SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1955

HEARINGS

BEFORE THE

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
UNITED STATES SENATE

EIGHTY-FOURTH CONGRESS
SECOND SESSION
O

H. R. 7225

AN ACT TO AMEND TITLE II OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT TO
PROVIDE DISABILITY INSURANCE BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN DIS-
ABLED INDIVIDUALS WHO HAVE ATTAINED AGE FIFTY, TO REDUCE
TO AGE SIXTY-TWO THE AGE ON THE BASIS OF WHICH BENEFITS
ARE PAYABLE TO CERTAIN WOMEN, TO PROVIDE FOR CONTINUA-
TION OF CHILD'S INSURANCE BENEFITS FOR CHILDREN WHO ARE
DISABLED BEFORE ATTAINING AGE EIGHTEEN, TO EXTEND
COVERAGE, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES

FEBRUARY 28, 29, MARCH 1, 5, AND 22, 1956

PART 3

Printed for the use of the Committee on Finance

UNITED STATES
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
73192 WASHINGTON : 1956



COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
HARRY FLOOD BYRD, Virginia, Chairman

WALTER F. GEORGE, Georgia EUGENE D. MILLIKIN, Colorado
ROBERT S. KERR, Oklahoma EDWARD MARTIN, Pennsylvaria
J. ALLEN FREAR, JR., Delaware JOHN J. WILLIAMS, Delaware
RUSSELL B. LONG, Louisiana RALPH E. FLANDERS, Vermont
GEORGE A. SMATHERS, Florida GEORGE W. MALONE, Nevada
LYNDON B. JOHNSON, Texas FRANK CARLSON, Kansas
ALBEN W. BARKLEY, Kentucky WALLACE F. BENNETT, Utah

EL1ZABETH B. SPRINGER, Chief Clerk
II



CONTENTS

Page
Statements : ‘
Archdekin, John F., president, Missouri Social Welfare League, Inc._ 1004
‘Bennett, Hon. Charles E., a Representative in Congress from the State

"Of FLOU AR - o o 1030
Biemiller, Andrew, legislative representatlve of the American Feder-
ation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations__________ 1183
Blair, Claude A., advisor for the National Constitutional Council of
America, Springfield, Mass_ . _ . e 1005
Blaisdell, Ben, president, Friends of the Aged, Inc., Portland, Oreg____ 1008
Blatnik, John A., a Representative in Congress from the State of
Minnesota_ e 1033
Bornn, Roy W., Commissioner of Social Welfare, Virgin Islands._____ 889
Bray, Hon. William G.. a Representative in Congress from the State
of Indiana_________________ e 1181
Buland, Vey R., State executive secretary, American Golden Age
Pension Clubs of Illinois, Ine______________________ _____________ 1001
Carter, Proctor N., director, Division of Welfare, State of Missouri___ 1218
Conrad, Mabel, =ecretary-treasurer, Washington Pension Fund,
Seattle, Wash______ 1011
Coughlan, Barbara C., director, Nevada State Welfare Department___ 870
Dorn, Hon. W. J. Bryan, a Representative in Congress from the State
of South Carolina______.________ . 1023
Edmondson, Hon. Ed, a Representative in Congress from the State
of Oktahowma___________________________ . 941
Ellender, Hon. Allen P., United States Senator from the State of
Louisiana ___________ 1210
Elliott, John Doyle, economic consultant, Townsend Plan for Na-
tional Insurance___.__ _____ ________ . ‘952
Epstein, Mrs. Abraham, vice president, American Association for
. Soefal Security . 978
Fltzgerald, Albert J., general president, United Electrical, Radio, and
Machine Workers of America (VE) . _______ ________________ 1047
Fitzgerald, W. E., executive secretary of the Food Industry Commit-
tee of Detroit_ . ____ e 1163
Folsom, Hon. Marion B., Secretary of Health, [Aducation, and
Welfare_ _ e
Ford, Mrs. J. A, legislative director, Townsend Plan for National
IS aANCe — e 969
Fox, 0. J., president, Welfare Federation, Inc., of Oklahoma________ 1008
Frear, Hon. Allen J., United States Senator from the State of
Delaware___ e 1209
Gray, Hon. Kenneth J., a Representative in Congress from the State
of TIiNOiS - o 1031
Griffiths, Hon. Martha W., a Representative in Congress from the State
of Michigan __ . __ 1151
Harvey, Joseph E., editor and publisher of Harvey’s Monthly Pension
Newsletter_ 1009
Heinkel, Fred V., president, Missouri Farmers Association, Inc______ 1217
Hennings, Hon. Thomas C., Jr., United States Senator from the State
of Missouri__ . _______ . 1017
Hollander, Edward D., natlonal director, Americans for Democratic
Aection. 1176
Horting, Mrs. Ruth Grigg, secretary of public assistance, Pennsyl-
vania Department of Public Assistance, Harrisburg, Pa__________ 921

Houston, Raymond W., commissioner, New York State Department of
Social Welfare. S83.



v CONTENTS

Statements—Continued Page
Humphrey, Hon. Hubert H., United States Senator from the State of
Minnesota __ . _— - 1138
Jennings, Jack, assistant director, Washington office, Cooperative
League of United States of America e 1185
Johnson, Hon. Lester R., a Representative in Congress from the State
of Wisconsin_ . _ . e 1027
Johnson, Reuben L., Jr., legislative assistant, on behalf of James G.
Patton, National Farmers Union__.__ _— —— 1190
Kelly, J. H., president, Alabama Old-Age Pension Union, Inc., Birming-
ham, Ala__ - _— e 998
Kideney, Mrs. James W., chairman legislative program committee,:/
American Association of University Women ——e 1051
Kiefer, Marie, secretary-manager, National Association of Retail ]
Grocers________._ u 1210

Lampitt, Roy, Washington Pension Union, Local 315, Spokane,-Wash.,

and signatories — 1012
Lamson, Warren, president, Old Age and Public Assistance Union of

Illinois__ —- 1000
Lewis, L. W., first vice president, National Pension Federation, Inc,

Washington, D. C R P 998
Magnuson, Hon. Warren G., United States Senator from the State

of Washington_________________ . __________
McLain, George, president, National Institute of Social Welfare____ 985
Metcalf, Hon. Lee, a Representative in Congress from the State of

Montana____________ 1213
Mollohan, Robert H., a. Representative in Congress from the State of

Virginia__ . _____ _ 1188
Monroney, Hon. A. S., United States Senator from the State of Okla-

homa____ 1143
Morrisson, Elry, president, UE Local 506 and 618 pensioners associa-

tion, Erie, Pa_ o ___ o 1009
National Association of Social Workers____________________________ 942
National Lumber Manufacturers Association_____ . 1043
Norton, E. M., secretary, National Milk Producers Federation_______ 1219
O’Donnell, Charles C., president, Senior Citizens and Associates of

America __ . _____________ - 1003
O'Grady, Rt. Rev. Msgr. John, secretary, National Conference of

Catholic Charities_________________________ . 902
Patton, James G., National Farmers Union________________________ 1190
Perkins, Hon. Carl D., a Representative in Congress from the State

of Kentucky_.__ 1020
Pfost, Hon. Gracie, a Representative in Congress from the State °

of Idaho - . 114
Plummer, Al, president, Idaho Pension Union, Inc —_ 999
Rabaut, Hon. L. C., a Representative in Congress from the State of

Michigan ______________________________ - 1208
Rivers, Arthur B., director of the South Carolina State Department

of Public Welfare__.._ - 932
Ryan, Daniel J., superintendent of welfare of the city of Detroit___. 1155
Salisbury, Doyle, Amba, Ky., to Hon. Carl D. Perkins, February 1956._.. 1021
Savage, John E., Baltimore, Md N e 1090
Smith, Hon. Margaret Chase, United States Senator from the State

of Maine_________________ —— 947
Snoddy, J. 8., commissioner, Alabama State Department of Pensions

and Security _ e 936
Stoll, Mrs. Joseph, Spokesman for Children, Inc 912
Stfﬁng' C. A., Alabama Federation of Old Folks, Inc.,, Birmingham,

a e 995

Sullivan, Hon. Leonor, a Representative in Congress from the State

of Missourd___________________ _________
Symington, Hon. Stuart, United States Senator from the State of

Missourd __________________________________ ~ U™ 1216

Thompson, Arthur T., editor, Wallaces’ Farmer and Towa Homestead__ 1173
Todd, Mrs. Ruth, corresponding secretary, Texas United Pension Asso-

%ation, Waco, Tex., and editor of the State Pension News, Waco,
ex




T

CONTENT¥ v

‘Statements—boutmued Page
. Townsend, Francis E., president, Townsend plan for national insur-
DG ¢ 949
Townsend, Robert C., treasurer, Townsend plan for national insurance. 966
Tramburg, John W, president, American Public Welfare Association__ 847
Trax, Harland A,, Upper Montclair, N. J_____________ 843
Viscardi, Henry, p1es1dent Ablhtles Inc., New York City, N Yoo - 1035
Vizzard, Rev. James L., assistant to the executlve director, National
Catholic Rural Life Conference ____________ 1171

Warrington, Wayne B., commissioner, Arizona State Department of

Publie Welfare_________ . _______ —- 882
Wickey, Rev. Gould, former executive secretary of the board of
higher education of the United Lutheran Church in America..____ 1044
‘Winston, Ellen, commissioner, North Carolina State Board of Public
Welfave_.___________________ 877
Winters, John H., executive director, Texas State Department of
Public \Velfare _________________ 874
‘Woodroofe, Alice B., cochairman, Natlonal Federatlon for Old-Age
Security, Inc - e 1010
Additional information:
Abstract of remarks by Rainer Schickele, North Dakota Agricul-
tural College, on food subsidies for low-income families, at National
Farmers Union Dairy Producers Conference, Madison, Wis., Janu-
ary 22-23, 1954¢____________ __ _____ ____ 1202
Amendment to H. R. 7225 intended to be proposed by Senator Kerr
for himself and other Senators______ 1135
As further amended by the National Farmer Union___ . _____ 1191
Charts and tables:
Aid to the permanently and totally disabled:
Payments in relation to State maximum in States with
maxXimums, September 1955 . __________ . __________ 1264
Recipients and payments to recipients, by State, June 1955__. 1263
All money income of the aged and other age groups, 1954________ 957
Amount of additional funds that would be made available to each
State based on State welfare payments in 1955 . _________ 991
Annual summary of distribution costs, accrued basis—January
through December 1955 ____________________ 1156
Annual summary of serviced cases by food pounds and tons dis-
tributed—period January through December 1955_____________ 1155
Cases, recipients, and average payments under public-assistance
programs, November 1955 1217
Distribution of families with head 65 years or older, and unre-
lated individuals 65 or older, by total money income, 1954_____ 1050
Estimated allotments for child welfare services and foster care,
fiscal year 1957 ___ 916

Estimated number of part1c1pants and Government expenditures
under the Kerr food-fiber certificate amendment to H. R. 7225— 1198

Family expenditures for food, annual rate, 1948 1200
Individual requirements for old-age assistance applicants and
recipients . ______ 995, 996
Minimum-cost diet as recommended by the Home Economics
Bureau, Department of Agriculture__________________________ 1153
Number of families and detached individuals in different income
classes in United States, 1953 ______ __________ 1199

Number of individuals receiving old-age assistance, September
1955—average monthly payments, September 1955—and amount

State would benefit under proposed amendment_______________ 991
Number of persons whose welfare grants would be increased on
a State-by-State basis ——— 991
Persons estimated as eligible for ‘food certificates under the Kerr
amendment 1198
Public assistance : average monthly payment, June 1955__________ 1267
Quantity per person of foods used by families in different income
groups 1199
Citizen gathers some facts about public assistance for the aged______ 969
Cost estimates for monthly disability benefits 1236

Disabled need chance to work, Press, Washington bureau._.__._____ 1295



VI

CONTENTS

Additional information—Continued

Essentials of public child welfare services
tials of public welfare... .
giiﬁ?nlation (Bf estimates of monthly benefits available under H. R,

4471 and description of data -
Fair basis for determination of a maximum on the annual total of

Federal participation in the Virgin Islands public-assistance pro-
LA oo -
Fa%mer's stake in establishment of Kerr food allotment certificate plan.
Legless, hits disabled dole, United Press article
Letters and telegrams:

Adams, C. 0., Mason City, Iowa, to chairman, .Ianuary 24, 1956__
Adams, E. F.,, general director, National Council of the Churches
of Christ in America, to chairman, Mar_ch 21,1956
Adams, Myrta M., Newtown, Ohio, to chairman, January 25, 1956
Adler, Stuart W., Albuquerque, N. Mex., to chairman, February 4,
1956_________ -
Alford, Leland B., St. Louis, Mo., to chairman, J anuary 25, 1956__
Allman, David B, chairman, legislative committee, American Med-
ical Association, to chairman, March 7, 1956
Anderson, Carl H., secretary, International Longshoremen’s and
Warehousemen’s Union, Local No. 8, Portland, Oreg., to chair-
man, February 15, 1956___ —— -
Anderson, John R., Fort Madison, Iowa, to chairman, January
26, 1956 - -
Backer, Edna, Scranton, Pa., to committee, February 25, 1956.-.._
Bagby, James W., Clayton, Mo., to chairman, January 27, 1956___
Baird, Ben D., Galesburg, 111, to chairman, January 27, 1956_____
Bank, Edward W., Enid, Okla., to chairman, January 27, 1956____
Barry, R. Grant, Trenton, N. J., to chairman, January 30, 1956____
Bartschi, Paul E,, Gridley, Calif,, to chairman, January 27, 1956__
Bate, J. T., Louisville, Ky., to chairman, February 12, 1956
Baum, W. W. Salem, Oreg., to chairman, January 31, 1956______
Beard, William J., Waterbury, Conn., to chairman, January 25,
1956 ... - : _
Behrend, Moses, Philadelphia, Pa., to chairman, January 26, 1956__
Bennett, D. C., Beaver Dam, Ky., to chairman, January 26, 1956__
Berghausen, Oscar, Cincinnati, Qhio, to chairman, January 26,
1956 _ o ___ - - _
Berkett, George D. B., New Orleans, La., to chairman, March 19,
1956____________ -
Bittle, Kenneth A., Milwaukee, Wis., to chairman_______________
Blackmar, A. Edward, Hightstown, N. J., to chairman, January 25,
19656 oo o T
Blair, Lyman C., Houston, Tex., to chairman, J anuary 25, 1956____
Bland, Leland J., Tacoma, Wash,, to chairman, J. anuary 25, 1956__
Belvins, J. W., General Electric Co., to chairman, J anuary 26,
1956 oo
Boucher, 8. D., Altoona, Pa., to chairman, February 1, 1956_______
Bolyggs, Grace M., Oaklang, Calif,, to chairman, February 15,
O™
Brackin, Roy E., Winnetka, 111, to chairman, Januvary 27, 1956___
Briney, Allan K., Whittier, Calif,, to chairman, February 7, 1956__
Brltggg, M. Hunter, Los Angeles, Calif,, to chairman, January 26,
Bryant, E. P., Devils Lake, N, Dak., to chairman, January 31, 1956
Bt;g::-éck, Walter W., Jr,, Walpole, N, H., to chairman, J anuary 31,
e T

Callggv‘;ell, William G, Los Angeles, Calif., to chairman, J. anuary 27,

Campbell, Mrs. Marian F., field representative, division of field
services, State Department of Social Welfare of Kansas, to
chairman, February 17, 1956_________ """ " "m0

Carrick, Lee, Detroit, Mich., to chairman, J anuary 30, 1956______

Callggé‘, Donala C., Beaver City, Nebr., to chairman, J anuary 25,

Page
852

958

1197
1295

1067

1223
1060

1113
1076

1052

1125

1083
1131
1073
1059
1072
1094
1095

1106
1059
1089
1083
1073

1300
1055

1060
1059
1061

1071
1107

1123
1074
1119

1078
1106

1105
1058

919
1089
1064

A



CONTENTS v

Additional information—Continued

Letters and telegrams—Continued Page
Chavez, Hon. Dennis, to chairman, February 25, 1956___ __ v 1207
Chidester, Augustus B., Hendersonvrlle, N. C., to chairman, Jan-

uary 27, 1956 e 1082
Cochran, F. M., Jr., Fort Worth, Tex., to chairman, February

10, 1956 e 1122
Conlogue, E. F., Dayton, Ohio, to chairman, February 6, 1956____ 1111
Conner, Edward L., president, United Action Committee of Senior

Citizens, Buffalo, N. Y., to chairman, February 22, 1956_______ 1007

Conner, John D., Nevada, Iowa, to chairman, January 27, 1956_. 1072
Cordwell, Robert W., Kellogg, Idaho, to chalrman, January 27,

1956 _ e 1062
Cornell, Beaumont 8., Fort Wayne, Ind to chairman, January

26,-1986___________________ ———~ 1066
Cb'rnely, John F., Aberdeen, 8. Dak., to chairman, January 27,

