (1) or (2) is not a multiple of $0.10, it shall
be reduced to the next lower multiple of $0.10.

[Presumed Filing of Application by Woman Eligible for Old-Age and
Wife’s Insurance Benefits

[(r) Any woman who becomes entitled to an old-age insurance
benefit for any month prior to the month in which she attains the age
of sixty-five and who 1s eligible for a wife’s insurance benefit for the
same month shall be deemed to have filed an application in such month
for wife’s insurance benefits. Any woman who becomes entitled to a
wife’s insurance benefit for any month prior to the month in which
she attains the age of sixty-five and who is eligible for an old-age
insurance benefit for the same month shall be deemed, unless she has
in such month a child in her care (individually or jointly with the
individual on whose wages and self-employment income her wife’s
insurance benefits are based) a child entitled to child’s insurance bene-
fits on the basis of such wages and self-employment income, to have
filed an application in such month for old-age insurance benefits. For
purposes of this subsection an individual shall be deemed eligible for a
benefit for & month if, upon filing application therefor in such month,
she would have been entitled to such benefit for such month.]

Presumed Filing of Application by Individuals Eligible for Old-Age
Insurance Benefits and for Wife's or Husband’s Insurance Benefits

(r) (1) If the first month for which an individual 1s entitled to an old-
age insurance benefit 1s a month before the month in which such indindual
attains age 65, and +f such indindual is eligible for a wife’s or husband’s
insurance benefit for such first month, such indiwidual shall be deemed to
;’uwe ﬁ]ilsed an application in such month for wife’s or husband’s insurance

enefits.

(2) If the first month for which an indimdual is entitled to a wife’s
or husband’s insurance benefit reduced under subsection (q) is'a month
before the month in which such individual attains age 65, and if such
individual 15 eligible for an old-age tnsurance benefit for such first month,
such individual shall be deemed to have filed an application for old-age
wnsurance benefits—

(A4) wn such month, or

(B) if such individual 18 also entitled to a disability insurance
benefit for such month, in the first subsequent month for which such
idimdual 1s not entitled to a disability insurance benefit.

(8) For purposes of this subsection, an individual shall be deemed
eligible for a benefit for a month if, upon filing application therefor in
such month, he would be entitled to such benefit for such month.
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[Female Disability Insurance Beneficiary

[(s) (1) If any woman becomes entitled to a widow’s insurance
benefit or parent’s insurance benefit for a month before the month in
which she attains the age of sixty-five, or becomes entitled to an old-
age insurance benefit or wife’s insurance benefit for a month before
the month in which she attains the age of sixty-five which is reduced
under the provisions of subsection (q), such individual may not there-
after become entitled to disability insurance benefits under this title.

[(2) If a woman would, but for the provisions of subsection (k) (2)
(B), be entitled for any month to & disability insurance benefit and to
a wife’s insurance benefit, subsection (q) shall be applicable to such
wife’s insurance benefit for such month only to the extent it exceeds
such disability insurance benefit for such month.

[(3) The entitlement of anyv woman to disability insurance benefits
shall terminate with the month before the month in which she becomes
entitled to old-age insurance benefits.]}

Suspension of Benefits of Aliens Who Are Outside the United States

(t) (1) Notwithstanding any other provision of this title, no
monthly benefits shall be paid under this section or under section 223
to any 1ndividual who is not a citizen or national of the United States
for any month which 1s—

(A) after the sixth consecutive calendar month during all of
which the Secretary finds, on the basis of information furnished
to him by the Attorney General or information which otherwise
comes to his attention, that such individual is outside the United
States, and

(B) prior to the first month thereafter for all of which such
individual has been in the United States.

- (2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to any individual who is a cit-
izen of a for eign country which the Secretary finds has in effect a
social insurance or pension system which is of general &ppllC‘lthIl n
such countly and under which—

(A) periodic benefits, or the actuarial equivalent thereof, are
paid on account of old age, retirement, or death, and

(B) individuals who are citizens of the United States but not
citizens of such foreign country and who qualify for such benefits
are permitted to receive such benefits or the actuarial equivalent
thereof while outside such foreign country without regard to the
duration of the absence.

(3) Paragraph (1) shall not apply in any case where its application
would be contrary to any treaty obligation of the United States in
effect on the date of the enactment of this subsection.

4) ParaO'raph (1) shall not apply to any benefit for any month if—

A) not less than forty of the quarters elapsing before such
month are quarters of coverage for the individual on whose wages
and self-employment income ‘such benefit is based, or

(B) the individual on whose wages and self—employment n-
come such benefit is based has, before such month, resided in the
United States for a period or periods a,ggregatlng ten years or
more, or

(C) the individual entitled to such benefit is outs1de the United
States while in the active military or naval service of the United
States, or
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(D) theindividual on whose wages and self-employment income
such benefit is based died, before such month, either (i) while on
active duty or inactive duty training (as those terms are defined
in section 210 (1) (2) and (3)) as a member of a uniformed
service (as defined in section 210(m)), or (i1) as the result of a
disease or injury which the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs
determines was incurred or aggravated in line of duty while on
active duty (as defined in section 210(1)(2)), or an injury
which he determines was incurred or aggravated in line of duty
while on inactive duty training (as defined in section 210(1)(3)),
as a member of a uniformed service (as defined in section 210(m)),
if the Administrator determines that such individual was dis-
charged or released from the period of such active duty or
inactive duty training under conditions other than dishonorable,
and if the Administrator certifies to the Secretary his determina-
tions with respect to such individual under this clause, or

(E) the individual on whose employment such benefit is based
had been in service covered by the Railroad Retirement Act which
was treated as employment covered by this Act pursuant to the
provisions of section 5(k)(1) of the Railroad Retirement Act.

(5)- No person who is, or upon application would be, entitled. to a
monthly benefit under this section for December 1956 shall be de-
prived, by reason of paragraph (1), of such benefit or any other benefit
based on the wages and self-employment income of the individual on
whose wages and self-employment income such monthly benefit for
December 1956 is based.

-(6) If an individual is outside the United States when he dies and
no benefit may, by reason of paragraph (1), be paid to him for the
month preceding the month in which he dies, no lump-sum death pay-
ment may be made on the basis of such individual’s wages and self-
employment income.

(7) Subsections (b), (¢), and (d) of section 203 shall not apply
with respect to any individual for any month for which .no monthly
benefit may be paid to him by reason of paragraph (1) of this sub-
séctlon.

(8) The Attorney General shall certify to the Secretary such infor-
mation reégarding aliens who depart from the United States to any
foreign country (other than a foreign country which is territorially
contiguous to the continental United States) as may be necessary to
enable the Secretary to carry out the purposes of this subsection and
shall otherwise aid, assist, and cooperate with the Secretary in obtain-
ing such other information as may be necessary to enable the Secretary
to carry out the purposes of this subsection.

Conviction of Subversive Activities, Etc.

(u)(1) If any individual is convicted of any offense (committed
after the date of the enactment of this subsection) under—
(A) chapter 37 (relating to espionage and censorship), chapter
105 (relating to sabotage), or chapter 115 (relating to treason,
sedition, and subversive activities) of title 18 of the United States
Code, or
(B) section 4, 112, or 113 of the Internal Security Act of 1950,
as amended,
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then the court may, in addition to all other penalties provided by law,
impose a penalty that in determining whether any monthly insurance
benefit under this section or section 223 is payable to such individual
for the month in which he is convicted or for any month thereafter,
and in determining the amount of any such benefit pa, able to such
individual for any such month, there shall not be taken into account—
(C) any wages paid to such individual or to any other indi-
vidual in the calendar quarter in which such conviction occurs or

in any prior calendar quarter, and
(D) any net earnings from self-em{)loyment derived by such
individual or by any other individual during a taxable year in
which such conviction occurs or during any prior taxable year.
(2) As soon as practicable after an additional penalty has, pur-
suant to paragraph (1), been imposed with respect to any individual,
the Attorney General shall notify the Secretary of such imposition.
(3) If any individual with respect to whom an additional penalty
has been imposed pursuant to paragraph (1) is granted a pardon of
the offense by the President of the United States, such additional
penalty shall not apply for any month beginning after the date on

which such pardon is granted.

* * * * * * *

DEFINITION OF WAGES

Skc. 209. For the purposes of this title, the term ‘‘wages’” means
remuneration paid prior to 1951 which was wages for the purposes of
this title under the law applicable to the payment of such remunera-
tion, and remuneration paid after 1950 for employment, including the
cash value of all remuneration paid in any medium other than cash;
except that, in the case of remuneration paid after 1950, such term
shall not include—

* * * * * * *

(i) Any payment (other than vacation or sick pay) made to
an employee after the month in which he attains [retirement age
(as defined in section 216(a))] age 62 (if @ woman) or age 665 ('ig
a man), if he did not work for the employer in the period for whic
such payment is made. As used 1n this subsection, the term
“sick pay” includes remuneration for service in the employ of a
State, a political subdivision (as defined in section 218(b)(2)) of
a State, or an instrumentality of two or more States, paid to an
employee thereof for a period during which he was absent from
work because of sickness, or

* * * * * * *
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QUARTER AND QUARTER OF COVERAGE
Definitions

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

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

(2) The term ‘‘quarter of coverage’” means a quarter in which
the individual has been paid $50 or more in wages (excegt wages
for agricultural labor paid after 1954) or for which he has been
credited (as determined under section 212) with $100 or more of
self-employment income, except that—

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

(ii) if the wages paid to any individual in any calendar
year equal $3,000 in the case of a calendar year before 1951,
or $3,600 in the case of a calendar year after 1950 and before
1955, or $4,200 in the case of a calendar year after 1954 and
before 1959, or $4,800 in the case of a calendar year after
1958, each quarter of such year shall (subject to clause (i))
be a quarter of coverage;

(11) if an individual has self-employment income for a
taxable year, and if the sum of such income and the wages
paid to him during such year equals $3,600 in the case of a
taxable year beginning after 1950 and ending before 1955, or
$4,200 in the case of a taxable year ending after 1954 and
before 1959, or $4,800 in the case of a taxable year ending
after 1958, each quarter any part of which falls in such year
shall (subject to clause (i)) be a quarter of coverage;

(iv) if an individual 1s paid wages for agricultural labor
in a calendar year after 1954, then, subject to clause (i), (a)
the last quarter of such year which can be but is not otherwise
a quarter of coverage shall be a quarter of coverage if such
wages equal or exceed $100 but are less than $200; (b) the
last two quarters of such year which can be but are not other-
wise quarters of coverage shall be quarters of coverage if such
wages equal or exceed $200 but are less than $300; (c) the Jast
three quarters of such year which can be but are not otherwise
quarters of coverage shall be quarters of coverage if such
wages equal or exceed $300 but are less than $400; and (d)
each quarter of such year which is not otherwise a quarter of
coverage shall be a quarter of coverage if such wages are $400
or more; and

(v) no quarter shall be counted as a quarter of coverage
prior to the beginning of such quarter.

If, in the case of any individual who has attained [retirement
age] age 62 or died or is under a disability and who has been paid
wages for agricultural labor in a calendar year after 1954, the
requirements for insured status in subsection (a) or (b) of section
214, the requirements for entitlement to a computation or recom-
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putation of his primary insurance amount, or the requirements of
paragraph (3) of section 216(i) are not met after assignment of
quarters of coverage to quarters in such year as provided in clause
(iv) of the preceding sentence, but would be met if such quarters
of coverage were assigned to different quarters in such year, then
such quarters of coverage shall instead be assigned, for purposes
only of determining compliance with such requirements, to such
different quarters. If, in the case of an individual who did not
die prior to January 1, 1955, and who attained [retirement age]
age 62 (if @ woman) or age 65 (if a man) or died before July 1,
1957, the requirements for insured status in section 214(a)(3) are
not met because of his having too few quarters of coverage but
would be met if his quarters of coverage in the first calendar year
in which he had any covered employment had been determined
on the basis of the period during which wages were earned rather
than on the basis of the period during which wages were paid (any
such wages paid that are reallocated on an earned basis shall not
be used in determining quarters of coverage for subsequent
calendar years), then upon application filed by the individual or
his survivors and satisfactory proof of his record of wages earned
being furnished by such individual or his survivors, the quarters
of coverage in such calendar year may be determined on the basis
of the periods during which wages were earned.

* ' % % % % % %

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

Sec. 214. For the purposes of this title—
Fully Insured Individual -

(a) The term “fully insured individual” means any individual who
bhad not less than— _

[(1) one quarter of coverage (whenever acquired) for each
three of the quarters elapsing—

L(A) after (i) December 31, 1950, or (ii) if later, Decem-
ber('i 31 of the year in which he attained the age of twenty-one,
an
- [(B) prior to (i) the year in which he died, or (ii) if
earlier, the year in which he attained retirement age,]

(1) one quarter of coverage (whenever acquired) for each calendar
year elapsing after 1950 (or, if later, the year in which he attained
age 21) and before— :

(A) n the case of a woman, the year in which she died or
(+f earlier) the year in which she attained age 62,

(B) wn the case of a man who has died, the year in which
he dred or (if earlier) the year in which he attained age 65, or

(C) n the case of a man who has not died, the year in which
he attained (or would attain) age 65,

except that in no case shall an individual be a fully insured
individual unless he has at least [six] 6 quarters of coverage; or

(2) [forty] 40 quarters of coverage; or
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(3) in the case of an individual who died [prior toJ} before 1951,
[six] 6 quarters of coverage;
not counting as an-elapsed [quarter] year for purposes of paragraph
(1) any [quarter] year any part of which was included in a period of
disability (as defined in section 216(1)) [unless such quarter was a
quarter of coverage. When the number of elapsed quarters referred
to in paragraph (1) is not a multiple of three, such number shall,
for purposes of such paragraph, be reduced to the next lower multiple
of three].
Currently Insured Individual

(b) The term ‘“‘currently insured individual’” means any individual
who has not less than six quarters of coverage during the thirteen-
quarter period ending with (1) the quarter in which he died, (2) the
quarter in which he became entitled to old-age insurance benefits,
(3) the quarter in which he became entitled to primary insurance
benefits under this title as in effect prior to the enactment of this
section, or (4) in the case of any individual entitled to disability
insurance benefits, the quarter in which he most recently became
entitled to disability insurance benefits, not counting- as part of such
thirteen-quarter period any quarter any part of which was included
in a period of disability unless such quarter was a quarter of coverage.

COMPUTATION OF PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT

Sec. 215. For the purposes of this title—

(a) Subject to the conditions specified in subsections (b), (c), and
(d) of this section, the primary insurance amount of an insured
individual shall be whichever of the following is the largest:

(1) The amount in column IV on the line on which in column
IIT of the following table appears his average monthly wage (as
determined under subsection (b));

(2) The amount in column IV on the line on which in column
II of the following table appears his primary insurance amount
(as determined under subsection (¢));

(3) The amount in column IV on the line on which in column
I of the following table appears his primary insurance benefit
(as determined under subsection (d)); or

L(4) In the case of an individual who was entitled to a dis-
ability insurance benefit for the month before the month in which
he became entitled to old-age insurance benefits or died, the
amount in column IV which is equal to his disability insurance
benefit.]

(4) In the case of—

(A) a woman who was entitled to a disability insurance bene-
fit for the month before the month in which she died or became
entitled to old-age insurance benefits, or

(B) a man who was entitled to « disability insurance benefit
Jor the month before the month in which he died or attained age
65,

%he cyinount in column IV which is equal to such disability insurance
enefit. :
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‘TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MaAXIiMUM Famrny

BENEFITS
1 I I v \'2
(Primary {nsurance (Primary insurance (Average monthly (Primary (Maximum
benefit under 1939 amount under 1954 wage) insurance family
Act, as modified) Act) amount) benefits)
If an individual’s Or his primary {nsur- | Or bis average monthly And the maxi-
primary insurance | ance amount (as deter- | wage (as determined mum amount
benefit (as determined [ mined under subsec. | under subsec. (b)) is— | The amount | of benefits pay-
under subsec. (d)) is— (c)) is— referred to in | able (as pro-
the preceding | vided in sec.
paragraphs of | 203(a)) on the
this subsection| basis of his
At But not But not But not shall be— wages and self-
least— more At least— more At least— more employment
than— than— than— income shall
be—
......... $10.00 {. oo ___._. $30.00 |_ccoame .- $54 $33 $53. 00
$10.01 10. 48 $30.10 31.00 $35 56 34 54.00
10.49 11.00 31.10 32.00 57 58 35 55.00
11.01 11.48 32.10 33.00 59 60 36 56. 00
11,49 12.00 33.10 34.00 61 61 37 57.00
12.01 12.48 34.10 35. 00 62 63 38 58.00
12.49 13.00 35.10 36.00 64 65 39 59.00
13.01 13.48 36.10 37.00 66 67 40 60. 00
13.49 14.00 37.10 38.00 68 69 41 61. 50
......... 18. 48 Jomae - 87.00 |oeoemeeee 87 40 60.00
18. 49 14 87.10 88.00 68 69 41 61.50
14.01 14.48 38.10 39.00 70 70 42 63.00
14.49 15.00 39.10 40. 00 7 72 " 43 64. 50
15.01 15. 60 40.10 41.00 73 74 4 66. 00
15.61 16. 20 41.10 42.00 75 76 45 67. 50
16.21 16.84 42.10 43.00 77 78 46 69. 00
16.85 17.60 43.10 44.00 79 80 47 70. 50
17.61 18. 40 44.10 45. 00 81 81 48 72.00
18.41 19.24 45.10 46. 00 82 83 49 73.50
19.25 20. 00 46.10 47.00 84 85 50 75.00
20.01 20. 64 47.10 48.00 86 87 51 76. 50
20. 65 21.28 48.10 49.00 88 89 52 78.00
21.29 21. 88 49.10 50.00 90 90 53 79.50
21.89 22.28 50.10 50. 90 91 92 54 81.00
22.29 22.68 51.00 51.80 93 94 55 82, 50
22. 69 23.08 51.90 52. 80 95 9% 56 84.00
23.09 23. 4 52. 90 53.70 97 97 57 85. 50
23.45 23.76 53.80 54. 60 98 99 58 87.00
23.77 24.20 54. 70 55. 60 100 101 59 88. 50
24,21 24.60 55.70 56. 50 102 102 60 90. 00
24.61 | 25.00 56. 60 57.40 103 104 61 91. 50
25.01 25.48 57. 50 58. 40 105 106 62 93.00
25.49 25.92 58. 50 59.30 107 107 63 94. 50
25.93 26. 40 59. 40 60. 20 108 109 64 96. 00
26. 41 26. 94 60. 30 61.20 110 113 65 97. 50
26. 95 27.46 61. 30 62.10 114 118 66 99. 00
27.47 28, 00 62.20 63.00 119 122 67 100. 50
28.01 28. 68 63.10 64.00 123 127 68 102. 00
28. 69 29.25 64.10 64. 90 128 132 69 105. 60
29,26 29.68 65.00 65. 80 133 136 70 108.80
29. 69 30. 36 65. 90 66. 80 137 141 7 112.80
30.37 30.92 66. 90 67.70 142 146 72 116.80
30.93 31.36 67. 80 68. 60 147 150 73 120.00
31.37 32.00 68. 70 69. 60 151 155 74 124.00
32.01 32.60 69. 70 70.50 156 160 75 128. 00
32.61 33.20 70.60 71.40 161 164 76 131.20
33.21 33.88 71. 50 72.40 165 169 i 135.20
33.89 34. 50 72. 50 73.30 170 174 78 139.20
34.51 35.00 73. 40 742 175 178 79 142.40
35.01 35. 80 74.30 75.20 179 183 80 146, 40
35.81 36. 40 75. 30 76.10 184 188 81 150. 40
36. 41 37.08 76.20 77.10 189 193 82 154.40
37.09 37.60 77.20 78. 00 194 197 83 157.60
37.61 38.20 78.10 78. 90 108 202 84 161.60
38.21 39.12 79.00 79.90 203 207 85 165. 60
39.13 39.68 80. 00 80.80 208 211 86 168. 80
39. 69 40.33 80. 90 81.70 212 216 87 172.80
40. 34 41,12 81.80 82.70 217 221 88 176. 80
$1.13 41.76 82. 80 83.60 222 225 89 180.00
4. 77 42. 44 83.70 84. 50 26 230 90 184.00
42. 45 43.20 84.60 85. 50 231 235 91 188.00
43.21 43.76 85. 60 86. 40 236 239 92 191.20
43.77 44 4 86. 50 87.30 240 244 93 195.20
44.45 44.88 87.40 88.30 245 249 94 199.20
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TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MaAXIMUM FaMILY

Benerirs—Continued
I II I v v
(Primary insurance (Primary insurance (Average monthly (Primary (Maximum
benefit under 1939 amount under 1954 wage) insurance family
Act, 838 modified) Act) ° amount) benefits)
If an individual’s Or his primary insur- | Or his average monthly And the maxi-
primary insurance | ance amount, (as deter- | wage (as determined mum amount
benefit (as determined | mined under subsec. | under subsec. (b)) is— | The amount |of benefits pay-
ander subsec. (d)) is— (c)) is— referred toin | able (as pro-
the preceding | vided in sec.
paragraphs of | 203(a)) on the
this subsection | basis of his
At But not But not But not shall wages and self
lJeast— more At least— more At Jeast— more employment
than— than— than— income shall
be—
$44. 89 $45. 60 $88. 40 $89.20 $250 $253 $95 $202. 40
89.30 90.10 254 258 96 206. 40
90. 20 91.10 259 263 97 210. 40
91.20 92.00 264 267 a8 213. 60
92.10 92,90 268 272 99 217.60
93.00 93.90 273 277 100 221. 60
94.00 94. 80 278 281 101 224. 80
94. 90 95. 80 282 286 102 228. 80
95. 90 96.70 287 291 103 232. 80
96. 80 97.60 202 295 104 236.00
97.70 98. 60 296 300 105 240. 00
98. 70 99. 50 301 305 106 244.00
99. 60 100. 40 306 309 107 247.20
100. 50 101. 40 310 314 108 251.20
101. 50 102. 30 315 319 109 254.00
102. 40 103.20 320 323 110 254. 00
103. 30 104.20 324 328 111 254.00
104. 30 105.10 329 333 112 254.00
105. 20 106. 00 334 337 113 254. 00
106.10 107. 00 338 342 114 254. 00
107.10 107. 90 343 347 115 254.00
108. 00 108. 50 348 351 116 254. 00
352 356 117 254. 00
357 361 118 254. 00
362 365 119 254. 00
366 370 120 254. 00
371 375 121 254. 00
376 379 122 254.00
380 384 123 254. 00
385 389 124 254. 00
390 393 125 254.00
394 398 126 254.00
399 400 127 254.00

Average Monthly Wage

(b) (1) For the purposes of column IIT of the table appearing in
subsection (a) of this section, an individual’s ‘“average monthly wage”
shall be the quotient obtained by dividing—

(A) the total of his wages paid in and self-employment income
credited to his “benefit computation years’’ (determined under

paragraph (2)), by

(B) the number of months in such years.

(2) (A) The number of an individual’s “benefit computation years”
shall be equal to the number of elapsed years (determined under
paragraph (3) of this subsection), reduced by five; except that the
number of an individual’s benefit computation years shall in no case
be less than two. ‘

(B) An individual’s ‘“‘benefit computation years” shall be those
computation base years, equal in number to the number determined
under subparagraph (A), for which the total of his wages and self-
employment income is the largest.
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(C) For the purposes of subparagraph (B), ‘“‘computation base
years” include only calendar years occurring—

(i) After December 31, 1950, and

(ii) prior to the year in which the individual became entitled
to old-age insurance benefits or died, whichever first occurred;

except that the year in which the individual became entitled: to old-
-age insurance benefits or died, as the case may be, shall be included as
a computation base year if the Secretary determines, on the basis of
cvidence available to him at the time of the computation of the pri-
mary insurance amount for such individual, that the inclusion of such
year would result in a higher primary insurance amount. Any cal-
endar year all of which is included in a period of disability shall-not
be included as a computation base year. : '

[(3) For the purposes of paragraph (2), an individual’s “elapsed
years”’ shall be the number of calendar years—

[(A) after (i) December 31, 1950, or (ii) if later, December
31 of the years in which he attained the age of twenty-one, and

[(B) prior to (i) the year in which he died, or (ii) if earlier,
the first year after December 31, 1960, in which he both was fully
insured and had attained retirement age.]

(8) For purposes of paragraph (2), the number of an individual’s
elapsed years 1s the number of calendar years after 1950 (or, +f later,
the year in which he attained age 21) and before—

(A) in the case of a woman, the year in which she died or (if
earlier) the first year after 1960 in which she both was fully insured
and had attained age 62,

(B) in the case of a man who has died, the year in which he died
or (if earlier) the first year after 1960 wn which he both was fully
wnsured and had attained age 65, or

(C) in the case of a man who has not died, the first year after
1960 wn which he attained (or would attain) age 65 or (if later)
the first year in which he was fully insured.

For [the] purposes of the preceding sentence, any calendar year
any part of which was included in a period of disability shall not be
included in such number of calendar years.

(4) The provisions of this subsection shall be applicable only in
the case of an individual with respect to whom not less than six of the
quarters elapsing after 1950 are quarters of coverage, and—

(A) who becomes entitled to benefits after December 1960
under section 202(a) or section 223; or

(B) who dies after December 1960 without being entitled to
benefits under section 202(a) or section 223; or

(C) who files an application for a recomputation under sub-
section (f)(2)(A) after December 1960 and is (or would, but
for the provisions of subsection (f)(6), be) entitled to have his
}()Ximary insurance amount recomputed under subsection (f)(2)

); or '

(D) who dies after December 1960 and whose survivors are
(or would, but for the provisions of subsection (f)(6), be) en-
titled to a recomputation of his primary insurance amount under
subsection (f)(4).

(5) In the case of any individual—

(A) to whom the provisions of this subsection are not made
applicable by paragraph (4), but
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(B) (1) prior to 1961, met the requirements of this paragraph
(including subparagraph (E) thereof) as in effect prior to the
enactment of the Social Security Amendments of 1960, or (ii)
after 1960, meets the conditions of subparagraph (E) of this
paragraph as in effect prior to-such enactment,
then the provisions of this subsection as in effect prior to such enact-
ment shall apply to such individual for the purposes of column III
of the table appearing in subsection (a) of this section.

%* %* * %* % * *

Recomputation of Benefits

(f) (1) After an individual’s primary insurance amount has been

determined under this section, there shall be no recomputation of such

" individual’s primary insurance amount except as provided in this sub-

section or, in the case of a World War II veteran who died prior to
July 27, 1954, as provided in section 217 (b).

* * * * * * *

(7)(A) In the case of a man who attains age 65 and who became en-
titled to old-age insurance benefits before the month in which he attains
such age, his primary insurance amount shall be recomputed as provided
in subsection (a) as though he became entitled to old-age insurance bene-
fits in the month in which he attained age 65, except that his computation
base years referred to in subsection (b)(2) shall include the year in which
he attained age 65. Such recomputation shall be effective for and after
the month in which he attained age 65.

(B) In the case of @ man who became entitled to old-age insurance
benefits and died before the month in which he attained age 65, the Sec-
retary shall, if any person is entitled to monthly insurance benefits or a
lump-sum death payment on the basis of the wages and self-employment
tncome of the decedent, recompute his primary insurance amount as pro-
vided in subsection (a) as though he became entitled to old-age insurance
benefits in the month in which he died; except that (¢) his computation
base years referred to in subsection (b)(2) shall include the year in which
he died, and (it) his elapsed years referred to in subsection (b)(3) shall
not include the year in which he died or any year thereafter. In the case
of monthly insurance benefits, such recomputation of a man’s primary
wnsurance amount shall be effective for and after the month in which he
dued.

Rounding of Benefits

(g) The amount of any primary insurance amount and the amount
of any monthly benefit computed under section 202 or 223 which (after
reduction under section 203(a)) and deductions under section 203(b)
isf not a multiple of $0.10 shall be raised to the next higher multiple
ol $0.10.

* * * * * * *

OTHER DEFINITIONS

Skc. 216. For the purposes of this title—
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[Retirement Age

L[(a) The term ‘retirement age’” means—
L(1) in the case of a man, age sixty-five, or
[(2) in the case of a woman, age sixty-two.]

Wife

(b) The term “wife’’ means the wife of an individual, but only if
she (1) is the mother of his son or daughter, (2) was married to him
for a period of not less than one year immediately preceding the day
on which her application is filed, or (3) in the month prior to the
month of her marriage to him (A) was entitled to, or on application
therefor and attainment of [retirement age] age 62 in such prior
month would have been entitled to, benefits under subsection (e) or
(h) of section 202, or (B) had attained age eighteen and was entitled
to, or on application therefor would have been entitled to, benefits
under subsection (d) of such section.

Widow

(¢) The term “widow” (except when used in section 202(i)) means
the surviving wife of an individual, but only if (1) she is the mother
of his son or daughter, (2) she legally adopted his son or daughter
while she was married to him and while such son or daughter was
under the age of eighteen, (3) he legally adopted her son or daughter
while she was married to him and while such son or daughter was un-
der the age of eighteen, (4) she was married to him at the time both
of them legally adopted a child under the age of eighteen, (5) she was
married to him for a period of not less than one year immediately
prior to the day on which he died, or (6) in the month prior to the
month of her marriage to him (A) she was entitled to, or on appli-
cation therefor and attainment of [retirement age] age 62 in such prior
month would have been entitled to, benefits under subsection (e) or (h)
of section 202, or (B) she had attained age eighteen and was entitled to,
or on application therefor would have been entitled to, benefits under
subsection (d) of such section.