1956 o 1078

Cosgrove, Paul E., secretary-treasurer, Ship Clerks Association,
Local 34, ILWU, San Francisco, Calif., to chairman, Febru-
ary 17, 1956 - 1125
Coughlan, Barbara C., State director, Nevada State Welfare De-
partment, to Hon. George W. Malone, February 22, 1956, and
enclosure____ .. ___ _________ e 870
Crook, Thurman C., legrslatlve director, CCL-IFC, Indiana Farm-
ers Union, Cass County Local, Logansport Ind to chairman,

February 15, 1956 _ _ e 1221
Crow, E. R., South Bend, Ind., to charrman February 6, 1956_____ 1114
Crowe, John T., Cape Grrardeau Mo., to chauman, February

2, 1956 e 1110
Cunmngham, Paul M., Appleton, Wis., to chairman, February 1,

1956 _ e 1111

Dahl, John A., Minneapolis, Minn., to chairman, January 27, 1956 1079
Dalldorf, Gilbert, Voorheesville, N. Y., to chairman, January 30,

1956 1097
Daugherty, Leslie E., Cumberland, Md., to chalrman, January 25,
1056 _ e 1067

Davidson, Halvard J., Manti, Utah, to chairman, January 28, 1956_ 1098
Davis, Frank, secretary, Commlttee To Promote the General ‘Wel-
fare of ILWU Pensioners, San Francisco, Calif.,, to chairman,

February 16, 1956__ 1123
Davis, Nathan 8., Chicago, Il to chalrman January 30, 1956___.. 1099
Davison, Hal M., Atlanta Ga., to chairman, January 31, 1956____ 1104

Deming, JohnW Alexandna La to chairman, February4 1956 1116
Denton, Cleveland R, Hartford Conn to chaxrman. February

3, 1956 o 1101
De Nyse Donald, Cranston, R. I., to chairman. January 2.), 1956__ 1060
DeVaughn, N. M., Augusta, Ga., to chairman, January 30, 1956_._. 1092
Dickie, Alex, Jr. presrdent Texas Farmers Union, Krum, Tex., to

chairman, February 6, 1956______________ 1208
DiMichael, Salvatore G., executive director, National Association

for Retarded Children. Inc., to chairman, March 24, 1956______ 1293
Donald. R. A., Fresno, Calif., to chairman, January 30, 1956_____ 1103
Doolittle, Sidney B., Syracuse, N. Y., to chairman, February 22,

1956 1131
Douglas, Hon. Paul H., to charrman, March 6, 20, 1956, and

enclosures .o 1280, 1285, 1288
Downing, W. L., LeMars, Iowa, to chairman, January 28, 1956__.. 1100
Duarte, Charles, president, Warehouse Union, Local 6, ILWU,

San Francisco, Calif., to chairman, February 17, 1956_________ 1125
Dudderar, D. K,, Newport Ky., to chairman, January 27, 1956____ 1088

DuLaney, Charles H., Waco, Tex., to chairman, January 26, 1956__ 1074
Edwards, Walter V., Phoenix, Ariz., to chairman, January 29,

1956 _ o 1107
Ellis, Fred, executive director, Association for Retarded Children,
Inec., to Hon. Russell B. Long, December 28, 1955______________ 1295

Ervm, Hon. Sam J., Jr,, to Mrs. Elizabeth B. Springer, clerk,
Feb, 3. 1956, and enclosure______________.__________________ 1121



VI

CONTENTS

Additional information—Continued

Letters and telegrams—Continued

Esbenshade, J. H., Lancaster, Pa., to chairman, January 30, 1956_
Fear, Jesse G., Berwick, Pa., to chairman, January 26, 1956 __
Fedush, Edward, vice president, North Jersey Association for the
Blind, Inc., Paterson, N. J., to chairman, February 8, 1956 __—
Teiler, Clifford L., Lafayette, Calif., to chairman, Japuary 21,
1056 - e mmmmmmm—m—m——m TS oo oo smes oo
Fenner, Frances, Kalamazoo, Mich., to Mrs. A. J. Ford, legislative
director, Townsend plan for national insurance, February 27,
1956, and enclosure_
Foster, Julian L., Little Rock, Ark., to chairman, February 2,
1956 e
Foultz, W. Stanford, Denver, Colo., to chairman, February 6,
1956 ___ -
Fowler, John R., Barre, Mass., to chairman, January 26, 1956__.__
Frost, Robert, president, Paralyzed Veterans of America, to chair-
man, March 13, 1956, and enclosure. - ————-co————————wee
Frothingham, Channing, Boston, Mass., to chairman, January 23,
1956 o e m e
Fulbright, Hon. J. W, to chairman, February 22, 1956_ -
Fuller, Barl E., the American Legion, Department of Wisconsin,
Cook-Fuller Post No. 70, Oshkosh, Wis,, to chairman, Febru-
ary 29, 1956___ .- e
Gantt, James C., Wilmington, Del, to chairman, February 6,
1956 e e
Garlock, Frederick A., Edenburg, Tex., to chairman, January 26,
1956 - e
Garner, O. P., Hot Springs, Ark., to chairman, January 27, 1956_.
Gary, C. L., Corsicana, Tex., to chairman, February 4, 1956______
Georgesen, Joe, president, Columbia River I'ensioners Memorial
Association, Portland, Oreg., to chairman, February 15, 1956__
Gibbon, C. 1., Kellogg, Idaho, to chairman, January 27, 1956 __
Gillespie, Ralph T. president, Washinton State Farm Bureau,
to chairman, March 19, 1956, and enclosures________________
Gladstone, N. H., Fort Wayne, Ind., to chairman, January 26, 1956_
Glover, H. M., Newton, Kans., to chairman, January 25, 1956..____
Gooel, Elmer F., Beverly Hills, Calif., to chairman, February 8,
Gordon, Hon. Walter A., Governor of the Virgin Islands, to
chairman, February 24, 1956______________________ . _______
Gral{),ré{orace, Santa Barbara, CCalif., to chairman, January 26,
o)
Gray, Leon, Martinsville, Ind., to chairman, January 26, 1956__

- Page
1093
1070

919

1090

969
1108

1115
1084

1294
1055
1207
1043
1120
1072
1062
1109

1125
1062

1297
1087
1063
1118

895

1094
1084

Green, Hon. Edith, to Hon. Robert S. Kerr, March 3, 22, 1956_ 1213,1293

Grligfgé' George D. J., Madison, Wis., to chairman, January 26,

Gustafson, C. A., Youngstown, Ohio, to chairman, January 27,

Kansa:, SCth:'ist,\f',vaelfare commissioner, State welfare depart-
ment, State of Connecticut, Hartford, Conn., to chair -
Ty B oy, _onnecticut, Hartford, Oc o chairman, Feb
Hartlaub, E. 8., Janesville, Wis., to cllairmf—l;x__f‘éﬁl—-t_u_i; __________

s ) , “ an, vy 11, 1956_
Hartman, H. A., Kankakee, I11., to chairman, January 24, 1956__

Harve ‘anci N .
Hl)ggy, Francis J., Cleveland, Ohio, to chairman, February 7,

Harvey, J. P., Youngstown, Ohio, January 25, 1956
Hatfield, Betty Byrd, Harrisville, W. Va., to chairman, Feb-
Hruary 15 g Yrd, Harrisville, W. Va, to chairman, Feb-
arlik, Aloysius J., Tama, Iowa, to chair;ﬁ;ﬁ"fa—ﬁﬁ;i; ___________
, Tama, ) , v 26, 1956__
Hecht, George J., chairman, the American Parents Committee,
Inc., New York, N. Y., to chairman, March 1, 1956 '

1070
1080
1066
1077

921
1128
1095

1115
1085

1126
1070

940

A



CONTENTS IX

Additional information—Continued

Letters and telegrams—Continued Page
Heineman, Thomas H., Hamburg, N. Y., to chairman, February 13,
1056 _ e 1129
Henley, Thomas H., Fairview, Okla., to chairmuan, February 8,
1956 __ ________ -—- 1118

Herr, A Glenn, secretary, Arkansas State Welfare Committee,
Hot Springs National Park, Ark., to chairman, February 23,
19

6 e 920, 922
Herron, Earl, Chicago, 111, to chairman, January 30, 1956_._____ 1090
Hess, Elmer, Chicago, Ill., to Kenneth Bittle, Milwaukee, Wis,,

January 23, 1956__ - 1055
Hill, W. Ray.. Lincoln, Nebr., to chairman, January 27, 1956____ 1079

Horne, S. ¥, Rocky Mount, N. C., to chairman, January 26, 1956 1081
Huddle, Robert H., Elmira, N. Y., to chairman, January 26, 1956. 1065
Hughes, Patrick, Port Lincoln, Ohio, to chairman, February 2,

1956 _ . ________ 1102
Indiana Association of Workers For the Blind, Inc., to chairman,

February 14, 1996 ____ _ ______ e 919
Jeffery, Forrest, secretary and treasurer, Arkansas Federation

of Old Folks, Inc_______ _ . o ____ 998
Johnson, Michael, secretary, Northern California District Council,

ILWU, to chairman, February 15, 1956____ 1123
Johnston, Hon. Olin D., to chairman, March 1, 1956____________ 1206

Jones, Charles G., Grove City, Pa., to chairman, January 26, 1956 1064
Jones, L. M., manager, Washington Nut Growers Cooperative,
Vancouver, Wash., to Hon. Warren G. Magnuson, March 1,
1956, and encloswre__. . . . oo 1050
Josephs, Kugene K., chairman, OASI C(Committee, the Queens
County Dental RNociety, Queens County, N. Y., to chairman,

Janunary 26, 1956__ _____________ . 1077
Juergens, Herman M., Belle Plaine, Minn., to chairman, January

28, 1956 1089
Karol, Herbert J., Fort Wayne, Ind., to chairman, January 24,

1956 1066
Kauffman, Fred, Canton, Ohio, to chairman, Januan ‘)' 1956___ 1069
Kauffman, Samuel H.. Sylac-uxe N. Y., to chairman, January 28,

1956 1069
Kauffman. William H., Willard, Ohio, to chairman, January 28,

1956 1096
Keil, Marcus A., Albert Lea. Minn., to chairman, February 10,

1956 1117
Kennedy, Claude C., Minneapolis, Minn., to chairman, January

30, 1996 . 1095
Keye John D., Beverley Hills, Calif.,, to chairman, January

26, 1956 . 1067
Kiefer, C. Raymond, Hartford, Conn., to chairman, February

8, 1956, and enclosure_________________ 1119

Kilby, Walter I... Baltimore, Md., to chairman, January 26, 1956__ 1061
Kilgore, Byron W, Indmnapﬂhs, Ind., to chairman, January

27, 1956 1076
Klrklan(l Spencer A., Atlanta, Ga., to chairman, January 26,
1056 _ 1063

Kuk, Clifford, Oakland, Calif,, to chairman, January 26, 1956__ 1087
Lane, Marie D., Washington representative, American Public Wel-

fare Association, Chicago, Ill., to chairman, March 2, 1956____ 1215
Leber & Sons Farms, to chairman_____________________________ 1298
Leech, Clifton B., Fort Lauderdale, Fla., to chairman, January

27, 1956 _ 1076
Lehman, Hon. Herbert H., to chalrman, Iuly 21, 1955, and en-

closures re Virgin Islands and March 28, 1956 __________ 927, 1290
Lester, Charles W., New York, N. Y, to chairman February 8,

1956 e ——— 1118
Lewis, Earl T., Magee, Miss., to chairman, February 1 1956 1103
Lewis, L. W, ﬁrst vice pres1dent Natlonal Peusion I‘ederatmn

Inc., Waslnngton D. C,, to chairman 998

Leyva Angel, Houston, Tex to chairman, January 29, 1956______ 1073



X

CONTENTS

Additional information—Continued

Pa{(l)(;é‘son, G. W., Hot Springs, Ark., to chairman, January 27,

Letters and telegrams—Continued Page

ot Lighthizer, %r J., Ashtabula, Ohio, to chairman, February 1, 1956 1103

Long, Robert 8., Omaha, Nebr., to chairman, January 3_1, 1956__. 1111
Lynden, Richard, secretary-treasurer, Warehouse Union, Local

6, ILWU, San Francisco, Calif., to chairman, February 17, 1956_. 1125
MacDonald, George E., Boston, Mass., to chairman, January 27, 1080

1956 . _

MacMillin, Frederick N., director, the State of Wisconsin public

employees social-security fund, to chairman, March 7, 1956__ 1054
Magee, Alfred J., Charleston, W. Va,, to chairman, February 6,

1956 1111
Magnuson, Hon. Warren G.. to chairman, March 7, 1956, and

enclosures _____ o 1050
Malone, Hon. George W, to Barbara C. Coughlan, State director,

Nevada State Welfare Department, February 24, 1956________ 873
Maloney, Frank, president, Committee To Promote the General

Welfare of ILWU Pensioners, San Francisco, Calif., to chair-

man, February 16, 1956_______________________ __ _ __ _______ 1123
Manchester, Max M., executive secretary, public employees’ retire-

ment board, Portland, Oreg., to chairman, March 6, 1956, and

encloswres_._____________________________________________ 933, 934
Martin, George B., Thief River Falls, Minn., to chairman, Jan-

uwary 26, 1956_.________ ______________ . 1088
Mathé, Charles Pierre, San Francisco, Calif., to chairman, Febru-

ary 1, 1956 ___ ___________ o 1105
Mathewson, Russell C., Whitfield, Miss., to chairman, February

R L 1117
Mayer, W. T., McComb, Miss., to chairman, January 30, 1956_____ 1093
McGavack, Thomas H., New York Medical College, New York,

N. Y, to chairman, February 14, 1956____________________ ° 1126
McMahan, J. C., Hot Springs, Ark., to chairman, January 27,

1956 S 1062
McMasters, William H., president, National Old Age Pensions,

Inc., Cambridge, Mass., to George H. McLain, president, Na-

tional Institute of Social Welfare, Washington, D. C., Febru-

ary 17,1956 _____________________ 1004
Merritt, John F., Santa Barbara, Calif., to chairman, February

16, 1956 _ S 1129
Mesko, G. H., Lincoln, Nebr., to chairman, February 13, 1956,

and enclosure - e 1126
Mickel, Carey A., Jr., Elberton, Ga., to chairman, February 1,

1956______ e 1104
Miller, Mitchell H., Baltimore, Md., to chairman, February 8,

956 — T 1116
Moore, James A., Albany, N. Y., to chairman, January 27, 1956___ 1075
M(i%x%% Russell L., Nashville, Tenn., to chairman, February 6,

0 1109
Mudd, Richard D., Saginaw, Mich,, to chairman, January 26,1956 1079
Mgisr, llgggrett B., Salt Lake City, Utah, to chairmaﬁ, January

B 1069
Mygrs, Robert J., chief actuary, Department of Health, Educa-

tion, and Welfare, to Mrs. Elizabeth B, Springer, chief clerk,

March 12,1956 _________________ " TP R TN oss
O'Grady, Rt. Rev, Msgr. John, secretary, National Conference of

Catholic Charities, to chairman, March T,1956._______ ________ 910
Oliensis, A. E., Philadelphia, Pa., to chairman, January 28, 1956__ 1069
O'Neill, P. B, Milwaukee, Wis., to chairman, February 1, 1956____ 1104
Ordway, C. A, secretary, Columbia River Pensioners Memorial

Assomation: Portland, Oreg., to chairman, February 15, 1956___ 112
Ox;’ztoimésga_r_lis_ _(}I;Eiy, Philadelphia, Pa,, to chairman, January 1007
Palmer, Elizabeth, Troy, N. Y., to chairman, Janunary 26, 1956_:: 1098
Parker, Thomas, Greenville, 8. O, to chairman, January 30, 1956__ 1091

1062




CONTENTS X1

Additional information—Continued

Letters and telegrams—Continued Page
Peterson, John E., Los Angeles, Calif., to chairman, January 26,

1956 - - o 1058
Phillips, David L., Spruce Pine, N. C,, to chairman, January 26,

1956 1085
Pine, Louis F., Devils Lake, \Y Dak., to chairman, January 28,

1956 _____________________________________ 1092
Pomeroy, William H., Poquonock, Conn., to chau‘man January

29, 1956 o 1099
Potter, Thompson E., bt Joseph Mo., to chairman, February 3,

1956 e 1110
Price, Frank L., St. Petersburg, I‘la to chairman, February 9,

1956 ____ e 1117
Quade, Lt. Robert, president, Detroit Police Officers Association,

Inc,, to chairman, February 17,1956__________________________ 1125
Raber, John C., president, Indiana Farmers Union, Indianapolis,

Ind., to chairman, ¥February 3,1956_ . ___________________._. 1220
Rackemann, Francis M., Boston, Mass,, to chairman, January 27,

1956 _______ —_— UV 1071
Rappeport, Joseph H., Longview, Tex., to chairman, January 26,

D 3 U 1087
Reed, L. E., Hot Springs, Ark.,, to chairinan, January 27, 1956_____ 1062
Reuss, Hon. Henry §., to chairman, February 29, 1956 ___________ 1208
Reuther, Hon. Walter P., president, International Union, UAW, to

Hon. Walter ¥. George, March 19,1956 ______________________ 1296
Richardson, Hayes A., director of welfare, city of Kansas City,

Mo., to Hon. Stuart Symington, March 1, 1958 938

Rinehart, R. E., Wheeler, Oreg., to chairman, February 15, 1956.__ 1128
Ripetto, Douglas L., Oklahoma City, Okla., to chairman, February

38,1956 = 1102
Rittenhouse, E. A, McKeesport Pa., to chairman, January 25,

1956 e~ 1063
Rollins, Pat, St. Charles, Minn. ,to chairman, February 2, 1956..._. 1110
Roy, R. E,, Ravenna Ohio, to chalrman, February 22, 1956________ 1130

Ryerson, Paul M., Phoenix, Ariz., to chairman, January 28, 1956___ 1068
Sargent, Ervin, recording secretary, local union 5870, United Mine
Workers of America, Omar, W, Va., to chairman, February 13,
1956 1124
Sarian, J. N., Los Angeles, Calif., to chairman, February 6, 1956___ 1115
Savage, John E., Baltimore, Md to ehalrman, January 31, 1956,

and enclosure 1090
Scott, H. Vaughn, Fort Wayne, Ind., to chairman, J anuary 26,

1956 _— 1064
Scott, O. B., Kellogg, Idaho, to chairman, January 27, 1956________ 1062
Scott, Hon. W, Kerr, to chairman, March 6,1956_________________ 943

Seymour, Guy E., Mattoon, Ill,, to chairman, January 27, 1956___ 1058
Sheppard, Mary V. 8., Oklahoma City, Okla., to chairman, Feb-

ruary 6, 1956 1116
Smith, Fay, Imperial, Nebr., to chalrman February 14, 1956______ 1129
Smith, '1rav1s, Abilene, Tex to chau'man January 31 1956_____ 1109
Solis, G. R., Port Arthur, Tex., to chairman, January 27, 1956.__. 1082

Spangler, E. B,, Princeton, W. Va,, to chairman, January 25, 1956 1061
Sparkman, Hon. John, to chairman, August 26, 1955, and enclosure

re needy children age 16 to 18_________________ ______________ 926
Spencer, Frank R.. Boulder, Colo., to chairman, January 27, 1956_ 1095
Sprague, L. D., Tucson, Ariz., to chairman, January 19, 1956_____ 1056

Staley, Robert E., Kellogg, Idaho, to chairman, January 27, 1956__ 1062
Steele, C. H., Kansas City, Kans., to chairman, January 27, 1056__ 1082
. Stinson, James C., Temple, Tex., to chairman, January 26, 1956__ 1085
Stoll, Mrs. Joseph M., Washington representative, Spokesmen for
Children, Inc., to Hon. Robert 8. Kerr, March 5, 1956___________ 1213
Stone, George W., president, Farmers Union, Oklahoma City, Okla.,
to chairman, February 9, 1956 _____.__ ——
Stowe, Harwood L., Twin Falls, Idaho, to chaxrman February 3,
1956 e 1109
Stranahan, J. K., Portland, Oreg., to chairman, February 7,1956._ 1120

1219




X

CONTENTS

Additional information—Continued

Polygamous marriage, information re

Letters and telegrams—Continued Page
Straughn, Robert A., Madison, Wis., to chairman, January 30, 1956- 1092
Sulerud, George L., Halstad, Minn., to Hon. William Langer,

January 30, 1956__ - -— — 1012
Sullivan, Hon, Leonor K., to chairman, March 6, 1956 e 1150
Sussman, Nathan, Harrisburg, Pa., to chairman, January 27, 1956_ 1087
Sykes, Ralph J., Mount Airy, N. C,, to chairman, January 26, 1956 1065
Taylor, Wendel W., Sheffield, Towa, to chairman, January 26, 1956_ 1075
Terrell, J. C., Stephenville, Tex., to chairman, January 31, 1956__ 1105
Thompson, James H., San Francisco, Calif., to chairman, February

6, 1956 __ oo —— 1114
Ticktin. George B., Bronx, N. Y., to chairman, January 31,1956___. 1103
Triggs, Matt, assistant legislative director, American Farm Bureau

Federation, to chairman, March 12, 1956 - 1221
Trombly, Frank W., to chairman, January 27, 1956 ———————_—__ 1086
Urban, Frank K., Dayton, Ohio, to chairman, January 24, 1956__ 1066
Vanderham, L. A., Fort Worth, Tex., to chairman, February 10,

1956_ [, — 1122
Van Zandt, Hon. James E., to chairman, March 6, 1956 _________ 935
Vulrpﬁillat, Francis J., South Bend, Ind., to chairman, January 27,

&1 0 S 1068
Wachowsky, T. J., Aurora, Ill., to chairman, January 27, 1956__- 1088
Warren, John W., Wichita, Kans., to chairman, January 26, 1956 1074
Watson, Lorris W., to committee____ . _______________________ 1013
Webb, E. A., Ravenna, Ohio, to chairman, February 22, 1956______ 1130
Wepb. W. B., Ravenne, Ohio, to chairman, February 2%, 1956______ 1132
Wtilqs_sé Gerald N., Lake Charles, La., to chairman, February 3,

056 o 1108
W igr%%r, Charles A., Huntington, N. Y., to chairman, February 6,

5 1108
Wes.tly, J. 8., Mason City, Iowa, to chairman, January 28, 1956__ 1094
Wl{(l)t_)eé Earl L., San Francisco, Calif., to chairman, February 1,

O 1107
White, R. Ned, Springfield, Mo., to chairman, January 26, 1956
Wlll;)t:t} Sarah Parker, Boston, Mass., to chairman..J;n'uary _2_7_, 1088

19

956 I 1059
Whitesell, Glen M., Kellogg, Idaho, to chairman, January 27 1062
W ‘lgl(i)tlil)ll%re’ W, Stewart, Cambridge, Mass.. to :'hairmurlf, ‘:Tla’nl\?gfs; 062

" N

30, 196 ___ 1101
Wfl}(’sﬁl:_)f(?}(},_ Paul C., Perth Amboy, N. J., to chairman, February
Wilcox, K. B, Muscatine, Towa, fo chareman, J 9% 1016

, s a, an, January 27, 19:

Wilkie, (;harles AL, secretary, the Dental Societ\'ug;‘ythg'slgl)ti—& 1076
W;;Iew \Eorllif t'(]) chairman, January 24, 1956____ 1057
ilson, E. N., Jr., Pearsall, Tex., to chairman J:“TT“‘)— _______
Wilson, Walter W, Phoenix, Ariz., to chairman, Feelll)l;lllql.\j'.i% iggﬁ_ et
Winters, John H., executi i 3 . ary 16, 1956 1123

\velffu'-e (:& x?qt' “ r‘el‘kecutlve dl_rector. State department of public

e en(‘zlosﬁrel:_l‘___ef'_,_t? chairman, February 21, March 9, 1956é74 a76
Winters, John H., executive director. State dennrtment of v ol

welfare, Austin, ’I‘Z(\'“tlgs FII(I)‘SCtignif)::lt eBdegg;lgnent \Of pu;)hlc

1956 X . . son, March 1,
Woody, MclIver, Elizabeth, N. J.. to chairman. Jnmanre 30 J0en 875

’ s A N chairman, J: ¢ b
Wgrtlll(z)lllfli, Edwin, San Leandvo, (alif., to ('h:llil;;]]):lil;f %If)el}l?:gljs_' 1098

s 056 '

Youel, Milo A, San Diego, Calif. to ehairman Fenmr oo a Toma 120
Yo Alos ,» Calit., to chairman, February 6, 1956__ 1114

{:lrl;g,], 1;?;;1&1(1@1‘, Weymouth Heights, Mass., to chairman, Febru-
Zodikoff, Rudolph, Cineinmatt. Olte fo miio=—~=-=r======-z=- 1101
"0 o6, udotwh, Cincinnati, Ohio, to chairman, January 28,

National economic implications of nnf P i e RPN 109%

plan oo i(i _111_11_)hcat10ns of national food allotment certificate

Place of rehabilitation in the publie welfare memame "~ ~""="=====-= 1197

i L public welfare program__
Poll of lawyers in the ninth district of Wisconsin._______ ... .. 1(8)253




-7

CONTENTS p et
Additional information—Continued Page
Proposals for determination of a fair ceiling on the annual total of
Federal participation in the Virgin Islands public-assistance pro-
BrA e 931
Public assistance costs attributable to dlsablhty and the savings in
total assistance funds and Federal funds that might result from
disability benefits provided at age 50 under the old-age and survivors
insurance program_._________ e 1260
Reports of departments on amendments intended to be proposed by
Senators—
Bricker—by Department of Health, Education, and Welfare____ 1315
Amendment______ . _________________ 1318
Cotton—by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare... 1302
Amendment N 1302
Douglas—by Department of Health, Education, and Welfare____ 1284,
1336, 1337
Amendments.. . ____________ 1281, 1283, 1285, 1.337 1339
George—by Department of Health Education, and Welfare____ 1317,
1322, 1331
Amendments___ ____________ e __ 1318, 1325
Hennings—by Department of Health Eduecation, and Welfare____ 1309
Amendment _________________ o 1309
Humphrey—by Department of Health, Education, and Welfare_. 1332
Amendment — 1333
Johnston—by Department of Health, Education, and Welfare..__ 1306
Amendment 1307
Kerr and others—by the Bureau of the Budget and Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare - 1310, 1313
Amendment _____ 1311
Langer—by Department of Health Educatlon, and Welfare__. 1306
Amendments __. 1307, 1308
Lehman—by Department of Health, Education, and Welfare._._ 1331,
1332, 1334
Amendment 1331, 1332, 1333, 1334
Long and others—by Bureau of the Budget and Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare 1322, 1329
Amendment_.___________._______ 1325
Magnuson—by Bureau of the Budget and Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare 1322, 1329
Amendments 1325, 1326, 1327, 1328
Symington—by Department of Health, Education, and Welfare___ 1309
Amendments_____ _- 1309, 1343
Thurmond—by Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.__ 1320
Amendment 1321
Williams—by Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare - 1318, 1342
Amendment 1320
Young—by Department of Health, Education, and Welfare____. 1334
Amendment - 1335
Report of the Treasury Department 1301
Reports on 8. 627:
Bureau of the Budget_______________________ o __ 1134
Department of Agriculture 1134
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare_________________ 1133
Representations of the Virgin Islands regarding amendments needed
to the provisions of the Federal public assistance program affecting
the Virgin Islands.______________________________ 897
Representations of the Virgin Islands regarding needed revisions in
provisions of the Federal public assistance program affecting the
Virgin Islands__ . . __._____ — 928
Resolutions:
Alabama State Legislature___________ -~ 927, 994
American Golden Age Pension Clubs of Illinois, Ine_.___________ 1002
Conference of State Social Security Administrators_._.._________ 934
Dental Society of the State of New York _ 1057
Detroit Common Council 1156
Greenwood County (8. C.) Grange - 1026



X1V CONTENTS

Additional information—Continued

Resolutions—Continued Page
Michigan State Association of Social Welfare Boards_._——--_-.._ 1156
Old-Age Pension Association, Inc., Gadsden, Ala _ 997
Public Employees Retirement Board 934
Virgin Islands Legislature 898
Washington Nut Growers Cooperative 1050
Wednesday Progressive Senior Citizens Club 1002
Results of polls of farmers on food stamp plan 1174, 1195

Series of memos dealing ‘with questions on the Townsend plan, Pay- ‘

as-You-Go Federal Social Security for All 972

Social Security for All Over 70 Proposed, article in the Newburgh

News, February 21, 1956_ _— e e T




SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1955

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 1956

UNITED STATES SENATE,
CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D. C.

The committee met, pursuant to recess at 10: 15 a. m., in room 312,
Senate Office Building, Senator Harry Flood Byrd (chairman)
presiding.

Present: Senators Byrd, Martin, Williams, Carlson, and Malone.

Also present: Elizabeth B. Springer, chief clerk.

The CrAmM.AN. The meeting will come to order. I submit for the
record a statement by Harland A. Trax, of Upper Montelair, N. J.

(The statement is as follows:)

STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY HArRLAND A. TrRAX, oF UPPER MONTCLAIR, N. J,

I appreciate sincerely the opportunity to place before this committee my views
on the subject of social security. Although I have not formed a definite opinion
as to the merits or defecis of the proposed amendunients now under consideration,
my view is that no further amendments should be made to the law in its present
form. Instead, the Congress should undertake a thorough study and review of
that portion of the law dealing with old-age and survivors’ insurance with a view
to certain fundamental changes.

‘When the orizinal social-security law wus enacted in 1935, I was vice president
of the New Jersey Bell Telephone Co. and chairman of the benefit committee
which administers the company’s pension and benefit plan. This gave me a spe-
cial interest in the subject and I studied the law carefully in its relation to the
Bell System pension plan, and have since followed the numerous amendment
passed in almost every session of Coungress.

While I do not represent any organized group, my special interest is in the
effect of the law on those most in need of its protection. I sympathize fully
with the avowed purpose of the law to prevent destitution among those who,
when they retire in old age, would face actual privation or would be compelled
to apply for public assistance, which is a form of charity. The only justifica-
tion for the law is the protection of these people. Yet in its present form, it
actually adds to their tax burdens while they are actively employed, and the
benefits paid to them when they retire are so pitifully inadequate that they
are in many cases compelled to apply for public assistance involving the
humiliating “means test.”

Government old-age benefits are not and cannot be a form of insurance. As
pointed out by Justice Cardozo in the United States Supreme Court decision
upholding the constitutionality of the law (Helvering v. @. P. Davis (301 U. 8.
619-646) ), the tax provisions of the law are completely independent of the pro-
visions for benefit payments. The tax on employees is an income tax and that
on employers an excise tax, and both fall within the taxing powers of the
Federal Government. Justice Cardozo said: “The proceeds of both taxes are
to be paid into the Treasury like internal-revenue taxes generally and are not
earmarked in any way.” In other words, the tax proceeds can be used for any
Government purpose and are not restricted to benefit payments. Old-age bene-
fits are paid under the general-welfare clause of the Constitution and are inde-
pendent of the taxes. Yet in the administration of the law, the old-age benefits
are computed on the basis of taxable income in each individual case, thus
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establishing a pretense of insurance. The general impression among workers
is that, in paying the taxes, they are acquiring a right to old-age benefits as a
matter of contract. In considering the merits and defects of the law, therefore,
all pretense ot insurance should be discarded entirely. The taxes co_llecbed should
be considered separately on their merits as income taxes a_nd excise taxes, and
the old-age benefits should likewise receive separate consideration as welfare
hayments,

! Ig’erhaps the worst feature of the law is the manner in which the tax burden
is distributed. The tax is 2 percent deducted from each worker’s pay, plps
an equal amount paid by the employer. It is now estimated that thxs.wﬂl
increase to at least 41% percent each from worker and employer. ’.l‘here is no
exemption in the worker’s income tax as there is in the personal income ta‘x,
and he is compelled to pay the full tax on the first dollar he earns. .There is,
on the other hand, a top exemption of $4,200 per annum and Fhere is no tax
on wages above that amount. The result is that the low-paid workers are
taxed on all they earn, while those with large salaries pay much less in relation
to their total incomes. This violates the first principle of taxation, that taxes
should be apportioned in accordance with ability to pay. It is actually a regres-
sive tax which places the heaviest burden on those least able to pay. The low-
income groups are too poor to pay these direct taxes, since many of them are
living below a reasonable subsistence level and some are receiving public assist-
ance,

The employers’ excise tax payment is generally regarded as a sacrifice on
his part for the benefit of the employees, but it does not work out that way.
It is simply an added item in the cost of production, which falls on all em-
ployers alike, and under our system of free enterprise and free competition,
is is automatically passed on to the consumer in higher prices. The low-income
workers who are obliged to spend their entire earnings for consumer goods and
services are thus compelled to bear a disproportionate share of this burden also,
As wage demands are usually based on take-home pay, some portion of that
half paid by the worker is likewise added to the price and passed on to the
consumer,

With respect to benefit payments, perhaps the most serious defect of the
present law is that it can never be complete in its coverage. Because it is admin-
istered as though it were compulsory insurance, old-age benefits are restricted
10 those who have contributed to the fund from which such pensions are paid,
Whatever Congress may do to extend the protection of the present law to addi-
tional classes of workers, so long as it retains even the pretense of being an insur-
ance plan, there will be many millions, including those most in need of protection,
who cannot quality for benefits. Through these indirect taxes on consumers,
n}ost of the tax burden is spread over all the people. This aggravates the injus-
tice of excluding any one from the protection of the law.