Former Wife Divorced

(d) The term “former wife divorced” means a woman divorced
from an individual, but only if (1) she is the mother of his son or
daughter, (2) she legally adopted his son or daughter while she was
married to him and while such son or daughter was under the age
of eighteen, (3) he legally adopted her son or daughter while she
was married to him and while such son or daughter was under the
age of eighteen, or (4) she was married to him at the time both of
them legally adopted a child under the age of eighteen.

Child

(e) The term “child” means (1) the child or legally adopted child
of an individual, and (2) a stepchild who has been such stepchild for
not less than one year immediately preceding the day on which appli-
cation for child’s insurance benefits is filed or (if the insured indi-
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vidual is deceased) the day on which such individual died. For
purposes of clause (1), a person shall be deemed, as of the date of
death of an individual, to be the legally adopted child of such indi-
vidual if such person was at the time of such individual’s death living
in such individual’s household and was legally adopted by such indi-
vidual’s surviving spouse after such individual’s death but before the
end of two years after the day on which such individual died or the
date of enactment of this Act; except that this sentence shall not apply
if at the time of such individual’s death such person was receiving
regular contributions toward his support from someone other than
such individual or his spouse, or from any public or private welfare
organization which furnishes services or assistance for children. For
purposes of clause (2), a person who is not the stepchild of an indi-
vidual shall be deemed the stepchild of such individual if such indi-
vidual was not the mother or adopting mother or the father or adopt-
ing father of such person and such individual and the mother or
adopting mother, or the father or adopting father, as the case may be,
of such person went through a marriage ceremony resulting in a pur-
ported marriage between them which, but for a legal impediment
described in the last sentence of subsection (h)(1)(B), would have been
a valid marriage.
Husband

(f) The term “husband’” means the husband of an individual, but
only if (1) he is the father of her son or daughter, (2) he was mar-
ried to her for a period of not less than one year immediately pre-
ceding the day on which his application is filed. or (3) in the month
prior to the month of his marriage to her (A) he was entitled to, or
on application therefor and attainment of [retirement age] age 62
in such prior month would have been entitled to, benefits under sub-
section (f) or (h) of section 202, or (B) he had attained age eighteen
and was entitled to, or on application therefor would have been entitled
to, benefits under subsection (d) of such section.

Widower

(g) The term “widower” (except when used in section 202(i))
means the surviving husband of an individual, but only if (1) he is
the father of her son or daughter, (2) he legally adopted her son or
daughter while he was married to her and while such son or daughter
was under the age of eighteen, (3) she legally adopted his son or
daughter while he was married to her and while such son or daughter
was under the age of eighteen, (4) he was married to her at the time
both of them legally adopted a child under the age of eighteen, (5)
he was married to her for a period of not less than one year immediately
prior to the day on which she died, or (6) in the month before the
month of his marriage to her (A) he was entitled to, or on applica-
tion therefor and attainment of [retirement age] age 62 in such
prior month would have been entitled to, benefits under subsection
(f) or (h) of section 202, or (B) he had attained age eighteen and was
entitled to or on application therefor would have been entitled to,
benefits under subsection (d) of such section.

67715—61——6
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Determination of Family Status

(h)(1)(A) "An applicant is the wife, husband, widow, or wid-
ower of a fully or currently insured individual for purposes of this title
if the courts of the State in which such insured individual is domiciled
at the time such applicant files an application, or, if such insured
individual is dead, the courts of the State in which he was domiciled
at the time of death, or, if such insured individual is or was not so
domiciled in any State, the courts of the District of Columbia, would
find that such applicant and such insured individual were validly
married at the time such applicant files such application or, if such
insured individual is dead, at the timeé he died. If such courts would
not find that such applicant and such insured individual were validly
married at such time, such applicant shall, nevertheless be deemed
to be the wife, husband, widow, or widower, as the case may be,
of such insured individual if such applicant would, under the laws
applied by such courts in determining the devolution of intestate
personal property, have the same status with respect to the taking
of such- property as a wife, husband, widow, or widower of such
insured individual.

(B) In any case where under subparagraph (A) an applicant is
not (and is not deemed to be) the wife, widow, husband, or widower
of a fully or currently insured individual, or where under subsection
(b), (¢), (f), or (g) such applicant is not the wife, widow, husband,
or widower of such individual, but it is established to the satisfaction
of the Secretary that such applicant in good faith went through a
marriage ceremony with such individual resulting in a purported mar-
riage between them which, but for a legal impediment not known to
the applicant at the time of such ceremony, would have been a valid
marriage, and such applicant and the insured individual were living
in the same household at the time of the death of such insured indi-
vidual or (if such insured individual is living) at the time such appli-
cant files the application, then, for purposes of subparagraph (A)
and subsections (b), (¢), (f), and (g), such purported marriage shall
be deemed to be a valid marriage. The provisions of the preceding
sentence shall not apply (i) if another person is or has been entitled
to a benefit under subsection (b), (¢), (e), (f), or (g) of section 202
on the basis of the wages and self-employment income of such insured
individual and such other person is (or is deemed to be) a wife, widow,
husband, or widower of such insured individual under subparagraph
(A) at the time such applicant files the application, or (ii) if the Sec-
retary determines, on the basis of information brought to his attention,
that such applicant entered into such purported marriage with such
insured individual with knowledge that it would not be a valid mar-
riage. The entitlemnent to a monthly benefit under subsection (b), (¢),
(e), (f), or (g) of section 202, based on the wages and self-employ-
ment income of such insured individual, of a person who would not
be deemed to be a wife, widow, husband, or widower of such insured
individual but for this subparagraph, shall end with the month before
the month (i) in which the Secretary certifies, pursuant to section 205
(1), that another person is entitled to a benefit under subsection (b),
(c), (e), (D, or (g) of section 202 on the basis of the wages and self-
employment income of such insured individual, if such other person
is (or is deemed to be) the wife, widow, husband, or widower of such
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insured individual under subparagraph (A), or (i) if the applicant
is entitled to a monthly benefit under subsection (b) or (¢) of section
202, in which such applicant entered into a marriage, valid without re-
gard to this subparagraph, with a person other than such insured indi-
vidual. For purposes of this subparagraph, a legal impediment to the
validity of a purported marriage includes only an impediment (1)
resulting from the lack of dissolution of a previous marriage or other-
wise arising out of such previous marriage or its dissolution, or (ii)
resulting from a defect in the procedure followed in connection with
such purported marriage.

(2) (A) In determining whether an applicant is the child or
parent of a fully or currently insured individual for purposes of this
title, the Secretary shall apply such law as would be applied in deter-
mining the devolution of intestate personal property by the courts of
the State in which such insured individual is domiciled at the time such
applicant files application, or, if such insured individual is dead, by
the courts of the State in which he was domiciled at the time of his
death, or, if such insured individual is or was not so domiciled in any
State, by the courts of the District of Columbia. Applicants whe
according to such law would have the same status relative to taking
intestate personal property as a child or parent shall be deemed such.

(B) If an applicant is a son or daughter of a fully or currently
insured individual but is not (and is not deemed to be) the child
of such insured individual under subparagraph (A), such applicant
shall nevertheless be deemed to be the child of such insured indi-
vidual if such insured individual and the mother or father, as the
case may be, of such applicant went through a marriage ceremony
resulting in a purported marriage between them which, but for a legal
impediment described in the last sentence of paragraph (1)(B),
would have been a valid marriage.

Disability; Period of Disability

(i) (1) Except for purposes of sections 202(d), 223, and 225, the
term ‘‘disability’’ means (A) inability to engage in any substantial
gainful activity by reason of any medically determinable physical or
mental impairment which can be expected to result in death or to be
of long-continued and indefinite duration, or (B) blindness; and the
term ‘blindness”’” means central visual acuity of 5/200 or less in the
better eye with the use of a correcting lens. An eye in which the
visual field is reduced to five degrees or less concentric contraction
shall be considered for the purpose of this paragraph as having a
central visual acuity of 5/200 or less. An individual shall not be con-
sidered to be under a disability unless he furnishes such proof of the
existence thereof as may be required. Nothing in this title shall be
construed as authorizing the Secretary or any other officer or employee
of the United States to interfere in any way with the practice of medi-
ccine or with relationships between practitioners of medicine and their
patients, or to exercise any supervision or control over the adminis-
tration or operation of any hospital.

(2) The term “period of disability” means a continuous period
(beginning and ending as hereinafter provided in this subsection) dur-
ing which an individual was under a disability (as defined in para-
graph (1)), but only if such period is of not less than six full calendar
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months’ duration or such individual was entitled to benefits under
section 223 for one or more months in such period. No such period
shall begin as to any individual unless such individual, while under
such disability, files an application for a disability determination
with respect to such period; and no such period shall begin as to any
individual after such individual attains the age of sixty-five. Except-
as provided in paragraph (4), a period of disability shall (subject to
section 223(a)(8)) begin—

(A) if the individual satisfies the requirements of paragraph
(3) on such day,

(i) on the day the disability began, or
(i1) on the first day of the eighteen-month period which
ends with the day before the day on which the individual
files such application,
whichever occurs later;

(B) if such individual does not satisfy the requirements of
paragraph (3) on the day referred to in subparagraph (A), then
on the first day of the first quarter thereafter in which he satisfies
such requirements.

A period of disability shall end with the close of the last day of the
month preceding whichever of the following months is the earlier:
the month in which the individual attains age sixty-five or the third
month following the month in which the disability ceases. No appli-
cation for a disability determination which is filed more than three
months before the first day on which a period of disability can begin
(as determined under this paragraph), or, in any case in which
clause (ii) of section 223(a)(1) is applicable, more than six months
before the first month for which such applicant becomes entitled to
benefits under section 223, shall be accepted as an application for
purposes of this paragraph, and no such application which is filed
prior to January 1, 1955, shall be accepted. Any application for a
disability determination which is filed within such three months’ period
or six months’ period shall be deemed to have been filed on such
first day or in such first month, as the case may be.

(8) The requirements referred to in clauses (A) and (B) of para-
graphs (2) and (4) are satisfied by an individual with respect to any
quarter only if—

(A) he would have been a fully insured individual (as defined
in section 214) had he attained [retirement age] age 62 (if a
woman) or age 65 (if a man) and filed application for benefits
under section 202(a) on the first day of such quarter; and

(B) he had not less than twenty quarters of coverage during
the forty-quarter period which ends with such quarter, not count-
ing as part of such forty-quarter period any quarter any part of
which was included in a prior period of disability unless such
quarter was a quarter of coverage;

except that the provisions of subparagraph (A) of this paragraph
shall not apply in the case of any individual with respect to whom
a period of disability would, but for such subparagraph, begin prior
to 1951.

(4) If an individual files an application for a disability deter-
mination after December 1954, and before July [1961] 1962, with’
respect to a disability which began before [July 1960 January 1961,
and continued without interruption until such application was filed,
then the beginning day for the pertod of disability shall be—
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(A) the day such disability began, but only if he satisfies the
requirements of paragraph (3) on such day;

(B) if he does not satisfy such requirements on such day, the
first day of the first quarter thereafter in which he satisfies such
requirements.

Periods of Limitation Ending on Nonwork Days

(3) Where this title, any provision of another law of the United
States (other than the Internal Revenue Code of 1954) relating to
or changing the effect of this title, or any regulation issued by the
Secretary pursuant thereto provides for a period within which an
act is required to be done which affects eligibility for or the amount
of any benefit or payment under this title or is necessary to establish
or protect any rights under this title, and such period ends on a
Saturday, Sunday, or legal holiday, or on any other day all or part
of which is declared to be a nonwork day for Federal employees
by statute or Executive order, then such act shall be considered as
done within such period if it is done on the first day thereafter which
is not a Saturday, Sunday, or legal holiday or any other day all or
part of which is declared to be a nonwork day for Federal employees
by statute or Executive order. For purposes of this subsection, the
day on which a period ends shall include the day on which an ex-
tension of such period, as authorized by law or by the Secretary
pursuant to law, ends. The provisions of this subsection shall not
extend the period during which benefits under this title may (pur-
suant to section 202(j)(1) or 223(b)) be paid for months prior to the
day application for such benefits is filed, or during which an applica-
tion for benefits under this title may (pursuant to section 202(j)(2)
or 223(b)) be accepted as such. :

* * %* * * * *
DISABILITY INSURANCE BENEFIT PAYMENTS
Disability Insurance Benefits

Skec. 223. (a) (1) Every individual who—
(A) is insured for disability insurance benefits (as determined
under subsection (c)(1)),
(B) has not attained the age of sixty-five,
(C) has filed application for disability insurance benefits, and
(D) is under a disability (as defined in subsection (c)(2)) at
the time such-application 1s filed, -
shall be entitled to a disability insurance benefit (i) for each month
beginning with the first month after his waiting period (as defined
in subsection (c)(3)) in which he becomes so entitled to such insurance
benefits, or (ii) for each month beginning with the first month during
all of which he is under a disability and in which he becomes so en-
titled to such insurance benefits, but only if he was entitled to dis-
ability insurance benefits which terminated, or had a period of dis-
abi]itlyll (as defined in section 216(i)) which ceased, within the sixty-
month period preceding the first month in which he is under such
disability, and ending with the month preceding whichever of the
following months is the earliest; the month in which he dies, the month
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in which he attains [the age of sixty-five] age 65, the first month for
which he is entitled to old-age insurance benefits, or the third month
following the month in which his disability ceases.

(2) Such individual’s disability insurance benefit for any month
shall be equal to his primary insurance amount for such month deter-
mined under section 215 as though he had attained [retirement age]
age 62 (if ¢ woman) or age 65 (if @ man) in—

(A) the first month of his waiting period, or
(B) in any case in which clause (ii) of paragraph (1) of this
subsection is applicable, the first month for which he becomes
entitled to such disability insurance benefits,
and as though he had become entitled to old-age insurance benefits in
the month 1n which he filed his application for disability insurance
benefits. For the purposes of the preceding sentence, in the case of
a woman who both was fully insured and had attained retirement age
in or before the first month referred to in subparagraph (A) or (B)
of such sentence, as the case may be, the elapsed years referred to in
section 215(b)(3) shall not include the first year in which she both
was fully insured and had attained [retirement age] age 62, or any
year thereafter.

(3) If, for any month before the month in which an individual attains

age 65, such individual is entitled to—
(A) a widow’s, widower’s, or parent’s insurance benefit, or
(B) an old-age, wife’s, or husband’s insurance benefit which s
reduced under subsection (q), '
such indwidual may not, for any month after the first month for which
such individual is so entitled, become entitled to disability insurance
benefits; and a period of disability may not begin with respect to such
indwidual in any month after such first month.

Filing of Application

(b) No application for disability insurance benefits shall be ac-
cepted as a valid application for purposes of this section (1) if it is
filed more than nine months before the first month for which the
applicant becomes entitled to such benefits, or (2) in any case in which
clause (ii) of paragraph (1) of subsection (a) is applicable, if it is
filed more than six months before the first month for which the appli-
cant becomes entitled to such benefits; and any application filed within
such nine months’ period or six months’ period, as the case may be,
shall be deemed to have been filed in such first month. An individual
who would- have been entitled to a disability insurance benefit for
any month after June 1957 had he filed application therefor prior to
the end of such month shall be entitled to such benefit for such month
if he is continuously under a disability after such month and until he
files application therefor, and he files such application prior to the
end of the twelfth month immediately succeeding such month.

Definitions

(c) For purposes of this section—-
(1) An individual shall be insured for disability insurance
benefits in any month if — ,
(A) he would have been a fully insured individual (as de-
fined in section 214) had he attained [retirement age] age
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62 (if a woman) or age 65 (if a man) and filed application for
beﬁeﬁts under section 202(a) on the first day of such month,
an

(B)- he had not less than twenty quarters of coverage dur-
ing the forty-quarter period ending with the quarter in which
such first day occurred, not counting as part of such forty-
quarter period any quarter any part of which was included
in a period of disability (as defined in section 216(1)) unless
such quarter was a quarter of coverage. ; :

(2) The term ‘“disability’”’ means inability to engage in any
substantial gainful activity by reason of any medically determ-
inable physical or mental impairment which can be expected to
result in death or to be of long-continued and indefinite duration.
An individual shall not be considered to be under a disability
unless he furnishes such proof of the existence thereof as may be
required.

(3) The term “waiting period’”’ means, in the case of any ap-
plication for disability insurance benefits, the earliest period of
six consecutive calendar months—

(A) throughout which the individual who files such ap-
plication has been under a disability which continues until
such application is filed, and

(B) (1) which begins not earlier than with the first day
of the eighteenth month before the month in which such ap-
plication 1is filed if such individual is insured for disability
msurance benefits in such eighteenth month, or (ii) if he is
not so insured in such month, which begins not earlier than
with the first day of the first month after such eighteenth
month in which he is so insured.

Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this paragraph, no
waiting period may begin for any individual before January 1,
1957.

SECTION 303(g) OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1960

COMPUTATIONS AND RECOMPUTATIONS OF PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNTS

SEc. 303. (g) (1) In the case of any individual who both was fully
insured and had attained retirement age prior to 1961 and (A) who
becomes entitled to-old-age insurance benefits after 1960, or (B) who
dies after 1960 without being entitled to such benefits, then, notwith-
standing the amendments made by the preceding subsections of this
section, the Secretary shall also compute such individual’s primary
insurance amount on the basis of such individual’s average monthly
wage determined under the provisions of section 215 of the Social
Security Act in effect prior to the enactment of this Act with a closing
date determined under section 215(b)(3)(B) of such Act as then in
effect, but only if such closing date would have been applicable to
such computation had this section not been enacted. If the primary
insurance amount resulting from the use of such an average monthly
wage is higher than the primary insurance amount resulting from the
use of an average monthly wage determined pursuant to the provi-
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sions of section 215 of the Social Security Act, as amended by the
Social Security Amendments of 1960, such higher primary insurance
amount shall be the individual’s primary insurance amount for pur-
poses of such section 215. The terms used in this subsection shall have
the meaning assigned to them by title IT of the Social Security Act;
except that the terms ““fully insured’’ and “retirement age’’ shall have the
meaning assigned to them by such title I1 as in effect on September 12,
1960.

(2). Notwithstanding the amendments made by the preceding sub-
sections of this section, in the case of any individual who was entitled
(without regard to the provisions of section 223(b) of the Social
Security Act) to a disability insurance benefit under such section 223
for the month before the month in which he became entitled to an
old-age insurance benefit under section 202(a) of such Act, or in which
he died, and such disability insurance benefit was based upon a pri-
mary insurance amount determined under the provisions of section
215 of the Social Security Act in effect prior to the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary shall, in applying the provisions of such section
215(a) (except paragraph (4) thereof), for purposes of determining
benefits payable under section 202 of such Act on the basis of such in-
dividual’s wages and self-employment income, determine such in-
dividual’s average monthly wage under the provisions of section 215
of the Social Security Act in effect prior to the enactment of this Act.
The provisions of this paragraph shall not apply with respect to any
such individual, entitled to such old-age insurance benefits, (i) who
applies, after 1960, for a recomputation (to which he is entitled) of
his primary insurance amount under section 215(f)(2) of such Act,
or (ii) who dies after 1960 and meets the conditions for a recomputa-
t;iorlx1 Kf his primary insurance amount under section 215(f)(4) of
such Act.

INTERNAL REVENUE CODE OF 1954

CHAPTER 2—Tax oN SELF-EMPLOYMENT INCOME

Sec. 1401. Rate of tax.
Sec. 1402. Definitions. _
Sec. 1403. Miscellaneous provisions.

SEC. 1401. RATE OF TAX.

In addition to other taxes, there shall be imposed for each taxable
year, on the self-employment income of every individual, a tax as
follows:

L[(1) in the case of any taxable year beginning after December
31, 1958, and before January 1, 1960, the tax shall be equal to
3% percent of the amount of the self-employment income for
such taxable year;]

L(2)] () in the case of any taxable year beginning after
December 31, [1959,] 1961, and before January 1, 1963, the
tax shall be equal to [4%] 4'%s percent of the amount of the
self-employment income for such taxable year;

[(3)£ (2) iIn the case of any taxable year beginning after
December 31, 1962, and before January 1, 1966, the tax shall be
equal to [5%] 6%s percent of the amount of the self-employment
income for such taxable year;
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L4)] (3) in the case of any taxable year beginning after
December 31, 1965, and before January 1, 1969, the tax shall be
equal to [6] 6% percent of the amount of the self-employment
income for such taxable year; and

£(5)] (4) in the case of any taxable year beginning after
December 31, 1968, the tax shall be equal to [6%] 6% percent
of the amount of the self-employment income for such taxable
year.

NOTE.—The amendments to section 1401 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 apply with respect to taxable years beginning after December 31, 1961.
* % * * % ] %*

SUBTITLE C—EMPLOYMENT TAXES

CaarreEr 21. Federal insurance contributions act.

CHaPrER 22. Railroad retirement tax act.

CuaprEr 23. Federal unemployment tax act.

CuaPTER 24. Collection of income tax at source on wages.
CaaPrER 25. General provisions relating to employment taxes.

CuAPTER 21—FEDERAL INSURANCE CONTRIBUTIONS ACT

SuscHAPTER A. Tax on employees.
SuscHAPTER B. Tax on employers.
SuscaarrER C. General provisions.

SUBCHAPTER A—TAX ON EMPLOYEES

Sec. 3101. Rate of tax.
Sec. 3102. Deduction of tax from wages.
SEC. 3101. RATE OF TAX.

In addition to other taxes, there is hereby imposed on the income
of every individual a tax equal to the following percentages of the
wages (as defined in section 3121(a)) received by him with respect to
employment (as defined in section 3121(b))—

L(1) with respect to wages received during the calendar year
1959, the rate shall be 234 percent;]

L(2)] (1) with respect to wages received during the calendar
Lyears 1960 to 1962, both inclusive,] year 1962, the rate shall
be [3] 3% percent;

L(3)] (2) with respect to wages received during the calendar
years 1963 to 1965, both inclusive, the rate shall be [314] 3%
percent;

L4)] (8) with respect to wages received during the calendar
years 1966 to 1968, both inclusive, the rate shall be [4] 4%
percent; and

-L(5)] (4) with respect to wages received after December 31,
1968, the rate shall be [43¢] 4% percent.

NOTE.—The amendments to section 3101 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 apply with respect to remuneration paid after December 31, 1961.

* * * * * * *
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SUBCHAPTER B—TAX ON EMPLOYERS

Sec. 3111. Rate of tax.

Sec. 3112. Instrumentalities of the United States.

Sec. 3113. District of Columbia credit unions.
SEC. 3111. RATE OF TAX.

In addition to other taxes, there is hereby imposed on every em-
ployer an excise tax, with respect to having individuals in his employ,
equal to the following percentages of the wages (as defined in section
3121(a)) paid by him with respect to employment (as defined in
section 3121(b))—

[(1) with respect to wages paid during the calendar year 1959,
the rate shall be 2}4 percent;] :

[(2)] (I) with respect to wages paid during the calendar
[years 1960 to 1962, both inclusive,] year 1962, the rate shall be
[3] 3% percent;

[£(3)] (2) with respect to wages paid during the calendar
years 1963 to 1965, both inclusive, the rate shall be [3%] 3%
percent;

[(4)] (3) with respect to wages paid during the calendar years
1966 to 1968, both inclusive, the rate shall be [4] 4% percent; and

L(5)] (4) with respect to wages paid after December 31, 1968,
the rate shall be [4%1 4% percent.

NOTE.—The amendments to section 3111 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
apply with respect to remuneration paid after December 31, 1961.

SECTION 1 OF THE RAILROAD RETIREMENT ACT OF 1937
DEFINITIONS

SeEctioN 1. For the purposes of this Act—
* * * * * * *
(@) The terms “Social Security Act” and ‘‘Social Security Act, as

?‘%%nded,” shall mean the Social Security Act as amended in [1960]



VII. SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS

The signatories to these supplemental views joined in reporting
H.R. 6027 favorably to the House. We regard the changes proposed
in this bill to be meritorious except for the reduction in the eligibility
age for benefits for men from age 65 to 62. We are sympathetic to
the proposed increase in the widow’s percentage of the primary
insured amount but have some reservations with respect to the
proper priority of this change relative to other improvements that
could and should be made in the old-age, survivors, and disability
insurance program.

The following paragraphs set forth our views with respect to the
proposed changes contained in H.R. 6027 and also include our recom-
mendations for the further improvement of this legislation.

A. APPRAISAL OF CHANGES PROPOSED IN H. R. 6027

Section 101. Increase in minimum benefits.—This section would
increase the minimum primary insurance amount from its present
benefit level of $33 to $40 with corresponding adjustments in family
benefits and lump-sum death payments. Slightly more than 2
million current beneficiaries would receive benefit increases amounting
to an added level premium cost of 0.06 percent of payroll ($170.
million during the first full year). We generally concur in the views .
expressed in the committee report in favor of this change.

Section 102. Reduced benefits for men at age 62.—This section would
reduce from 65 years to 62 years the eligibility age at which men may
qualify on an actuarially reduced basis for old-age and husband’s
benefits. The provision would also make important technical im-
provement in existing law provisions applicable to retirement by
women prior to reaching age 65. It is estimated that benefits will
be paid to 560,000 persons during the first full vear as a result of men
electing reduced benefits. While the actuarial reduction in benefit
level would prevent any level-premium cost increase from this change,
it is significant to note that the cash benefit drain on the OASI trust
fund would be higher over the next 15 years because of the change
with the first full vear effect being $465 million more in benefit cost
and declining to $40 million more by the year 1975.

We are opposed to lowering the retirement age for men to age 62.
Such action is in direct contradiction to retirement experience based
on generally improved health and greater activity on the part of men
in this age bracket. If age 62 is recognized, even obliquely, as an
appropriate retirement age, the basis will be.established for pressures
urging the adoption of compulsory retirement at age 62 in collective
bargaining agreements and industry in general.

We reject the philosophy that suggests our private enterprise
economy can afford to forgo the great technical skills and knowledge
possessed by the age group between 62 and 65 years. If people are
unemployed in this age category, the answer is not to relegate them to

87
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compulsory premature retirement and reduced benefit entitlement.
Instead of utilizing programs related to retirement under such circum-
stances, those programs related to productivity, employment, and
vocational training should be implemented to solve the economic
problems of the individuals who are still a proper part of the labor
market but are unable to find work.

It is argued in support of this proposed change that because contri-
butions have been paid in expectation of receipt of benefits, the age
62 requirement should be adopted to provide protection for individuals
unable to get work because of conditions beyond their control. If
this argument is valid in support of the proposed change, it could be
used with equal force to support a reduction in retirement age to any
age such as 55 years or 50 years. The argument confuses the OASI
program with unemployment compensation and attempts unwar-
rantedly to relate tax contributions and benefits payments in a way
suggestive of private individual insurance which social security is not.

If the rationale for reducing the retirement age for women to 62 as
stated in the House report in 1955 accompanying what became the
1956 Social Security Amendments is still sound, then reducing the
retirement age for men to 62 years would logically lead to in-
congruous results. The House report in 1955 stated in support of
lowering the retirement age for women that (1) “ Wives are generally
a few years younger than their husbands”; (2) “* * * widows
have never Workeg or have not had recent work experience”;
and (3) with respect to women workers ‘“age limits applied are
lower” in regard to job openings for women. This restatement
and quotation of the rationale from the 1955 report in support
- of a retirement age 62 for women gives reason to anticipate argu-
ment for a still further reduction in women’s eligibility age once a
lower retirement age is established for men. The age levels at which
such a series of reductions would cease is speculative at best. Indeed,
it can be reasonably contended that if the retirement age is to be
adjusted at all, a better case can be made for lowering the woman’s
eligibility age below 62 years than can be made for departing from the
age 65 requirement for men.

Section 103. Quarters of coverage required for fully insured status.—
This section would amend the existing provisions for fully insured
status which determines benefit eligibility. Present law requires a
minimum of 6 quarters of coverage and a maximum of 40 quarters
of coverage for fully insured status and requires 1 quarter of coverage
for each 3 quarters elapsing after 1950 and before the year of attaining
retirement age. H.R. 6027 would liberalize this ‘1 out of 3"’ require-
ment by substituting a comparable 1 out of 4”’ requirement for fully
insured status. This liberalization is similar to the proposal that
passed the House last year. The change would qualify 160,000 people
for benefits who are not now eligible at an added level premium cost
of 0.02 percent of payroll ($65 mjﬁlion in the first full year of operation).
We generally support the views expressed in the committee report on
this change.

Section 104. Increase in widow’s, widower’s, and parent’s benefits.—
This section would in general raise the benefit entitlements of widows,
widowers, and parents from the present level of 75 percent of the
primary insurance amount to 82} percent of that amount. In the
first full year of operation 1.5 million persons (including 1.4 million
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now on the benefit rolls) would benefit at an added level-premium
cost of 0.17 percent of payroll ($105 million).