Under compulsory insurance, there must be a direct relationship between the
amount of taxes paid by each individual and the amount of benefits he will be
entitled to receive. _If insurance principles were strictly observed, this would
be a very close relationship, taking account both of the size of the tax payment
and the number of years the insurance was in effect. As this would result in
very small benefits to the low-income group, the law has been repeatedly amended
to weight benefit payments heavily in their favor. This completely Qistorts the
relationship in individual cases between tax payments and benefits received and
thus destroys the character of the law as an insurance plan. Yet it still insures
that the lowest benefit payments will go to the low-income group, who are com-
pletely dependent on them, and that those with ample incomes wifl receive maxi-
mum benefits. The result is that benefits paid to low-income workers will usually
be insufficient to provide the bare necessities of life, and many will have to apply
for State old-age assistance to supplement their Federal pension. Thus, they
will be subjected to the humiliation of the “means test” and their income: from
l:(s)g]sti?gce:l will Oé‘tlfn be m; more than they would have received from publie
4 e alone. e social-security tax i i i i
onrk, will have gained them nothing.y x5, pald during their years of active

n computing old-age benefits, no accor i {
worker has contributed to the fund. A zlxlll;trzl lvsvitﬁkf(l)l y(falt‘:: %flecr:)g;tl;egf tlmle .
ment will receive exactly the same pension as a man with only 1% moi?l})sogi
covered employment at the same average monthly wage, provided they both
qualify for benefits. This is unjust and is contrary to insurance principles.

A worker is eligible to receive a pension if he has e i
: : arned at ] 5
of the 40 calendar quarters in covered employment. Such a wgi-llsxtef al(s) ls:i?la?(:
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be fully insured for life. Where the working period begins in his later years, a
worker with less than 40 calendar quarters of covered employment may qualify
for a pension if he has earned at least $50 in covered employment in not less
than half of the calendar quarters during his working period, and in any event,
in not less than 6 calendar quarters.

It is a simple matter for a man who has never worked in covered employment to
take advantage of this provision of the law when approaching the age of 65.

For example, a man with many business connections can get his name on a
payroll for a peried of 18 months and thus qualify for old-age benefits for the
remainder of his life, under which he will receive each month a tax-exempt
pension payment approximately equal to the aggregate amount he has paid in
taxes.

The requirement that a worker must have 40 quarters of coverage to be fully
insured for life, discriminates against women, Each year several hundred thou-
sand young women take employment simply to bridge the gap between school and
marriage. Most of them quit their jobs within 10 years and never qualify for
benefits. The result is that all the taxes they have paid for social security are
Torfeited.

Another injustice in the present law is the provision that if a inan between
the ages of 65 and 72 who is receiving an old-age benefit earns more than $1,200
per annum, the entire benefit payment is discontinued. This provision works
a great injustice when considered in relation to need. A wealthy man living on
interest and dividend income of a hundred thousand dollars per annum, is
definitely retired and will receive his Federal pension. On the other hand, a
poor man who cannot live on his pension is denied protection if he tries to
make an honest living.

Old-age benefits are exempt from Federal income tax. This means nothing
to the low-income groups as they do not pay income taxes, even when actively
employed, and certainly not when retired on pension. To a man in the high-
income brackets, however, it means that his old-age benefits are worth to him
several times as much as the same amount in taxable income.

The present law is very costly to administer. The work of maintaining its
elaborate records for each individual worker over his entire working life requires
the services of many thousands of Government employees, and the number is
steadily increasing. There is the added cost of maintaining local administrative
offices throughout the country to advise the public on the intricate and complex
provisions of the law. These costly records serve chiefly to defeat the real
purpose of protecting the needy against destitution by insuring that the lowest
pensions shall go to those completely dependent on them.

Unjust discrimination in the treatment of individuals is very marked in certain
specific cases. For example, if a fully insured worker dies before reaching
pension age, leaving no dependents as defined in the law, his estate will receive
only a lump sum equal to 3 months’ primary benefit. This worker may have
spent many years in covered employment and been compelled to contribute
several thousand dollars to the fund, most of which is forfeited. The worker
has no control over his accumulation in the fund and cannot dispose of any
part of it by will.

At the other extreme are cases in which workers receive in benefits many
times the total amount paid in taxes. My own case will serve as an example.
I retired in April 1939, after contributing to the fund over a period of two-and-
a-fraction years. My own taxes amounted to $85 and this amount was matched
by my employer, making a total tax payment of $170 on my account. On the
basis of this tax, I receive a life annuity of $48.60 per month and my wife an
annuity of $24.30 per month. In this case, the total amount paid in was ex-
hausted in less than 3 months. The present value of these annuities at age 65
is $8,801, as against the $170 paid in.

Who is paying for these pensions? Since the plan is designed to be self-
supporting, if some of us receive in pensions many times the amount contributed,
others must eventually receive much less than their contributions if the plan
is to remain solvent.

A serious defect of any old-age benefit plan imposed by the Government is
that it must be uniform and inflexible. Every man’s insurance requirements are
peculiar to his situation in life, depending upon his income and general financial
status, his family responsibilities, and his plans for the future. The imposi-
tion of a prescribed insurance program without regard to his insurance needs
or his ability to pay i~ an unwarranted restriction of his freedom and his right
to direct his own life and plan his own future.

73192—36—ut. 3——2
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il noted that the worst defects in the present la“{—its _unjust dis-
tri{)tug;nl (l))fe taxes, its incomplete coverage, it_s ineﬂ:‘ect.iveness in taking care of
the needy, its extravagant cost of administration, gud its wasteful use of money
for benefits for those not in need of protection—are mseparable from its ch:_aracter
as a so-called insurance plan. The only real remedy is to abandon the idea of
insurance and substitute an alternative plan.

U~IvERSAL OLD-AGE BENEFITS BASED ON NEED

Several Members of Congress bhave suggested that the preseut compulsory
insurance plan be financed on a pay-as-you-go basis. If this were done, those
on retirement would have their pensions paid by taxes collected from workers
who have not yet reached retirement age. This change would so}ve many
problems. It would also mean the abandonment of all pretense o_f insurance
and the substitution of a tax-supported Federal pension plan. This would, in
my opinion, provide the ideal solution of the problem. .

Such a plan could best be financed by a personal income tax whlcl} could
appear as a separate item on the regular income tax return and be demgnatgd
as a social-security tax. A personal-income tax would provide the most equit-
able distribution of the tax burden and would be economically sound. The
tax should be at a flat uniform rate for all incomes, from whatever source. It
would not be wise to use a corporate income tax for this purpose, since cor-
poration taxes are treated as business costs and are passed on to the consumer
in higher prices.

Showing this tax as a separate item in the tax return would make it easy for
the Government to keep social-security tax collections in balance with expendi-
tures, and would keep the individual taxpayers informed of the cost of their
social security. Under this plan, the revenues would he collected by the Treas-
ury Department at very little cost to the Government.

The distribution of benefits under a tax-supported welfare plan would present
some new problems. In order not to deprive individuals of the incentive to work
and to save, pensions should be limited so far as possible to what is requiread to
1rovide the essentials of daily life, and should be paid only to those who have
need of them.

Under such a plan, it is important also to avoid the application of the means test.
This could be done by paying those over 63 a uniform pension sufficient for the
necessities of life. All those receiving these benefits would report them in their
income-tax returns and would be subject to a special tax which might be called
a recoupment tax. The purpose wuold be to recoup old-age benefits from those
with adequate private incomes. The recoupment tax rate would be applied to
private income only, and should be low enough so that at no point would it de-
stroy the incentive for older people to continue working, and high enough to
avoid paying pensions to those with ample private incomes. A graduated rate
would meet these requirements. For example, the first $300 of private income
for a worker receiving old-age benefits might be free from reconpment tax.
Private income above $600 could be taxed at a gradually increasing rate that
would recoup the entire pension of a man with no dependents having a private
income of $3,000 per annum.

This tax would cease at the point where the entire old-age benefit, in-
cluding any allowances for dependents, would be recouped. In order to save
clerical work, persons with substantial private incomes could, with their con-
sent, be dropped from the pension rolls, thus avoiding the use of the recoupment
tax in such cases.

. T_hg proposed plan would be simple and inexpensive to administer. The costly
m(]1v1dual-recor(_is now required to determine eligibility and to compute benefits
could be discontinued. The plan is so easily understood that there would be no

needed for local administrative offices in each community to assist the public
in interpreting the law.

tributions for workers now in covered employment. Millions of low-pai rkers
W()l}]lld pay less than under the present law. paid wo
veryone reaching retirement age would qualify for benefits, and the largest
beqeﬁts would go to those with the lowest incomes, The millions already past
re'tlg‘eme‘nt age, who have no protection under the present law, would become
ghglble 1mmed_1ately. f]?hus, the law would be fully effective in protecting those
In need of social security, and the number of cases requiring local public assist-
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ance would be sharply reduced. The resultant savings in public-assistance costs,
both to the Federal Government and to the States, would offset a considerable
part of the cost of the proposed plan.

The general economic effect of this plan should be wholesome. The social-
secu}'ity income tax should be established at a rate high enough to insure
pension payments in good times and bad, with a large enough reserve to carry
through periods of business depression. The amounts collected through social
security and recoupment taxes should be used only for the payment of old-age
benefits. In prosperous periods the social-security income tax, plus the recoup-
ment tax, would substantially exceed the amount being disbursed in pensions.
This would bring about a reduction in the amount of money in circulation, which
would have a moderatedy retarding effect on inflation. In periods of depression
both the social-security income tax and the recoupment tax would be sharply
reduced, while the net amount disbursed in pensions would be substantially
increased and would exceed the amount collected in taxes. This would increase
the amount of money in circulation, and as benefit payments would have a high
velocity of circulation the result would be a definitely stimulating effect on busi-
ness activity. In this way the plan would serve as a balance wheel, contributing
to the stabilization of general business.

If Federal old-age and survivors insurance is discontinued in favor of some
-other plan, the Government should, of course, carry out its commitments to those
who qualify for benefits under the present law. The longer the changeover is
delayed the more difficult will be the problem of meeting such commitments.

There can be little doubt that in the enactment of the Federal social-security
law and the later amendments, political considerations have weighed heavily.
The original law was passed as an emergency measure during our worst depres-
sion. There was very little debate, and it had almost unanimous support from
both parties, and during the 19 years the law has been in effect it has been one
of the few issues on which there has been no disagreement between the parties.
Yet the many millions who must be excluded from benefits under any insurance
law, however amended, and the millions whose protection under insurance will
be insufficient for their needs, seem to have been overlooked by the lawmakers.
Although these “forgotten men” constitute over a third of the total population,
they are so scattered and unorganized that their political power has never been
realized and they have little influence at Washington.

The fundamental defects in the original law can never be fully remedied by
the endless patchwork of amendments coming up in every session of Congress.
These amendments represent a vain attempt to make an ill-conceived compulsory
insurance plan serve a purpose for which it is utterly unsuited. I believe Con-
gress should meet the problem squarely by adopting a plan that will provide
universal old-age benefits hased on need. Such a plan would immediately mete
out justice to all the needy aged, both in the apportionment of its tax burden
and in the distribution of its benefit payments.

The Cuamman. The first witness is Mr. John Tramburg, pres-

ident of the American Public Welfare Association. Mr. Tramburg,
you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF JOHN W. TRAMBURG, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN
PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION

Mr. Trameurc. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I
am John W. Tramburg, commissioner of the New Jersey Depart-
ment of Institutions and Agencies. As president of the American
Public Welfare Association, I am here today representing that
organization. _ .

In qualifying myself to testify I would like to add that I was
Commissioner of Social Security in the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare during 1953 and 1954 and at that time was re-
sponsible to the Secretary for the overall supervision of the old-age
and survivors insurance, public assistance, and Children’s Bureau
programs. ) L

Now, just a bit about the association.
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The American Public Welfare Association is the national organi-
zation of local and State public welfare departments and of individuals
engaged in public welfare at all levels of government . Its member-
ship includes State and local welfare administrators, board members,
and welfare workers from every jurisdiction. o )

Within our association are a number of national councils, including
a council representing all of the State administrators of public
welfare, a council of local administrators of public welfare, and a
council of members of State and local boards of public welfare.

We have five committees—aging, medical care, services to children,
soclal-work education and personnel, and welfare policy—on which
our membership is represented and through which we are able to
obtain a cross section of views on how public welfare is operating
to meet the needs of people in their home communities. )

We have six regional conferences each year and a nationwide meet-
ing in alternate years at which we discuss current issues in social
security and obtain the views of our members. As a result of these
discussions our board of directors of 26 persons, representing all
parts of the country, adopts official policy positions on issues of current
significance. .

I should like to insert in the record selected brief policy state-
ments bearing on the issues which come within the purview of this
committee.

The Cramrman. Without objection, that will be done.

(The documents referred to are as follows :)

ESSENTIALS OF PUBLIC WELFARE

A statement of principles prepared by the welfare policy committee of the
American Public Welfare Association

PREAMBLE

Public welfare stems from the democratic principle that human beings have a

responsibility for the well-being of each other. Through the span of recorded
history man’s very survival has depended upon the acceptance of this principle.
In varying times and circumstances it has been expressed with magnificent
variety and ingenuity : the family fostering its own members; the woman carry-
ing food and medicine to a stricken neighbor; the collective barn-raising of the
bioneer community; the church, fraternal order, union, commercial enterprise
or club caring for its members; the voluntary pooling of labor and resources
through social agencies to render a needed service; the use of government, as
the common agent, to protect and foster the welfare of its citizens. Indeed it
embraces the full range of man’s generosity to man.
. We who work in public welfare are proud to belong to this great humanitar
ian tradition. But we also recognize a special obligation resulting from the
fact.that public welfare functions within the framework of governmental au-
thoylty_and depends upon the tax dollar which everyone must pay. This is the
obhgthon to state clearly our thinking with respect to public welfare: its na-
ture, its obligations, its social purposes, its methods, and its limitations.

In. this statement we have endeavored to summarize the basic principles of
public welfgire today. These principles cannot be static. They will change as
people modlfy the }'ole of government in the total society. Their application is
not necessarily uniform throughout the country because variety, experimenta-
tion, and uneven progress are inherent in a vigorous democracy. Further-
more, actual practice does not always fulfill the aspiration expressed in every
prmcgple beqause tqls too is characteristic of growth and development.

Universal in public ‘welfare, however, is the belief in individual human beings
as the source of social values, Freedom from the bondage of needless fear

;ltl;dg g:%)rivation so that all individuals may achieve their highest potentialities is

e
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THE GENERAI SETTING

I. The range of governmental social programs.—The American Union has as
one of the basic purposes set forth in its Constitution “to promote the general
welfare.” This responsibility of democratic government to promote the well-
being of individuals is carried out through many closely related social programs,
of which public welfare is one. Others include services in the fields of public
health, education, recreation, mental hygiene, corrections, vocational counseling
and placement, vocational rehabilitation, protection to consumers, services to
particular groups such as veterans, farm families, industrial workers, Indians,
or others, and economic protection through contributory social insurance. These
fields are not easy to idolate from each other since human beings and their needs
constitute a single whole. However, recognizing that each involves its particular
skills and methods, this statement is directed to the particular field of public
welfare as a specific function of government.

II. Public welfare as a specific function of government.—Public welfare is
that area of governmental service which protects individuals and families against
potential or actual social disaster, including economic want, and helps them find
the means to regain economic and social self-sufficiency. It stands as a social bul-
wark behind the individual or family in meeting needs which the community
recognizes as basic but for which individual, family, or voluntarily effort have
proved inadequate. It does this by assuring a minimum level of living, below
which none need fall ; extending social protection to those, like children or handi-
capped adults, requiring special care because of their helplessness; and offering
guidance and specialized service to those with problems which the community
recognizes to be at once serious and beyond their immediate power of personal
solution.

III. How public welfare serves the total community interest.—Public welfare,
by assuring basic social protection to individuals and families, serves the inter-
ests of all in the community and gives practical expression to the democratic
principle that individual well-being is the source of community strength. Funda-
mental to its social purpose is recognition of the mutual obligations of citizen and
State: the citizen to make his highest contribution to his own and the commu-
nity welfare; the State to assist him in that effort and sustain him in time of
need. Starting from the point of individual or family needs, public welfare under-
takes to bring to those needs the full range of community services. This serves
not only the individuals involved but also contributes to economic and social
progress by easing the burdens of adjustment such progress may impose. It also
contributes to political stability by minimizing the conditions in which destructive
unrest can take root. Public welfare fosters social planning directed toward a
better social environment for all. Public welfare often pioneers, moreover, in
developing new services for particular groups which later become a part of
the total public service. Through its efforts to prevent as well as meet social
needs it contributes to social progress for all.

IV. The relationship between public and voluntary welfare serrvices.—Public
and voluntary welfare services contribute in complementary ways to a demo-
cratic society. The voluntary pooling of effort, money, skill, aind devotion for
humanitarian purposes is an important part of the religious and community
tradition in such a free society. There is virtually no limit to the range of serv-
ices which may he provided to meet particular needs on such a voluntary basis.
Public welfare differs from voluntary welfare in that it functions within the
framework of governmental authority : it extends to all who need it basic protec-
tion in those circumstances where the people, acting through government, have
decided the public interest requires such provision. Thix protection may take
the form of a direct governmental service or benefit; it may also take the form of
assuring minimum standards in a nongovernmental service affecting persons
requiring the protection of law.

Public welfare services, established by law, must be available on an equitable
basis to all who need and qualify for them. This implies, however, no monopoly
of function. On the contrary, voluntary welfare programs—in addition to their
other values—inevitably reduce the demands on public welfare to the extent that
they meet the needs of these individuals who seek and receive their services.
Public welfare welcomes and encourages all measures—whether by individual
effort, voluntary association, or government—which prevent or relieve the need
for its services. Public welfare supports cooperative planning by all forces in
a community to that end. Moreover, it recognizes that vigorous exercise of the
right to provide and finance such service on a voluntary basis serves the cause
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of progress by assuring diversity, experimentation, and a free choice of t¥pe of
service by the individual citizen.

THE PUBLIC WELFARE PROGRAM

V. The nature of public welfare scrvices.—Public welfare is essgntially a serv-
ice program. As such it involves the rendgring of pers.onal service by wor!{(_ars
with special skill and knowledge. This service may be directed either 'to famlh-es
and individuals with social or economic problems or to the community and its
agencies in developing the aid needed to meet such.prqblems. To_the extend thgt
these problems involve financial need, welfare service is accompanied by economic
aid. Bffective welfare service requires understanding of human need_s and a
knowledge of the full range of agencies, programs and resources_aval_lable to
meet them. Additional specialized knowledge and skills are required in some
aspects of public weltare, such as child welfare services, medical care programs,
work with the blind and with those who are otherwise severely handicapped.

VI. The purposes served by public welfare scrrices.—The services rendered by
a public welfare agency serve differing purposes and fall in_to five broad groups:

(a) Those which are necessary to bring together, either directly or by referral,
the individual or family and a social program, such as financial assistance, health
service, housing, rehabilitative services, or institutional care. .

(b) Those in which the welfare agency exercises a protective function toward
children or adults given into its legal custody by the courts or toward groups of
persons placed under its care or supervision by law.

(¢) Those which facilitate satisfactory relationships between individuals and
the social environment in which they live.

(d) Those directed toward mobilizing and relating the total resources of the
community to meet existing welfare needs.

(e) Those which seek to minimize and, wherever possible, prevent the condi-
tions which create such welfare needs.

VII. Types of economic aid.—Many of the social and economic problems neces-
sitating public welfare services contain elements of economic need. The family
may have been deprived of its normal source of support or may not have the
resources to finance a special needed service. In such cases welfare services
may be accompanied by economic aid of one of the following types:

(a) Public assistance may be granted to individuals or families on the basis
of their needs. Such assistance usually takes the form of a cash payment or
medical care. Public assistance is the means of assuring income sufficient for
that level of living which society is willing and financially able to provide for
persons temporarily or permanently unable to secure it for themselves. While
payments to individuals and families will vary with their specific needs and
resources, the standards on which such payments are hased should be cbjective,
consistent, and understandable alike to the recipient and the public. Elements
entering into the determination of the level of living which constitutes the
standard of assistance are: the standard of living prevailing in the community;
the basic requirements of all people for enough to eat, a decent place to live,
sufficient clothing and other means to maintain an acceptable role in the com-
munity, and medical care where needed; and the special needs of children, the
handicapped, the aged, and those who can be restored to self-support by a
temporary investment of public funds.

(b) Payments may be made to those families, agencies, or institutions provid-
ing care for children or adults who are the responsibility of public welfare
agencies. In such instances the welfare agency is utilizing established facilities
for the purchase of a particular benefit or service for an individual who is its
responsibility.

(¢) The public welfare agency may itself operate institutions involving full-
or part-time maintenance of those for whom public welfare has assumed re-
sponsibility whether by cour! commitment or voluntary action. Institutional
welfare programs are usually a means to achieve some social purpose such as
medical rehabilitation, retraining of delinquent children, nursing home care for
the chronically ill, group care for the elderly, or specialized service for a scattered
geographical group.

RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS INVOLVED IN PUBLIC WELFARE

_VII.I. The principlg of mutual aid.—Public welfare services are based on the
principle of mutual aid as fundamental to human society. To be as effective as
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possible they must be carried out in an atmosphere of respect for individual
rights, warmth toward people, understanding of society, and full knowledge of
the specific programs which serve human needs. Persons receiving such services
have an obligation to deal frankly and honestly with the agency, to exert all
possible effort in the solution of their own problems, and to recognize the legal
basis and limitations under law of a public program.

IX. The right to fair and equitable treatment.—Public welfare services should
be available on an equitable basis to all persons who need and qualify for them.
There should be no arbitrary restrictions based on age, sex, race, creed, residence,
citizenship, or the cause of a situation of genuine need. Similar treatment should
be accorded to persons in similar circumstances within a particular jurisdiction.
Specific decisions of the agency should be subject to objective review on the appeal
of the individual affected.

X. The right to privacy.—It is assumed that persons seeking aid from a public
welfare ageney wish knowledge or assistance which will help them solve their
own problems and discharge their own responsibilities. Acceptance of such
assistance should not reflect on the competence of those who receive it and should
not affect their right to privacy in the management of their own affairs. The in-
dividual facts and records relating to such aid should be treated as confidential.
Personal and family problems involving possible compulsion, such as desertion,
nonsupport, or the removal of a child from his home, should be handled as with
other citizens through the courts or other legal channels.

ADMINISTRATION

XI. Respective responsibilities of State and Federal Govcrnments—The pri-
mary responsibility for administering public welfare functions in the United
States rests upon the States and their political subdivisions. The Federal Gov-
ernment, however, has an obligation to use its constitutional taxing power to
equalize the financial base for public welfare and develop nationwide goals and
standards. This is essentially in order that the guaranties and benefits of Amer-
ican citizenship may be available on a reasonably equitable and consistent basis
throughout the country.

XIX. Administration by a single agency.—Public welfare functions can be more
efficiently and more satisfactorily administered by a single agency at each level of
government. This arrangement contributes to a consistent philosophy of public
welfare and an adequately comprehensive program. The person with a problem
knows where to turn. The citizens, together with his elected representatives,
knews whom to hold responsible for the carrying out of the program. All serv-
ices, including those requiring special knowledge and special skill, should be
centralized within this single agency.

XI1I1. Public welfare personnel.—The basic professional skills of public welfare
are public administration and social work. Public welfare personnel should be
selected, advanced, and retained on a basis of merit They should be qualified by
professional competence, humanitarian convictions, and a high sense of responsi-
bility toward those who seek and those who finance public welfare services.

XIV. Responsibility for public funds—Public welfare funds should be ex-
pended only by a public agency responsible directly to those officials and represen-
tatives to whom the citizenry has delegated governing powers. Specific services
or benefits may be purchased, however, from voluntary agencies, individuals, or
other governmental units by the public welfare department in behalf of individ-
uals for whim it is responsible. In this case a clear-cut agreement between the
two parties will prevent misunderstanding and assure full protection both to the
individual receiving the service and to the public in the use of public funds.

XV. Public accountability.—Public welfare, like all other governmental funec-
tions in a democracy, is public business. It, therefore, owes to the citizenry and
its elected representatives the fullest accounting of its work. Such accounting,
while protecting the privacy of individuals receiving public welfare services,
should give the public full information regarding the policies, methods, purposes,
and general expenditure breakdowns of the agency. Citizen participation
through welfare boards, advisory committees, or other methods is also an essential
part of this relationship

XVI. Social research.—Public welfare has a continuing responsibility for pro-
moting research designed both to strengthen its own services and to help alleviate
or prevent the conditions which result in the need for welfare services.
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PREVENTION OF NEED

XVIIL. Public welfare responsibility for the prevention of need.—Welfare w01_-k-
ers know better than any other group the cost in individual. suffering and social
loss of the dependency and social maladjustment with which they deal. They
know also that these problems result all too frequently from s_omety’s failure to
provide measures which would prevent their occurrence or contl_nuancg.' For this
reason the functions and concern of public welfare include—in addition to the
preventive aspects of its own work—active advocacy of many other measures
which prevent need and promote individual and social welfare.

XVIII. The opportunity to work.—Productive and reasonably compensated
work is the best source of income for all those who are capable of such work
and not occupied with other basie social responsibilities, like the care of young
children. Opportunity for such work should bé available to all in accordance
with their capacities and without arbitrary restrictions based on sex, mature
vears, or other factors unrelated to their abilities. Employment opportunities
can be encouraged by governmental and other community action in such fields
as development of natural resources, the restoration of areas of diminished
productivity, the stimulation of new sources of employment, technical and
financial aid to farmers and other entrepreneurs, the setting of fair labor stand-
ards, vocational training and placement, and facilitated migration.

XIX. Social insurance—Contributory social insurance has proved the best
governmental method to assure maintenance of income for individuals and
their families during periods when work is impossible or unavailable for them,
Under this system contributions are made during employment which entitle
the worker to cash benefits, paid as a mater of earned right without regard to
individual economie circumstance, in periods when he can no longer work.
Social insurance should cover all working people, should pay benefits adequate to
maintain a decent minimum standard of living, and should protect against loss of
earnings due to unemployment, disability, premature death of the family bread-
winner, and retirement in old age.

XX. Health mcasurcs.—No condition is as costly in terms of individual, social,
and economic loss as i1l health and disability. Public welfare is, therefore,
concerned with the advance of medical knowledge, the availability of health
facilities and personnel, and the extension of public health services. Moreover,
in order to assure an optimum standard of health, and restore to good health
those suffering from illness or impairment the benefits of modern medical science
must be available to all. To the extent that individuals cannot secure it for
themselves governmental or other social measures should assure its availability.

XXI. Special responsibilities toward children—Democracy has a special obli-
gation to assure to the children who will become its future adult citizens the
basic necessities for health, growth, and development. In addition to the oppor-
tunity to grow up in a home or group which can meet his physical, emotional,
and spiritual needs, each child should be asured : healthful housing and environ-
mental conditions, educational opportunity, medieal care, facilities for recreation

ﬁhd cultural development, and acceptance on his merit in the community in which
e lives. .

ESSENTIALS OF PUBLIC CHILD WELFARE SERVICES

A Statement Prepared by the Committee on Services

to Children, American
Public Welfare Association . ’

EpITORIAL NOTE

This publica_tiou 1s issued as a policy statement of the Anerican Public
Welfare Association in response to a long recognized need for a brief yet in-
clusive statement setting forth the underlying concepts and necessary elements
of a sound program of public child-welfare services. It is a sense an extension
of the general principles embodied in the basic policy statement of the associa-
tion, Essentials of Public Welfare—A Statement of Principles.

Essen_tials of P}lblic Child Welfare Services was prepared by the Committee
gn_Servwes to Children. While it applies to a specialized field of public welfare,
it is neverthele§s broad and general with respect to child welfare services. It
is therefore subject in turn to further expansion in specific areas. Here it should
be noted tvhat the association has already issued a statement on The Child
Welfare Worker Job in the Puhlic Welfare Agency, which, taken together with

oD =~ e W 5O
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the pyesent s_tatement, serves to define and clarify many of the factors that are
of primary importance in establishing and maintaining adequate public child
welfare services.

Es_se.ntials of Public Child Welfare Services should prove useful not only to
admlqlstrators and technical specialists, but also to legislative bodies, boards and
committees, schools of social work, and to the interested public.

INTRODUCTION

Among the acknowledged responsibilities of government in the United States
are the advancement and preservation of the conditions which enable individuals
and families to develop their full capacities for economic and social self-suffi-
ciency, and the extension of protection against social disaster and physical want.
The public welfare programs which have been developed over a period of many
years are among the major instruments for discharging these responsibilities of
government. The tax-supported welfare programs are thus a basic part of a
wide constellation of services and agencies, both public and private, which safe-
guazr(ti and promote opportunities for constructive living for all members of
society.

The objectives of the public child-welfare services are to help children in
attaining the benefits of wholesome growth and development and the responsi-
bilities of adult citizenhip, and to protect them from those social, economic, and
emotional hazards to which their immaturity renders them especially vulnerable.
Because of the interrelatedness of all aspects of public welfare, the responsi-
bilities for extending help and protection to children are best carried out as an
integrated part of the broad range of public welfare services. The purpose of
this statement is to identify the major elements of a public child welfare pro-
gram which are fundamental to the realization of these objectives.

LEGAL BASE

In the United States all governmental functions, including those of public
welfare, are established by law. Public child-welfare services must therefore
rest upon a legal foundation that is wisely conceived and technically sound.
While specific responsibilities for the welfare of children should be defined
within the legal framework, laws should be sufficiently broad and flexible to
permit effective administration, continuing program development, and adapta-
tion of services to changing conditions and needs. The legal base should provide
in broad terms for overall structure and relationships, but the administrative
authority should be free to devise the details of internal organization.

A public child-welfare program depends not only upon the organic law which
defines its purpose and structure, but also upon related substantive law which
determines the status, rights, responsibilities, and relationships of children and
their parents; upon the laws which establish other services and procedures
affecting children, such as adoption, custody and guardianship, termination of
the parent-child relationship, and the licensing of child caring and placing agen-
cies; and upon the laws on delinquency, dependency, and neglect. Similarly,
the relationships between public welfare agencies and other agencies serving
children, such as juvenile courts, schools, health agencies, veterans’ agencies, and
social insurance, are in their broad outlines defined by legislation. Thus the legal
setting of public child-welfare services consists of a large body of laws which bear
both directly and indirectly upon the child-serving agencies, all of which con-
tribute significantly to the effectiveness of the program. Moreover, a sound legal
base for a public child-welfare program must be fortified with financial support
commensurate with the responsibilities and functions which are legislatively
established.

ADMINISTRATION

In addition to sound comprehensive legislation and adequate financial support,
a public child-welfare program should be carried out through administration
that is efficient as well as humane. The methods and techniques of sound adminis-
tration are as applicable to the humanitarian purposes of welfare services as they
are in any other type of program operation. Administration must also be respon-
sive to the needs of the children who are served and must make the most effective
use of the resources available.

Dealing with the intricacies of human problems requires an understanding of
the principles and knowledge which have been developed by the sciences of human
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behavior, and a sincere belief in the dignity apd wortl_{ of human _beings. -M-’.’E‘i'
mum effectiveness in public child-welfare services requires professgonal.ly trafned
personnel in numbers sufficient to carry out tt_xe program for which the & f

is responsible. Competent and adequate staff is, therefore, one of the essential

elements of public child-welfare services.
PUBLIC UNDERSTANDING AND BUPPORT

Sympathetic and informed public understanding and support are prerequisite
for effective public child-welfare services. There must be a ge_neral public aware-
ness of the reasons for maintaining services, and a recognition of the elemenj:s
that contribute to a sound program. This understanding must carry the convic-
tion which results in positive support, not only for needed appropriations, b}lt also
for sound legislation, adequate staff, and for overall competeqce a.nd enlighten-
ment in administration and leadership. Child welfare agencies, in turn, have
the responsibility to disseminate information regarding program o;_)eratlons‘aqd
objectives, and to exercise leadership in facilitating the expression of public
support for effective and adequate services. Such activities shquld be carried
out as a matter of continuing policy by both State and local agencies, and spould
engage the participation of board members and of administrative, professional,
and clerical staff.

STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION

The well-being of children is a proper concern of all levels of government, but
the primary responsibility for administering public child-welfare functions in
the United States rests upon the States and their political subdivisions. At the
same time, the Federal Government has appropriately assumed responsibility for
giving broad leadership in the development of programs; for providing technical
and professional consultation; for collecting information and recommending
standards; and for participating financially in the development and support of
State and local programs serving children.

Within the States and Territories, public child-welfare services are adminis-
tered through various patterns of agency structure and setting. In order to
assure uniformity of coverage, the responsibility of State government for public
child-welfare services should be placed in a single State agency. The allocation
of functions between the State agency and local agencies is determined to some
degree by the extent to which the program is State administered or is locally
administered with State supervision. There are, however, certain broad areas
of function that by their nature are appropriate to each level of government.

State agency

The State agency should have authority and responsibility for broad policy
determination and for the development and encouragement of various services
and programs for children. This responsibility includes making recommenda-
tions for needed legislation and for keeping the public informed regarding the
present activities and changing requirements for programs serving children.

The State agency should have responsibility for the administration and alloca-
tion of funds which represent the financial participation of both the Federal and
State governments in public child-welfare services.

The State agency should also have authority and responsibility for regulation
and standard setting in order to assure minimum levels of service throughout
the State whether under public or private auspices. This shounld include licensing
and standard setting for the care and placement of children.

In addition, the State agency, generally, should perform those functions which
are necessary to the operation of an effective public child-welfare program
throughout the State, and which local agencies are, for practical purposes, less
able to pgrform. These functions include: providing technical and professional
consultation to both public and private agencies; maintaining personnel stand-
ards; conducting programs and providing leadership and materials for the im-
provement of §kills and abilities of agency personnel : compiling and publishing
reports regarding the operation of the public child welfare program ; conducting
research _to detern_line_the need for modifying the existing services or initiating
new services; maintaining specialized services which are needed by children
through.out t‘hg State and which cannot feasibly be provided by local agencies;
develop}n;r 11‘a1son with other statewide agencies and organizations which havé
a relationship to public child-welfare services, and with public child-welfare

agencies of other States; and serving as the State chann icati i
related Federal child-welfare services. el of communication with

—— en —x B0
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Local agency

Lacal pubtic child-welfare agencies are variously organized and may serve’large
distriets or single counties or municipalities. In the great majority of instivices,
however, the administrative unit is the county. In some States, the local agency
is administratively an arm of the State agency. The distinguishing characteristic
of the local public child-welfare agency lies in its primary function to provide
direct services to, or in behalf of, individual children.