The undersigned recognize the merit in providing higher benefit
entitlement for widows and other dependent beneficiaries who would
be the recipients of benefit increases under this section of the bill.
In fact merit is recognized in many proposals for liberalizing and im-
proving our social security structure that were not even considered
by the committee in connection with the preparation of this legisla-
tion. However, projected tax burdens under existing law plus the one-
fourth of 1 percent tax increase under this bill will bring the ultimate
social security tax to a 9% percent combined rate on employers and em-
ployees (4% percent on each) and 6'%s percent on the self-employed
applicable to the first $4,800 of covered income. Already many of
our citizens are paying more in social security taxes than they pay in
Federal income tax for their share of the general cost of government
including national security. :

Thus, the social security system is rapidly reaching the point where
it is at the ceiling of affordable cost, espeeially in the case of those
who are in lower income categories. These facts combine to make it
imperative that changes in the benefit provisions imposing added cost
be carefully evaluated from the standpoint of priority in accomplish-
ing maximum equity and in fulfilling the most urgent need. This
proposal to increase benefit entitlement for an admittedly worthy
group of beneficiaries who now receive an average benefit that is 75
percent above the minimum benefit cannot mect the criteria of
greatest equity and need that must be applied as a test in approving
amendments to the Social Security Act. One unfortunate result of
this change would be to create a disparity between the average benefit
received by an aged widow and the average benefit received by an
aged woman worker. The average widow’s benefit under the bill
would be $64 whereas the average benefit received by a woman worker
on her own wage record will be less than $60. In view of the fore-
going, during the committee deliberations on the bill, we were con-
strained to oppose this section which is the principal cost item in the
bill at the present time in the interest of supporting an amendment
involving a more pressing need at lower cost which is discussed later
- 1In these supplemental views under the caption ‘“Benefits for Certain
Individuals Who Have Attained Age 72.”

Sections 105 and 106.—These sections of the bill pertain to retro-
activity of certain disability applications and to the effective date
for title I and require no separate comment.

Section 201. Changes in tax schedules.—This section of the bill
provides that the benefit cost of the bill which is estimated at 0.25
percent of payroll would be financed by the imposition of increased
payroll taxes of one-fourth of 1 percent on employers and employees
(one-eighth on each) and of three-sixteenths of 1 percent on the self-
emploxed effective January 1, 1962. At the present time the OASI
system is estimated to be out of actuarial balance by 0.24 percent and
H.R. 6027 would do nothing to correct that imbalance despite the
tax increase that is provided.

While we support this tax increase as a necessary incident to the
benefit liberalizations, we believe it is important that the Congress
give careful heed to the effect mounting payroll taxes have on the
competitive position of American employers. We believe particular
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importance should be given to a study of the impact these taxes
have on small business and on consumer prices. ‘
Section 301.—This section is a technical conforming amendment
relating to the relationship between the railroad retirement and
OASDI systems and requires no special comment in these supple-
mental views.
B. GENERAL DISCUSSION OF H.R. 6027

The bill H.R. 6027 contains nothing new in the way of proposals to
liberalize title IT of the Social Security Act that has not previously
been before the Congress. The bill represents a combination of un-
related and independent benefit and coverage changes that will in-
crease the level-premium benefit cost by 0.25 percent of payroll, to
be financed by a similar increase of one-fourth of 1 percent in appli-
cable combined employer-employee payroll taxes. The assortment
of changes contained in H.R. 6027 was selected largely as the result of
administration recommendations as set forth in the President’s mes-
sage purporting to propose a ‘“Program to Restore Momentum to the
American Economy.”

The committee in preparing the bill made modifications and de-
letions in the administration’s recommendations. As originally pro-
posed the administration’s suggestions would have cost approximately
one-half of 1 percent of payroll or twice the cost of the bill approved
by the membership of the Committee on Ways and Means. ,

The President recommended that financing of the changes be de-
ferred until beginning on January 1, 1963. This recommendation was
rejected by the committee which provided that the added cost re-
sulting from the changes made by the bill would be defrayed by a
commensurate tax increase beginning next January.

The undersigned are constrained to express very genuine concern
.over an apparent inclination on the part of the administration to
tamper with the OASDI program as a mechanism for pump priming
and economic stimulation. In the aforementioned Presidential mes-
sage, it was stated with respect to the recommended changes that—

Besides meeting pressing social needs, the additional flow of
purchasing power will be a desirable economic stimulus at
the present time. Early enactment will serve this end.

- The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare made the adminis-
tration’s design for using the OASDI program as a recession cure even
more patent in a statement of March 9, 1961, before the Committee
on Ways and Means in which he said with respect to the administra-
tion’s recommendations that—

* * * enactment of the proposals will get money. into the
economy quickly and, thereby, help to combat the current
recession. While the proposals were selected for enactment
at this time because they will contribute to overcoming the
current recession, they are significant permanent improve-
ments, adding to the flexibility and effectiveness of our social
security program. for the long run.

The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare went all out in
behalf of using the OASDI program as a pump primer when on March
22, 1961, he told the Committee on Ways and Means the administra-
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tion’s view on a proposal to impose a tax effective January 1, 1962,
instead of January 1, 1963, as recommended by the President:

I would say we would be deeply disappointed. * * * if
you took out of the economy a sum of money equivalent to
what you were trying to put in, one of our main objectives
would be defeated. It would be a self-defeating proposal
* * * and it would make us very unhappy.

* * * * *

Rather than get ourselves into a position of collecting in
taxes the equivalent of moneys that are going out to the
economy, I would rather try to work out a program that
would restrict some of the benefits in order to avoid a tax
1ncrease.

* * * * *

In other words, rather than having a tax increase go into
effect in January 1963, I would prefer to be given the oppor-
tunity to try to tailor a program that would restrict some of
these benefits in order to get some money into the economy.

* * * * *

We would feel very disappointed to have a situation where
no extra money was being made available to our economy.
* * * * *

We are anxious to get money into circulation on any score
that we possibly can.

Thus, the administration has clearly demonstrated an intention to use
the OASDI program for reasons other than retirement and survivor-
ship security of our citizens and has even gone so far as to say that the
administration would back away from its original OASDI recom-
mendations if tax collections were going to equal benefit outgo.

Presumably if deliberate deficit financing of the OASDI program
in reckless disregard of the long-range commitments of the system is
to be resorted to now as a recession cure, the system would be called
upon in the future to serve a similar purpose during economic down-
turns. Under this arrangement social security would join printing
press money, pegged bond prices, and artificial interest rates as tools
in the hand of the bureaucratic planner.

Because of the danger of this willingness and intention on the part
of the administration to temporize with the actuarial integrity of the
OASDI system merely to promote the cause of economic expediency,
we are compelled to point out in the strongest of terms that the
OASDI system is a program to which our citizens must be able to
look in perpetuity for a floor of protection in their retirement and
survivorship security. To directly or indirectly pervert the program
to any other purpose can seriously jeopardize that objective. In
evaluating the program and proposed changes we must today be
mindful of the fact that the system will not fully mature for another
70 years at the earliest and we must resist expediency in financing
or liberalizing the OASDI system. It is our view that the member-
ship -of the Committee on Ways and Means is to be commended for
rejecting the philosophy espoused by the administration. We state
categorically at this time that our support of H.R. 6027 is predicated
on the substantive merits of the legislation and not because it repre-
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sents a cure for an economic downturn that now seems to be fast
disappearing.

C. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF H.R. 6027

In the foregoing paragraphs the signatories to these views have
expressed their position with respect to each of the provisions con-
tained in H.R. 6027. ‘ - .

In summary, we are opposed to reducing the retirement age for
men because 1t cannot be justified on the basis of need, and it risks
the establishment of a pattern of compulsory retirement at age 62.
Also we have reservations with respect to whether or not there
exists a sufficient priority of need for increasing the widow’s per-
centage of the primary insurance amount when compared with
other desirable revisions of the social security system. We believe
there is a particular group of our older people much more urgently
in need of recognition and it is to that group that we believe help
should go within the framework of these limited cost amendments
to the OASDI program. We refer to those individuals who were
forced to retire too soon or whose husbands died too soon so that
they were unable to acquire sufficient quarters of coverage to obtain
benefits under the program. o .

Consistent with this view during the committee consideration of
the Social Security Amendments of 1961 we endeavored to accomplish
certain objectives that would have strengthened the bill in terms
of greater equity and improvement in the benefit structure of the

rogram. It is our view that within the limits of the financing
ﬁttitude of the bill (one-fourth of 1 percent of payroll) it would be
more equitable and meet a more urgent need if a substitute which
we offered for the proposal in the committee’s bill increasing certain
dependents benefits had been adopted. Our substitute provided for
(1) entitlement to a minimum benefit to all individuals aged 72
and over who are not presently eligible for benefits and (2) liberali-
zation of the retirement test by increasing to $2,400 the total amount
of earnings permitted without full deduction of earnings from benefits.

The levef)premium cost of the proposal contained in section 104
of the committee bill to increase certain dependents benefits is 0.17

ercent of taxable payroll; the total level premium cost of the two
ﬁberalizations that we proposed as a substitute to section 104 is
significantly less—0.11 percent of payroll. Therefore, under our
recommended changes we would have not only improved the benefit
structure and the eﬁgibility equity but we would also have improved
the actuarial status of the System. Under the committee bill there
is no correction of the present 0.24 percent imbalance in the existing
OASI system despite the tax increase, but under our proposal the
imbalance would have been reduced to 0.18 percent of taxable payroll.

The two substitute proposals that we recommended in committee
will be discussed in the following paragraphs of these supplemental
views.

(1) Benefits for certain individuals who have attained age 72.—This
proposed amendment which embodies the provisions of H.R. 324
would generally provide OASI benefits to persons age 72 and over
who are not presently eligible for such benefits. These individuals
would be eligible to receive the minimum benefit.



SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1961 93

No dependents’ or survivors’ benefits would be payable under this
new category, and stricter provisions would be applicable to suspension
of benefits than applies under present law to regular beneficiaries.

This amendment would make benefits available to approximately
2 million persons including 1.5 million women, 1 million of whom are
widows. For the most part the group to be benefited under this sug-
gested change are workers who attained retirement age before the
social security program reached its present status of virtual universal
coverage or are widows whose husbands died prior to this expansion
of coverage. It is estimated that 1.25 million of the people included
in this group are presently forced to rely on public assistance. These
people are in their present plight because Congress acted too late in
broadening coverage of the social security system. We should now
act to correct the neglect of these worthy people. These are the
people who felt the fuﬁ brunt of the inflation of the forties and early
fifties which destroyed the purchasing power of their savings. There
can be no doubt of the urgent need of this group when it is considered
that 63 percent of them are presently public assistance recipients.
In fact, we are convinced that this group comprises the segment of
gulr population that is in the greatest need and is most deserving of

elp.

It becomes, therefore, fully evident that any amendment to the
Social Security Act which benefits this group deserves a very high
priority. When it is considered that no present beneficiary under
the system has paid anything approaching the full actuarial value of
his potential benefits, it is only fair that the discrimination against
those not covered under the program be removed. In this connec-
tion it should be noted that the payment into the trust fund for the
group covered under this proposal would be relatively 10 times as
much as was paid into the fund with respect to the present average
recipient of & minimum benefit.

The cost of blanketing in this group within the protection of the
program would be defrayed under a formula reimbursing the QASI
trust fund by the general fund of the Treasury. The method of
financing would provide for reimbursement of the trust fund in an
amount equal to the maximum employer-employee tax on a level
monthly wage equal to the maximum wage that produces minimum
benefits. Such reimbursement would be for the period from the
beginning of 1951 (when the last new start was provided) through
the year in which the individual involved attains age 71 (or through
December 1960, if later) plus 3 percent compound interest. As has
been noted, this proposed method of reimbursing the trust fund for
the group that would be covered under the amendment would result
in the payment into the trust fund of an amount that would be 10
times greater relatively than was paid into the fund with respect to
the average minimum benefit recipient.

The effect upon the OASI trust fund from this provision will be
minimal because the level-premium value of the Federal reimburse-
ments will be 0.15 percent of payroll contrasted with the level-premium
value of the benefits of 0.20 percent of payroll. The cost of the reim-
bursement to the general fund of the Treasury would be partially offset
by the savings to the Federal Government under the old-age assistance
program. Thus, with respect to these deserving people the contribu-
tions into the trust fund will be relatively greater than were paid by
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persons now receiving comparable benefits, and the payment of bene-
fits will be relatively less because eligibility for benefits is deferred
until age 72.

The committee report in numerous places expresses proper concern
over the economic welfare of those persons receiving minimum benefits
. or dependents benefits. We share the concern that present benefits
may under certain circumstances be inadequate but we feel compelled
to direct attention to a concern that is even more urgent in regard to
those people who today receive no benefits at all even though they
may have paid just as much or more into the trust fund as the people
who are today receiving benefits. This hardship can be demonstrated
by two examples as follows:

Mr. A, a self-employed store owner, was first covered in 1951. He
had self-employment income of $3,600 in both 1951 and 1952 before
dying in March 1952. He left a widow, age 65. His total contribu-
tions were $162. No benefits were payable to his widow because he
had only five quarters of coverage.

Dr. B, a doctor of medicine, had covered earnings of $50 per calendar
quarter as an employce beginning in 1951 since he was a part-time
salaried doctor for a nonprofit organization. Dr. B died in April
1952 after being paid $50 of wages in that month. He too left a
widow age 65. Iis total employee contributions were only $4.50.
Because he had six quarters of coverage (even though they were at
the minimum amount possible) his widow received a lump-sum death
payment of $60 and monthly benefits of $15 for April 1952 to August
1952, $18.80 for September 1952 to August 1954, $30 for September
1954 to December 1957, and $33 from dJanuary 1958 on. As of
June 1, 1961, she will have received a total of $3,139 in social security
benefits. If the new legislation is adopted, her monthly benefit will
increase to $40, and if she lives out her normal life expectancy from
now on, she will get approximately $5,300 more for a total benefit of
$8,439 based on a total contribution to the trust fund of $9.

We genuinely regret that sufficient of our committee colleagues on
the majority did not agrece to include in the bill this workable and
equitable proposal to grant a minimum benefit to individuals age 72
who are not eligible for social security benefits. This amendment
would have improved the bill, strengthened the OASDI systemn, and
been of very real assistance to the pecople to be benefited.

(2) Liberalization of the retirement test—To improve the equity
of the social security system we proposed during the committee
consideration of H.R. 6027 that the retirement test ($1,200 limitation
on carnings) be liberalized. Under our suggested amendment,
which was similar to the provisions of H.R. 5517, an individual would
have been able to earn up to $2,400 per annum before there would
have been a full benefit deduction on a dollar-for-dollar basis for
carnings above that amount. Our proposal would have involved an
estimated level-preinium cost of 0.06 percent of payroll and would
have provided approximately $125 million in additional benefits in
the first full year of opcration.

The retireinent test or so-called work clause under existing law
provides that (1) an individual can earn as much as $1,200 yearly
without loss of benefit entitlement, (2) for earnings over $1,200 and
through $1,500 there is withheld $1 in benefits for each $2 in earnings,
and (3) above $1,500 in earnings the carnings-bencfit-loss ratio is
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dollar for dollar. Furthermore, benefits are not withheld for any
month in which the individual does not have wages in excess of
$100 and does not render substantial self-employment services.
The test does not apply to individuals at age 72.

The retirement test directly affects upwards of 2 million OASI
beneficiaries and, indirectly, many more beneficiaries. The present
retirement test tends to limit the freedom of choice of our aged
citizens by restricting their productivity and limiting the contribution
they can make to their own welfare. In many cases, the present
test may preclude an individual from earning income for which there
is a genuine need. The simple fact is that many older people would
make a greater contribution to the national productivity as well as
live more satisfying lives if the present retirement test did not operate
so severely to reduce the net addition to income from working.

The amendment that we supported in committee would have
increased the “earnings band’ of existing law under which benefits
are reduced $1 for every $2 earned. Under present law that band
applies to earnings between $1,200 and $1,500. We proposed to
increase the band by $900 so that the “$1 in benefits for $2 in earnings
band” would apply in the range from $1,200 to $2,400. Under our
proposal benefits would have been reduced on a dollar-for-dollar
basis only to the extent that earnings exceeded $2,400.

This proposal would work in the following manner insofar as the
annual portion of the retirement test is concerned. Let us consider a
retired worker and wife whose combined benefits are $150 a month
or $1,800 a year. If he works part time and earns $1,200, they re-
ceive full benefits and so have a total income of $3,000. If his earn-
ings are $1,500, the benefits are reduced by $150 (one-half of the $300
excess over the $1,200 limit) to $1,650, the same as under present
law. If his earnings are $1,800, the benefits are reduced by $300
under the proposal (one-half of the $600 excess)—as against $450
under present law (one-half of the first $300 of excess, plus all of the
next $300). Corresponding figures for other cases are shown below:

OASI benefits paid Total income
Earnings
Present Proposed Present Proposed
$1,200- ¢ ool -- $1, 800 $1, 800 $3, 000 $3, 000
$1,500- .. - -- 1, 650 1, 650 3,150 3,150
$1,800.____ - 1,350 1, 500 3,150 3,300
2,000 e e e ncamamae 1,050 1,350 3,150 3,450
,400. . 750 1,200 3,150 3,600
$2,700.. ... - 450 900 3,150 3, 600
$3,000. - - 150 600 3,150 3, 600
83,150 - oo e 450 3,150 3, 600
83,300, oo e cma e e 300 3,300 3, 600
$3,600. .. JEREY PRI P, 3, 600 3, 600

This modification would have greatly increased the flexibility,
adequacy, and equity of the social security system while at the same
time improving the opportunities for self-determination on the part
of our deserving senior citizens.

In demonstration of the interest in a liberalized retirement test it
is worthy of note that the committee has had more bills referred to it
on this subject than on any other single subject. We regret that the
majority did not find it possible to support our endeavors to this end.
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In conclusion, we reiterate our support of H.R. 6027. In most
of its provisions we find genuine merit. However, we believe that
the bill would have been considerably improved if we had succeeded
in obtaining the adoption of amendments blanketing in the present
aged and liberalizing the retirement test. On these issues our action
was prompted by (1) an interest in improving the benefit and coverage
structure of the OASI program insofar as the uncovered citizens
who are age 72 are concerned and (2) an interest in improving the
equity of the program by the change in the retirement test.

JoaN W. BYRNEs.
Vicror A. KxNox.
Jackson E. Berts.
SteveEN B. DERoUNIAN.
Herman T. SCHNEEBELI



VIII. MINORITY VIEWS

We believe in a soundly financed and equitably conceived system of
social security that properly seeks to provide a basic floor of retire-
ment and survivorship protection for the American people on a non-
discriminatory basis. The existing old-age, survivors, and disability
insurance program falls considerably short of meeting these require-
ments.

We are opposed to a system of so-called social insurance that (1)
discourages individual productivity, (2) impairs individual ability to
achieve self-sufficiency, (3) illogically and arbitrarily differentiates
among citizens in regard to benefit eligibility and amount, and (4)
spends currently the savings of the present generation so that the
commitments of the system to one generation will inevitably fall on
succeeding generations in increasing magnitude. The present old-
age, survivors, and disability insurance program tragically possesses
these shortcomings on every count and with seemingly unshakable
firmness persists in their retention.

We are opposed to the enactment of H.R. 6027 because it seeks to
enact a combination of illy conceived or inadequate modifications in a
social security structure that urgently requires much more basic and
sweeping reform to be acceptable and workable. There seems to us
little merit or future in adding another room to a house built on sand.

We associate ourselves fully with the criticisms in the supplemental
views by our Republican coﬁeagues with respect to the proposal to
reduce the possib{)e retirement age for men to 62 years. We also tend
to support the recommendations of our Republican colleagues to
liberalize the retirement test and to end the present unconscionable
discrimination against those present aged who through no fault of
their own are precluded from a benefit entitlement even though their
need is the greatest and even though they may have contributed as
much to the OASI trust fund as many present beneficiaries. With
respect to the proposed increase in certain dependent’s benefits,
we can see No reason or rationale for saying to a widow that she can
have only 75 percent or 82} percent or any other percent less than 100
percent of the amount paid to a retired man. We would support a
proposal to equate the benefit entitlement between these two classes
of beneficiaries.

We should frankly recognize that the present social security system
is not insurance and we should end the cruel pretense of maintaining
on the basis of an insurance concept that some citizens are deserving
of higher benefits than others and some citizens are deserving of no
benefits. It serves no useful purpose to characterize as ‘‘insurance’”’
what is merely a statutory mechanism combining welfare and insur-
ance characteristics which emerge as a hybrid that is not insurance
and that provides welfare only on & hit-or-miss basis. This mechanism
is essentially a device for taking the productivity of one group of our
citizens to provide for the welfare of another group and these groups
may or may not be of the same generation.
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We support the portion of the supplemental views of our Republican
colleagues expressed in regard to the tax schedule in existingll)aw and
proposed in this legislation necessary to finance the OASDI program.
In commenting on the tax burden we stress the fact that the OASDI
system has not met the critical test of time. We are told that the
system will not mature until well into the 21st century. In the interim
it is entirely possible that experience will prove the present tax schedule
inadequate. We are perhaps not justified in assuming that future
generations will acquiesce in tax burdens to which we are now so
willing to commit them.

We also join in the supplemental views of our Republican colleagues
with respect to concern over the willingness of the administration to
utilize the OASDI program for pump-priming purposes. The fact
that the administration did not recommend any comparable liberali-
zation of the public assistance programs under the Social Security
Act reveals a dangerous inclination to use the OASDI trust funds
for fiscal policy purposes to pursue an objective that, if it is to be done
at all, should be done through the Treasury general fund route.

Our reservations with respect to the existing social security program
and the amendments proposed in H.R. 6027, aside from considerations
of equity and fairness, are primarily directed to our serious doubts
over the financial ability of the program to sustain itself in perpetuity.
The assumptions on which the system is pronounced sound are ines-
capably predicated almost completely on economic and population
forecasting. There is less reason to question the actuarial conclusions
if the assumed economic and population forecasts are correct. Our
concern is that these forecasts may prove to be at substantial variance
with experience, with the result that the tremendous obligations al-
lt')ea((iiy accumulated under the OASDI system will prove an intolerable

urden.

The existing system is established on the principle that taxes will
be imposed on future earned income of future workers to pay benefits
obligations that have been previously incurred. The magnitude of
these obligations can be demonstrated by an examination of certain
actuarial data: :

First, an employee with maximum taxable earnings since the pro-
gram began in 1937 would have contributed, through December 31,
1960, a total of $1,290, so that the combined employer-employee taxes
are $2,5680. If such an individual reached age 65 on January 1, 1961,
and had a wife the same age, the average total amount of benefits
that would be paid out in this case would be about $31,200.

Secondly, a similar individual who qualifies for the minimum benefit
could have contributed as little as $6.50 (by obtaining 13 quarters of
coverage at the minimum rate of $50 of wages per quarter during the
period 1937-49, when the contribution rate was 1 percent); in such
case, the combined employer-employee taxes would be $13. The
total amount of benefits that would be paid out, on the average, in
such case (considering that the widow would receive the full minimum
benefit under present law of $33) would be about $9,100.

Thirdly, the total contributions that have been collected by the
OASDI system since the inception of the program through 1960
amount to approximately $81.6 billion. The present value of future
benefit obligations incurred with respect to existing beneficiaries is
estimated at about $95 billion. This latter figure does not take into
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account the benefit obligations currently being developed for persons
who have not as yet reached retirement age or died, or the total
benefits paid since the inception of the program through 1960, amount-
ing to $62.9 billion. The combined BAgf)I trust funds at the end
of 1960 amounted to only $22.6 billion.

And, fourthly, the present unfunded obligations of the OASDI
system are estimated to be approximately $300 billion on the assump-
tion that no new workers enter the system but that only presently
covered persons and their employers make contributions and acquire
benefit rights.

These actuarial data give some meaning to the magnitude of the
future obligations that have already been incurred under the social
security program and suggest the compelling reasons why care must
be exercised in the evaluation of the existing program and any proposed
liberalizations thereof.

We favor a program that is sound in principle and in its financing
features. We are opposed to imposing on future generations the
obligations that we should be meeting for ourselves. For these
reasons we are constrained to express our opposition to the favorable
consideration of H.R. 6027.

Noar M. Mason.

James B. Urr.
BRUCE ALGER.



IX. SEPARATE MINORITY VIEWS OF HON. THOMAS B.
CURTIS ‘

The undersigned commends to the careful study of all interested
persons the information and reasoning set forth in the supplemental
views of some of my Republican colleagues appearing elsewhere in
this report. I would also recommend for careful consideration the
comments on the financing aspects of the program offered by certain
of my Republican colleagues who have filed minority views.

Because I have certain differences of substance in regard to both the
aforementioned supplemental and minority views, I am constrained

~to file these separate views.

The existing social security tax schedule and the current and future
benefit obhgatlons of the system combine to make it imperative with
respect to future liberalizations of the ‘program that we put first
things first in a sensible order of priority based on logic, need, and
equity. The bill H.R. 6027 would take none of these criteria into
account in proposing changes in the existing OASDI program.

For that reason I am opposed to the favorable consideration of
H.R. 6027. This is not to suggest that I am opposed to improve-

.ments in the social security program as such or that I am unmindful
of the needs of our senior citizens. Indeed, it is because I favor the
constructive improvement of the OASDI program so that it will more
adequately serve the needs of our aged that I find myself unable to
accept the changes to the program proposed in the committee bill.

Lowering the retirement age for men to 62 without relating retire-
ment age below 65 to disability for productive work is a step back-
ward, not forward. Due to the great advancements in the health
sciences, particularly in the past 15 years, our people are able to work
efﬁcwntly at older ages than was the case in prior years. Early
retirement should be dlscouraged not encouraged, in our public laws.
Medical science is now reaching a point when we no longer need to
use chronological age which common observation has always revealed
to be capable of error as the exclusive determinative of ability for
productive work. - Chronological age is still an important factor in
determining ability to work, but 1t should not be the sole criterion.
Ability to work efficiently 1s a criterion which our retirement laws
should take into account from the standpoint of the well-being of the
worker and the economic strength of the Nation,

I am in favor of liberalizing the provisions of coverage contained
in the bill. As a matter of fact, I am and have been for several years
in favor of as complete coverage as possible of all our citizens under
the provisions of social security on the basis of equity and with the
qualification that persons who provide alternative retirement and
survivorship programs for themselves would not be compelled to
participate in social security.

It is for this reason that I disfavor increasing the benefits for any
of the people presently on social security until we extend coverage to
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those people who have never received any benefits from the social
security program.

On the average the people who have received social security benefits
up to the present have paid in only one or two dollars for every hun-
dred dollars they have drawn in benefits. The people now going on
the benefit rolls and who will go on for the next 10 years or so will
have paid in about $1 for every $10 of benefits they can on the average
anticipate receiving. This is so because the social security system is
only one-third of its way toward maturity.

The people presently receiving social security benefits have not
paid contributions into the system that are anywhere near commen-
surate with the benefits they are receiving. While such individuals
are receiving benefits without fully paying for them there are 2 million
people age 72 and over who have never received any social security
benefits through no fault of their own but solely because they were in
effect born too soon—born before social security coverage had been
expanded to include them or their husbands.

Before we increase benefits for those already on the benefit rolls,
we should, in the name of equity, extend social security benefits to this
aged group who have never received any benefits. If we are discussing
humanity and need, this group age 72 and over, who never had any
benefits, are much more in need than those already under the system.
Nor is the answer of the Social Security Administration that these
people have never paid into the system a sufficient answer. As 1
have pointed out neither have those presently receiving benefits paid
into the system anything which in any way would entitle them to
additional benefits beyond that which they now receive. The Con-
gress has repeatedly liberalized the social security program and made
those liberalizations available to the presently retired.

The social security system is not an insurance system though some
misguided persons try to create acceptance of that impression through
use of the word ‘‘insurance,’”’ through referring to the social security
tax as ‘“a payment of premiums,” and through relating benefits
received to the contributions paid. The U.S. Supreme Court has
specifically held that the system is not insurance. The rulthg of the
Bureau of Internal Revenue that social security benefits are not
taxable income because social security benefits are gratuities should
remove any doubt on this point. Indeed, if it were insurance, 1
submit 1t would be unconstitutional.

I offered an amendment in committee, which I hope I will be
permitted under the rule to offer on the floor of the House. This
amendment would get the social security system back to the base
upon which it properly belongs. My amendment, which is similar
to my bill H.R. 4817, makes the social security program an optional
rather than a compulsory system. It permits any citizen who pro-
vides a retirement program for himself that is the equivalent of the
social security program, to be outside the system and not be subject
to a social security tax.

Ninety-five percent of our people can and are providing for their
own retirement. They should not be forced to join a governmentally
sponsored system if they do not wish to. The governmental program
should be optional so as to allow an individual an election as to
whether or not he will participate in the system.
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If my amendment is adopted, it is probably true that for the im-
mediate present very few people would avail themselves of the option
to go their own way simply because the Government program still
offers a bargain which our children will pay for and which cannot be:
matched elsewhere. However, as time goes on and the social security
tax rate is increased, our people will find to an increasing degree that
they can do better on their own. Many people as a matter of prin-
ciple would prefer to be on their own even though they lose a bargain.

To the extent that my amendment would prompt individuals to
elect not to participate in the next several years, it 1s likely that the
system would be strengthened. The removal of any potential bene-
ficiary who 1s going to receive $10 for every $1 paid in will help to
preserve the solvency of the present system. Indecd, the system will
be helped and saved by permitting the option my amendment offers.
The system could then concentrate its protection on the group over
which the Government has a proper and t.ue concern—the indigent
or those who might become indigent.