These direct public welfare services for children are designed to help alleviate
individual conditions of physical, mental, emotional, economic, and social mal-
adjustment arising from such factors as inadequate family care, homelessness, un-
satisfactory neighborhood environment, physical, mental, and emotional handi-
caps and ill health, The day-by-day services are directed toward helping parents
and children make the maximum use of their own potentialities in solving their
problems.: ‘Fhese services should be positive in.their effect on the lives of indi-
vidual children and on total community living. The primary objective of the
child-welfare effort is to strengthen and preserve the family home as the domi-
nant influence for wholesome growth and development in the life of each child. In
those instances where foster care is necessary, for either a temporary or prolonged
period, there must be assurance that the child will have substitute care, either
in a family home or group placement, of a kind and quality which will best con-
tribute to his wholesome growth and development toward stable and productive
maturity. These hasic public child-welfare services should be available when
needed to all children in all political subdivisions regardless of the local admin-
istrative structure.

Local agencies should also have the responsibility for maintaining supporting
functions which are similar in character to those of the State agency but which
are local in in scope and application. Such functions include preparing reports
and other information, planning to meet future program requirements, training
and development of agency staff, and providing leadership toward meeting the
welfare needs of the total community.

Related resources

Finally, there are many other resources for children which should be avail-
able, such as training schools, probation and parole services, group-care facilities,
mental health clinic, and psychiatric treatment centers. These may be under
the actual administration of a State or a local public-welfare agency, or other
agencies both public and private. In all instances, however, they should work
in close coordination with the other components of the total child-welfare pro-
gram. Where they are not available or are inadequate, the State and the local
publie child-welfare agencies share the responsibility for encouraging the estab-
lishment and maintenance of these resources on an adequate basis.

CONCLUSION

The ever-increasing interest throughout the country in the well-being of all
children is resulting in a growing understanding and realization of the necessity
for public child-welfare services of good quality and adequate coverage. Too
often, however there has not been an accompanying recognition or acceptance of
the complex technical requirements which must also be met to achieve these
objectives. These have been set forth in general terms in this statement.

Modern child-welfare services, both public and private, are an expression of the
aspirations of society for all children and the minimum conditions of life that will
be tolerated for any child. These values progress with the advancement of our
total culture. Public child-welfare services must therefore have the vitality and
the leadership not only to keep abreast of changing times but also to serve as an
agent of constructive change.

THE PLACE OF REHABILITATION IN THE PUBLIC-WELFARE PROGRAM
A statement of policy by the American Public Welfare Association

The American Public Welfare Association, speaking for its membership, re-
affirms that public-welfare departments have an obligation to assure essential
rehabilitation services for their clients, and to participate in social planning
aimed at the development and improvement of community rehabilitation
programs.
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Rehabilitation has been defined as the application of all the_approprl.ate sciences
and disciplines required to help persons handicapped by disease, d;fabllxty, or
social maladjustment to achieve the maximum feasible level of persona and social
well-being and usefulness. It is in this broad sense of the term, which does not
limit rehabilitation to a vocational objective and re_turn to §e}f~sppport, _that
public-welfare agencies have an increasing concern Wlth. repattll}tatlon services.

A major function of public-welfare programs is to assist individuals and_ fam-
ilies in finding the means to achieve economic, social, and personal 'self—sqﬁiclenc'y,
including raising the level of capacity for self-care. To accomplish this, pub_hc
welfare has an obligation for making certain that the total. range of essential
rehabilitation services is available to its clients. This obligation stems from
public welfare’s responsibility to provide needed help for the many handicapped
and disabled persons seeking and receiving public-welfare services and to redu_ce,
whenever possible, the number of persons dependent upon tax funds by helping
such persons to become self-supporting.

MEDICAL CARE AND THE PREVENTION OF LONG-TERM DEPENDENCY

Public-welfare agencies, by providing a well-integrated program of medical
care for public-assistance recipients and other medically needy persons, help to
prevent the development of serious physical disability with its frequent conse-
quences of long-term personal and financial dependency. Early detection of the
onset of chronic illness through periodic and complete physical examinations is
the first step in such prevention. Adeguately financed and soundly administered
programs of general medical care are essential in this preventive service, insofar
as they help to restore sick persons to good health and to prevent residual or
complicating disabilities.

Despite these services, there will be some recipients with handicapping disabili-
ties. In this connection public-welfare agencies should regularly review their
programs to determine whether the services of public and voluntary rehabilitation
agencies, including the specialized services increasingly being offered by general
hospitals, are being used and supplemented in all appropriate ways, and whether
public-welfare policies and practices encourage full cooperation and a close work-
ing relationship with such agencies.

ADJUSTMENT AND OTHER SOCIAL SERVICES

Public and voluntary agencies established specifical]y to provide rehabilitation
services generally concentrate their services on the physical restoration and
training aspects of the rehabilitation process. Help in meeting the continuing
problems of social and economic adjustment, to persons who have had these pre-
paratory services, or help to their families while such services are being rendered
to the individual, is usunally the responsibility of community agencies other than
the rehabilitation agency. The pattern for developing and sharing the responsi-
hility for such social service is still being evolved, but in most communities
throughout the country, local public-welfare agencies are the only source of the
basic local social services which will fill this gap.

In addition, there are many public-welfare clients who do not need extensive
medical care or vocational training or counseling, but who need social services
in order to be able to accept employment or to achieve maximum self-sufficiency
and perscnal effectiveness. Public-welfare agencies must therefore be prepared

to offer such services as one aspect of the hroad range of rehabilitation services
required by their clients.

PUBLIC-WELFARE RESPONSIBILITY FOR REITABILITATION SERVICES

Furthel_'more, public-welfare agencies in many localities are the only resource
for Yocatlonal rehabilitation services to those needy persons who cannot receive
service through the federally aided program of vocational rehabilitation. The
amount of Fe(_leral and State funds available for financing these programs has
at times bge_n insufficient to provide service for all applicants who would other-
wise be ehglb!e, so that public vocational rehabilitation services have sometimes
been necessarily limited to the disabled who can be expected to show the greatest
returns, in terms of earnings, for the smallest expenditure of funds. Individuals
Who fgll in thg group least feasible for a return to self-support, due to age or
disabling conditions which are rapidly progressive or so substantially disabling
‘that‘ t.he person capnot be physically restored beyond the level of self-care, are
ineligible for service in the Federal-State vocational rehabilitation prog,ra.m.

the
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The provision of comprehensive rehabilitation services to such persons thus be-
comes a public-welfare responsibility, and expenditures from public-welfare
funds are justified, when the purpose is to assure service which will restore
public-welfare clients to the highest possible level of self-care or self-support.

ROLE OF PUBLIC-WELFARE DEPARTMENT

The'public-welfare department's role, therefore, includes community planning
and other forms of cooperation with all other agencies concerned with rehabilita-
tion services; casework services which prepare the client for referral to appro-
priate rehabilitation services; helping with social, psychological, and financial
problems of clients and their families arising during and after the rehabilitation
process; providing and financing suitable rehabilitation services (which may
include any combination of medical care, casework service, and vocational coun-
seling, training, and placement) to clients not eligible for the Federal-State
vocational rehabilitation program; and coordinating the rehabilitation services
needed by the welfare client.

Mr. TramBUre. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

At this time I should like to list briefly the Federal legislative ob-
jectives adopted by our Board of Directors in November 1955. There
are 26 of them, and in the interest of time I would like to emphasize
those pertaining to old-age and survivors insurance on page 5.

(The portion of the prepared statement not read, is as follows:)

These recommendations represent our considered judgment on social
needs and feasible proposals in the light of our experience. A number
of our recommendationg are pertinent to the proposals pending before
the committee today. They are as follows:

PUBLIC WELFARE PROGRAMS

Administration: 1. All aspects of the welfare program in which the
Federal Government participates financially should be administered
by a single agency at the local, State and Federal level.

2. The administration of the Children’s Bureau at the Federal level
should be maintained within the Social Security Administration.

3. Adequate and qualified personnel are essential in the administra-
tion of public-welfare programs. Federal funds should be provided
to assist States in training professional staff for State and local pub-
lic-welfare programs. o

Scope of program: 4. Federal grants-in-aid to the States should
recognize the comprehensive nature of public welfare responsibility
by aiding the States in providing financial assistance and service not
only for the aged, the blind, the disabled, and dependent children,
but also for all other needy persons. ) )

5. Public-welfare programs should provide preventive, protective,
and rehabilitative services to all who need them. The provisions of the
public-assistance titles of the Social Security Act should be clarified
to indicate that: ) L

a) Maintenance and preservation of family life, self-support,
self-care, prevention, and rehabilitation are objectives of the
assistance programs;

() Federal funds may be used to match State and local funds
to carry out these objectives.

6. The category of aid to the permanently and totally disabled
should be broadened through eliminating the restriction requiring a
disability to be permanent and total and eliminating the age require-
ment.
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7. The aid-to-dependent children program should be broadened
(«) by eliminating the school attendance requirement for children
16-18 years of age; and (b) by providing Federal aid for a needy
child living with any relative or a person having direct legal custody.

8. Specific provision should be made for Fedpral financial partici-
pation in the maintenance of children who require foster care.

9. Restrictions limiting use of Child Welfare Services funds to
rural araes and areas of special need should be removed and allot-
ments should be related to the total child population of each State.

10. Federal assistance should be made available to the States in
programs for the prevention and treatment of juvenile de_lmquencly.

11. The Federal Government should participate financially only
in those assistance and other welfare programs which are available to
all persons within the State who are otherwise eligible without re-
gard to residence, settlement, or citizenship requirements.

Methods of financing programs: 12. The continuation of a Federal
open-end appropriation is essential to a sound State-Federal fiscal
partnership in the field of public assistance. Since it is not possible
to predict accurately the incidence and areas of need, flexibility is
necessary in financing public-assistance programs. o

13. Federal participation should be on an equalization grant
formula provided by law and applicable to assistance, welfare
services—including child welfare—and adminjstrative expense. .

14. No change in the present Federal matching formula which
would effect a reduction in the Federal share of assistance payments
is desirable or advisable at this time.

15. The Federal Government should not reduce the present n:atch.
ing formula or financial participation in State administrative costs
for public assistance and should extend this formula to preventive,
protective, and rehabilitative services.

16. Maximums on individual assistance payments should be re-
moved. So long as Federal legislation sets maximums on’ Federal
participation in public-assistance payments, such Federal financial
participation should be related to the average payment per recipient
rather than to payments to individual recipients.

17. Because of the large numbers of public-welfare clients needing
medical care, the uneven incidence of the need for medical care, and
the high and unpredictable costs for such care, the Federal Govern-
ment should share such costs with the States on a basis not restricted
by c.(zlhngs on individual payments established for the maintenance
grants.

18. The McFarland amendment should be extended after Septem-
ber 30, 1956.

19. Federal aid for public assistance to Puerto Rico and the Virgin
Islands should be on the same basis as for other jurisdictions.

. 20. The amount anthorized for Child Welfare Services should be
;nc:eased and the full amount authorized should be appropriated in
act.

21. Provision should be made in the law for redistribution of child-
welfare funds so that funds not used by a State in any year could be
redistributed to other States or could be made available to that State
the following year.

22. F ederal legislation should provide for repatriation of Ameri-
can nationals from abroad in need of assistance Co

e e
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SOCIAL INSURANCE PROGRAMS

23. The contributory old-age and survivors’ insurance program, as
a preferable means of meeting needs of people and for reducing the
need for public assistance to a minimum, should be strengthened:
(@) With respect to extension of coverage; (b) With respect to the
adequacy of benefit payments; (¢) Through the provision of dis-
ability benefits.

24. Establishment of an Advisory Council on OASI is desirable
for the program.

-25.. Adequate and qualified personnel are essential in the admin-
istration of the OASI program. Federal funds should be provided
for the training of professional staff.

26. Unemployment insurance: The unemployment-insurance pro-
gram should be strengthened with respect to: (¢) Extension of cover-
age; (b) Adequacy of benefit payments; (¢) Less restrictive qualifi-
cations.

Now, as to public welfare today, before I comment in detail on
specific proposals, I would like to point out that State and local pub-
lic-welfare agencies are responsible today for expending over $3
billio}rll a year and for providing assistance to 5,700,000 persons each
month.

You will pardon me if I say that based on this experience we feel
we are as well qualified as anyone to testify on social-security matters.
We administer among other programs, old-age assistance, aid to the
permanently and totally disabled, aid to the needy blind, aid to de-
pendent children, and child welfare services. Several of the State
public welfare agencies administer the disability freeze provisions
of the OASI program.

This association is committed to the principles of doing everything
reasonably possible to reduce the assistance rolls to the absolute
migimum consistent with the welfare of the assistant recipients.” It
is for this reason that we have supported the extensions and improve-
ments in OASI and unemployment insurance which have been made
in the past and that we now urge that further steps be taken to
strengthen the OASI program at this time.

Disability insurance: We strongly endorse the provision of H. R,
7225 providing for insurance to persons who are totally disabled
for an extended period of time. We have studied the proposal for
disability insurance benefits for over 15 years and we believe it is
a desirable and necessary addition to the program and is adminis-
tratively feasible.

As Commissioner of Social Security I had the opportunity to become
familiar with the vast amount of research and actuarial studies which
the Social Security Administration has undertaken during the past
17 years on the subject of disability insurance benefits.

The staff of the Social Security Administration has investigated
every possible angle of this subject, such as the experience of private
insurance companies and the experience of foreign countries in the
administration of disability benefits; they have studied the disability
benefits experience of the Railroad Retirement Board and other
Government agencies; they have studied and looked into the possible
ways of administering a sound and efficient disability insurance bene-
fit program.
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While (fommissoner of Social Security I was responsible for the
early stages of planning the administration of the disability freeze
which your committee included in the 1954 social-security amend-
ments. I know each of the officials responsible for the administra-
tion of the disability freeze program. o

I am willing to say that they are as able and conscientious a group
of public officials as can be found and in their hands the basic plan-
ning of the disability insurance benefit program will be wisely and
efficiently carried out.

Fromytime to time some groups have expressed doubt as to the
feasibility of making medical determinations of disability. We do
not need to discuss this issue on a theoretical basis. Various Federal
and State agencies are now making medical determinations of dis-
ability—and making them soundly—with the advice and cooperation
of the medical profession and other qualified professional groups.
I am convinced that no further research needs to be undertaken in
order to establish the feasibility of making medical determinations;
over a million persons have been medically determined to be disabled
and are now receiving long-term disability benefits. And there has
been mo interference, through these programs, with the private
practice of medicine.

May I also point out that in 1948, after a long and careful study, the
Advisory Council on Social Security to the Senate Finance Committee
by a 15-to-2 vote recommended the payment of disability-insurance
benefits. We believe, therefore, that on the basis of these studies and
experience there is sufficient knowledge to justify enacting disability
insurance benefits at this time.

Costs of disability insurance: The American Public Welfare Asso-
ciation is well aware that the inauguration of disability-insurance
benefits will increase the costs of the OAST system. We believe, from
our personal contacts and experiences, that the overwhelming majority
of the American people are willing to shoulder these costs. In our
opinion there would be less opposition to an increase in social-security
taxes if disability benefits are added than to any other existing tax.

In evaluating costs, I trust the committee will keep in mind that
unless disability-insurance benefits are added to OA I, the costs of
disability assistance under title XIV of the Social Security Act are
bound to continue to increase due to the growth in the population and
the increasing proportion of older persons with illness or disability.

There is no escaping the fact that the general revenues of Federal,
State, and local governments will have to bear a very substantial
burden for making payments to disabled persons on the assistance
rolls. This burden can be reduced somewhat if disability-insurance
benefits are enacted. We believe it would be preferable for as many
disabled persons as possible to receive their benefits under the insur-
ance program rather than through public assistance.

Disabled children: We support the provision in the bill providing
for the continuation after age 18 of insurance benefits of children who
became disabled prior to age 18. Since these individuals have already
been receiving insurance benefits we believe that family life would be

best served by continuing the insurance benefit for the small number
of children involved.

= =
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Extension of coverage: We favor the provisions in the bill extend-
ing the coverage of the OASI program, which we believe should be
universal.

Advisory Council on Social Security : We endorse the provision in
the bill for the establishment of periodic advisory councils on social
security. We believe, however, that this section of the bill should
be broadened to provide that the councils shall consider any questions
on social security submitted by the chairman of the Senate Finance
Committee, the chairman of the House Committee on Ways and
Means, or the Secretary of the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare. In this way the councils can contribute their advice on
matters of current practical interest in the social-security field.

Just a word or two on public assistance. There are a number of
improvements which are necessary in the public-assistance provisions
of the social-security program. We wish to commend Senator Martin
for introducing S. 3139, the public assistance amendments of 1956,
which in a number of important respects moves in the direction of
the association’s legislative objectives. In our comments on public
assistance we will make further reference to specific provisions in
Senator Martin's bill.

Aid to dependent children: We endorse the proposals made by the
President in his state of the Union message for extension of the aid
to dependent children provisions in title IV of the Social Security
Act. There is an urgent need to broaden the coverage of the ADC
program. Title IV of S. 3139 would be an important step forward
1n improving the ADC program.

In addition to eliminating the school attendance requirement for
children 16 to 18 years of age, we believe that the proposal should be
broadened to cover a needy child living with any relative—as that
term is defined by a State—or with any person having direct legal
custody of the child. When a court finds it desirable to give custody
of a needy child to a nonrelative, under present law ADC funds
cannot be used to support the child.

This may be difficult or even impossible if no other funds are avail-
able to support the child. In the interests of the child, Federal and
State ADC funds should be available for this purpose.

The number of cases and the cost are negligible but the needed
flexibility should be included in the Federal law in order to assure
that the States and the courts can undertake the best plan for the
protection of the child and the family. This recommendation is
specifically embodied in proposal No. 7 of the American Public Wel-
fare Association’s Federal legislative objectives.

Medical care: In his budget message of January 16, 1956, the
President recommended that—
special provision should be made for improving medical care of public-assistance
recipients through legislation to permit separate Federal matching of State and
local expenditures for this purpose.

Many persons on public assistance are not now receiving adequate
medical care because the maximums on Federal financial participa-
tion are too low to include the cost of essential medical care.

A statement of principles concerning tax-supported personal health
services for the needy, approved in 1955 by the governing bodies of
the American Dental Association, the American Hospital Associa-

78192—56—0pt. 3 3
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tion, the American Public Health Association, and the American
Public Welfare Association, states:

i alth services should be assumed by the appropriate
un'irthﬁfﬁgnoavrcle?r?r%e(r’i,Sﬁ)(é};lhgr State, supplemented by funds from higher govern-
mental authorities in order to assure adequate services. '

In title I of S. 3139 provision is made for separate Federal financial
participation in the costs of medical care of public-assistance recipi-
ents. %Ve support this principle. However, we believe the suggested
$6 to $3 monthly maximums are too low in terms of present-day
medical costs and the great medical needs of persons on the public-
assistance rolls. ) )

The $6 to $3 figures were first included in the recommendations of
the Advisory Council on Social Security to the Senate Committee on
Finance in 1948. Medical costs for the population as a whole have
risen approximately 30 percent since that time and are still rising.

Medical costs for public-assistance recipients have increased even
more rapidly. Consequently, we believe an $8 to $4 monthly maxi-
mum would be more realistic and appropriate under present circum-
stances. Even this is too low to provide medical care for the chroni-
cally ill among the aged and disabled but it would make it possible
for the States and localities to meet more nearly the serious medical
problems of our needy, aged persons. )

‘We endorse the provision of section 105 of S. 3139 for the establish-
ment of an Advisory Council on Medical Care for public-assistance
recipients.

Self-support and self-care: The President recommended in his
budget message that—

The Federal Government should also do more to assist the States to adopt
preventive measures which will reduce need and increase self-help among those
who depend upon public welfare.

We endorse the President’s recommendation. We believe that the
self-support and self-care provisions contained in ttile ITI of S. 3139
would accomplish this purpose.

Experience has amply demonstrated that money grants are not the
complete answer to rehabilitating families which have become de-
pendent because of many complex social and personal factors. We
are especially gratified with that part of the proposal which amends
the ADC title of the Social Security Act to indicate that one of the
purposes of the program is to help strengthen family life. We con-
cur 1n Secretary Folsom’s statement that—

There is much that can be accomplished among public-assistance recipients
to re_turn some t(_) self-support, to enable some to care for themselves, and to help
rebuild family life for children whose home life is threatened by desertion or

the incapacity of a parent.

Now, a word on training of public-welfare personnel :

Section 705 of S. 3139 is an important step in the direction of
establishing Federal grants for the training of public-welfare per-
sonnel in the public-assistance programs. We endorse the principle
of growdmg Federal grants for this purpose.

ut of our long and intimate experience in the administration of
the .pubhc:ass1sta1_1ce programs we well recognize the importance of
having trained, skilled, and sufficient personnel.

P gy e
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The magnitude and complexity of the public-assistance programs
require trained and competent stac. To accomplish the objectives of
our public-assistance programs and to administer them in an efficient
and effective manner compatible with the interests of the public-assist-
ance recipients and the taxpayers, we believe that a modest expendi-
ture of funds for the training of personnel is a wise and timely
investment.

The principle of appropriating Federal funds for grants for the
training of personnel has been adopted by the Congress in the public-
health and vocational rehabilitation programs. We believe that it is
sound to apply the same principle to the public-assistance programs.

Cooperative research or demonstration projects: To learn more
about the causes of dependency and to find more effective means of
dealing with dependency, section 601 of S. 3139 provides authoriza-
tion for cooperative research or demonstration projects in the public-
wel{)are and social-security program. We endorse this provision of
the bill.

Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands: Title V of S. 3139 provides
for increasing by 25 percent the dollar limitations on Federal funds
for Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. We believe as stated in
item 19 of our legislative objectives that—

Federal aid for public assistance to Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands should
be on the same basis as for other jurisdictions.

We urge this committee to recommend repeal of the present provi-
sions of law enacted in 1950 which discrimmate against Puerto Rico
and the Virgin Islands.

Under the existing Federal law, the Federal financial share for
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands is not only lower than it is for
the States, Alaska, and Hawaii, but in addition, there is an overriding
dollar maximum on the amount of Federal funds each of these juris-
dictions can receive. This is a feature of the law which applies to
no other jurisdictions. The maximum amount of Federal funds is
$4,250,000 a year for Puerto Rico and $160,000 a year for the Virgin
Islands.

Experience has demonstrated the unrealistic character of these arbi-
trary amounts. Both Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands have dem-
onstrated these past 5 years that they have cooperated fully in the
program as Congress intended and are administering the program in
accordance with the law. We believe that it would be appropriate
and timely for Congress to provide that Federal aid for public assist-
ance to Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands should be on the same
basis as for other jurisdictions.

Changes in Federal matching formula:

Senator MarTin. Isn’t it true, Mr. Tramburg, that we refund all
Federal taxes to Puerto Rico?

Mr. Tramsure. That is correct.

Senator MArTIN. And that is one of the reasons for this difference,
we refund all Federal taxes to Puerto Rico. And that was taken into
consideration when this was done.

Mr. TramBUrG. The President made two recommendations regard-
ing the formula for determining the Federal share of public assistance
payments. oo



864 SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1955

First, he recommended that the present formula—usually referred
to as the McFarland amendment—which expires on September 30,
.1956, be temporarily extended. Section 202 of S. 3139 extends the
formula to June 30, 1959.

Second, the President recommended that the Federal share of old-
age assistance be reduced to 50 percent for those cases in which old-age-
assistance payments are being made by the States to OASI benefi-
ciaries who are added to the assistance rolls after the fiscal year 1957,
This recommendation is incorporated in section 201 of S. 3139.

The American Public Welfare Association for several years has
given careful consideration to these two proposals. The State wel-
fare administrators, our various committees, and our board of directors
have discussed them on numerous occasions.

With regard to the recommendation to reduce the Federal share
for all new OAA cases receiving OASI benefits, this type of proposal
has been considered by the Congress since 1950 and its administrative
and policy defects have been so apparent that neither the Congress
nor the States have received it with approval. The Kestnbaum Com-
mission on Intergovernmental Relations studied this proposal but did
not recommend it.

The proposal would require the States to set up a whole separate
system of accounting for these cases, the burden of which would fall
upon already overworked staffs. But of even greater importance is
the fact that the proposal singles out only O.ASI beneficiaries for this
discriminatory treatment.

If the idea is sound, why shouldn’t it apply to beneficiaries of all
Federal retirement and pension systems including the veteran’s pro-
gram and the railroad retirement system? And, why shouldn’t it
apply to beneficiaries of all private pension plans which are indi-
rectly subsidized by the Federal Treasury through tax exemptions
for employer contributions to such plans?

With regard to the McFarland amendment, we would like to point
out that the Federal maximums are related to individual payments
rather than to an average payment. It is our firm conviction that if
Federal legislation continues to set maximums on Federal participa-
tion in public-assistance payments, then the participation should be
related to the average payment per recipient, rather than to payments
to individual recipients.

We_recommend, too, that the present public-assistance formula
should be extended on a permanent basis. "The temporary basis and
any short extension of the formula only serve to complicafe the book-
keeping and budgeting of both State and Federal officials and make
a lot of unnecessary paperwork and endless confusion.

One last word on child welfare. I should like to say a special word
about children, particularly about the present limitations of the child-
welfare provisions of the Social Security Act. The well-being of the
Nation’s children is a primary concern of the public welfare agencies.
Programs serving this objective constitute a significant aspect of
public welfare.

Great concern is felt today with respect to the seriousness of juvenile
delinquency, and additional services have been developed in the Fed-
eral Government to help the States and localities in dealing with this

problem. Bills are now before Congress proposing even greater help




SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 19055 865

from the Federal Government. Public welfare shares this concern.
Much of what we do is related to this problem, and we believe we
should be doing more.

But even more fundamental, in our opinion, are the needs of a
larger group of children. These are the children who are growing up
in situations which are inimical to their wholesome growth and devel-
opment and who need the protection and guidance and security which
can be provided through well-established child-welfare services.
Moreover, when such services are adequately maintained, they become
effective measures in the prevention of delinquency because they enable
more children to live wholesome, normal lives.

Under title V of the Social Security Act the Federal Government
provides grants to States to assist them in extending and developing
their services in child welfare. While the 1950 amendments to the
Social Security .\ct authorized an annual appropriation of $10 million
for allocation to the States for child welfare services, the amount
actually appropriated has never exceeded $7.3 million. However, the
number of children and the costs of providing these services have
materially increased since 1950. Our best estimate is that the child-
welfare authorization should be increased to $15 million beginning
with the next fiscal year in order to plan for the expansion of child-
welfare services which are so urgently needed, and I might add, in
keeping with our birthrate.

The present Federal grants to the States, while accounting for only
a small fraction of the total expenditures for this purpose, have been
of inestimable value in stimulating and encouraging the States to im-
prove their services. But much remains to be done. The problems
are so urgent, and the child population is increasing so rapidly, that
we wish to emphasize the importance of increasing the amount of
grants for child-welfare services.

In addition, we believe that restrictions limiting use of child-wel-
fare services funds to rural areas and areas of special need should be
removed and allotments should be related to the total child popula-
tion of each State. These restrictions in the existing law have hin-
dered the development of well-balanced statewide child-welfare pro-
grams. We believe that these restrictions should be eliminated be-
cause they are unnecessary interference with the administrative re-
sponsibility of State governments.

In conclusion, members of the American Public Welfare Associa-
tion each day deal with thousands of needy persons and families who
apply for assistance and service. They know intimately the prob-
lems of needy and troubled people at first hand. They are keenly
aware of the difficulties in meeting the welfare needs of a population
which is growing at a rate of 214 million a year.

We are full working partners in the Federal-State program of pub-
lic welfare and we have a large stake in the successful administra-
tion of our entire social-security program.

‘We believe that the experience of the past 20 years has demonstrated
the basic soundness of the old-age and survivors insurance, public
assistance, and child-welfare service programs. But we believe that
this experience has also demonstrated that there are gaps which need
correcting.
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It is for this reason that I am here today to reaffirm the position
of our association that a well-rounded social-security system 1s basic
to the welfare of the people of the Nation. ) )

We therefore urge that you give favorable consideration to the en-
actment of social-security improvements at this session of Congress.

‘And on behalf of the association and its many members, Mr. Chair-
man and members of the committee, I want to thank you for hear-

us.
mgl‘he Cuamman. Thank you, Mr. Tramburg. You have made a
clear statement. . ..

You have stated that there are a million people that are receiving
disability benefits? )

Mr. Trampure. That is the best list we could get. )

The Cuarrman. Have you got a list of the various agencies that
perform that work ? ) o .

Mr. TRaMBURG. I am sure the Social Security Administration has.

The CuarMaN. But your office hasn’t got it? )

Mr. TrambUre. I think we have it at the central office, it was ac-
quired through the Social Security Administration.

Senator WriLLiams. Have you made any estimate of the added cost
of the extension of these programs?

Mr. TraMBURG. We haven’t attempted to try to outguess the actuary
of the Social Security Administration, Senator, no, sir; we haven’t
on our own. We have noted from time to time that his estimates have
always been a little bit high.

Senator Wirriams. What was his estimate ?

Mr. Trameure. I believe that his estimate on the disability ran
to—-

The CaaRMaN. About four or five hundred million ; wasn’t it ¢

Mr. TrameUrG. The premium rate was under one-half of 1 percent,
wasn’t it, 0.436, something like that?

Senator Wirriams. I understand that in your capacity while serv-
ing with the social security, you studied this problem and how it had
been operating in conjunction with some of the other Federal retire-
ment systems which had administered it.

Mr. TramBure. The staff of the Social Security Administration has
studied this over a period of years. I personally did not. But X know

that the old-age and survivors people have for a long time watched -

with interest this part of the program.

Senator WrrLrams. What was their experience as to the precentage
cost of these programs?

Mr. Tramsrre. I am afraid you would have to get that from them.

Senator WiLrLiams. Somebody made a statement that it ran as high
as 214 percent, and I wondered 1f that was accurate.

Mr. TramBURG. I would question it, sir.

_Senator WiLLiams. In your study you never approached that ques-
tion, at all, as to the cost ?

Mr. TrambUre. Yes, the people in the Bureau of Old-Age and
Survivors Insurance did, sir, and I am sure they could supply you with
the figures.

Senator WiLriams. They didn’t relay that information to you?

Mr. TramBURG. I was not there.

Senator WirLriams. I meant at the time.
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Mr. TramMBUrG. Yes, I had access to the figure, but I would hate to
quote from memory. There may be somebody here from the Com-
missioner’s office who would give you a positive answer on that.

Senator WmLLiams. Would you recommend that the benefits under
this program be restricted to American citizens only ?

Mr. Trameurc. I think that is a difficult question, Senator. I
always try to apply these things to myself. Supposing I went over-
seas and lived in another country after I had earned a right to a retire-
ment benefit, and perhaps took up citizenship in that country—I would
think we had almost a moral obligation to pay that person tfor his part
of the contributions and participation in covered employment.

Senator WriLrranms. I wasn’t speaking of that type of case. I was
wondering, do you approve of allowing foreign citizens to qualify
under the program at a time when they are not citizens of the country.

Mr. TramBure. If they are workers in covered employment, I
wouldn't know how you could exclude them, really, unless you specifi-
cally said they would not be covered persons, and therefore, not make
a contribution.

Senator Wriams. Do you know of any other—and I am asking
this for information—Do you know of any other country wherein an
American citizen can qualify under a retirement system operated by
that country ¢

Mr. TramBure. I am sorry, sir, I don’t believe I can answer that
factually for you.

Senator MarTIN. We are all, as Americans, very much interested in
the care of those that have been unfortunate. But the matter of
financing in America has become a very serious problem. We now,
for State, local, and Federal purposes, take 27 percent of the earnings
of every citizen for governmental purposes, I mean, in taxes. Have
you given any thought to the methods by which this cost might be
reduced, and still we could give better service to those who are in un-
fortunate circumstances ?

Mr. TraMmMBURG. Yes, sir; Senator Martin. We believe that if
families can be kept from breaking up and kept living together that
the difference in the cost of caring for them as a unit compared with
institutionalization costs are much smaller. We believe that the place
for children to grow up, for example, is in their own home, or in a
substitute home, 1f possible.

Senator MarTIN. I am fully in agreement with that. Do you think
that that plan could be worked out by volunteers?

We used to have in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, what
they called mothers’ assistants. And it was administered by a com-
mittee of fine women from each county. I think it worked out very
well, although some of the professional welfare people came along
and said that it was all outmoded.

But it did keep the family together, and the cost wasn’t very bur-
densome. And I think it performed a wonderful service, because
where the father may become incapacitated, if the mother can have a
little help and keep that family in a home I think, of course, that is
America. ] .

Now, our Pennsylvania Dutch in Pennsylvania do that. You see,
they won’t accept any governmental help. They do that. And they
are doing a magnificent job. And where there is an unfortunate
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person in their community the family is kept together, and those boys
and girls become self-supporting. )

Now, have you given any thought that probably these things would
be better if all of them would be administered from the local level—
I mean by that the county and city level? )

Mr. TramBUre. Well, I couldn’t agree with you more, Senator, that
it would be better to get the services to the local areas where the people
live. And I think that anyone who entertains the idea that it is only
the public welfare programs that can help is kidding hlnqsel.f, l;ec:«mse
I am sure that you will find that in a great many jurisdictions,
whether it be county, municipal or State, people in the public and
private fields are working more and more together than they ever
have in the past, because the problem that is presenting itself to them
today of this evergrowing population of both children and aged is
stretching all of our imagination and ingenuity and financing. And
we are concerned about looking ahead when we see the population in
these two groups growing still bigger, and knowing that the inci-
dents of costly care will grow, and how can we handle it, and how
can we finance it. And 1t is a perlexing problem. And we in the
American Public Welfare Association are not unmindful of these
dollars that are spent. I am sure I speak for a great many of them
when I say that we wish we could reduce it and find some way to care
for the people.