Opposition to my amendment comes primarily from people who do
not understand it. There are also those in opposition who do under-
stand it but whose intentions were never to relate social security to
the problem of the needy and the potentially needy, but rather whose
intentions were to socialize the retirement system of our entire popula-
tion. In my considered judgment this is wrong and, in the long run,
destructive of both a sound retirement system for our people and
destructive of the private enterprise system itself.

®)
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[Report No. 216]

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Maror 29,1961

Mr. Mm1s introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Com-
mittes on Ways and Means

ArmiL 7,1961

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

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

A BILL

To improve benefits under the old-age, survivors, and disability
insurance program by increasing the minimum benefits and
aged widow’s benefits and by making additional persons
eligible for benefits under the program, and for other pur-
poses.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
That this Act may be cited as the “Social Security Amend-
ments of 1961”.

TITLE I-AMENDMENTS TO TITLE II OF THE
SOCIAL SECURITY ACT
INCREASE IN MINIMUM BENEFITS

SEo. 101. (a) The table in section 215 (a) of the Social
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Security Act is amended by striking out all the figures in
I
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10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

2
columns I, IT, ITI, IV, and V down through the line which

reads

“$13.49 14.00 37.10 38.00 68 69 41 61.50”

and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

H e $1348 _____ $37.00 ____ $67 $40  $60.00
$13.49 1400 $37.10 3800  $68 69 41 61.50”.

" (b) The amendment made by subsection (a) shall apply
only in the case of montlﬂy insurance Beneﬁts under title
II of the Social Security Act for months beginning on or
after the effective date of this title (see section 106), and in
the case of lump-sum death payments under such title with
respect to deaths on or after such effective date.

REDUCED BENEFITS FOR MEN AT AGE 62

SEC. 102. (2) Section 202 of the Social Security Act
is amended by striking out “retirement age” and ‘“‘retirement
age (as defined in section 216 (a) )’ each place they appear
therein and inserting in lieu thereof “age 62”.

(b) (1) Subsections (q) and (r) of section 202 of sueh
Act are amended to read as follows: |
“Adjustment of Old-Age, Wife’s, or Husband’sl Insurance

Benefit Amounts in Accordance With Age of Benefi-

ciary

“(q) (1) If the first month for which an individual is
entitled to an old-age, wife’s, or husband’s insurance benefit

is a month before the month in which such individual attains



3

1 age 65, the amount of such benefit for each month shall,

2 subject to the succeeding paragraphs of this subsection, be

3 reduced by—

4
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

“(A) % of 1 percent of such amount if such benefit
is an old-age insurance benefit, or 2%¢ of 1 percent of
such amount if such benefit is a wife’s or husband’s in-
surance benefit; multiplied by |

“(B) (i) the number of months in the reduction

period for such benefit (determined under paragraph

~ (5) ), if such benefit is for a month before the month in

which such individual attains age 65, or

“(ii) the number of months in the adjusted reduc-
tion period for such benefit (determined under para-
graph (6)), if such benefit is for the month in which
such individual attains age 65 or for any month there-
after.
“(2) (A) If the first month for which an individual

both is entitled to a wife’s or husband’s insurance henefit and
has attained age 62 is a month for which such individual is
also entitled to—

“(i) an old-age insurance benefit (to which such
individual was first entitled for a month before he at-
tains age 65), or

“(ii) a disability insurance benefit,

25 then in lien of any reduction under paragraph (1) (but
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4
subject to the succeeding paragraphs of tﬁis subsection) such
wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit for each month shall be
reduced as provided in subparagraph (B), (C), or (D).

“(B) For any month for which such individual 1s en-
titled to an old-age insurance benefit, such individual’s wife’s
or hushand’s insurance benefit shall be reduced by the sum
of—

“(i) the amount by which such old-age insurance
benefit is reduced under paragraph (1), and
“(ii) the amount by which such wife’s or husband’s

insurance beﬁeﬁt would be reduced under paragraph (1)

if it were equal to the excess of such wife’s or husband’s

insurance benefit (before reduction under this subsec-
tion) over such old-age insurance benefit (before reduc-
tion under this subsection).

“(C) For any month for which such individual is en-
titled to a disability insurance benefit, such individual’s wife’s
or husband’s insurance benefit shall be reduced by the amount
by which such benefit would be reduced under paragraph
(1) if it were equal to the excess of such benefit (before
reduction under this subsection) over such disability insur-
ance benefit.

“(D) For any month for which such individual is en-
titled neither to an old-age insurance benefit nor to a dis-

ability insurance benefit, such individual’s wife’s or husband’s
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11

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

5
insurance benefit shall be reduced by the amount by which it
would be reduced under paragraph (1).
“(8) Ii—
“(A) an individual is or was entitled tc a benefit
subject to reduction under this subsection, and
“(B) such benefit is increased by reason of an
increase in the primary insurance amount of the indi-
vidual on whose wages and self-employment income such
benefit is based,
then the amount of the reduction of such benefit for each
month shall be computed separately (under paragraph (1)
or (2), whichever applies) for the portion of such benefit.

which constitutes such benefit before any increase described

in subparagraph (B), and separately (under paragraph (1)-
or (2), whichever applies to the benefit being increased) for
each such increase. For purposes of determining the amount -
of the reduction under paragraph (1) or (2) in any such
increase, the reduction period and the adjusted reduction
period shall be determined as if such increase were a sepa-
rate benefit to which such individual was entitled fof and -
after the first month for which such increase is effective.
“(4) (A) No wife’s insurance benefit shall be reduced
under this subsection—
(i) for any month before the first month for which
there is in effect a certificate filed by her with the Sec-



6
retary, in accordance with regulations prescribed by
him, in which she elects to receive wife’s insurance
benefits reduced as provided in this subsection, or
“(i1) for any month in which she has in her care
(individually or jointly with the person on whose
wages and self-employment income her wife’s insurance

" benefit is based) a child of such person entitled to child’s

W =1 & ;B W N

insurance benefits.

O

“(B) Any certificate described in subparagraph (A) (i)
10 shall be effective for purposes of this subsection (and
11 for purposes of preventing deductions under section
12903 (c) (2))—

13 “(1) for the month in which it is filed and for any
14 month thereafter, and

15 “(ii) for months, in the period designated by the
16 woman filing such certificate, of one or more consecutive
17 months (not exceeding 12) immediately preceding the
18 month in which such certificate is filed;

19 except that such certificate shall not be effective for any
20

month before the month in which she attains age 62, nor

21 shall it be effective for any month to which subparagraph
22 (A) (i) applies.
23

“(C) If a woman does not have in her care a child

24 Jescribed in subparagraph (A) (i) in the first month for

25 which she is entitled to a wife's insurance benefit, and if
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such first month is a month before the month in which she
attains age 65, she shall be deemed to have filed in such first
month the certificate described in subparagraph (A) (i).

““(5) For purposes of this subsection, the ‘reduction pe-
riod’ for an individual’s old-age, wife’s, or husband’s insur-
ance benefit is the period—

“(A) beginning—

“(i) in the case of an old-age or husband’s in-
surance benefit, with the first day of the first month
for which such individual is entitled to such benefit,
or |

“(ii) in the case of a wife’s insurance benefit,
with the first day of the first month for which a cer-

tificate deseribed in paragraph (4) (A) (i) is ef-
fective, and
“(B) ending with the last day of the month before

the month in which such individual attains age 65.

“(6) For purposes of this subsection, the ‘adjusted
reduction period’ for an individual’s old-age, wife’s, or hus-
band’s insurance benefit is the reduction period prescribed
by paragraph (5) for such benefit, excluding from such
period—

“(A) any month in which such benefit was sub-

ject to deductions under section 203 (b), 203 (c) (1) ,A

203 (d) (1), or 222 (b),
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“(B) in the case of wife’s insurance benefits, any
month in which she had in her care (individually or

-jointly with the person .on whose wages and self-

employment income such benefit is based) a child of

such person entitled to child’s insurance benefits, and

“(C) in the case of wife’s or husband’s insurance
benefits, any month for which such individual was not
entitled to such benefits because the spouse on whose
wages and self-employment income such benefits were
based ceased to be under a disability.

“(7) This subsection shall be applied after reduction
under section 203 (a) and after application of section 215
(g). If the amount of any reduction computed under para-
graph (1) or (2) is not a multiple of $0.10, it shall be re-
duced to the next lower multiple of $0.10.

“Presumed Filing of Application by Individuals Eligible for
Old-Age Insurance Benefits and for Wife’s or Husband’s
Insurance Benefits
“(r) (1) If the first month for which an individual is

entitled to an old-age insurance benefit is a month before the

meuth in which such individual attains age 65, and if such in-
dividual is eligible for a wife’s or husband’s insurance bene-
fit for such first month, such individual shall be deemed to
have filed an application in such month for wife’s or hus-

band’s insurance benefits.
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“(2) If the first month for which an individual is en-
titled to a wife’s or husband’s insurance benefit reduced un-
der subsection (q) is a month before the month in which
such individual attains age 65, and if such individual is eligi-
ble for an old-age insurance benefit for such first month, such
individual shall be deemed to have filed an application for
old-age insurance benefits—
“(A) in such month, or
“(B) if such individual is also entitled to a dis-
ability insurance benefit for such month, in the first sub-
sequent month for which such individual is not en-
titled to a disability insurance benefit. y
£(3) For purposes of this s.ubsecjtion‘, an in&ividual sha}ll
be deemed eligible for a benefit for a month if, upon filing
application therefdr in such month, he would be e'ntzi.tled to
such benefit for such month.” | o
- (2) (A) Section 202 (s) of the Social Security Act
is hereby repealed.
(B) Section 223 (a) of such Act is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new paragraph: |
“(3) If, for any month before the month in which an
individual attains age 65, such individual is entitled to—
“(A) a widow’s, widower’s, or parent’s insurance
benefit, or

H.R. 6027—-2
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“(B) an old-age, wife’s, or husband’s insurance

‘benefit which is reduced under subsection (q),
such individual may not, for any month after the first month
for which such individual is so entitled, become entitled to
disability insurance benefits; and a period of disability
may not begin with respect to such individual in any month
after such first month.” |

(C) Section 293 (a) (1) of such Act is amended by
striking out “the month in which he attains the age of
sixty-five,”” and inserting in lieu thereof “the month in which
he attains age 65, the first month for which he is entitled
to old-age insurance benefits,”.

(D) The third sentence of section 216 (i) (2) of such
Act is amended by striking out “a period of disability shall
begin” and inserting in lieu thereof “a period of disability
shall (subject to section 223 (a) (3)) begin”.

(3) Section 202 (j) (3) of such Act is amended to read
as follows:

“(3) Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph (1),
an individual may, at his-option, waive entitlement to any
benefit referred to in paragraph (1) for any one or more
consecutive months (beginning with the earliest month for
which such individual would otherwise be entitled to such
benefit) which occur before the month in which such individ-

ual files application for such benefit; and, in such case,
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such individual shall not be considered as entitled to such
benefits for any such month or months before such individual
filed such application. An individual shall be deemed to
have waived such‘ entitlement for any such month for which
such benefit would, under the second sentence of paragraph
(1), be reduced to zero.”

(c) (1) Section 216 (a) of the Social Security Act is
hereby repealed.

(2) The following provisions of title IT of such Act
are amended by striking out “retirement age” each place it
appears therein and inserting in lieu thereof “age 62”:

(A) the next to the last sentence of section 213 (a),

- (B) subsections (b), {(c), (f), and (g) .of section

216, and ‘

(C) the second sentence of section 223 (a) (2).

(3) The following provisions of title IT of such Act are
amended by striking out “retirement age” and ‘“‘retirement
age (as defined in section 216 (a) ) ” each place they appear
therein and inserting in Lieu thereof “age 62 (if a woman) or
age 65 (if a man)”:

(A) section 209 (i),

(B) the last sentence of section 213 (a),

(C) section 216 (i) (3) (A),

(D) the first sentence of section 223 (a) (2), and
(E) section 223 (e) (1) (A).
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(d) (1) Section 215(a) (4) of such Act is amended
to read as follows: |

“(4) In the case of—

“(A) a woman who was entitled to a disa-
bility insurance benefit for the month before the
month in which she died or became entitled to old-
age insurance benefits, or

“(B) a man who was entitled to a disability
insurance benefit for the month before the month
in which he died or attained age 65,

the amount in column IV which is equal to such disa-

bility insurance benefit.”

(2) Section 215 (b) (3) of such Act is amended to read
as follows:

“(3) For purposes of paragraph (2), the number of an
individual’s elapsed years is the number of calendar years
after 1950 (or, if later, the year in which he attained age
21) and before—

“(A) in the case of a woman, the year in which
she died or (if earlier) the first year after 1960 in which

she both was fully insured and had attained age 62,

“(B) in the case of a man who has died, the year in

which he died or (if earlier) the first year after 1960

in which he both was fully insured and had attained age
65, or
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“(C) in the case of a man who has not died, the
first year after 1960 in which he attained (or would af-
tain) age 65 or (if later) the first year in which he was
fully insured.

For purposes of the preceding sentence, any calendar year
any part of which was included in a period of disability shall

not be included in such number of calendar years.”

(8) Section 215 (f) of such Act is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new paragraph:

“(7) (A) In the case of a man who attains age 65 and
who became entitled to old-age insurance benefits before
the month in which he attains such age, his primary insur-
ance amount shall be recomputed as prdvided in subsection
(a) as though he became entitled to old-age insurance bene-
fits in the month in which he attained age 65, except that
his computation base years referred to in subsection (b) (2)
shall include the year in which he attained age 65. Such
recomputation shall be effective for and after the month in
which he attained age 65.

“(B) In the case of a man who became entitled to old-
age insurance benefits and died before the month in which
he attained age 65, the Secretary shall, if any person is
entitled to monthly insurance benefits or a lump-sum death

payment on the basis of the wages and self-employment
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income of the decedent, recompute his primary insurance
amount as provided in subsection (a) as though he became
entitled to old-age insurance benefits in the month in which
he died; except that (i) his computation base years referred
to in subsection (b) (2) shall include the year in which he
died, and (ii) his elapsed years referred to in subsection
(b) (3) shall not include the year in which he died or any
year thereafter. In the case of monthly insurance benefits,
such recomputation of a man’s primary insurance amount
shall be effective for and after the month in which he died.”

(e) (1) Section 202 (b) (1) (C) of such Act is
amended to read as follows:

“(C) is not entitled to old-age or disability in-
surance benefits, or is entitled to old-age or disability
insurance benefits based on a primary insurance amount
which is less than one-half of the primary insurance
amount of her husband,”.

(2) So much of section 202 (b) (1) of such Act as
follows clause (C) is amended by striking out “equal to or
exceeds one-half of an old-age or disability insurance benefit
of her husband,” and inserting in lieu thereof “equal to or
exceeds one-half of the primary insurance amount of her

husband,”.
(8) Section 202 (b) (2) of such Act is amended by
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striking out “‘old-age or disability insurance benefit” and
inserting in lieu thereof “primary insurance amount”.
(4) Section 202 (c) (1) (D) of such Act is amended
to read as follows:

“(D) is not entitled to old-age or disability insur-
ance benefits, or is entitled to old-age or disability
insurance benefits based on a primary insurance amount
which is less than one-half of the primary insurance
amount of his wife,”. |
(5) So much of section 202 (c) (1) of such Act as

follows clause (D) is amended by striking out “old-age or
disability insurance benefit equal to or exceeding one-half
of the primary insurance amount of his wife,”” and inserting
in lieu thereof “old-age or disability insurance benefit based
on a primary insurance amount which is equal to or exceeds
one-half of the primary insurance amount of his wife,”.
(6) Section 202 (c) (3) of such Act is amended by
striking out “Such” and inserting in lieu thereof “Except
as provided in subsection (q), such”.
~ (f) (1) The amendments made by subsection (a) shall
apply with respect to monthly benefits for months Beginning
on or after the effective date of this title (see section 106)

based on applications filed in or after March 1961.
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(2) (A) Except as provided in subparagraphs (B), |
(C), and (D), section 202 (q) of such Act, as amended by
subsection (b) (1), shall apply with respect to monthly
benefits for months beginning on or after the effective date
of this title.

(B) Section 202(q) (3) of such Act, as amended by
subsection (b) (1), shall apply with respect to monthly
benefits for months beginning on or after the effective date
of this title, but only if the increase described in such section
202 (q) (3)—

(i) is not effective for any month beginning before
the effective date of this tiﬂe, or

(i) is based on an application for a recomputation
filed on or after the effective date of this title.

(C) In the case of any individual who attained age 65
before the effective date of this title, the adjustment in such
individual’s reduction period provided for in section 202 (q)
(6) of such Act, as amended by subsection (b) (1), shall
not apply to such individual unless the total of the months
specified in subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C) vof such sec-
tion 202 (q) (6) is not less than 3.

(D) In the case of any individual entitled to a monthly
benefit for the last month beginning before the effective date
of this title, if the amount of such benefit for any month

thereafter is, solely by reason of the change in section 202
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(q) of such Act made by subsection (b) (1), lower than
the amount of such benefit for such last month, then it
shall be increased to the amount of such benefit for such last
month,

(3) Section 202 (r) -of such Act, as amended by sub-
section (b) (1), shall apply only with respect to monthly
benefits for months beginning on or after the effective date
of this title, except that subparagraph (B) of section 202
(r) (2) (as so amended) shall apply only if the first sub-

sequent month described in such subparagraph (B) is a

~month beginning on or after the effective date of this title.

(4) The amendments made by subsection (b) (2) shall
take effect on the effective date of this title.

(5) The amendments made by subisection (b) (3) shall
apply with respect to applications for inonthly benefits filed
on or after the effective date of this title.

(6) The amendments made by subsections (¢) and
(d) (1) and (2) shall apply with respect to—

(A) monthly benefits for months beginning on or
after the effective date of this title based on applica-
tions filed in or after March 1961, and

(B) lump-sum death payments under title IT of the
Social Security Act in the case of deaths on or after the

effective date of this title.
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(7) The amendment made by subsection (d) (3) shall
take effect on the effective date of this title.

(8) The amendments made by subsection (e) shall
apply with respect to monthly benefits for months beginning
on or after the effective date of this title.

(9) For purposes of this subsection, the term “monthly
benefits” means monthly insurance benefits under title II
of the Social Security Act.

FULLY INSURED STATUS

Sec. 103. (a) Section 214 (a) of the Social Security
Act 1s amended to read as follows:

“Fully Insured Individual

“(a) The term ‘fully insured individual’ means any in-
dividual who had not less than—

“(1) one quarter of coverage (whenever acquired)
for each calendar year elapsing after 1950 (or, if later,
the year in which he attained age 21) and before—

“(A) in the case of a woman, the year in
which she died or (if earlier) the year in which she

attained age 62,

“(B) in the case of a man who has died, the
year in which he died or (if earlier) the year in
which he attained age 65, or

“(C) in the case of a man who has not died,
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the year in which he attained (or would attain)

age 65,
except that in no case shall an individual be a fully in-
sured individual unless he has at least 6 quarters of
coverage; or

“(2) 40 quarters of coverage; or

“(8) in the case of an individual who died before

1951, 6 quarters of coverage;

not counting as an elapsed year for purposes of paragraph

(1) any year any part of which was included in a period of

11 disability (as defined in section 216 (i) ).”
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(b) The amendment made by subsection (a) shall

apply—

(1) in the case of monthly benefits under title IT
of the Social Security Act for months beginning on or
after the effective date of this title (see section 106),
based on applications filed in or after March 1961,

(2) in the case of lump-sum death payments under
such title with respect to deaths on or after the effective
date of this title, and

(3) in the case of an application for a disability
determination (with respect to a period of disability, as
defined in section 216 (i) of such Act) filed in or
after March 1961. |
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(¢) In the case of any widower or parent who would
not be entitled to widower’s insurance benefits under section
202 (f), or parent’s insurance benefits under section 202 (h),
of the Social Security Act except for the enéctment of this
Act (other than this subsection), the requirement in sec-
tions 202 (f) (1) (D) and 202 (h) (1) (B), respectively, of
the Social Security Act relating to the time within which
proof of support must be filed shall not apply if such proof
of support is filed before the close of the 2-year period which
begins on the effective date of this title.

+b} (d) Effective as of September 13, 1960, the last
sentence of section 303 (g) (1) of the Social Security
Amendments of 1960 is amended to read as follows: “The
terms used in this subsection shall have the meaning assigned
to them by title 1T of the Social Security Act; except that the
terms ‘fully insured’ and ‘retirement age’ shall have the
meaning assigned to them by such title IT as in effect on
September 12, 1960.”

INCREASE IN WIDOW’S, WIDOWER’S, AND PARENT’S

INSURANCE BENEFITS

SEC. 104. (a) Section 202 (e) (2) of such Act is
amended to read as follows:

“(2) Such widow’s insurance benefit for each month
shall be equal to 82% percent of the primary insurance

amount of her deceased husband.”
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(b) Section 202 (f) (3) of such Act is amended to
read as follows:

““(3) Such widower’s insurance benefit for each month
shall be equal to 82% percent of the primary insurance
amount of his deceased wife.”

(c) Section 202 (h) (2) of such Act is amended to
read as follows:

“(2) (A) Except as provided in subparagraphs (B)
and (C), such parent’s insurance benefit for each month
shall be equal to 827 percent of the primary insurance amount
of such deceased individual.

“(B) For any month for which more than one parent
is entitled to parent’s insurance benefits on the basis of such
deceased individual’s wages and self-employment income,
such benefit for each such parent for such month shall (ex-
cept as provided in subparagraﬁh (C)) be equal to 75
percent of the primary insurance amount of such deceased
individual.

“(C) In any case in which—

“(i) any parent is entitled to a parent’s insurance
benefit for a month on the basis of a deceased individual’s
wages and self-employment income, and

“(ii) another parent of such deceased individual
is entitled to a parent’s insurance benefit for such month

on the basis of such wages and self-employment income,
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and on the basis of an application filed after such month

and after the month in which the application for the

parent’s benefits referred to in clause (i) was filed,
the amount of the parent’s insurance benefit of the parent
referred to in clause (i) for the month referred to in such
clause shall be determined under subparagraph (A) instead
of subparagraph (B) and the amount of the parent’s insur-
ance benefit of a parent referred to in clause (i) for such
month shall be equal to 150 percent of the primary in-
surance amount of the deceased individual minus the amount
(before the application of section 203 (a) ) of the benefit
for such month of the parent referred to in clause (i).”

(d) (1) Subsections (e) (1) and (f) (1) of section 202
of such Act are amended by striking out “three-fourths” each
place it appears therein and inserting in lieu thereof “82%
percent”.

(2) Section 202 (h) (1) of such Act is amended by
striking out ““three-fourths of the primary insurance amount
of such deceased individual” each place it appears therein
and inserting in lieu thereof “82% percent of the pﬁrﬂary in-
surance amount of such deceased individual if the amount
of the parent’s insurance benefit for such month is de-
terminable under paragraph (2) (A) (or 75 percent of
such primary insurance amount in any other case)”’.

(e) The amendments made by this section shall apply
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1 with respect to monthly benefits under section 202 of the

2 Social Security Act for months beginning on or after the

3 effective date of this title (see section 106).
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(f) Where—

(1) two or more persons were entitled (without
the application of subsection (j) (1) of section 202 of
the Social Security Act) to monthly benefits under such
section 202 for the last month beginning before the effec-
tive date of this title on the basis of the wages and self-
employment income of a deceased individual, and one or
more of such persons is entitled to a monthly insurance
benefit under subsection (e), (f), or (h) of such sec-
tion 202 for such last month ; and

(2) no person, other than the persons referred to
in paragraph (1) of this subsection, is entitled to bene-
fits under such section 202 on the basis of such indi-
vidual’s wages and self-employment income for a sub-
sequent month or for any month after such last month
and before such subsequent month ; and

(3) the total of the benefits to which all persons
are entitled under such section 202 on the basis of such
individual’s wages and self-employment income for such
subsequent month is reduced by reason of the applica-

tion of section 203 (a) of such Act,

25 then the amount of the benefit to which each such person re-
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ferred to in paragraph (1) of this subsection is entitled for
such subsequent month shall be determined without regard
to this Act if, after the application of this Act, such benefit
for such month is less than the amount of such benefit for
such last month. The preceding provisions of this subsection
shall not apply to any monthly benefit of any person for any
month beginning after the effective date of this title unless
paragraph (3) also applies to such benefit for the month
beginning on such effective date (or would so apply but for
the next to the last sentence of section 203 (a) of the Social
Security Act).
RETROACTIVE EFFECT OF CERTAIN APPLICATIONS FOR
DISABILITY DETERMINATIONS

SEc. 105. Effective with respect to applications for
disability determinations filed on or after the date of the
enactment of this Act, section 216 (i) (4) of the Social
Security Act is amended by striking out “July 1961” and
inserting in lieu thereof “July 1962” and by striking out
“July 1960” and inserting in lieu thereof “January 1961”.

EFFECTIVE DATE
Sec. 106. Except as otherwise provided, the effective

date of this title is the first day of the first calendar month

which begins on or after the 30th day after the date of the

enactment of this Act.
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TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE INTERNAL
REVENUE CODE OF 1954
CHANGES IN TAX SCHEDULES
Self-Employment Income Tax

SEC. 201. (a) Section 1401 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 (relating to rate of tax on self-employment
income) is amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 1401. RATE OF TAX.

“In addition to other taxes, there shall be imposed for
each taxable year, on the self-employment income of every
individual, a tax 'as follows:

“(1) in the case of any taxable year beginning
after December 31, 1961, and before January 1, 1963,
the tax shall be equal to 4'%i¢ percent of the amount of
the self-employment income for such taxable year;

““(2) in the case of any taxable year beginning after
December 31, 1962, and before January 1, 1966, the
tax shall be equal to 5% percent of the amount of the
self-employment income for such taxable year;

“(3) in the case of any taxable year beginning
after December 31, 1965, and before January 1, 1969,
the tax shall be equal to 6% 6 percent of the amounf of
the self-employment income for such taxable year; and

“(4) in the case of any taxable year beginning
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after December 31, 1968, the tax shall be equal to 6'%s

percent of the amount of the self-employment income

for such taxable year.”
Tax on Employees

(b) Section 3101 of such Code (relating to rate of tax
on employees under the Federal Insurance Contributions
Act) is amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 3101. RATE OF TAX.

“In addition to other taxes, there is hereby imposed on
the income of every individual a tax equal to the following
percentages of the wages (as defined in section 8121 (a) )’
received by him with respect to employment (as defined in
section 3121 (b) ) —

““(1) with respect to wages received during the
calendar year 1962, the rate shall be 3% percent;

“(2) with respect to wages received during the
calendar years 1963 to 1965, both inclusive, the rate
shall be 3% percent;

“(3) with respect to wages received during' the
calendar years 1966 to 1968, both inclusive, the rate
shall be 4} percent; and

““(4) with respect to wages received after Decem-

ber 31, 1968, the rate shall be 43 percént.”
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Tax on Employers

(c) Section.3111 of such Code (relating to rate of tax
on employers under the Federal Insurance Contributions
Act) is amended to read as follows:
“SEC. 3111. RATE OF TAX.

“In addition to other taxes, there is hereby imposed on
every employer an excise tax, with respect to having indi-

viduals in his employ, equal to the following percentages of
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the wages (as defined in section 3121 (a) ) paid by him with

10 respect to employment (as defined in section 3121 (b))—
11 “(1) with respect to wages paid during the calen-
12 dar year 1962, the rate shall be 31 percent;

13 ““(2) with respect to wages paid during the calen-

14 dar years 1963 to 1965, both inclusive, the rate shall
15 be 3§ percent;

16 “(3) with respect to wages paid during the calen-
17 dar years 1966 to 1968, both inclusive, the rate shall be
18 4% percent; and

19 “(4) with respect to wages paid after December
20 31, 1968, the rate shall be 4% percent.”

21 Effective Dates

22 (d) The amendment made by subsection (a) shall apply

23 with respect to taxable years beginning after December 31,
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1961. The amendments made by subsections (b) and (c)
shall apply with respect to remuneration paid after December
31, 1961. A
TITLE III-MISCELLANEOUS
AMENDMENT PRESERVING RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RAIL-
ROAD RETIREMENT AND OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DIS-
ABILITY INSURANCB
SEc. 301. Section 1(q) of the Railroad Retirement Act
of 1937 is amended by striking out “1960”” and inserting in
lieu thereof “1961”.
O
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A BILL

To improve benefits under the old-age, sur-
vivors, and disability insurance program by
increasing the minimum benefits and aged
widow’s benefits and by making additional
persons eligible for benefits under the pro-
gram, and for other purposes.
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MagrcH 29, 1961
Referred to the Committee on Ways and Means
ArrIL 7, 1061

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



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1961

Mr. O’'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 258 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
6027) to improve benefits under the old-age,
survivors, and disability insurance program
by increasing the minimum benefits and aged
widow’s benefits and by making additional
persons eligible for benefits under the pro-
gram, and for other purposes, and all points
of order against said bill are hereby waived.
After general debate, which shall be confined
to the bill, and shall continue not to exceed
three hours, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Ways and
Means, the bill shall be considered as hav-
ing been read for amendment. No amend-
ments shall be in order to said bill except
amendments offered by direction of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, but said amend-
ments shall not be subject to amendment.
At the conclusion of such consideration, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion, except one mo-
tion to recommit, with or without instruc-
tions.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Massachusetts is recognized.

_Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. BRowN], and yield myself such time
as I may use.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 258
provides for the consideration of H.R.
6027, a bill to improve benefits under the
old-age, survivors, and disability insur-
ance program by increasing the mini-
mum benefits and aged widow’s benefits
and by making additional persons eligi~
ble for benefits under the program, and
for other purposes. The resolution pro-
vides for a closed rule, waiving points of
order, with 3 hours of general debate.

The proposals embodied in HR. 6027
would provide improvements in our so-
cial insurance system. These changes
will make the old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance program more flexi-
ble and effective in carrying out its basic
purpose, and are along the lines of the
changes recommended by the President.

The bill would make benefits available
for men beginning at age 62, with the
benefits payable to men claiming benefits
before age 65 reduced to take account
of the longer period over which the bene-
fits will be paid.

The bill would liberalize the insured
status requirements so that a worker
would be fully insured if he had one
quarter of coverage for every year
elapsing after 1950 or after the year in
which he attained age 21, if that was
later and up to the year of disability,
death, or attainment of age 65 for men,
62 for women.
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The bill would increase aged widow’s,
widower’s, and parent’s benefits from 75
to 82'% percent of the workers’ retire-
ment benefit—a 10-percent increase in
benefits for these people.

Beginning in 1962, contribution rates
cent each for employees and employers
would be raised by one-eighth of 1 per-
cent each for employees and employers
and by three-sixteenths of 1 percent for
the self-employed. - The level-premium
increase in cost which would result from
the bill is 0.25 percent of payroll and
the level-premium equivalent of the in-
come from the increase in the contribu-
tion rates is also 0.25 percent of pay-
roll. This means that the improvements
would be fully financed and the system
would remain actuarially sound.

The old-age, survivors, and disability
insurance program, providing as it does
a regular income for many millions of
families who might otherwise be without
the basic means of subsistence, is one of
the most important of our economic sta-
bilizers. Under the improvements rec-
ommended in the bill, additional pur-
chasing power will be placed in the hands
of people who very much need it. These
proposed changes would benefit about
4,420,000 people within the first 12
months through new or increased -bene-
fits amounting to $780 million. The
changes constitute desirable and sound
longrun improvements in the system.

Consistent with policies established by
the Congress in the past, the improve-
ments made by the bill will be fully
financed and the program will continue
to be self-supporting and on a sound
actuarial basis.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 258.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I might consume.

(Mr. BROWN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his

remarks.)
Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.

O’NELL], has explained something of
the provisions of the rule making this
bill in order for consideration.

However, I think I should call the at-
tention of the House to the fact that
this is another occasion where we might
say, “Here we go again,” because once
more we have before us a closed or gag
rule which, of course, will prohibit or
prevent any Member of this House from
offering any amendment to this meas-
ure, except those amendments which
may be approved by the majority mem-
bership of the Committee on Ways and
Means. Of course, this means there will
be no opportunity to vote on any
amendment except submitted in the
form of a motion to recommit with in-
structions.

There are those who will say this is
the usual rule, and of course it has been
the usual practice in this House to have
closed or gag rules on various types of
tax bills, including some of the meas-
ures of the past dealing with social se-
curity matters. However, that has not
always been the situation by any means
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and, in my opinion, should not have
been in this particular case, as far as
this legislation is concerned.

I say there has been a divided opinion
among the membership of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means as to just what
this bill should contain, and should in-
clude in the way of amendments to the
Social Security Act. The Rules Com-
mittee could, if it had desired to do so,
and had really been sincere in the pro-
gram announced to the House, earlier
this year, that the House should always
be permitted to work its will, easily have
written a rule making in order consid-
eration of certain amendments to this
bill, as submitted by the minority mem-
bership, or a minority group, of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

There is precedent for such action. It
has been done in the past. Back in
1954, for instance, when a very important
piece of legislation from the Committee
on Ways and Means was pending before
the Committee on Rules, the grand old
man of that day, the beloved Dan Reed,
who was then chairman of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means, approved a fair
rule. The gentleman from Rhode Island,
Mr. Forand, a member of the opposite
party, and a distinguished- member, I
might add, of the Committee on Ways
and Means, had supported, along with
a number of other members of the mi-
nority, certain amendments to the bill
before the Committee on Ways and
Means, which had failed of adoption.
However, Mr. Reed, being the broad-
minded gentleman and legislator that
he was, joined in requesting the Commit-
tee on Rules to grant a rule, making in
order the consideration of the bill under
what we normally call a closed or a gag
rule, but with the exception that the
Forand amendment should be considered
in order and could be submitted to the
House for its consideration. And, that
is exactly what was done, if I remember
the month correctly, it was in July of
1954,

Mr. Speaker, I feel consideration
should be given to adoption of similar
rules in connection with a great deal of
the legislation which comes from thLe
Committee on Ways and Means. It is a
great committee, and its membership is
composed of able and strong men, so that
often divisions within the committee are
relatively close. It seems to me we ought
to adopt, and sooner or later we will
adopt, in my opinion, a procedure where-
by the House will be able to decide for
itself as to which group in the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means may be right
and which may be wrong in the consider~
ation of certain amendments which may
have been offered to legislation before
that committee. I say this because that
would at least partially open the door,
at least partially let the House of Repre-
sentatives work its will, on important
legislation and still not throw the entire
bill open to any kind of an amendment
which might be offered, regardless of the
effect thereof.

Because, when this bill, like every
other bill upon which we give a closed
or gag rule, comes before the House, and
action is completed upon it here in this
House, it goes across to the other body
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and the membership of that body will
be permitted to offer any kind of an
amendment, or adopt any kind of an
amendment, any individual Member may
desire to offer, or to discuss, or to debate.
I simply cannot bring myself to the
belief that the membership of the other
body are omnipotent and that they have
the judgment and the discretion, individ-
ually, to pass on matters the member-
ship of the House of Representatives
cannot be trusted to pass upon under
the same procedure followed in the other
body.

Now, we have already been told,
through the press, though I do not know
how true it may be, that some Mem-
bers of the other body are already saying
that when this particular piece of legis~
lation reaches them amendments will
be offered to tack onto it the so-called
social security approach to the medicare
program. That may happen, because
over in the other body, absolutely con-
trary to that which exists here, its mem-
bership is permitted to work its will on
legislative matters, even on important
tax bills and measures of this kind.

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

Mr. BROWN.
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. And amendments in the
Senate need not even be germane to the
subject matter of a bill. -

Mr. BROWN. Oh, certainly, they do
not have the same 1ule of germaneness
that we have in the House. And, I hope
that the day will come when the House
will finally reach the place where we
will not straitjacket ourselves quite as
much on legislation of this type as we
have in the past, and that we at least
be given permission, if you please, to
consider important amendments which
have been offered to legislation of this
type in the Committee on Ways and
Means itself.

Even though it may not be appropriate
to open the bill for all types of amend-
ments. certainly the House should be
permitted to act on those amendments,
and those provisions of the bill that have
become controversial within the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means itself, and
upon which there has been an honest
difference of opinion among able and
strong men who have devoted their life-
times to the study of tax and other legis-
lation of this type.

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan.
Speaker. I favor this legislation.

(Mr. BENNETT of Michigan asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I favor the passage of the com-
mittee bill, H.R. 6027, because it provides
some measure of relief for certain cate-
gories of social security recipients, but
I do not believe that the bill goes far
enough to meet the pressing problems of
our senior citizens as well as those who
are disabled during their early years of
employment.

The pending bill would:

I yield to the gentle-

Mr.

Mr,
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First. Increase the minimum monthly
retirement benefit from $33 to $40;

Second. Make benefits available for
men beginning at age 62 on a reduced
basis;

Three. Liberalize the insured status
requirements so that a worker would be
fully insured if he has one quarter of
coverage for every year elapsing after
1950;

Fourth. Increase widows’ and parents’
benefits from 75 to 82'% percent of the
workers’ retirement benefit; and

Fifth. Extend for 1 year to June 30,
1962, the period within which a person
may file an application for establishing
a period of disability.

These amendments in the committee
bill are well and good. But I would go
much further in dealing with some of
the pressing problems of the social se-
curity system as revealed by many letters
of complaint I have received from my
constitutents.

I have advocated and introduced leg-
islation in the 86th Congress to this ef-
fect (H.R. 8442), a reduction in the re-
tirement age for men from 65 to 62 and
for women from 62 to 60 with full ben~
efits at those ages. I have urged, in the
aforementioned legislation, that widows
who have remained at home to care for
their minor children and who presently
become ineligible for a benefit after the
children have reached the age of 18
vears, should be entitled to receive a
widows’ benefit at age 50 instead of
having to wait untl age 62. I think that
the minimum benefit payable to the re-
tired worker should be $50 a month. I
would also provide a 5-percent increase
in all benefits—across the board. I
strongly urge the liberalization of the
definition of permanent and total dis-
ability. I presume every Member of
Congress has received mail from people
who have considered themselves quali-
fied for disability payments but have
been rejected by the Social Security Ad-
ministration as ineligible. The definition
of disability is strict, and it is even more
strictly administered. The change I
propose would modify the requirement
that the disabled person must be unable
to ‘“engage in any substantial gainful
activity” by stating that he must be
unable to “engage in a substantial gain-
ful activity which is the same as or sim-
ilar to the occupation or employment
last performed by him on a regular basis
Lefore the onset of such impairment.”
This latter terminology is closer to what
the Congress really inteded in passing
the 1956 amendments on disability, and
will insure administration of the Social
Security Act in a way that will give the
American worker real protection against
crippling injury or disease. The quar-
ters of coverage necessary to qualify for
disability benefits should be reduced to
15 out of the last 30 quarters. This
should take care of many tragic cases of
workers who are incapacitated in the
early years of coverage. Last but not
least, I urge the passage of a compre-
hensive medical, nursing, and hospital
care program such as is provided for in
my bill, HR. 8442, of the preceding
congress.
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These additional improvements in the
social security system which I have out-
lined are urgently needed by the Amer-
ican people. I hope that the Committee
on Ways and Means will give further
consideration to them and report out a
bill along these lines.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. WipNaLLl.

(Mr. WIDNALL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and to speak out of order.)

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, I have
just come from the final conference on
the depressed areas bill (S. 1). I wish
to alert the House and the Appropria-
tions Committee in particular, to a pow-
er, squeeze play about to be attempted on
the question of backdoor Treasury
financing.

The House-introduced bill was the ad-
ministration’s bill. As the bill was in-
troduced in the House, as it was reported
by the committee and as it was passed
by the House, funds were to be provided
only through the regular appropriation
process.

Now the administration has done a
flip-flop on fiscal responsibility. The
word is the administration now prefers
the Senate provision of the bill provid-
ing that the loan funds be provided
through backdoor Treasury financing.
So the conference report when it comes
back to the House will kick the Appro-
priations Committee in the teeth and cut
that committee down to a point where it
only will have little to say over the funds
involved.

This flip-flop in financing introduces
an entirely new element in House con-
sideration of this conference report.
Here is a new and at best, uncertain
Government loan program. All agree,
the initial funds to be provided are in-
adequate. It is the start of a program
that will grow into the billions. The ter-
mination date provided is a phony tran-
quilizer. If ever a program should be
subjected to the regular scrutiny of the
Appropriations Committee, this is it.
The Members of this House and the Ap-
propriations Committee should not kid
themselves. This is a now or never prop-
osition for the Congress to retain or-
derly financial control over this new
program.

In case there are any lingering doubts
about this threat to fiscal responsibility,
Members of this body and the Appropri-
ations Committee should carefully note
the power, squeeze play that is to be ap-
plied. The Senate acted first on this
bill. The House amended the bill and
the Senate asked for a conference. Nor-
mally the papers would go to the House
and the House would act first on the
conference report. If that were done, a
motion would be in order to recommit
the conference report with instructions
that the House -conferees insist that the
appropriation provision of the House
amendment be retained. That would
give a clear-cut test on the issue with-
out jeopardizing enactment of the bill.
But, as of now, the regular conference
procedure is not to be followed. The
Senate has retained the papers, the Sen-
ate will act first on the conference re-
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port and presumably adopt it, and the
Senate conferees will be discharged.
Then the conference report will come to
the House on a take-it-or-leave-it basis.
‘The conference report must be voted up
or down.

That is a rough, power, squeeze-play
challenge to the authority of the Appro-
priations Committee and to this House
on the question of fiscal responsibility.
No longer is it just a question of the
House approving or disapproving a de-
pressed areas bill. Bigger principles are
now involved. I hope the House will
meet this challenge head on and for
what it is. If procedure is tc be followed
which makes it necessary for the House

to vote down the conference report to

preserve fiscal responsibility, that, in my
opinion, is what the House should do.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may require to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. LANE].

(Mr. LANE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, the Social
Security Act of 1935, strengthened and
extended through the years, has emanci-
pated millions of Americans from the
dread of destitution in their old age.
Humanitarian in concept, it has since
proved itself to be one of the great aids
to our national economy.

The old-age, survivors, and disability
insurance program provides a regular
income for those who would otherwise
have no opportunity or means of sup-
porting themselves. At the same time,
it provides for a wider distribution of
purchasing power through monthly
checks to those who are most in need of
it. It is basically an economic right that
has been earned through payroll taxes
for this purpcse, that have been paid by
employer and employee in equal
amounts. It brings security with dig-
nity, because it is not charity but social
insurance.

From its modest beginnings, it has
been improved as a self-supporting pro-
gram until its blessings reach more and
more families. It proves that a free so-
ciety, through its elected representatives
in Congress, can adapt itself to meet
changing conditions in an- orderly but
progressive way.

This year we shall reach the 26th
birthday of social security in the United
States. It is clear, even now, that this
legislation will prove to be one of the
most constructive and beneficent pro-
grams of the 20th century.

In HR. 6027, the Social Security
Amendments of 1961, we are asked to
approve the thorough study made by the
House Committee on Ways and Means,
and its recommendations. The proposed
changes would benefit about 4,420,000
people within the first 12 months
throuzh new or increased benefits
amounting to $780 million. ‘The
changes constitute desirable and sound
longrun improvements in the system.

The committee recommends that the
minimum monthly benefit payable-to a
worker retiring at or after the age of
65, to a disabled worker, and to a sole
survivor of an insured worker be raised
from $33 to $40. Proportionate in-
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creases would be made in the minimun
benefits payable to other dependents and
survivors. Surveys disclose that people
receiving minimum benefits, have very
little, if any, other retirement income.
Helping these people at the lower bene-
fit levels is necessary because they did
not have the opportunity to work in
covered employment and at higher
wages that would have raised their so-
cial insurance income.

An increase in the widow’s benefit is
one of the most needed changes in the
program. This bill, therefore, proposes
a 10-percent increase in benefits for such
persons. A similar increase would be
made in the benefit payable to a wid-
ower and to a surviving dependent par-
ent. Aged widows are among the need-
iest groups in our population. They not
only receive smaller benefits than do
retired workers but they also have less
in other income. The average benefit for
an aged widow today is $57.80 a month,
as compared with $70 for a retired
worker without eligible dependents. Un-
der H.R. 6027, the average widow’s bene-
fit will be raised to $64.

Under the present law, reduced bene-
fits are available for women who choose
to retire at the age of 62. Men must
wait until 65. In order to correct this
contradiction, the committee recom-
mends that men also be eligible for re-
tirement at the earlier age of 62, but
with reduced benefits.

This is to protect men who, because
of ill health, technological unemploy-
ment, or other reasons, find it impos-
sible to continue working until they
reach 65. Furthermore, an older man
who loses his job before 65, finds it in-
creasingly difficult to find another open-
ing. As I come from an industrial city
where thousands of men in their early
50’s lost their jobs of a lifetime when
the textile mills closed down or moved
away—S8 or 9 years ago—and have found
little or no employment since then—I
am concerned with their predicament.
Because of conditions beyond their con-
trol, they are too old to compete with
younger men for jobs, and too young to
qualify for social security retirement.

These men worked in the covered em-
ployment of the textile mills where they
had social security taxes deducted from
their wages, from 1937 to 1952 or 1953.
They are fully insured, but under the
present law they will be forced to wait
several years on the average before they
become eligible for social security bene-
fits. These men wonder why, when
provisions for optional retirement be-
fore the age of 65 are quite common in
private pension plans, the same choice
is not available to them under the Social
Security Act. And social security is
their only hope.

Reinforcing their claim for similar
entitlement is a study of the pension
programs of 230 companies, made by the
Bankers Trust Co. of New York in 1960.
It reveals the fact that, among the col-
lectively bargained plans 96 percent per-
mitted early retirement, and among the
noncollectively bargained plans 88 per-
cent permitted early retirement.

The proposal to give men the option
of retiring at 62, but with reduced bene-
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fits, will provide protection for those
who are stranded in the desert with their
working years behind them, and the
promised land of security in old age,
long year-miles to go.

Another provision of this bill changes
the requirements for fully insured status.
Under it a person would need one quar-
ter of coverage for every year—four
quarters to the year—elapsing after
1950—or after the year in which he at-
tained the age of 21, if that was later—
and before the beginning of the year in
which he reached the age of 65—or age
62 for women—died, or became disabled.
This would replace the one quarter of
coverage for every three calendar quar-

ters elapsing, as required under the.

present law. The minimum requireme1_1t
of 6 quarters of coverage and the maxi-
mum requirement of 40 quarters of cov-
erage for permanently insured status
would be retained.

This would help those people who are
uninsured, not because they worked in-
termittently during their lifetimes, but
because the work they did in the prime
of life was not covered. By the time
their regular occupations were brought
under the coverage of the social secu-
rity program, they were so old that they
could not work long enough to meet the
insured-status requirements of the law.
Under this amendment, about 160,000
people who are not now insured would
get benefits in the first 12 months of
operation.

The committee also recommends an
extension of the time for filing fully
retroactive applications for establishing
disability periods. It would extend, for
-1 year, through June 30, 1962, the time
within which insured workers with long-.
standing disabilities may file applica-
tions for disability protection on the
basis of which the beginning of a period
of disability could be established as early
as the actual onset of disablement. As
the 1960 amendment provided cash dis-
ability benefits for disabled workers un-
der 50 the 1961 amendment would give
such persons more time to file for these
benefits. Many of these new eligibles
only now are learning of their rights to
disability benefits.

To finance these additional benefits on
a self-supporting and actuarially sound
basis, the bill meets the cost of the im-
provements by raising the contribution
rates by one-eighth of 1 percent each for
employees and employers and by three-
sixteenths of 1 percent for the self-em-
ployed beginning January 1, 1962.

The provisions of the bill would be-
come effective for the first month start-
ing on or after the 30th day after enact.-
ment.

H.R. 6027 will extend and strengthen
the fioor of protection for more Ameri-
cans through the old age, survivors, and
disability insurance provisions of the
Social Security Act, as amended.

It is endorsed by the American people,
and by a majority of their representa-
tives in the Congress.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. QuUIE].
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(Mr. QUIE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks and to speak out of order.)

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, at the pres-
ent time a higher education aid bill is
before the House Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor. This bill is divided
into two titles. The first title provides
$300 million in loans and matching
grants for the construction of academic
facilities in colleges and universities.

The three Republican members of the
Higher Education Subcommittee, Con-
gressmen GOODELL, ASHBROOK, and my-
self, want to emphasize that we whole-
heartedly support title I.

The Kennedy administration proposed
that the entire $300 million be used
only to provide loans for construction
of these facilities. The Republican mi-
nority in the subcommittee urged that
70 percent of the funds be used for
matching grants to the universities.
This was in accord with the overwhelm-
ing testimony of the educators who ap-
peared before the subcommittee.

The Republicans later agreed to a
Democratic compromise providing for
60 percent, or $180 million, to be avail-
able for matching grants and 40 per-
cent, or $120 million for loans to such
institutions. :

We feel this is a strong provision
which will help to assist the colleges
and universities to provide the facilities
for the rapidly growing enrollment
which will increase by one-third in 5
years and just about double in 10 years.
On title I, however, providing scholar-
ships, we could find no agreement on
the subcommittee.

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

Mr. QUIE. 1 yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. GOODELL. I wish to associate
myself with the remarks of the gentle-
man from Minnesota and to emphasize
that we are very pleased that the title I
provisions were changed from what
President Kennedy proposed and that
now, at the urging of the Republicans,
title I provides matching grants for
academic facilities. In addition, the
scholarship section which was proposed
by the President to amend the National
Defense Education Act of 1958 created
considerable controversy in our subcom-
mittee, and it has been deferred for
consideration to the full committee for
determination as to how that program
should be administered. In any event,
it is our feeling, I believe, that it should
be administered in a manner that would
be closely coordinated with the present
loan system to college students under
the National Defense Education Act.
If there are to be scholarships they
should. be carefully coordinated with
those loans.

Mr. QUIE. I thank the gentleman.
It is understood that the administra-
tion’s amendments to the National De-
fense Education Act will be before our
committee quite soon. We feel quite
strongly that this portion of the bill
ought to be delayed and considered at
the same time as the loan provisions
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under the National Defense Education
Act. At the present time, college ad-
ministrators of the NDEA program are
blending their present scholarships with
the NDEA loans. Any further expan-
sion of the loans or scholarships at the
Federal level should be done in such g
way that they would be blended with
and not supplant the present scholay.
ships, because this would be a waste of
money to supplant presently adminis-
tered private scholarships with Federal
scholarships.

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

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. ASHBROOK. I should like -to
associate myself with the remarks of
my two colleagues, Mr. GOODELL and Mr.
QuUIE. I am a minority member of the
subcommittee which has been hearing
this bill. I should like to reemphasize
our basic belief on this side of the aisle
that before we commit the Government
to a spending program of $2 or $3 bil-
lions regardless of the urgency and need
we should look at all aspects of higher
education. The National Defense Edu-
cation Act should be studied adequately
and thoroughly before we embark on
any program of scholarships.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. CUrTIS].

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I take this time to oppose this rule
and to call attention to what I predicted
would be the case when the so-called re-
form of the Committee on Rules was
put through. I made the point then
and I again make it now that it was a
phony reform. This was supposed to
be a reform so the House could work
its will. There is no excuse whatso-
ever for a gag rule of this sort on this
legislation. Granted, there are reasons
why tax bills should have a form of
closed rule.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. O'NEILL. I have been on the
Committee on Rules for 8 years. I do
not know how long the gentleman has
been on the Committee on Ways and
Means. But in the 8 years I have been
on the Committee on Rules, any bill that
has come out of the Committee on Ways
and Means that has been granted a rule
has always been given what is regarded
as a closed rule. This is the kind of
rule we always give in connection with
bills from the Committee on Ways and
Means. Can the gentleman name any
legislation from the Committee on Ways
and Means in the last 8 years that has
come before us without such a rule?

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Yes. The
unemployment insurance proposal in
1953, in which we permitted the Demo-
crats on the Committee on Ways and
Means to offer a substitute that had
been considered in the committee.
Again, on a tax measure involving life
insurance company taxation, I appeared
before the Committee on Rules and that
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committee granted permission under its
rule to offer an amendment.

Mr. O'NEILL. At that time it was a
closcd rule making in order a certain
bill.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. The gen-
tleman is mistaken on this. The point
I am driving at is that it is possible to
have a rule that does protect the tax
features and the balances which are
nécessary and be in the nature of a
closed rule and at the same time per-
mit the House to work its will. This
bill before us is a typical example,
where this kind of modified closed rule
would work very well. It is a package
deal, it is true. But there was developed
on our side another package which we
thought was much more desirable and
was equally balanced. The committee
gave them both full consideration. This
is a matter for the House to consider
and work its will on, yet, under this kind
of rule it is impossible. Incidentally, I
have an amendment I tried to offer—
granted it does not have a great deal of
support at this time—only about 7 votes,
in committee, but it does not alter the
tax balance at all in this bill and, yet,
I am not permitted to offer that amend-
ment. In other words, if the Commit-
tee on Rules was interested in reform-
ing, and I suggested at the time this
phony reform bill was proposed, that we
would see no reform, and I pointed
out what had happened in the thirties
when the Committee on Rules was send-
ing up legislation that had no basis for
being under a gag or closed rule, but
simply to impose the will of an adminis-
tration that was dominating the Con-
gress. The only point I am making
here is that this is not liberal. This
is the converse of liberality, and those
who have been fiying under the banner
of being liberal are now being exposed
for exactly what their real purposes
were and their real intentions were. I
might say the actions of the Committee
on Rules yesterday in forbidding 29
measures, some of them, perhaps, should
not be before us, but many of them
should, and many of them are conserva-
tive measures; but the Committee on
Rules would not permit the House to
work its will in this manner. The Rec-
orp is now unfolding, as I predicted it
would, showing this so-called reform
was not a reform. If we let it go into ef-
fect, which I urged be done, let this so-
called reform come in and then let the
people evaluate themselves whether it
has been the Committee on Rules which
has been bottling up legislation or
whether, indeed, it has not all the time
been the Democratic leadership in this
Congress. )

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a
question? .

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. What
are you kicking about? You ought to be
used to it by this time. Do you not know
enough now to sit down and take it?
You are going to have to.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I have
learned this. You can be beaten, and I
will be beaten on this and on other
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things, but if you persist in carrying on
a message, someday you may be in the
majority. I will say to the gentleman
from Michigan who has fought this bat-
tle much longer than I have, do not be
discouraged.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I am
not discouraged. It just gives me an
opportunity to say something, if you
would yield to me.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, in regard
to this rule, I must point out that this
is the customary rule which the Com-
mittee on Rules always report to the
House on tax matters, which are re-
ported out of the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 6027) to improve bene-
fits under the old-age-survivors, and dis-
ability insurance program by increasing
the minimum benefits and aged widow’s
benefits and by making additional per-
sons eligible for benefits under the pro-
gram, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill, H.R. 6027, with Mr.
HvyuLL in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, some weeks ago the
President transmitted to the Congress
a message setting forth five changes in
the old-age, survivors, and disability in-
surance program under the Social Secu-
rity Act that the administration desired
the Congress to make during this ses-
sion. Those five amendments suggested
in the message were accompanied by a
recommendation that the payroll tax
supporting the old-age and survivors in-
surance program be increased on Jan-

uary 1, 1963, by one-half of 1 percent-

on both the employer and the employee;
that is, one-quarter of 1 percent on each
employer and each employee, and three-
eights of 1 percent on the self-em-
ployed. That message was transmitted
to the Congress, and immediately there-
after the Ways and Means Committee
began consideration of those particular
suggested amendments.

In the course of our executive sessions
in determining the position of the com-
mittee with respect to the suggestions,
we had advanced some other suggestions
also to which we gave consideration.

The bill which is before the committee
today is along the lines suggested by
the President but is not in all respects
similar to the recommendations made
by the President relative to changes in
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the social security law. The President
suggested that we increase the minimum
benefit. The committee bill, the one
presently before us, does increase the
minimum benefit.

The President requested that we in-
crease the percentage of the widow’s
benefit, that is, as a percent of the werk-
er’'s benefit. The bill before us does
provide for an increase in the widow’s
benefit.

The President suggested that we make
a change with respect to the insured
status provision, as one of the eligibility
requirements for social security bene-
fits. The bill contains a provision
changing the insured status provision.

The President asked for a provision
that men 62 years of age have the option
of retiring, with a reduced benefit, with-
out having to wait until 65 to be eligible
for social security benefits. The bill
before us does contain such a provision.

The President, in addition, recom-
mended that with respect to the disabil-
ity program we change the requirements
for eligibility from what they are in the
law today, namely, total and so-called
permanent disability, to one of total dis-
ability without the requirement that it
must be determined by medical science
that the disability is permanent. There
is nothing in the committee bill that
bears on that recommendation of the
President.

As compared to the President’s recom-
mendations, there are differences in
degree or amount with respect to three
or four recommendations that are con-
tained in the bill. For example, under
the committee bill, in the case of the
minimum benefit, the committee bill
raises the minimum benefit from $33 to
$40, but not to the amount originally
recommended by the President, which
was $43. The bill does raise the per-
centage of the husband’s primary benefit
that a widow may draw to 821 percent
over 75 percent which is the provision of
existing law, but not to the 85 percent
recommended by the President in his
message.

The bill does include the provision for
the retirement of men at age 62, but the
benefit to be derived at age 62 by one
retiring is computed by a method which
differs from that which would have been
used under the recommendation that
came to us from the President.

The sum of all these changes makes it
possible for us to report this legislation
to the House with an accompanying tax
increase of not one-half of 1 percent on
both employer and employee, but with
a combined tax of one-quarter of 1
percent on both the employer and the
employee.

Thus, the actual cost of the committee
bill on the basis of a percent of payroll
is approximately one-half of the cost of
the program submitted to us by the
President.

The committee was anxious, as it is
always anxious, not to permit the social
security rate of tax to get out of hand or
to grow too rapidly. It is already sched-
uled, on the hasis of existing law, not
this bill but on the basis of existing
law, to go in 1969, as you know, Mr.
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Chairman, to a combined rate of 9 per-
cent on employer and employee. .

As a result of the enactment of this
bill by the Congress, the combined rate
in 1969 on the employers and employees
will be 9.25 percent. The committee im-
posed this additional one-quarter of 1
percent increase in payroll taxes to sup-
port this program on employers, em-
ployees—and three-sixteenths in the
case of the self-employed—effective on
January 1, 1962, rather than on Janu-
ary 1, 1963, as was recommended.

On the whole, Mr. Chairman, there
are about 4,420,000 people who will de-
rive some new or increased benefit under
this program. I will break that down
into separate amendments which I have
outlined.

In the case of the minimum benefit,
approximately 2,175,000 people will be
benefited during the first 12 months of
operation. So that many people will be
affected by this change in minimum.
That will cost, in the first 12 months of
operation, approximately $170 million.

There are about 560,000 people that
we estimate will take optional retire-
ment at age 62 if the provisions of this
bill become effective. If that is the case,
in the first 12 months of the operation
of that provision there will be expended
$440 million.

The change in the insured status re-
quirement from 1 out of 3, which is the
provision ir. existing law, to 1 out of 4
elapsed quarters after 1950—or after be-

- coming 21, whichever is later—will make
160,000 more people eligible for benefits
than are presently eligible and will cost
in the first 12 months of the operation
of the provision around $65 million.

The increase in the benefits for wid-
ows, widowers, and parents, now 75 per-
cent of the primary benefit amount to
82.5 percent, under the provisions of this
bill, would apply to 1,525,000 people and
will cost in the first 12 months of the
operation of the provision around $105
million.

Altogether, therefore, there will be
expended under this bill, over the pro-
visions of existing law, from the social
security trust fund during the next 12
months approximately $780 million,
benefiting, as I have said, some 4,420,000
people. There would have been spent
under the administration program sub-
mitted to us around $1 billion in the
first 12 months, and that would have

gone to approximately 4,775,000 people.-

The primary difference in the number
is due to the deletion by the committee
of the change with respect to eligibility
for disability benefits under the program
which was enacted several years ago.
The dollar amount is largely the differ-
ence in the percentage of change voted
by the committee under that recom-
mended by the President for the min-
imum payment and for widows’ benefits.

The bill on the whole, I think, ad-
dresses itself to those areas that are
most pressing at the moment for at-
tention and change.

‘Who are we trying to help in this bill?
We are trying to help people who are
drawing less than $40 a month in social
security benefits, whose benefits under
the bill would be increased to $40 g
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month, in the case of the primary bene-
ficiary, of course. We are trying to help
the widow who has been left behind by
the man who, before his death, developed
protection under the social security pro-
gram, who may at some time during his
lifetime have been the beneficiary of a
benefit in retirement. When he and his
wife were both living they received com-
bined benefits equal to 150 percent of
his primary benefit. He dies. She is
left. Under existing law, that benefit to
her becomes 75 percent of his primary
benefit. This bill would raise it to 821,
percent.

Let us take a simple case for example.
Assume the man has a primary benefit
of $100. He and his wife receive com-
bined benefits of $150 while he is still
living. The man dies, and under the
provisions of existing law she imme-
diately begins to receive $75. Under the
provisions of the bill, she would have
$82.50 as her benefit.

Now, why is it important that we think
in terms of the minimum benefits? Why
is it important that we think in terms of
the increased benefit for widows? These
are areas where we feel that there is
less likelihood of them having other in-
come in retirement in addition to that
which they draw under social security.
More than likely, the amount provided
under this program for these categories
in retirement is the bulk, if not all, that
they can receive in retirement. Studies
have been made which show that widows
have less outside retirement income
other than social security, than do
others. Certainly those people who are
drawing the minimum benefit under so-
cial security, based upon a previous work
record, could be assumed to have less
other retirement income, I think, than
others who are receiving larger amounts.

So, the emphasis in the bill in those
two respects is upon the areas and the
individuals where we think there is more
need for improving their situation at the
moment than perhaps any others who
are under social security. Now, there
are other cases that can be made for
other charges, but it is a question of
judgment within our committee as to
which of the changes or suggestions we
feel present the more meritorious case
within the framework of a tax increase
of one-fourth of 1 percent.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I had as much
question in my own mind, as I said, in
the Committee on Ways and Means, as
I stated before the Committee on Rules,
as any member of the committee about
whether it was desirable to reduce the
retirement age for men to 62 as anybody
in the committee. A similar proposal
was added to a social security bill last
year in the Senate. It was adopted by a
rather one-sided vote in that body, as
I remember; I do not recall the precise
total. But, anyway, the proposal came to
us in conference. A strong case was
made in the conference committee by
the Senate for the retention of the pro-
vision which they added. In conference
that was deleted last year, without pass-
ing judgment on the merits of the case,
in the final analysis, because we had
more costs placed on the books by the
action of the House and the Senate than
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we had tax in that bill last year to de-
fray those additional costs. Something
had to be eliminated. We gave some on
our side and they gave some on their
side, and one of the things they finally
receded on was the provision for men to
retire at the age of 62. At the time, I
thought it might finally encourage peo-
ple, if we were not careful what we did,
to retire at 62, when actually there was
nothing wrong with them physically or
mentally, when actually they were em-
ployed, and when I think most of us
would feel that they were better off if
they were working beyond 62.

I cannot conceive of anybody who is
62 years of age, healthy, vigorous phys-
ically and mentally, who has no threat
of unemployment, who is not looking for -
employment but is presently employed,
who is would make the decision to re-
tire at age 62 to get the social security
benefit, if that is all he could get in the
way of retirement when he could make
s0 much more by continuing in employ-
ment and get a higher benefit later.

In the bill now before us, we have re-
duced the benefit such a person would
get at age 65 so that he can get a ben-
efit at age 62, but he would get only 80
percent of what he would have received
had he waited until he was 65. That is
what this bill does. It costs the social
security trust fund nothing in the long
run. It involves some additional ex-
penditure in the first year, yes; but over
the lifetime of the fund it figures out to
almost the identical amount that he
would have been paid in any such case
if he waited until he was 65 and lived
until he was 75. Between the ages of
62 and 75, if he retires at 62, he would
be getting less pay per month, but it
adds up over the lifetime to about the
same amount of dollars. So that I can-
not conceive, when the amounts are
presently as low as they are, for the pri-
mary benefit for people at age 65, and
when complaint is made to our com-
mittee at all times that these amounts
are not sufficiently high at the moment
to enable people to retire and live on
these benefits, why anybody would quit
a good job and retire at 20 percent less
than he could get if he waited until he
was 65. :

Mr. Chairman, in the case of this pro-
vision what are we trying to do? We
are trying to take care of the peobple
who do not have a job, who have either
lost their job because of physical or
mental impairment, 'but who are not so
disabled as to qualify for.disability ben-
efits, but who cannot get these benefits
under the present OASI program until
they get to be 65 years of age. Those
people number 560,000 that we are talk-
ing about; not people who are employed
and who are going to quit, but people
who have had to quit in the past because
of some degree of physical or mental
impairment, or because of unemploy-
ment, or something of that sort. And
we know from experiences we have in
dealing with our own constituents day
in and day out, that when a person 62
or 63 years of age is thrown out of em-
ployment, his opportunity of finding an-
other job is almost nonexistent. Those
are the people we are talking about who
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are in this 560,000 group, who will take
the option of retiring at this earlier age
of 62.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield ?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Missouri.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I
should like to ask several questions di-
rected to the issue of retirement at age
62, which I do not think have been
touched upon in the explanation of the
bill or in the committee report.

Question No. 1: Is it not true that
when the committee several years ago
first proposed earlier retirement for
women. beginning at age 62, the com-
mittee did not call for any reduction
in their benefits for each month they
lacked being 65 at the time of retire-
ment? It was the Senate, was it not,
which inserted that reduction require-
ment in the bill?

Mr. MILLS. The gentlewoman is ac-
curate in her statement of what hap-
pened in 1955 and 1956. In the form in
which the bill which became the Social
Security Amendments of 1956 was re-
ported from the Committee on Ways and
Means and passed the House of Repre-
sentatives in the year 1955, the retire-
ment for women would have been re-
duced to age 62 with payment of full
monthly benefits to all women who re-
tired at that age—widows, wives of in-
sured workers, and \;omen workers who
had their own wage record. The actu-
arial reduction in this provision was
originated in the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, was approved by the Senate, and
was agreed to in conference by the con-
ferees. If the gentlewoman will recall,
a number of other changes were made
by the Social Security Amendments of
1956, and it was our understanding at
the time that one of the basic reasons
for including the actuarial reduction was
a matter of the cost to the old-age and
survivors insurance trust fund.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Question No. 2:
Therefore, it was the conviction of the
majority of the members of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means at that time that
the social security system could handle
the actuarial costs of earlier retirement
for women without penalty at age 62,
just as you provided in that same meas-
ure for full benefits for widows at age
622

Mr. MILLS. It is true that, at the
time the Committee on Ways and Means
reported H.R. 7225, 84th Congress, the
committee was convinced that the bill,
including the proposal to permit all
women to retire at age 62, was ade-
quately financed. However, it is impor-
tant to realize that the total cost of that
House bill was estimated to be approxi-
mately 1 percent of payroll and that the
bill contemplated an increase in social
security taxes of one-half of 1 percent
each on employers and employees. A
very large portion of that estimated cost
was attributable to the provision per-
mitting all women to retire at age 62
without any actuarial reduction. To be
specific, it is my recollection that that
item alone involved a level premium pay-
roll cost of approximately 0.56 percent
of taxable earnings, whereas the cost
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was greatly decreased if done on an
actuarially reduced basis in the case of
working women and wives, so that the
provision as finally approved in the So-
cial Security Amendments of 1956 cost
approximately 0.2 percent of payroll in-
stead of the 0.56 percent attributable to
this item under the then House bill.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Question No. 3:
Does not the present law, forcing women
who retire at age 62 to agree to a life-
time reduction in their annuity, in effect
also force them to gamble on how long
they think they are going to live? In
other words, while it is true that a
woman retiring at 62 or 63 or 64 will
eventually receive the same total amount
of money in benefits if she dies within a
certain number of years after reaching
65, noute of us as mortal human beings
has any way of knowing in advance
whether a particular individual will gain
or lose, overall, by accepting the low-
ered annuity resulting from retirement
before 65°?

Mr. MILLS. It is obviously true in a
provision of this kind, involving as it
does a matter of free choice on the part
of the individual at the earlier age of
62. 63 or 64, that it may turn out in
later years that the individual made the
wrong choice. However, insofar as any
provision involves free choice, I do not
know how we can always assure that a
given individual will have made the
right choice in his own case. Such pro-
visions are very common in private in-
surance. The ‘‘gamble” is inherent in
insurance. Obviously, some will gain
and some will lose—no one can tell at
the time of .election; if you could tell,
the provision would be impossible.
There could be no ‘actuarial” reduc-
tion, because it would not be actuarial.
It makes the provision possible.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Question No. 4: Has
the committee in its studies on this mat-
ter been able to determine whether most
workers—men and women—would
rather keep on working to 65 if their
health permits, and that therefore those
who take advantage of the earlier re-
tirement are and would be persons with
very little choice in the matter—either
unemployed or in ill or deteriorating
health?

Mr. MILLS. 1t is clear that most peo-
ple would rather keep on working.
There is no question about that—if they
are able to work, they want to work.
Beneficiary surveys conducted by the
Social Security Administration have
shown that over 80 percent of benefici-
aries between the ages of 65 and 71 who
had no earnings were not working only
because they were not well enough to
work or could not find work.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Question No. 5: My
belief is that those working women who
chose to retire before 65 under the pres-
ent law, and accept a lowered annuity
for the rest of their lives, in most cases
would not retire if their health were
good and if they had the opportunity
to continue working. And I feel that
most men who would choose to retire
at age 62 or 63 or 64 under this bill
would do so either because they are out
of work and cannot find jobs or because
their health is such they can no longer
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do their work well. Under those cir-
cumstances, is it not unfair to reduce
their benefits for the rest of their lives?

Mr. MILLS. 1 would remind the
gentlewoman that the question is not
solely one of whether or not full bene-
fits should be paid to such individuals
under the circumstances which she out-
lines, since we are all of course sym-
pathetic with these situations, but we
must always bear in mind the cost of
these matters. Also, we must bear in
mind the competing demands for im-
provements in other areas of the system
and the overall cost involved when we
do make improvements in various pro-
visions, Taken singly or in a vacuum,
we might all be in a position to reach
agreement that certain things should be
done and certain improvements should
be made; however, we do not ever find
ourselves, when considering the Social
Security Act, to be operating on a single
provision or in a vacuum, but rather we
must always consider the competing de-
mands relating to various areas of the
Social Security Act. It should be real-
ized that if this election were not in the
law, such people would not have re-
ceived any benefits at all until they
reach the age 65, because it could not
be done any other way.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Question No. 6: If
it is actuarially necessary to reduce the
benefits of those who retire before 65,
as is now done in the case of women
and which would be done for men, too,
under this bill, could we not devise some
method under which the retiree receives
the reduced annuity only until reaching
65 and then goes on full benefits? How
much difference would that make in the
overal] costs?

Mr. MILLS. In answer to the gentle-
woman’s question, I would be inclined
to the view that unless the actuarial
reduction were continued past the age of
65 and until the person died, it would
not amount to a true actuarial reduc-
tion and might indeed operate as a
powerful incentive for all individuals
to retire at age 62 so as to obtain bene-
fits between ages 62 and 65 which they
otherwise would not have obtained, and
then from age 65 they would receive
all of the benefits which they normally
would have obtained had they waited
to age 65 to retire. In other words,
what I am saying is that unless the re-
duction is continued past age 65, it
would simply add a period of three ad-
ditional years of benefits in the case of
everyone, and of course would be an
exceedingly costly operation.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve the gentleman stated that the new
tax starts January 1 next year. Did
the gentleman say when the benefit pro-
visions of the bill will begin?

Mr. MILLS. I did not; and I thank
the gentleman from Oklahoma for re-
minding me, The benefits would go into
effect with respect to the first month
that begins 30 days on or after the law
becomes effective.
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Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chairman,
I should like to ask if the committee
considered the question of income limita-
tion.

Mr. MILLS. Yes; the committee has
considered that for a number of years
and during that time the committee has
made a great number of changes in the
income limitation. For example, we made
a change in that last year. We departed
from the rigid concept that was in the
law that after an individual has drawn
so many dollars then he may lose—even
though he just makes one additional
dollar—he may lose $80 from the first
month’s benefit. We changed that last
year to provide that there would be a
reduction in the benefit but not a com-
plete loss of benefit for earnings in ex-
. cess of $1,200, and not to exceed $1,500.

Under the law now, between $1,200
and $1,500, for every $2 of earning there
would be a loss of $1 of benefits. We
did not go further in that direction in
the bill before us. We were thinking,
or at least I was thinking, that a better
case could be made at the moment, with-
in this one-fourth of 1 percent tax on
both employer and employee, for in-
creasing the allowance for widows and
for increasing the minimum. Also, even
though it costs nothing, I thought we
could make a better case for optional
retirement of men at 62 for the reason
that when you talk about a work test
you are talking about how much a person
may draw in covered employment and
still continue to draw benefits. You are
not talking about a person who is de-
pendent entirely and exclusively upon
social security if we are talking with
respect to minimum benefits, and if not
with respect to minimum benefits, then
certainly with respect to widows’ bene-
fits.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. If I understand
the gentleman correctly, though you
have not considered it in this bill you
have not closed the door?

Mr. MILLS. We considered it in com-
mittee. Yes, there was a suggestion
made in the Committee on Ways and
Means that we increase the work test
from the $1,200 floor that we have where
there are free earnings without penalty
on benefits, up to $2,400; that is, to per-
mit $2,400 in earnings without loss of
any benefits. It developed, when the
author of that proposal found out that
involved an increase in the payroll tax
of some 0.34 percent of payroll, he with-
drew it.

There are different ways of looking at
the work test. If you want to eliminate
it, such action costs an awful lot. Or,
you can moderate it, or modify it in such
a way as to reduce the cost.

There will be other opportunities for
the committee to consider these matters.
What we were thinking about was what
we could more nearly justify at the mo-
ment under this increase that is involved
in the tax. I trust my friend would say
that in evaluating this situation, though
there are many of these things that need
to be done, certainly we are not over-
looking the opportunity of doing things
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where changes are really needed in this
ill

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. I thank the
gentleman.
Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr.

Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I vyield.

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Did the
gentleman’s committee consider any re-
vision in the definition of the term “dis-
ability” under the provisions of the bill?

Mr. MILLS. Yes, we went into that.
The gentleman will recall the President’s
suggestion that we eliminate certain
language presently in the law. That
would have the effect of eliminating the
requirement presently in law that medi-
cal science must think, at least, that
this total disability of today is of un-
limited and indeéfinite duration, which
means permanent. That was the sug-
gestion that was made, so that the pro-
gram would have been changed to one
where total disability was the test. So
long as the individual was totally dis-
abled for 6 months under that proposal,
he would have been picked up under
that proposal in the seventh month.
The committee did not make that rec-
cmmendation to the House. It is not in
this bill.

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. The
definition at the present time is so un-
realistic and so restricted that as a
practical matter in order to collect
these benefits a man has to be almost a
hopeless cripple, a wheelchair patient,
because the requirement of inability to
perform a gainful occupation means that
if he can sell lead pencils from a wheel-
chair on a street corner he is not totally
impaired.

Mr. MILLS. The point you are rais-
ing is not so much a question of per-
manency, as it is the question of total
disability. I think that may be the
problem in many cases. It is true, when
we said we wanted the program to be
applicable to people who are totally dis-
abled, that that means unable to en-
gage in any gainful activity. The re-
quirements for disability of 100 percent
are very near, as I understand, and if
I am wrong, I will correct the REcoRD,
but as I understand, they are very near
to the determinations that are made
by the Veterans’ Administration under
the insurance provisions. Of course,
there are many different types of cases
and disabilities. For example, if a man
has a bad heart, the VA regulations
might say, “for our purposes, he can
only be considered 40-percent disabled.”
What I am getting at is this: Much of
the regulation in that respect in the Vet-
erans’ Administration in insurance
cases is somewhat comparable to the
people who make these determinations
at the State level in the vocational re-
habilitation services. That is what the
State people have told me, in any event.
There are variations from State to State,
I feel sure, in the various State pro-
grams of one type or another.

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. I think
the gentleman is mistaken. At least my
own experience has been in many in-
stances where the Veterans’ Administra-
tion has held a man to be unable to
perform a gainful occupation and have
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given him a rating of total disability,
the social security administration has
said, “No.”

Mr. MILLS. 1t is not just a question
of being able to perform a gainful oc-
cupation. The question is whether or
not the man is permanently disabled,
and for an indefinite duration. It is
entirely possible that a man can be 100-
percent disabled so far as following one
particular job is concerned, but by re-
habilitation he can perform another type
of work. That is another test. And the
final test is after they reach this con-
clusion that he is permanently and to-
tally disabled, and cannot be rehabili-
tated, we say we will not pick him up
until it has been demonstrated that his
disability has not changed for 6 months.
Thus, there is a 6-month “waiting
period.” Of course, I know what the
thought of the gentleman is. The gen-
tleman’s thought is that this is being
administered too strictly.

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. That is
right. The definition is too strict.

Mr. MILLS. Let me say this to the
gentleman. I am not going to quarrel
with them downtown because the peo-
ple who have been covered by this pro-
gram so far in numbers have been fairly
close to their estimates of what would
happen, under what the Congress told
them it wanted when the program was
set up. There are many ways in which
this can be liberalized. Of course, the
committee has this and other sugges-
tions under constant study, and when
it is found that we can make changes in
the future without opening the program
up to something which would involve
excessive cost factors or other such un-
desirable considerations, then, of course,
the committee will report to the Con-
gress such changes, I am sure. But, it
must be demonstrated to us in the com-
mittee that we are not letting this pro-
gram get out of hand or making it one
of temporary disability before making
these changes.

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. I hope
the committee will give this matter fur-
ther study.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. HALEY, I understand that over
the last period of approximately 5 years,
the expenditures from these trust funds
have exceeded the revenue by over $2
billion. By the passage of this legisla-
tion, will that difference between ex-
penditures and revenue increase?

Mr. MILLS. Yes, the gentleman is
right. That is why the committee re-
ported legislation to the House in 1958—
I refer to the bill which became the
Social Security Amendments of 1958.
We were using a large part of the in-
crease in taxes at that time to change
the situation of more outgo than intake.
You remember, we considered and passed
that legislation at that time. We set the
tax dates up ahead, that is, the “step-
ups”, so that finaly the maximum tax
would come into existence in 1969. The
committee has cognizance of this and
watches it very closely. This bill itself
will increase in the next 12 months the
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expenditures out of the fund over the
intake because these benefits will go into
effect approximately 30 days after this
becomes law. The new tax to pay for it
will not go into effect until the 1st of
January of next year. There is nothing
unusual about this situation, however,
ktecause at no time in the past, as I re-
member, has the committee ever levied a
retroactive tax for this purpose nor
levied a tax to go into effect before the
beginning of a new calendar year.

Mr. HALEY. At what time then will
the intake that you are now recommend-
ing meet the outgo under the provisions
of this bill?

Mr. MILLS. The intake will be as
much as the outgo in 1963. I refer the
gentleman to page 21 of the committee
report.

Mr. HALEY. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. 1 yield.

Mr. WILLIS. Are we to understand
that the payroll tax increase will be one-
quarter of 1 percent on the employer and
one-quarter of 1 percent on the em-
ployee?

Mr. MILLS. No; the combined tax on
employer and employee is one-quarter of
1 percent. It is one-eighth of 1 percent
on each.

Mr. WILLIS. How does that compare
with the recommendation of the Presi-
dent?

Mr. MILLS. The President’s recom-
mendation would have imposed a tax of
one-quarter of 1 percent on each em-
ployer and employee, or a combined tax
of one-half of 1 percent.

Mr. WILLIS. And I suppose the rev-
enue is proportionate?

Mr. MIILS. Yes; it is predicated
upon so much dollar payroll yielding so
many dollars of income.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield.

Mr. GRAY. Under present law, Mr.
Chairman, the eligibility requirement is
5 years’ work out of the past 10, or 20
quarters.

Mr. MILLS. Actually, since 1950 one
would achieve “insured status” if he had
worked one out of three elapsed quarters.
The gentleman is a better mathema-
tician than I and can make the calcula-
tion faster than I. There would be 40
quarters coverage between 195v and 1960
and one-third of that would be around
13. He must have had, let us say, 13
quarters coverage.

Mr. GRAY. My question is whether
or not this bill changes that eligibility
requirement.

Mr. MILLS. This bill, as was pointed
out earlier, changes that one-out-of-
three quarters to one-out-of-four; but
the gentleman will recall that was also
in the bill that was passed by the House
last year. The Senate changed it.

Mr. Chairman, it is my hope that the
membership of the House will see fit to go
along ‘with the committee and accept
these recommendations at this particu-
lar time, bearing in mind the fact that
the Committee on Ways and Means is
constantly looking into this situation and
is as desirous and anxious as anyone else
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to bring about improvements within the
social security system just as quickly as
anyonhe else.

The committee, however, is cognizant
of the absolute necessity of this pro-
gram’s being kept on an actuarily sound
basis. This committee has historically
from time to time reported to the House
increases in benefits of some sort or
other, but the Members of Congress will
recall that whenever we have done that
we have accompanied our work with
such tax increases as were necessary to
maintain the actuarial soundness of this
program. That we are proceeding to do
in connection with this bill.

Mr. SANTANGELO. WMr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. SANTANGELO. The opponents
of this bill have claimed that if these
increases went into effect the fund would
not be actuarily sound. I do not believe
that is so. Would the gentleman care
to comment about that?

Mr. MILLS. According to the best
actuarial people who advise us in these
matters, the fund is actuarily sound, in
their opinion, when the deficit in per-
petuity does not exceed one-quarter of
1 percent. That amount could be used
as a margin of miscalculation. It may
be that something might develop in the
future where that would not be the case,
but as we look at the picture we can tell
you that this fund is as actuarily sound
as is required, or could be, for all of us
to be assured that these benefits we are
proposing and that are in existing law
in perpetuity can be paid under the taxes
that are levied under existing law to
support it, and that there is no money
coming from the general funds of the
Treasury to do so.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the Committee
to approve the committee bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Arkansas has consumed 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. BYRNES],

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CURTIs].

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, the place where the discussion was
left by our able chairman is a good place
to pick up, and I refer to the point of
actuarial soundness. That is, the prac-
tical use of the word “actuarial.” In a
sense it is actuarially sound, but when
we go to the premises upon which this
actuarial soundness is based, we begin
to see that it is not actuarially sound in
the sense that insurance programs in
the private sector are actuarially sound.

Let us not “kid” ourselves. We are not
voting our own money to pay for these
benefits. We are voting the money of
our children and our children’s chil-
dren because these benefits that we vote
here today, if we do, and have in the
past, are not going to be paid for by
the taxes in our generation but, indeed,
are going to be paid for by the labor
force beginning in 1970, beginning in
1980, beginning in 1990. The actuarial
soundness of the program is based on
the assumption that the taxes we im-
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pose here in perpetuity, with the built-
in increases that go on through 1969,
will actually be imposed and that the
laboring force will continue to increase
and that this great economy of ours
will not suffer a serious depression like it
did in the thirties, because all of these
throw out the actuarial soundness of
this system. So one of the big problems
that face us today, those of us who are
deeply concerned about the future wel-
fare of our society, the future genera-
tions and the heritage we are passing
on, look to the impact of this thing right
now.

This is a payroll tax, Mr. Chairman,
and this is going to be reflected in .in-
creased cost of goods and services and
whether or not our economy at this
particular time is in a position to absorb
further increased costs in goods and
services, the price which people pay. I
might say and refer also to the impact
on our own manufacturers and distribu-
tors in relation to producers abroad.
All of this increases the cost of our
goods and services.

I may say, Mr. Chairman, that if our
economy increases in productivity as we
continue today, and I hope we will con-
tinue as we are today, we can absorb
costs like these. There is every reason,
in my judgment, to believe we should
continue to try to improve this system,
but if we are not keeping in touch with
productivity increases in our society and
similar increases in costs, a great deal
of it is going to come back in inflation,
in unemployment, and in other things
that are impediments to our economic
system.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri.
the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. HALEY. The gentleman says that
this is not actuarially sound and that fu-
ture generations are going to have to
pay for this?

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri, Yes.

Mr. HALEY. Certainly the Congress
of the United States has been following
that policy for 20 years, have we not, in
laying up something that future genera-
tions are not going to pay in the gentle-
man’s lifetime, his children’s lifetime,
or his grandchildren’s lifetime.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I could not
agree with the gentleman more.

Mr. HALEY. It is following the usual.
trend of the Congress in setting up these
expenditures and not paying for them
when they should be paid for.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. The gen-
tleman is entirely accurate. Those of
us who boast about this great economy
of ours and our great society, and I am
one who boasts about it because it is
the greatest on earth, should think in
terms of who should we be thanking for
this great society we have. I tell you,
it is what our forefathers and our fath-
ers passed on to us. We are reaping the
harvest from the seeds that those people
sowed and the land those people tilled.
The thing for us to consider is, what are
we planting for our children and grand-
children? What are we tilling? I say
by that standard in so many ways this is
a wicked generation. When we analyze

I yield to
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these things we begin to see it. It is
on that basis I made a speech, which I
put in the REcorp, about a month ago,
entitled, “Politics Can Destroy Social
Security.”

In my judgment the essential features
of social security were sound. When
this program was started it was directed
to the indigent or those who might be-
come indigent in our society, and the
Government has always had proper con-
cern about them. And, I submit the
OASI was an improvement over the old
age and assistance program, and the old
age and assistance program was a vast
improvement over the poor farm tech-
nique for taking care of our people. So,
this started out as essentially a sound
program, but it has been corrupted under
the guise of taking care of those who
might become indigent. It has been
turned into a socialized system of retire-
ment for all our people, including the
95 percent of our people who can pro-
vide for themselves and indeed prefer
to provide for themselves.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I yield to
the gentleman from Washington.

Mr. PELLY. As I understood the
gentleman, Mr. Chairman, he indicated
that through growth in our economy we
might expect to make up for this added
cost.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Let me say
this, that is one of the premises upon
which the actuarial soundness of this
program is based, and one of the pre-
mises which we think needs constant at-
tention.

Mr. PELLY. But is it not true that
for the past 30 years, during 24 of those
we have failed to live within our income
while we have had a growth in our econ-
omy?

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Yes, we
have had a very good growth in our
econmy in spite of recession. A great
deal of it was stimulated by World War
II. I hope we do not use wars as a
method of stimulating our economy, al-
it;mught that is certainly what the result
Mr. PELLY. I wonder if it is not true
that in the last 6 or 8 or 10 years or since
the Korean war we have had economic
growth and yet we have gone away be-
hind, as far as our economy is con-
cerned, in meeting our expenditures.

Mr. CORTIS of Missouri. The gentle-
man is quite accurate. We have had a
very good economic growth and yet we
have been going behind. But, there has
been one good feature. The ratio of
Federal debt to the gross national prod-
uct has declined in the past 8 years.
The way these administered programs
are coming before this Congress, I am
afraid that that very fine decreased ratio
is going to start going the other way.
However, I am adversely critical of the
past 8 years in many situations because
:t[;ethmk we could "have done much bet-

T.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. COLLIER. Is it not true that
over 70 percent of those who have drawn
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social security benefits in the past 10
years have drawn more than the com-
bined contribution that they and their
employers have made?

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Oh, yes. I
would say the people who have received
social security in the past-—and this is
not said in adverse criticism; it was so
designed—but the truth of the matter
is they received about $100 for every dol-
lar that was contributed. And, we are
in a fortunate situation. We are going
to receive about $10 for each dollar we
put in; with the young worker going into
the work force in 1980 and contemplat-
ing paying into this fund for 45 years,

‘that is when we begin to pick up the tab

for these vast expenditures.

Let me point out essentially what our
motion to recommit will be; the substi-
tute that we tried to put in in the com-
mittee. We tried to get a rule so that
it could be offered here on the floor as
a substitute.

There are four basic points to the pro-
posal of the measure of the Committee
on Ways and Means. On the first point
we are in complete accord; that is, the
liberalization of the coverage from one
out of three quarters to one out of four.
Incidentally, that was part of the bill
that was passed last year but was
knocked out in the Senate. The second
is increasing the minimum benefits from
$33 t0 $40. In my judgment—-—and I think
I can speak for the majority on our
side—this is termed as a desirable reform
when we can afford it and our productiv-
ity increase comes along, and is one we
ought to consider. No. 3, liberalizing the
widow’s benefit from 75 to 821, percent
I think we would also call a desirable re-
form. No.4, we are in complete disagree-
ment, with one exception, on our side,
and that is the lowering of the retire-
ment age to 62. Incidentally, that is not
a cost item. And, if the Committee on
Rules wanted to grant a more liberal
rule, there is no reason why a motion
to strike that clause from the bill would
not have been perfectly proper, without
doing any damage, and let the House
work its will. The reason against the
62 age is this: Our older people are hav-
ing a hard enough time now to stay in
the labor market.

This provides further incentive to
drive them out. I suggested to the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare
that we tie this to disability in some way.
We are talking about people at the age
of 62. People at the age are more prone
to have disabilities. So that we would
like a tie-in there, along the lines of
the retirement programs that we are de-
veloping in the private sector, and in
accordance with modern medical knowl-
edge.

This is a step backward; this is not a
step forward. This is not helping these
people. This is damaging their posi-
tions. And some of the people who are
supporting this are very careless in their
approach. They just want to get them
out of thelabor market.

Mr. Chairman, our proposals are
these: We take No. 1, but we say that
there are two areas that are much more
pressing, where for equity and other rea-
sons we should consider two proposals
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which are more desirable features than
Nos. 2 and 3 of the committee bill

No 1, in a proposed motion to recom-
mit, is that all of these people over 72
who never have been covered—not
through any fault of theirs, but they
were caught in the process of the matur-
ing of this system; they were just born
too soon, or their husbands were—
their particular occupations were not
covered and these people never received
anything. The argument is they have
never paid anything. That argument is
true, but to those who want to liberal-
ize these benefits now for those people
already in the program, I say they will
never pay anything, either. They have
already received in payments a ratio of
100 to 1. But the people over 72 who
have not been covered have been com-
pletely left out.

I want to call attention to our minori-
ty views that spell this out. If there ever
could be singled out a group in our
society that needs attention, it is those
over 72. I think the figures are that
some 50 percent of them are on old-age
assistance. There is the area, if we are
talking in terms of human beings, and
moving this forward from a welfare
standpoint and an equalization stand-
point and as a matter of 'equity—there
is the needed reform. And I now twrn
again to these people who go under the
banner of being liberal and ask, Where
is your concern for these people over 72?
You would not even let the Committee
on Rules give us a chance to vote on
this measure. And if you think you are
going to go out and campaign on this
matter of liberalization of the Social Se-
curity Act, you are going to have to
answer that question—What about the
people over 72 and what did you do for
them?

The second priority and desirable fea-
ture in our proposal is to liberalize the
work clause. This becomes very impor-
tant on the overall economic picture, be-
cause a liberalization of the work clause
actually does provide some increased pro-
ductivity in our society. In other words,
it would enable us to pay for some of
these things. It makes the bill that we
propose more fiscally responsible. It
puts it in a position of being better able
to have this assumed by our economy at
this time, because this would enable peo-
ple over 65 to work longer. And many
people over 65 have said, “Look, we do
not want anything further; just give us
a chance to earn more.”

Everyone here knows the great appeal
that has been made to you as individual
Congressmen for many years on the part
of the older people to liberalize this par-
ticular provision.

Mr. Chairman, I want to close by call-
ing attention simply to the alternative
proposals that the House will be able
to consider. You will only be able to
consider our proposals on the motion to
recommit. The motion to recommit
would have the one-fourth coverage in-
stead of the one-third. It would take
care of these people over 72. It would
have the liberalization of the work clause
and it actually would cost a little bit
less than the committee’s proposal. It
would have to be covered by an increased
tax, but these are the areas that need
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priority attention and it does not have
the backward step that the committee
bill takes of imposing a further burden
on people over 62 in trying to stay in the
labor market.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from California [Mr. KinGl.

Mr. KING of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I strongly urge enactment of the
improvements in social security benefits
recommended by our committee. These
changes will improve the longrun effec-
tiveness of the social security program
and make it better able to meet the eco-
nomic challenges of the future. The
proposals embodied in H.R. 6027 will
make improvements in the program that
I have advocated for a long time, and I
am glad to see them in the bill. I would
have liked to see some other needed im-
provements made, and, in my opinion,
some of the provisions recommended do
not go far enough. But, in spite of these
reservations, the bill does go in the right.
direction. The enactment of this bill
will make the old-age, survivors, and
disability insurancé program more fiex~
ible and effective and it is particularly
timely now because it will, incidentally,
help substantially in the overall effort
to revitalize the economy.

The additional benefits that would be
paid out under the provisions of the bill
will go to people who need them most.
Those receiving minimum benefits, for
example, generally have little, if any,
other retirement income; many receive
public assistance; many are suffering
real privation and want. They worked
hard in their lifetimes and made sub-
stantial contributions to our economy.
But because they were already old or ill
when their jobs were brought under the
social security program they were un-
able to build up substantial benefit
rights.

The provision for paying men benefits
as early as age 62, as is now provided for
women under the social security pro-
gram, is also a needed change. It will
alleviate the hardships faced by men
who find themselves unemployed in
their later years. One of the pressing
problems that the current recession has
brought to the fore is the difficulty that
clder people find in getting employment.
The problem is a general one and is
particularly serious now in areas of
chronic unemployment. It exists all over
the country, in good times and bad.

What is a man to do if he cannot get
a job because of his age? Most older
unemployed people cannot meet the
problem by themselves. I believe it is
entirely appropriate that some provi-
sion be made for these people under the
social security program, to which they
have contributed for many years in the
expectation that they would have pro-
tection for themselves and their families
when they lose ability to earn because
they are too old to find work-—as in fact
they are, even though they are not
yet 65.

The bill also includes the change in
the requirements for insured status that
the House voted for last year, and I
think we should again adopt it. This
change will make the requirements for
people who are now at or near retire-
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ment age comparable to the require-
ments that will apply to people who have
had a whole working lifetime under the
program. It would make benefits avail-
able to many people who were too old
when their jobs were covered to meet
the present requirements in the law.

There is also a clear need for the in-
crease in the widow’s benefit that is pro-
vided by the bill. A widow now gets 75
percent, or three-fourths, of her hus-
band’s benefit. If the retirement benefit
for the husband is supposed to be suf-
ficient for one person to take care of
himself, obviously three-fourths of the
retirement benefit is not adequate for
one person—unless, of course, the person
has other income, and most widows have
very little to live on besides their bene-
fits. While many are likely to own their
own homes and not have to pay rent,
they face the financial problems of
homeowners, such as taxes, running
expenses and repairs, and widows have
very little cash coming in. A 10-percent
increase in benefits for widows is a step
in the right direction.

In brief, the changes in the old-age,
survivors, and disability insurance pro-
gram embodied in this bill make some
needed improvements in the program,
and they are especially desirable at this
time because of the beneficial effect that
they will have on the national economy.

I do not feel, however, that I can con-
clude my remarks on this bill without
pointing out that in spite of the improve-
ments it will make in the social security
program, we cannot be content with it
while our senior citizens are stripped of
their dignity and denied a good life
because of medical expenses that they
cannot meet from their retirement in-
come. In general, older people have
medical care costs twice those of younger
persons, and only half as much income.
Their need for health insurance protec-
tion through the social security mecha-
nism is clear.

Some of the attacks on health insur-
ance have essentially been unwarranted
criticisms of old-age and survivors
insurance. Let us not be dissuaded by
these unwarranted criticisms from tak-
ing the urgently needed step of provid-
ing health insurance for the aged. The
old-age and survivors insurance pro-
gram has operated successfully for
almost 26 years; it has proved to be
an effective method of protecting the
families of America against the need and
often poverty that would otherwise be
the common result of the old age, dis-
ability, or death of the breadwinner.
The program is financially sound be-
cause the Congress has taken pains to
insure its financial soundness. The fi-
nancing of the program has been
repeatedly reviewed by the Congress and
by outside experts and has always proved
sound. The administration’s health in-
surance proposal, which I had the honor
of introducing, contains financing pro-
visions that will maintain the financial
soundness of the program.

Both the problem and its solution are
clear. The aged desperately need health
insurance protection and the social se-
curity program provides us with a sound,
effective, tested, and dignified way of
giving them this protection. I strongly
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urge early consideration and passage of
the health insurance bill so that the
protection it provides can be quickly ex-
tended to our waiting senior citizens.

(Mr. KING of California asked and
was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BAR-
RETT].

(Mr. BARRETT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I am
very much in favor of H.R. 6027, the
social security amendments bill, now
being considered by the House, because
I personally feel it will not only
strengthen our economy, but will do
much to make life more enjoyable for
the thousands upon thousands of men
and women who are now receiving
monthly benefits.

One of the main provisions in this bill
will increase the minimum monthly
benefits for retired workers from $33 a
month to $40, which is very necessary
because of today's high prices. Presi-
dent Kennedy proposed an increase to
$43 a month to prevent the benefits of
retired workers from lagging behind rises
in living costs. .I wholeheartedly sup-
port his proposal, but would like to see
the monthly benefits increased to at least
$45. However, as the saying goes, “half
a loaf is better than none at all.” SoI
will support the $7 monthly increase in
the hope that greater benefits will be
authorized by law later on.

Another very important feature of this
bill is that it will permit men as well as
women to begin collecting monthly
benefits on a permanently reduced basis
when they reach the age of 62. Accord-
ing to the latest available figures, 600,000
workers would be eligible to draw a
monthly check. They would not have to
compete with younger men and women
for jobs that are hard to find in our dis-
tressed areas. They would not have to
turn to public assistance for support.

In South Philadelphia, my congres-
sional district, I personally know of
many cases where a man and his wife,
who are living on one meager social
security check each month, are barely
existing. These people, who are my
friends, have come to me repeatedly and
actually begged for financial help be-
cause they are unable to pay their rent,
buy food, clothing, and medical supplies.
In each instance, I have contacted our
social security people and have had their
individual cases reviewed in an effort to
obtain increased benefits for them. Un-
fortunately, in 99 percent of the cases,
I have met with no success because
under the law it has been determined
they are receiving the maximum bene-
fits. The only recourse left is to tell
them to apply for county assistance.

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us to-
day contains another excellent provision
which increases widows’ benefits from
75 to 82% percent. To me this is one
of the most humane features because it
gives much needed assistance to approx-
imately one and one-half million women,
who are alone and have no other means
of support. While this increase will not
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permit them to live extravagantly, it
will give them additional dollars for
more wholesome foods and a few new
clothes. It will save them from the
humiliation of begging for relief. It
will make life worth living and their
tomorrows brighter.

H.R. 6027 is a good bill. Its provi-
sions are sound. Every working man
and woman will reap the benefits I
urge its speedy enactment into law.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I favor and shall vote
for the committee bill, HR. 6027, the
Social Security Amendments of 1961.

This bill, if enacted into law, will make
five important improvements in our so-
cial security system:

First. The bill would increase from
$33 to $40 the minimum monthly retire-
ment benefit payable under the program
to persons retiring at or after age 65 and
the minimum monthly disability bene-
fit with proportionate increases in the
minimum benefits payable to dependents
and survivors, resulting in increased
benefits for 2,175,000 people, amounting
to $170 million during the first 12 months
of operation.

Second. The bill would make benefits
available for men beginning at age 62 on
a voluntary basis with proportionate
reduction to take account of the longer
period over which the benefits will be
paid in the first year of operation. About
560,000 people will get benefits amount-
ing to $440 million at no extra long term
cost to the trust fund.

Third. The bill would liberalize the
insured status requirements so that a
worker would be fully insured if he has
one quarter of coverage for every year
elapsing after 1950—or after the year
in which he attained age 21, if that was
later—and up to the year of disability,
death, or attainment of age 65 for men—
62 for women. Under the present law
one quarter of coverage is required for
every three elapsed calendar quarters.
This change would bring about 160,000
people onto the benefit rolls in the first
year for a total of $65 million in benefits.

Fourth. The bill would increase aged
widow’s, widower’s, and parent’s bene-
fits from 75 to 821, percent of the work-
ers retirement benefit, a 10 percent in-
crease in benefits for these people. This
provision will increase benefits for
1,525,000 people by $105 million in the
first 12 months of operation.

Fifth. The bill extends for 1 year, to
June 30, 1962, the period within which
a person may file an application for
establishing a period of disability and
have the period begin as early as the
time when his disability began.

To meet the increased cost incurred,
effective January 1, 1962, contribution
rates will be raised by one-eighth of 1
percent each for employees and em-
ployers and by three-sixteenths of 1 per-
cent for the self-employed.

It is my considered judgment that the
old-age and survivors insurance trust
fund under the tax schedules heretofore
established by law is actuarially sound.

The old-age and survivors insurance
trust fund began operations in 1937 and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

for the first two decades grew steadily,
reaching $22% billion at the end of 1956.
All of this money is invested in U.S.
Government securities, the safest in-
vestment in the world. The trust fund
has remained relatively unchanged up
to this time. Following 1962 the fund is
expected to grow continuously for many
years, as the scheduled contribution in-

-creases in 1963, 1966, and 1969 go into

effect.

When this bill was being considered in
the committee, I offered an amendment
to amend title IT of the Social Security
Act to liberalize the retirement test—
the so-called work clause—so as to apply
the provisions of existing law up to
$2,400 per year. The amendment did not
prevail in the committee. Since then I
have offered the same provision in a
separate bill, HR. 6395, and I hope
sometimes during the 87th Congress that
the provisions of this bill will become
law.

(Mr. BAKER asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

(Mr. FINO asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, it is un-
fortunate that this important bill which
proposes to liberalize the Social Security
Act should come to this House under a
closed rule—a rule that prohibits me or
any Member to offer any amendments.
This rule leaves all of us with no alterna-
tive—we are told, in essence, “take it or
leave it.”

InallsyearsthatlhavebeenaMem-
ber of Congress, I have ardently sup-
ported and urged measures to liberalize
the social security system in order to
bring it in line with the social and eco-
nomic facts of life and with the principle
of social equity and individual incentive.
I applaud the progress made thus far in
improving the old-age, survivors, and
disability program but am distressed
that this bill now before us still does
not adequately come to grips with the
several unnecessarily restrictive and un-
realistic provisions of the program.
Specifically, I believe that the retire-
ment age should be lowered to 60 for
women and to 62 for men without, and
I repeat without, any reduction in the

level of benefits; I believe the so-called:

work clause or retirement test, which
precludes persons earnings over a cer-
tain amount of money through their
labor from .receiving benefits to which
they are otherwise entitled, should be
eliminated; and, I believe that minimum

benefits should be raised to at least $50

8 month. These are amendments I
would have offered if permitted under
the rules of this House.

LOWERING OF REYTIREMENT AGE

Mzr. Chairman, many of us are bound
by tradition to the idea that 65 is the
perfect retirement age, but really there
is nothing magic or sacred about 65 as
the age for retirement. The selection
of this age does not necessarily have any
economic or physiological basis. Chron-
ological age is not the only factor in the
ability of an individual to earn a living.
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The rate of the aging process differs
among individuals, and people with the
same chronological age might differ
greatly in the degree to which they have
retained their physical and mental vigor.
Many progressive retirement plans in
industry and, yes, even in the Govern-
ment have departed from the traditional
65 retirement age.

With this precis, I want to strongly
urge that the retirement age for men
under old-age insurance should be low-
ered from 65 to 62 and that there be no
reduction in the level of benefits they
receive upon retirement at age 62, Ex-
cept for the relatively few who might
abuse the privilege, and I am sure it
will only be relatively few, my proposal
will affect primarily those men who are
either unable to find work or those whose
health will not permit them to work but
who do not qualify under the adminis-
trative definition of permanent and total
disability, that is those older men who
because of their years are unable to
work, yet are unable to retire. The
needs of this group are as great at age
62 as at age 65 and therefore retirement
at 62 should be with full benefits.

By adopting my proposal the years be-
tween ages 62 and 65 will no longer be
years of discouragement and economic
hardship. After exhausting their un-
employment insurance payments, the
men will not have to wait despairingly—
perhaps with the help of public assist-
ance—for their 65th birthday in order
to achieve a measure of economic
security.

Whether or not a person is employable
often is relative to the state of the econ-
omy. Experience has proved that in
periods of serious labor shortages, re-
tirees capable of working are brought
back into the labor force. Therefore,
lowering the retirement age will not
create a labor shortage nor be an im-
pediment to economic growth.

Many older persons cannot keep the
jobs they formerly held because they no
longer are physically able to do so. As
you know, prospects for an older person
in acquiring a new job even if physically
able are not bright. Economic and
technological changes have made it so.
The decline in the importance in the
economy of the small shopkeeper and
farmer has reduced the opportunities
for gradual retirement. Many of the
older persons are trained in skills which
are now obsolete and they are not given
the chance to be retrained to meet
technological advances. Some do not
have the educational background re-
quired for this training.

Hiring policies greatly discriminate
against the aged. A study, appropriately
called “Too Old To Work—Too Young
To Retire,” of the persons thrown out
of work by the closing of the Packard
Motor Co. plant in 1956 concluded:

Along with technological change, decen-
tralization, and mergers another phenome-
non seems to be developing: age discrimina-
tion in employment.

Mr. Chairman, lowering the retire-
ment age for men fo 62 should not
result in a large exodus from the labor
market of persons over 62 who are pres-
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ently employed. The aged probably
more than any other group are proud of
their ability to be productive and use-
ful. Thus, monetary and psychological
rewards would in most cases keep them
in the labor force if they are physically
able to remain there and if the opportu-
nity to work continues. The seeming
assurance with which I predict that
lowering the retirement age will not re-
sult in “goldbricking” is based on the
following facts. Under the present re-
tirement age of 65, the average working-
man does not begin drawing social secu-
rity benefits until age 68. Studies show
that many persons retire because of com-
pany policy or for health reasons. A sur-
vey of retirees made by the Social Secu-
rity Administration some years ago—
1951—indicated that more than four-
fifths of the beneficiaries had either lost
their jobs or had quit because of ill
health, that is, only a minority of the
beneficiaries retired voluntarily while in
good health to enjoy their leisure.

The 1956 amendments, of course, low-
ered the retirement age of women to
62. I firmly believe that women’s re-
tirement age should be reduced to 60.
The justification for a lower retirement
age for women than for men is that the
older woman has even a more difficult
time than the elderly man in obtaining
employment, particularly the widow who
has spent most of her life as a house-
wife and has had no job experience. A
lower age is required for the dependent
wife because wives generally are a few
years younger than their husbands with
the result that when a husband retires,
many couples, without a child under 18,
must depend only on the hushand’s ben-
efits until the wife reaches retirement
age.

Under present law only widows and
dependent mothers are permitted to ob-
tain full benefits at age 62. Wives of
retirees and women workers must make
an irrevocable choice—should they col-
lect benefits at age 62 at an actuarially
reduced rate which will be the rate of
their benefits forr the rest of their lives
or, for dependent wives, until their hus-
band dies and they receive widow bene-
fits; or should they struggle along until
age 65 and obtain full benefit payments.
Insured women workers choosing retire-
ment at 62 lose 20 percent of the bene-
fits to which they would otherwise be
entitled at age 65; dependent wives
electing benefits at age 62 lose 25 percent
of their full benefits.

The decision as to whether or not “a
bird in the hand is worth two in the
bush” is a very difficult one for mary to
have to make, particularly if they are
immediately hard pressed financially.
Moreover, even if by some strange rea-
soning it is assumed that needs during
ages 62 through 64 are less pressing
than those of age 65 and over, how can
reduced annual benefits be justified for
ages 65 and beyond?

In view of these facts, I sincerely feel
that full benefits rather than reduced
benefits should be paid to women at age
60 and to men at age 62.

REPEAL OF THE RETIREMENT TEST

Mr. Chairman, insured working
women may apply for monthly retire-
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ment benefits at age 62; men, at age 65.
If still working, however, they are sub-
ject until age 72 to the earnings or re-
tirement test which determines whether
or not their current earnings are too high
to entitle them to all or part of their ben-
efits. The benefit loss is based on earn-
ings in excess of $1,200 a year.

Moreover, a reduction or loss of ben-
efits by the primary beneficiary because
of the retirement test affects not only his
benefits but also payments to dependents
whose benefits are based on his account.
Earnings of a dependent affects only his
own benefits.

On the other hand, income from rent,
interest, dividends and from pensions
and annuities are exempted' from the
test. In other words, regardless of the
amount of unearned income, there is no
reduction in the level of benefit pay-
ments.

The retirement test is inequitable not
only because it penalizes earnings from
labor and not income from capital, but
even among the wage and salary group,
it is possible for two persons with the
same level of annual earnings to lose a
different proportion of their benefit pay-
ments, depending upon whether the
earnings are acquired evenly through-
out the 12 months of the year or whether
they are bunched. This inequity arises
from the provision that no monthly ben-
efit is withheld for any month in which
earnings are $100 or less. For example,
a person earning $250 a month or an an-
nual total of $3,000 is not entitled to any
benefits during that year. In contrast,
the persons who earn $3,000 in a 3-
month period still obtains his benefit
payments for the remaining 9 months.

The retirement test thwarts initiative
by setting a2 limit on the amount of
wages or salaries a person may earn and
still collect the benefits for which he had
contributed during his younger work life.
It runs counter to Government efforts to
encourage employers to keep older per-
sons on the job. It runs counter to
modern theories of gerontology that it
is psychologically better for the aged to
work if they are capable of doing so. The
period of retirement has lengthened with
increased life expectancy. The longer
the period of retirement that can be
spent productively, the better for the in-
dividual and the economy. The retire-
ment test forces persons to resort to
making all sorts of arrangements with
employers in order to make the most of
their combined old-age retirement bene-
fits and earned income.

The 1960 Social Security Amendments
did improve the operation of the retire-
ment test by making it impossible for
combined earnings and benefits to be
less than if the worker limited earnings
to the retirement test limit ef $1,200.
You will recall that, prior to the 1960
amendments a beneficiary would lose 1
month’s benefits for every $80 or frac-
tion thereof by which his annual earn-
ings exceeded $1,200. Because of this,
he would lose from $33 to $127 if his an~
nual earnings exceeded $1,200 by as little
as a cent.

The basis for calculating benefit loss
on earnings in excess of $1,200 was
changed from a monthly basis to a dollar
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basis by the 1960 amendments. Under
the present law, for every dollar earned
in excess of $1,200 but under $1,500 an-
nually, the beneficiary loses half, so that
the maximum loss on the $300 excess is
$150. For every dollar earned in ex-
cess of $1,500, the beneficiary loses a
dollar of benefits.

The work incentive provided by the
new law for earnings in excess of $1,200
is questionable, however. For example,
in addition to the $150 loss on benefits
on earnings of $1,500, a single or widowed
beneficiary must pay income tax on
$300—the Federal income tax provides
a $1,200 exemption for persons 65 and
over—and must pay social security tax
on his entire earnings.

Moreover, although it is now impos-
sible for a beneficiary to lose income by
virtue of his working, the new law sets
up another form of inequity. It permits
persons with larger monthly benefit pay-
ments to earn more mohey than persons
with smaller benefits before they forfeit
all benefits. This arises from the dollar-
for-dollar loss of benefits for earnings
over $1,500 a year. Persons eligible for
higher benefits, of course, have “more
dollars of benefits” to lose before reach-
ing the point where benefits cease en-
tirely.

Also, minimum benefit recipients can-
not earn as much as they previously could
before total benefits are stopped. Under
the old law, all beneficiaries could re-
ceive some benefits until their earnings
exceeded $2,080 a year, regardless of the
level of their monthly benefits. Now, the
beneficiary eligible for the minimum
benefit of $33 a month will have all his
benefits cut off when earnings reach
$1,746 a year, or $334 less than formerly.
On the other hand, the beneficiary with
a monthly benefit of $127 per month can
now earn $2,824 annually, or $744 more
than formerly. This is over a $1,000
more than the minimum benefit indi-
vidual may earn. Thus, the new jaw
favors those least likely to have to work
to supplement their social security ben-
efits.

Therefore, the more we fool around
with the earnings test, the more I am
convinced that it should be abolished
completely. Social security benefits
should be paid as a matter of right and
without any form of test.

RAISING MONTHLY MINIMUM BENEFIT
PAYMENTS

Benefit payments must be increased
to keep up with price rises in order for
the benefits to retain their original pur-
chasing power value and also to per-
mit the aged to partake, at least in part,
in the rising standard of living enjoyed
by our country. In 1958 when the
monthly minimum benefit was raised
from $30 to $33, I had advocated increas-
ing it to $50. The 10-percent increase
adopted in 1958 was statistically ade-
quate to keep pace with changes in the
Consumer Price Index for all items since
1954, when the $30 level had been adopt-
ed. However, we are concerned with
people, not with statistics.

The Consumer Price Index measures
the average change in prices of goods
and services purchased by urban wage-
earner and clerical-worker families.
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The weights given the various compo-
nents entering the cost of living for these
groups can be grossly inaccurate when
applied to elderly retired persons. The
elderly may spend relatively less for
homes and furnishings but spend sub-
stantially more for medical care. The
rise in medical care prices has been the
most spectacular of any component in
the index. Between 1952 and 1960, ‘the
total index increased 11 percent; medical
costs increased 33 percent.

Even if the Consumer Price Index ac-
curately refiected the cost of living of the
elderly, a strong argument can be made
for raising benefits more rapidly than
prices increase. Many of the aged re-
ceiving the lowest social insurance bene-
fits have little or no other income. One
reason their benefits are the minimun; is
the fact that their wages when working
were low. .

Today the need for a $50 minimum
benefit is all the more compelling. De-
spite the recession, prices have continued
to rise; because of the recession it is more
difficult than ever for older people to ind
work to supplement their benefits. Rais-
ing the minimum benefit to $50 would
undoubtedly result in some savings in
public assistance programs. At the
same time putting more purchasing
power in the hands of a low-income
group will be a stimulant to our economy.

Mr. Chairman, my program for the
elimination of the retirement test, the
reduction of the retirement age for men
and women to 62 and 60 respectively, the
payment of full benefits at these lower
ages, and the raising of the minimum
benefit payment to $50 a month will, I
believe, be a big step forward in keeping
our social security system in tune with
the contemporary economic and social
scene, achieving a full measure of secu-
rity for the American people. It is re-
grettable that we cannot accomplish
these changes now under this bill.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
15 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ALGER].

(Mr. ALGER asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Chairman, once
again it strikes me as odd, as I take the
floor, to realize how men of good will
can come to such different conclusions.
I have come to vastly different conclu-
sions than the conclusions of my chair-
man whom I deeply respect and whose
ability and knowledge I commend. In
any event, those who are interested
and, of course, there are just a handful
present, but those who are interested in
the minority views can find them on
page 97 of the report. They are very
brief and they may be of some interest
to you. I also put a number of things
in the REcorp to which I shall allude
since I felt they might be of some inter-
est to you about some lessons of the past
that earlier colleagues have passed on to
us.

Mr. Chairman, I lament the fact that
we have a closed rule on this bill. I
join my colleagues in disapproval of
such procedure. I also feel that this
bill is, indeed, destructive of the original
intent of social security as to its actuar-
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ial soundness both in the benefits given
and as to the taxation necessary to foot
the bill. I am among those who actu-
ally would be for a social security pro-
gram, if I thought a financially sound
program were possible. But, of course,
this program is of many years stand-
ing and we are asked today, and periodi-
cally, to vote additional benefits. I
strongly question, in view of the in-
formation I have, whether indeed it is
actually possible to secure our future so-
cially. To me this is an extreme exam-
ple of the entrancing idea of getting
something for nothing through the Fed-
eral Government. I question whether
we, as a society of human beings, can
provide financially against future vicis-
situdes by Federal Government action.
We do not have enough money to do it.
My thought is that that ought to be
the subject of study instead of us now
casually assuming that we can do so by
passing the bill on to future generations.

I oppose this bill, and join with the
gentleman from California [(Mr. Urrl
and the gentleman from Ilinois [Mr.
Mason] in the minority view on this
bill, for these reasons:

This bill first, discourages individual
Productivity; second, impairs individual
ability to achieve self-sufficiency; third,
illogically and arbitrarily differentiates
among citizens in regard to benefit eligi-
bility and amount; and fourth, spends
currently the savings of the present
generation so that the commitments of
the system to one generation will in-
evitably fall on succeeding generations
in increasing magnitude.

As to the retirement test, I think it
should be liberalized.

I proposed an amendment which
would have liberalized the retirement
test from $100 to $200 a month, and I
found out that it would knock the pro-
gram out of balance actuarially and I
voluntarily withdrew it. My position
with reference to this particular bill and
every bill or amendment to social secur-
ity is that I am against any provision
that increases the actuarial imbalance
that now exists. You understand we
set up an artificial yardstick—that if
social security is not out of balance more
than 25 percent of payroll, it is
actuarially sound. I say that that yard-
stick in itself may be wrong and
further that it evades entirely the
actuarial problem as to whether it is
sound or not.

I have several matters to point out
in presenting my views, and I want it
understood that in doing so I am speak-
ing only for myself as part of the respon-
sibility I feel as a member of a team
of Congressmen, our committee. Each
should speak of what he feels is correct
so all his associates can accept or re-
ject his views; you will not offend me if
you do not share my views.

Social security is not an insurance
program. The Supreme Court is my
authority for that statement and you
will find the decision in the RECORD
pointing out that this is a general wel-
fare provision, not insurance. Were it
insurance it would immediately become
unconstitutional, according to the Su-
preme Court; and I cite you to page
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A2654 of the Recorp of April 19. Here
I deal with the possible unconstitution-
ality of the insurance principle. I also
refer you to pages A2638, A2653, and
A2655, pointing out the difference of
social security—and I am reducing it as
simply as I can in these terms. Social
security in its present concept is pay-as-
you-go, defined however as paying in
only enough as we go to meet the payout
at the time. On the other hand insur-
ance actuarially is prepaid with enough
paid in to make sure there are reserves to
meet all obligations. There is a differ-
ence between insurance and social secur-
ity, and I think we should bear in mind
the difference. These views may be read
on page A2638 of yesterday’s RECORD,
April 19.

This program, of course, will not ma-
ture until well into the 21st century, but
I think we can see far enough into the
future to know that the program will not,
be sound; and second, since this is a po-
litical system of insurance, a political
system, it can be voted out by later gen-
erations, of course.

Furthermore, I am disturbed by what
I find in the President’s message printed
as Public Document No. 81, that this is an
antirecession measure. I do not think
social security should be used as an anti-
recession measure. I call your attention
to page 8 of Public Document No. 81:

The additional impact of the purchasing
power will be a desirable economic stimulant

at the present time. Early enactment will
serve this end.

Social security was never conceived as
an antirecession measure; therefore, I
think it is wrong to bring it up on this
basis.

Furthermore, as to actuarial imbal-
ance of this program maybe a few ex-
amples will help you to understand it,
and I will give but two. They may seem
extreme, but I am afrald that they are
far more typical than we would like to
think. Do you know what amount you
could pay into social security had you
started from the very beginning and
continued it up to the day this year at
age 65 you were eligible to receive its
benefits? All you could pay into social
security would be $2,580, and that is the
combined amount paid in by the em-
ployer and employee jointly, together.
Do you know what you would draw back
by way of benefits against that payment
of $2,580? You could get back $31,200.
Of course, this is a bargain.

Here is another example that you
might be interested in of a factual char-
acter. It is possible—an extreme case,
but it shows the fallacy in this pro-
gram—for $13 paid into this program a
recipient, a beneficiary, could draw
$9,100. These examples are found on
page 98 of the report.

These examples, it seems to me, show
the weakness of the proposal, and show
why we should have grave doubts as to
its actuarial soundness.

Third, as far as the imbalance goes
its extent relates on the unfunded
amount, the unfunded amount being
that amount in dollars that we have to
pay present beneficiaries and future
beneficiaries beyond what has been paid
into and will be paid into the fund.
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The Dpresent beneficiaries being those
now getting checks and the future bene-
ficiaries being the rest of us now paying
in. I donot know what the total amount
is, and I have not the ability to compute
it, but T am told by actuarial authorities
like Mr. Ray Peterson, who is one of the
great actuarial men in the life insurance
business, a recognized authority, that the
imbalance of this program is probably
somewhere in the neighborhood of $300
billion or so. I do not know how much
difference there is between the amount
that is being paid in against the obliga-
tions we are running up without paying
in. Sure, we increase the tax as it goes
on, but we are not increasing it enough.
The question that needs to be answered,
How much must we increase the tax in
order to make this program sound?

The trustees make a report every year
on social security. It may be of interest
to you to know that is available. They
point out what is wrong with the pro-
gram actuarially that was not intended
at the outset, but which affected the
program.

First, the program is based on the
assumption that there will always be
more people to pick up the tab; that is,
a greater population, more people in the
working force, new entrants, increased
numbers to pick up the cost of the pre-
ceding generation—Ilike a chain letter
effect. Population increases must con-
tinue, we must have those new entrants
into our economy. If we become static
in population we are in real trouble. We
dare not have our population increase
slow down because soclal security might
become jeopardized.

Second, the originators did not take
into account the fact that we are all
growing older. As an average, there will
be more elderly people and so a greater
payout because we are living longer.
Neither was there taken into account
that we are constantly increasing the
coverage.

Those are some of the things that the
trustees call to our attention.

When we come to the tax, I cannot
tell you how high the tax should be to
make both ends meet.

In this connection, let me call your
attention to something that many Mem-
bers noticed before, as viewed in pre-
vious minority reports which are in the
Appendix of the REcorp, April 19. The
social security tax is becoming a sec-
ondary graduated income tax and this
jeopardizes the program and, indeed, the
whole tax structure. It is expected that
by 1975 many people will be paying con-
siderably more social security tax than
income tax. There are no deductions.
This is a tax on the very first dollar
earned. This is a dangerous trend which
might in itself wreck the program.

There are those of you who say you
believe in social security for our elder
citizens. Then let us correct its defi-
ciencies if possible.

How about the tax effect on small
business? It increases the cost of busi-
ness, the prices, and we will have in-
flation all the way through. Less dis-
cretion is shown economically, as I said,
because this is a political bill. The pro-
gram sounds too good to oppose or criti-
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cize. Some think opposing it would be
political suicide.

I should like to call your attention to
certain inserts in the RECORD, page
A2646, April 19. Here is what Samuel
Gompers said about social security, and
I want my liberal friends to hear this.

Here is what he said:

Compulsory social insurance is in its es-
sence undemocratic and it cannot remove or
prevent poverty. The workers of America
adhere to voluntary institutions in prefer-
ence to compulsory systems, which are held
to be not only impracticable, but a menace
to their rights, welfare, and their liberty.

That is Samuel Gompers, the father
of labor unions talking, if you please,
telling us what is wrong then and today
with social security.

You will also find a study of the ac-
tuarial unsoundness in an article en-
titled, “The Coming Din of Inequity,”
and what future generations are going
to do as they throw the program out in
disapproval of the taxload passed on by
us to their generation. These may be
found on pages A2638, A2653, and
A2655.

Finally, I made reference to earlier
minority reports in the Congress that
foresaw the danger of today in the bill
we are being asked to pass. These can
be found in the REcorp at page A2648,
and there are reports in the 74th, the
81st, the 83d, and the 84th Congresses.

Mr. Chairman, I believe it would be
best for us to study the present social
security compared to its original intent
of helping the indigent prepare for their
future. Most of all we should stop
sweetening the pie politically and study
the actuarial imbalance and the tax
schedule to see if it is possible to make
the program sound. We must stop the
cruel pretense, the hoax, of social secu-
rity being a sound financial cushion for
our elder citizens.

The program now offers benefits as
political gratuities, imposes taxes that
are burdensome, the insurance designa-
tion is unconstitutional, sound alterna-
tive private programs are being squeezed
out, and finally, future generations can
vote it out of existence. My own fore-
cast is simply to predict the collapse fi-
nancially of this program. We will have
no one to blame but ourselves. Such
faulty judgment on our part is tragic in
view of world troubles. Our defense is
based on a strong economy. A faulty
social security program jeopardizes our
economy.

Mr. Chairman, I for one cannot close
my eyes to the financial imbalance of
the social security program and the
error of treating it as an antirecession
pump-priming effort to put money in
consumers’ hands, as the New Frontier
so designates it. I shall vote against
this bill.

Mr. WATTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. PERKINS].

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I can-
not agree that this measure is a political
bill. Personally I think the President
and the members of the Committee on
Ways and Means are to be highly com-
plimented for bringing this measure to
the floor. I cannot visualize any Con-
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gress in the future letting the social
security program become actuarially un-
sound. I just do not think that will ever
happen in the forseeable future, and I
personally cannot visualize any program
that means as much to the general wel-
fare of all the people of this country as
does the social security program.

I have had a chance to glance over the
report containing a summary of the
principal provisions of the bill on pages
3 and 4 of the report, and I cannot see
where anyone could object to raising the
minimum benefits for 2,175,000 Ameri-
cans receiving $33 a month at the pres-
ent time up to $40, especially when many
surveys have been made, and a majority
of these people receiving this minimum
of $33 at the present time, or very near
that figure, do not have any other income
from any source. This is a very meager
raise. No doubt the reason a more re-
alistic figure above $40 was not placed
in the bill was because the committee
wanted to keep the bill as they believed
on an actuarially sound basis.

The provision to increase the pensions
of widows certainly is needed. I have
long advocated that the amount of wid-
ows’ benefits, now only 75 percent of the
amount which was payable to her de-
ceased husband, should be increased so
that she will be entitled to at least the
amount the husband was receiving. In
the case of a retired couple, social se-
curity pays a full benefit to the husband
and an additional benefit equal to half
of the husband’s benefit to the wife. As-
suming the husband’s benefit is $80 a
month, his wife would receive an addi-
tional $40 a month, bringing the total
family social security income up to $120
a month. But if the husband dies, this
amount is cut in half, leaving the sur-
viving widow only $60 a month. I have
received hundreds of letters from widows
in this situation; discouraged, bewil-
dered and frightening letters. They ask
what they should do. They point out
that the expenses in connection with the
husband’s illness and death have often
depleted any resources the family might
have been able to put aside. They point
out that the bills in operating a home
remain the same after the death of the
husband. No one can complain that this
increase is unrealistic and not needed.

Now, another provision that I want to
touch on is lowering the social security
age to 62. I happen to represent a coal-
mining district and I have witnessed the
inroads of automation in every coal min-
ing community in the district that I am
privileged to represent. I see these men
50, 55, to 60 years of age, and it is im-
possible for them to get a job when they
go away from home. Here they are in
these coal mining communities, and they
would like to work. In many cases they
have worked in the mines maybe 30
years. There is no individual, as the
chairman of this committee stated, that
is going to retire if he has got a job. This
provision will take care of this group of
people where they do not have an op-
portunity to work, and I would certainly
like to see the day come when this re-
duction of 20-percent annuity could be
lifted for this particular group of peo-
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ple, because I personally feel that the
fund could stand it.

I am glad that the committee has seen
fit to lessen these strict requirements on
coverage providing that one-quarter of
coverage for each of the calendar quar-
ters elapsing after 1950 would qualify
an individual for social security. This
will make it possible for some of our
elderly men and women who are now
excluded because they lack just a few
quarters of coverage to receive benefits.
This provision is needed because s0 many
of these people that are now excluded
for coverage were so advanced in years
when their particular kind of work was
brought under the system that tpey
could not meet the coverage require-
ments. Then again, this will take care
of many people who have lost their jobs
because of age.

Mr. Chairman, I want to refer to the
disability provision. I regret that the
committee did not go into the disability
provision, and perhaps liberalize the
definition. Personally, I feel that it is
more a matter of interpretation on the
part of the department. And I am
going to tell you why I feel that way.
I feel that much of the trouble lies in
the way that they have construed the
definition of any substantial gainful oc-
cupation, in the administration of the
law.

Just last week, or the week before last,
I was down to Elkhorn City in the dis-
trict. There was a gentleman there who
was all crippled up. He had applied
under this disability program approxi-
mately four times, and either the third
or the fourth time, he got his social
security disability and they gave him
$5,100 in one check. That just goes to
bear out what I am saying. I know
that in at least two other instances, in-
dividuals had died before the checks
were sent out.

That is why I say that much of this
could be taken care of by administration,
or by better administration, of the dis-
ability program.

Not too many years ago after the pro-
gram went into effect, there was an in-
dividual from back home who was out
at the Soldiers’ Home, all broken down.
They brought him into my office in a
wheelchair purchased by the Govern-
ment for his use. He had a 100-percent
disability under the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration program. Jere Cooper was alive
at that time and chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. I wanted
the chairman to take a look at this in-
dividual. I am sure the clerks of the
committee remember that. I sent this
gentleman down in that wheelchair,
and it was not long until he received his
disability determination.

Mr. Chairman, I point these things
out because I feel that many of the
complaints over the administration of
the disability program could be cured
by a more realistic look at the defini-
tion of substantial gainful occupation
as the Congress intended.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, I want
to say that I am delichted that the
committee brought these improvements
to the floor of the House. It will mean
much to the people who are in need.
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It is our duty to improve this program
and keep it actuarilly sound at the same
time. No one can complain that these
amendments do not comply with that
purpose.

(Mrs. DWYER (at the request of Mr.
BYRNES of Wisconsin) was given permis-
sion to extend her remarks at this point
in the RECoRD.)

Mrs. DWYER. Mr. Chairman, there
is much that is good in the pending leg-
islation to improve the old-age, sur-
vivors, and disability insurance pro-
gram, and I plan to vote for the bill.

I am greatly disappointed, however,
that the Committee has chosen not to
incorporate in the bill a long-desired
and much-needed liberalization of the
retirement test. Together with many
of our colleagues, I have introduced leg-
islation for this purpose during each of
the terms I have served in the House.
Judging from the volume of similar bills
which have been introduced in the
House, no other legislative purpose has
the almost universal support this one
has received.

There are good reasons for this wide-
spread support. It is a matter of equity
that those who have earned their social
security benefits under the law should
be permitted to receive them. To deny
benefits to persons who earn more than
$1,200 a year and at the same time per-
mit other persons to receive unlimited
amounts of unearned income without
sacrificing their benefits has always im-
pressed me as particularly inequitable.

It is a mater of sound social policy to
encourage those who find it necessary or
desirable to continue working, at tem-
porary or part-time employment, to do
so. Leading specialists on the health
problems of older age have stressed the
physical and emotional importance of
work for many older people who are
trying to lead satisfying lives. In a great
many cases, the country benefits from
the continued availability of the skills,
experience and productivity of older
persons. And older people, themselves,
often have great need of the continued
income.

Therefore, by limiting the earnings of
retired persons to the arbitrarily low
amount of $1,200 annually, we are forc-
ing millions of older persons to make
severe sacrifices—sacrifices of income,
either of earnings or social security
benefits, of job satisfaction, even of
health and welfare.

The cost of liberalizing the retirement
test has always been the principal rea-
son cited by opponents for failing to act.
Yet, the modified amendment offered by
the committee minority, as described in
the supplemental views to the commit-
tee report, would have involved an esti-
mated increase in the level-premium
cost of only six one-hundredths of 1 per-
cent.

Here is an instance, Mr. Chairman,
when the anticipated benefits would far
outweigh the costs. It is regrettable
the committee failed to accept this
limited and carefully thought out
amendment. While it would not have
completely remedied the existing dis-
crimination, it would have gone far to
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correct the most serious inequity in the
social security laws.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 10 minutes.

(Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, first let me say it is intended
that at the appropriate time there
will be offered a motion to recommit
with instructions providing for certain
changes in the bill as reported by the
committee. These changes are embodied
in my bill, H.R. 6283, and are described
in the supplemental views beginning on
page 92 of the committee report. Let
me say also, however, that should that
motion fail, I will vote for the final pas-
sage of this bill.

There are some things in this bill that
I think are very definite improvements
in the Social Security Act which I think
should be enacted at this time, although
I share with some of my colleagues the
concern that is expressed as to where
we are going as far as the ultimate cost
to the people under this program is con-
cerned.

I would repeat today what I have said
at other times when social security leg-
islation has been before us. We do not
know even today whether the general
taxpayers are willing to support the cost
of this program because we still have not
imposed upon them the full cost of it.
The full cost of this program under pres-
ent benefits and without any liberaliza-
tion of existing law is 9 percent of pay-
roll applicable to a taxable base of $4,800
in earned income, yet today we are still
paying only a 6-percent rate. It will
be 1969 before the present tax schedule
reaches its full rate necessary just to
pay for present benefits. It should be
noted that the only person who will
really be paying the full level cost and
more of the benefit he will ultimately
receive is possibly the person who will
be starting his working lifetime in 1969
and then 20 years later or some other
time before he reaches age 65 he will,
under a 9-percent tax applying to his
wage level, have probably paid the ac-
tuarial cost of the benefits to which he
will be entitled.

So I caution at this time that I think
we should all start to be more conscious
of where we are going as far as the
ultimate burden we are placing on our
people by way of taxes is concerned. I
caution that particularly in view of the
fact that we have any number of bills
before this Congress, as we have had in
past Congresses, urging various liberal-
izations, various changes in this system,
all of which or any one of which, I
should say, if enacted, means that you

"have to impose an increase in the taxes.

The provisions in the bill reported by
the committee are in keeping with the
constant committee endeavor to main-
tain the soundness of the OASDI sys-
tem. The cost of the benefits proposed
by the bill will not exceed the one-quart-
er of 1 percent of payroll which is as-
sessed as part of the bill as an increase in
taxes. Therefore, we can say that when
we bring you the benefits, we bring you
with them an increase in the taxes.
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And mark my words, that is going to be
true from here on out. There are not
going to be any benefits proposed that
must not also have accompanied with
them proposed increase in the taxes to
be paid by the people who are currently
working.

I think when we start getting into the
9 and 9%-percent rate we had better be
careful that we are not overburdening
the system as far as creating a situation
in which our people may not be willing
to pay the cost of the benefits at some
future date, but I believe that the sys-
tem can and I believe our economy prob-
ably can stand this one-fourth of 1 per-
cent tax increase that is called for in
this bill in order to provide the addi-
tional benefits.

I believe the increase in the minimum
benefit from $33 to $40 can be justified
and I support it. I believe the liberaliza-
tion of the eligibility rule so that you
permit a person who has had one quar-
ter of coverage out of four to be entitled
to benefits is a step in the right direction.
I believe we should go further in that
direction, in fact, at least for a limited
group of our people.

There are two aspects of the bill, as
reported by the committee, I would like
to comment on, however, before discuss-
ing the proposed additions which I think
would improve the bill. First, as to the
retirement age for men. This bill re-
duces the retirement age for men from
65 to 62. I share the concern that has
been expressed here today with respect
to the particular problem confronting a
person at age 62, or at age 60, or at any
more advanced age who becomes unem-
ployed. I recognize the difficulty he has
in obtaining reemployment. That is
very definitely a problem for people who
become unemployed at more advanced
ages. I question, however, the advisabil-
ity of lowering the retirement age under
the OASDI program in order to provide
for this situation. I think by establish-
ing a national policy which says that the
retirement age is 62, we can very well
create a situation where we develop a
psychology that 62 is the appropriate
age for retirement. When we do that
the next step is that people start retir-
ing and start being laid off and being
put into an unemployed situation at age
62. Thatis whatI want to avoid. I want
to avoid having more people who are
faced with this difficulty of being unem-
ployed at age 62.

If the committee is justified in reduc-
ing the retirement age to 62, based on
the fact that they are giving the individ-
ual a reduced benefit, then what justifi-
cation, Mr. Chairman, is there for hav-
ing any retirement age? Why do we not
just simply say you can retire regardless
of your age provided you take a reduc-
tion in your benefits actuarially propor-~
tionate to the period of time you are
retiring in advance of age 65? Why
have an age 62 specified? Why not per-
mit voluntary retirement to take care of
a person who is unemployed at age 60,
and say, you will get a reduced benefit.
Can anybody suggest a justification for
any age cutoff?

In fact, I think we find in many pri-
vate annuity plans that are sold today,
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there is no age that a person has to
reach before he can draw his annuity
benefits as long as he takes a reduction
in the amount of the benefits. Under
the private systems that the chairman
referred to as well as other Members,
which permit earlier retirement, they do
not set an age of 62 or an age of 60.
Normally, you buy your contract, but if
you want to obtain your benefits prior
to the normal time, then you can do so
by accepting a reduced benefit. So it is
not the question of the benefit to the
individual as such that I am talking
about. I am talking about the psychol-
ogy you create under a governmental
system that is national in scope which
would now point the finger at age 62 and
say men shall retire at that point. I
think we may be laying the groundwork
here for a situation that can create more
unemployment as far as the people who
are 63, 62 or even 61 years of age are
concerned.

Mr. MILLS. Mr., Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield
to my chairman, certainly.

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman from
Wisconsin points out in his own think-
ing a problem that disturbed me when
this matter was in conference last year.
My friend realizes that the average age
of retirement of men today is above 65,
actually 68 or 69.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. It is 68, I
understand.

Mr., MILLS. The gentleman from
Wisconsin also recognizes that there is
now a trend in industrial retirement sys-
tems in the direction of optional retire-
ment at age 62. That has been begin-
ning somewhat in recent years. That is
why 62 is selected here. The fact that
we have had an age of 65 for permissi-
ble retirement has not tended to reduce
apparently the actual retirement age.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I would
differ with the chairman on that. I
think if the chairman looks at the facts
he will find that the mandatory retire-
ment age has been moving down to 65.

Mr. MILLS. . That is true in some
instances.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. That is
the proposition I am aiming at. We are
tending to move in the direction that
would create the psychological criterion
that 62 should be the retirement age.

Mr. MILLS. But the point I am try-
ing to bring to the gentleman’s atten-
tion, and I think he will agree with me,
is that some industries have a 65-year
mandatory retirement age, but at the
same time an optional retirement age of
62. The important point is that the re-
tirement at age 62 is optional, not man-
datory.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I hope it
will not spread, but, as I previously ex-
pressed myself, Mr. Chairman, there is
that potential of establishing 62 years as
the recognized retirement age and I
think that is moving in absolutely the
opposite direction from what we should
be moving. In other words, it seems to
me, Mr. Chairman, that we need the
productive energy of these people in this
age group, and we should not do any-
thing which would have the tendency of
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removing them from the labor market,
removing them from the opportunity to
make their contribution to a growing
economy. :

Mr. MILLS. I certainly agree with
the thought that has been expressed by
numerous people, and certainly ex-
pressed in the Ways and Means Comn-
mittee, that maybe in time we should,
by including an incentive provision,
make this work both ways: That is, If a
person for some reason or other deems
it necessary to quit at 62 he should be
able to do so, but we should reward the
individual who wants to work beyond
65 by recognizing that as he works
beyond that age the end result is he gets
less under the existing program in total
benefits. It might be desirable to re-
ward him by allowing some adjustment
of the monetary benefits he receives for
each year he works beyond 65. It
should be made to work both ways.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I think if
the two were coupled together, optional
retirement at 62, but some encourage-
ment to keep working beyond 65, we
would be moving in the right direction.

Mr. MILLS. On that very point, my
friend from Wisconsin will recall that
during the consideration of these amend-
ments, in executive session I gave the
representatives of HEW specific instruc-
tions to explore this very possibility and
report back on it.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I recog-
nize that. I think this could be deferred
until we have the full package based on
complete information so that we know
where we are moving.

Mr. CORTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. That is the
point I want to direct to the chairman.
The chairman has suggested that there
are some private pension and retirement
programs that have gone down to an
optional 62. But there are others that
are moving in the other direction, and if
there are, this is probably an area where
there has been more consideration given
by our doctors and other people con-
cerned with retirement than anything
else. Our committee has not even looked
into it. There is no reason for our spec-
ulating off the tops of our heads on a
very serious matter like this, without
having gone into it. We did not go into
it and we cannot report to this House
on what the real situation is. It is an
area we should go into. It has been
my judgment this reduction to the age 62
is a step backward, and I believe hear-
ings would back that up, but certainly
we do need the hearings if we are to
know what we are going to do.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. I do not feel there is
anything speculative about reducing the
age to 62, because, in the first place,
when we decided that the age should be
65 when this program was enacted into
law, it was an arbitrary age. I believe
the chairman of the committee has an-
swered the gentleman’s question very
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effectively. However, I am wopdering
how you are going to find jobs in com-
munities where you have one-third of
the insured employment force unem-
ployed and there are just no jobs. Be-
ducing this age to 62 because of the in-
roads of automation will take care of
many of these people.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I get the
gentleman’s point, but I fail to under-
stand why the gentleman does not go to
age 60 as the age at which a person
should be entitled to obtain a reduced
social security benefit. There are peo-
ple in the gentleman’s region he is talk-
ing about who are unemployed and they
are aged 60. What justification is there
for stopping at age 62?

Mr. PERKINS. I would like to have
seen the committee go to age 60.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. To me
there is just as much justification for
going to 60 as there is for going to 62.
But I caution you as to the psychology
we create when in this overall Govern-
ment plan we start to flagging certain
ages and particularly start moving in
the direction of a lower age at which we
suggest that we consider it is reasonable
that a person should be in retirement
rather than producing.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I want to
point out one thing. I asked the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare
40 look into the possibility of tying this
in with a more liberal concept of dis-
ability. I think that is in accord with
what is going on in the private sector of
our economy and is moving forward. It
would be my suggestion that we need the
studies, there is the area, and that this
present action is very ill-advised.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, with regard to other
aspects of the bill, let me say one of the
proposals made in the committee bill is
an increase in the widows’ benefits from
75 percent of the workers’ benefits to
82.5 percent of the workers’ benefits. I
do not quarrel with that as a desirable
change. I think it moves basically in
the right direction. I see no basic phi-
losophy which would conflict with doing
that. But may I suggest to the Mem-
bers of the House that there are many
proposals for improving or for liberal-
izing this system.

The committee, when it acted on this
bill, was faced with certain priorities.
It had to live with what it thought ap-
propriate to provide as a tax increase
at this time. We faced that same situa-
tion a year ago when we acted on the
Social Security Act. We had a cutoff
point with respect to cost beyond which
we would consider no liberalization be-
cause of the tax burdeh that would be
imposed.

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that if
we are looking at those areas that need
attention the most from a priority stand-
point, there are two areas that are gry-
ing for prior attention as compared to
the increase in the widow’s benefit. The
chairman of the committee, when he
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addressed us, said that what we had done
was to pick out those areas of greatest
need; where the people were in the
greatest need. We increased the mini-
mum wage because those were the peo-
ple at the bottom of the scale with the
greatest need. We increased the eligi-
bility requirements, because here were
people who had not had the opportu-
nity to obtain coverage and qualify for
benefits simply because they may have
had one-quarter coverage out of four
but not one out of three that are required
to qualify under present law.

I say to you that I think there is in
this country one group with the greatest
need of any single group of our people
that we have just absolutely neglected
and forgotten about. And, I speak of
those older people who we could say
either were born too soon or Congress
acted too late so that they are not en-
titled to any benefits. For example, in
the case of the widow we have situations
where the husband died before he got
full and complete coverage and we have
the case of the couple which left the la-
bor market before we covered their
group. And, I say to you that it is this
group of aged that needs attention the
most in this country today.

Mr. Chairman, there are about 2 mil-
lion people over 72 years of age that re-
ceive no social security benefit and are
ineligible for benefits under the present
law. Over half of those are widows.
And, let me call your attention to this
fact, that over half of them are on re-
lief. To me, if there is any group that
we should look to and give prior con-
sideration over all others, it is that group
of people which we neglected because
we acted too late.

Let me say to you that some of these
people have contributed under social se-
curity, but they do not have the one-
quarter out of four and they did not have
the one-quarter out of three yesterday.
They may have one out of five or they
may have one out of six quarters of
coverage. But, we are not doing any-
thing for that group, and over half of
them are on relief today.

It is my proposal, Mr. Chairman, that
we substitute in this bill for the pro-
vision relating to the increase in widow’s
benefits a provision which would blan-
ket in and give coverage, at a minimum
benefit, to this group over 72 years of
age whom we so far have neglected.
And, if we do not do it this year, Mr.
Chairman, I suggest to you that the day
is going to come, and this group is be-
coming smaller and smaller, that we will
do it. But there is no reason for delay.
These people need and deserve our com-
passion and help today.

Now, the charge is made against this
change that they have paid nothing or
practically nothing into the trust fund.
Under my proposal the OASI trust fund
would be reimbursed out of the Treas-
ury general fund the maximum amount
that would have been paid with respect
to these people if they had qualified for
a minimum benefit. Now, the suggestion
has been made as to what this will cost,
and I want to clear that up right in the
beginning. In the first year the cost out
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of the Treasury, it is estimated, will be
$750 million. But, let me suggest to yoy
that it is also estimated by the Depart-
ment that there will be a $300 million
reduction in the Federal old-age assist-
ance costs, because it will remove that
element of cost that is now a cost on
the General Treasury. It will at the
same time reduce the liability of the
States; reduce their old-age and assist-
ance costs by $250 million. ‘This will
mean a total reduction of old-age as-
sistance costs in the first year of $550
million.

Let me call your attention to the fact
that in the second year the Federal con-
tribution to the social security trust
fund will be only $45 million, and yet
the old-age assistance savings would be
continuous as far as the annual savings
to the general fund are concerned. If
you want to take the 10-year average
the figures are shown in this table which
I will put in the REcORD:

Data on banketing-in feature
[Assumes $40,000,000 minimum. In millions of dollars}

Reim- Publie assistance
Benefit| burse- savings
Period pay- | ment b
ments | gener:
fund |[Federal] State |Total
1st year__.__ 850 750 300 250 550
2d year..._.. 925 45 200 245 535
3d year...... 900 45 280 240 520
10 years,
cumula-
tive..._ 8,000 1,250 } 3,000 | 2,500 | 5 500

The total reimbursements over a 10-
year period from the general fund to
the trust fund will be $1,250 million.
But what will be the savings to the
Federal Treasury as far as public assist-
ance costs are concerned? $3 billion.
What will be the savings to the States?
$2.5 billion. Or a total savings in public
assistance costs of $5.5 billion over a 10-
year period.

Mr. Chairman, the average total em-
ployer-employee contribution made to
the trust fun