Senator MarTIN. I have great admiration for men doing the work
that you are doing. But I do hope that you will give consideration
to methods of decreasing the cost, and at the same time increase the
welfare side of it. I am getting awfully worried that this thing
may become such a monster 1n cost that it will break of its own weight.
We are not an infallible country by any means. I am going to make
the statement tonight that while we have been a Nation for 180 years,
nevertheless our Government is still an experiment. And the financ-
ing of any government is the thing that finally destroys it. It is not
invading armies, nor is it bombs, it is internal failure to appreciate
that somebody has to pay these bills, and that we are all responsible,
because it is we the people.

And I wish you would—I am not saying these things to be critical
of you, because you are doing a fine job—but I do hope that all of you
will give consideration to the cost, and how we may be able to reduce
it, because cost of government in America is becoming astounding.

Mr. Chairman, excuse me for this interruption.

But if it continues to grow in the next 25 years—1I mean if the cost
of Government continues to grow in the next 25 years as it has in
the last 25 years—we will be taking 50 percent of the earnings of
everybody for Government, and we will be socialized. We won't
vote socialism in America, but we are gradually going toward it.

Now, I hate to be an alarmist, but I am so interested in keeping
America, because the world 1s depending on America. And I hope
you will give that a lot of consideration as to the cost.

Mr. TraMBURG. May I make a statement, Mr. Chairman ?

;\I‘Ihe CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir, ’

r. TrAMBURG. I hope you gentlemen will pardon us in the public-
::‘s]llfzé;tlal %eil(}: if we do appear to b_e _asljnng for additional help, b%cause
3 In our offices and visit in our field offices and our com-
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munities and see this group of citizens who come in and who need some
sort of care, whether it is mental health or whether it is assistance
or children without homes, and not have it atlect you. It is an appeal
of human beings who by and large can’t speak for themselves. They
are down and out. And I suppose that it is like people who want to
eradicate ill health and germs and infections, all of them want to
do more to make it a better life. And I hope you will pardon us if we
seem to be overzealous. But it is based on this constant scene passing
in front of us, of people who are in need of some kind of care and who
can’t provide it through any means of their own.

Senator Martin. I think we appreciate that fully. But all of us
sitting here, our desks are crowded with communications from one
group who want more money spent for national defense, another
group who want money spent for roads but they don’t want to impose
taxes to pay for those roads; others want flood control, but they don’t
want to put up any money to take care of it. We just have dozens
and dozens of different things. And I don’t get any letters to keep
down the cost of the Government; it is to increase it. And then if
the Government goes into some kind of work someplace that they
can very well get along without, and it discharges a hundred work-
men, the United States Senator and the Congressmen go into the
departments and oppose it. We have got to remember this Govern-
ment is we the people, and we are paying the bills. And after the
bills get so big we become socialistic.

I didn’t sleep so well last night.

The CHAIRMAN. Any further questions?

Senator CarrsoN. Just one.

Mr. Tramburg, I notice that you suggest that we take the amend-
ments of the 1950 Social Security Act which authorize $10 million for
child-welfare services and increase that to $15 million, despite the
fact that you stated we have only used $7.3 million. Would it do any
good for this committee and the Congress to increase that to $15
million unless we remove some restrictions on the States? What
should that be?

Mr. TramBure. Actually only 7.3 million has been appropriated
out of the ceiling of 10.

Senator CarLsoN. Is that because the States could not or did not
use any more than that?

Mr. TramBUrGe. There was a time that they didn’t use that, now they
are using up to that with this increased number of children. But
there has never been 10 million appropriated. Based on our increase
in population, if we are going to keep about the same range and
standard, that would be in our opinion what it would call for. But
they have never had the full $10 million.

Senator CarLsoN. Could the States use $15 million under the pres-
ent restrictions?

Mr. TrRauBURG. I am sure they could, when they get going in the
problems that face them in the care of children.

Senator CarLsoN. That is all.

The CuairMaN. Any further questions?

Thank you very much, Mr. Tramburg.

Senator Malone.
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Senator MaLoNE. I have a communication from Mrs. Barbara C.
Coughlan, director of the Nevada State Welfare Department. She

wishes these included in the record.

I want to say, Mr. Chairman, Mrs. Coughlan has made a very
efficient and reliable director of the State welfare department. And
she has made some commonsense suggestions. In one of these she
says:

Because of a recent experience in Nevada which is still fresh in mindg, it is
respectfully requested that no reduction be made in the basis of Federal finan-
cial participation in the public assistance programs unless and until th.e St.ates
have had ample opportunity to prepare for such change. Now pend_mg is a
provision of 8. 3139 and H. R. 9091 which would reduce Federal m{itchmg from
the present formula to the straight 50-50 basis on new .old-ag.e assistance cases
where the aged person is also receiving old-age and survivor’s insurance benefits.

I think it is a commonsense suggestion that the States be allowed to
meet whatever change we make. i
I would say further for Mrs. Coughlan, she has been very efficient
in our State, and has studied the question very thoroughly. AndI
ask permission not only to include her statement but a letter I have
received from her dated February 22, and my answer of February 24.
The CrAIRMAN. Without objection, the insertion may be made.
éThe documents referred to are as follows:)

NEvVADA STATE WELFARE DEPARTMENT,
Reno, Nev., February 22, 1956.
Hon. GEORGE W. MALONE,
United States Senate,
Senate Office Building,
Washington 25, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR MALONE: I am sorry that we did not get to talk further at the
time of your recent visit to Nevada, but I know how busy you are during such
trips. One of the matters I had hoped to discuss with you was hte possibility
of your being one of the sponsors to the proposed amendment to H. R. 7225, intro-
duced in the Senate by Senators Long and George on February 10. The amend-
ment was left open for 1 week to afford Senators, who may have so desired. an
adequate opportunity to add their names as cosponsors. I thought it likely that
you would be interested in this proposal to increase the amount of Federal par-
ticipation in order to provide more adequate payments under the old-age assist-
ance program. The current special session of the legislature has been seriously
concerned with this problem and a $5 average increase from State funds is antic-
ipated for passage at this session. Many of the legislators recognize need for
a $10 increase, but the majority seemed to feel the State is unable to afford to
finance more than a $5 average increase. If the Federal participation is in-
creased and added to the anticipated State funds, it would make possible an
o_ld_-agg assistance payment more nearly commensurate with the high cost of
lgvmg in this State. For your information Nevada at present ranks 23d in the
list of States in order of average old-age assistance payments. This is in sharp
contrast to our No. 1 rank in average per capita income.

Enclosed are two copies of testimony which you so kindly agreed to introduce
before the Senate Finance Committee on February 28, 1956. In accordance with
the letter dated February 13, 1956, from Alice S. Wahler of your office, I am
forwarding a supply of copies of this statement to the clerk of the Senate Finance
Committee—Mrs. Elizabeth Springer.

Your cooperation in this matter is very greatly appreciated.

Sincerely yours,
(Mrs.) BARBARA C. COUGHLAN,
State Director.

STATEMENT OF MRS, Barnaga C. CoUGHLAN, DIRECTOR, NEVADA STATE WELFARE
DEPARTMENT

My name is Barbara C. Coughlan. T am director of the Nevada State Welfare
Department. I very much appreciate the cooperation of the Honorable George
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H. Malone, United States Senator from the State of Nevada, and member of the
Senate Finance Committee, in introducing this testimony regarding the effect
of the provisions of H. R. 7225 and other pending amendments to the Social
Security Act on the welfare of Nevada. It is respectfully requested that the
following testimony be made part of the record.

DISABILITY BENEFITS

The enactmént of the so-called disability freeze in 1954 shows that effect of
disability on the earning power of workers was recognized by Congress, but this
was only a halfway measure since no insurance benefits were provided for the
disabled worker at that time. This serious omission creates untold hardship
which we in public welfare programs are in a position to observe firsthand. As
one illustration, in Nevada, with one of the highest tuberculosis rates in the
country we see workers prematurely retired because of this disease, for whom
no adequate provision is made. The State workmen’s compensation program
provides in some measure for work-connected disabilities, but the extent to
which it does so is related to such factors as the definition of occupational
diseases which limits coverage, as well as maximums imposed on the total
payments which can be made. For example the present maximum compensation
payable on account of silicosis is limited to $5,000. When this amount is
exhausted, the individual usually is dependent on public aid. Nevada does not
have a program of aid to the permanently and totally disabled, so, unless the
pergon falls within one of the categories of old-age assistance, aid to the blind
or aid to dependent children (as an incapacitated parent), the only relief
available is from county general assistance. County relief is not often given
in cash but rather in the form of commodities or rent and grocery orders. We
believe a disabled worker is entitled to cash benefits in order to enable him to
live in dignity as other members of the community. Likewise a disabled child,
who is the survivor or dependent of an insured worker but who may never be
able to earn his own living, is entitled to receive insurance benefits beyond
the age of 18.

The necessary financing to pay disability benefits should come from the payroll
tax as proposed, since the relationship between disability and the social insurance
system has already been established through the freeze provision. The disabled
worker must be provided for in one way or another. Public welfare workers
universally agree that the contributory insurance method is preferable to public
assistance from all standpoints.

It is understood that additional proposals in the way of amendments to the
Social Security Act have come before this committe. At this time, therefore,
1 would appreciate the opportunity of commenting on such proposals as they
affect the public assistance and child-welfare services programs of the States.

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

First of all, because of a recent experience in Nevada which is still fresh
in mind, it is respectfully requested that no reduction be made in the basis of
Federal financial participation in the public assistance programs unless and until
the States have had ample opportunity to prepare for such change. Now
pending is a provision of 8. 3139 and H. R. 9091 which would reduce Federal
matching from the present formula to a straight 50-50 basis on new old-age
assistance cases where the aged person is also receiving old age and survivors
jinsurance benefits. The eventual loss in Federal funds to this State would be in
the hundreds of thousands as a result of this amendment. There would be no
consequent drop in caseload to make up for this loss because of the unprecedented
jncrease in population which we are experiencing. Because of the uncertainty
as to what can be counted on in the way of matching from the Federal Govern-
ment, the Governor of the State of Nevada, understandably enough, was reluctant
to place on the agenda of a recent special session of the legislature, an item
which would make possible consideration of an appropriation for a much-needed
jncrease in old-age assistance payments. Besides the hardship wrought on aged
persons, the proposed reduction in Federal matching for old-age assistance cases
concurrently receiving OASI benefits, if enacted, would necessitate considerable
extra bookwork and would result in increased administrative costs, Even with
additional help, the checking of proper share computation would be so much
more difficult that the possibilities of error would be increased manifold.
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This is but one example of the pending changes in Feder'al matching with which
we are confronted. Another is the temporary increase in Fegieral funds made
possible by the passage of the so-called McFarlapd amendmgn't in 19532. and under
which we have been operating since that time with the pogsxblllty arising every 2
vears that there will be a §5 cut in old-age assistance and aid to the blind and $3‘1n
aid to dependent children funds from the Federgll Gpvernment._ ‘Thls perennial
question will be before us again soon as the legislation authoyzmg the presgnt
formula for Federal matching is due to expire September 30, 19:)6: Because being
able to count on a stable basis of Federal participation is essential to the States
in planning public assistance programs, it i‘s stropgly recommended that the
present public assistance formula be extended_ n}d€ﬁmtely. .

A proposul of major importance is one providing for sepax.'ate Federal participa-
tion in the costs of medical care for recipients of public as~xixtance, Such Federal
matching over and above present participation in the basic ma;ntenanc_e formula
would assist the States in taking care of one of the most pressing public \velfag'e
problems of our times. In 1954 a random sample of old-age assistance cases in
Nevada showed that 57 percent or well over half had medical needs. of this
number three-fifths were unable to meet the c¢ost of needed medical treatment
from all sources of income available to them inclnding the old-age assistance
payment. Unfortunately it is all too frequently the old-age assistance recipient
with the least in the way of resources who has the greatest medical needs u€s a
result of chronie illness and the infirmaties of old age. Yet the localities, with
whom this responsibility now largely rests, are financially unable to earry alone
the whole hurden of providing medical care to this group. Separate Federal
matching of medical care expenditures for public assistance recipients, therefore,
is strongly recommended in order to help the States and counties in providing
more adequate medical care for needy individuals and families.

The proposed extension of the scope of coverage of the aid to dependent
children program is also heartily recommended. We definitely approve the inclu-
sion of cousin, nephew, and niece among the relatives specified in the law with
whotn a dependent child may be living and be eligible for aid with Federal sharing.
The addition of these relatives, as well a~ striking the eligibility requirement
of school attendance for children between 16 and 1S5 vears of age, removes
technical obstacles which have prevented a number of children in this State
from receiving tlie benefits of aid to dependent children. These changes are
desirable steps toward the broader achievement of the objectives of the program.

CHILD-WELFARE SERVICES

It was exceedingly gratifying to note in President Eisenhower's state of the
T'nion message, the inclusion of increased child-welfare services as one of the
stated needs in the field of social welfare. The amount of the appropriation
made for child-welfare services under title V, part 3. of the Social Security
Act has for some time been less than that authorized. Despite this, the limited
funds which have been made available have been used to demonstrate dramati-
cally, at least in our State, what can be done to stimulate State and local action
to improve serviees to children. From 1951 to 1955, about $8,000 a vear was
spent from our small grant-in-aid for child-welfare services as a special proj-
ect to provide services to unmarried mothers and their children. When the
Federal project was terminated on June 30, 1955, the State made an appropria-
tion to carry on such service. This is the first time in its history that Nevada
provided funds for the direct care of children outside of institutions. It is
sincerely hoped that, in line with President Eisenhower’s message, additional
funds will be made available for demonstration projects of a similar nature.

In accordance with the recommended increase in child-welfare services, it is
respectfully requested that consideration be given to the removal of the re-
striction on the use of the Federal grant-in-aid funds to rural areas and areas
of special need. This artificial limitation is no longer needed to assure that
the Federal child-welfare-services funds are used only to help children not
reached by the organized urban agencies. According to the definition of a
rural area as used by the Children's Bureau, Nevada, with a total population
of only 240,000 spread over an area of 110,000 square miles is over 57 percent

? Children’s Bureau definition of “rural area”: A geographical area county—in whi
: > 4 — y—in which
%;SS‘V;I":‘II]D 1?10 pe{]cent 5%1’ populattiofn live liqdurban placesbaccording to census definition or
i ore than percent of population live in urban places but i
of 10,000 or more population. r r Which bas no ity
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urban. Yet there are no statewide child-caring organizations outside of the
public service for which these Iederal child-welfare service funds are so urgent-
ly needed. To be of greatest benefit, child-welfare service funds: should be
available on a flexible basis to be used in reducing gaps in services to chil-
dren wherever they exist. The need for flexibility is even more essential
if basic services are to be improved and extended in order to comhat juvenile
delinquency.
PERSONNEL

Another priority for both the public assistance and child-welfare programs
is the training of qualified personnel. This was classified as “essential” by
President Eisenhower in his state of the Union message. As a public wel-
fare administrator I feel that staff is the most critical factor in the efficient
and economical administration of public welfare services. The knowledge and
skill of the public welfare worker largely determines to what extent the pub-
lic welfare program achieves its basic objective of enabling the persons served
to live satisfying and useful lives through the maximum utilization of their
own and the community’s resources. The encouragement and assistance of
Congress in recocnizing the importance of increasing the supply of trained
social work staff as provided under 8. 3139 and H. R. 9091 would be of in-
estimable help. We anticipate with confidence your full and fair consideration
of this problem on the same basis as you have given such consideration to other
matters in the field of human welfare.

FEBRUARY 24, 1950.
Mrs. BARBARA C. COUGHLAN,
State Dircctor, Nevada State Welfare Department,
Reno, Nev.

DEAR BaARreArA: I have your letter of February 22, together with your state-
ment which I shall certainly make a part of the record at the hearing next
Tuesday, when we meet again.

I am very sorry that I missed calling you. I had a breakfast engagement
the morning you called me, and then almost immediately it was necessary for
me to leave, and I just did not get the time.

In addition to your interest in the legislation, I want to have a visit with you
on the matter of the blind, or people with impaired vision, and, as you know,
I am ready to do anything I can to assist in this field, as well as other fields
of legitimate disability.

A very interesting television program was put over on Sunday in Las Vegas,
I happened to be there and was invited to participate in what they called a
dogathon, and everyone in southern Nevada, and any persons holding a promi-
nent position from anywhere in the State was a part of it. It was a continual
television program for 2 hours, and very interesting, surprisingly so, with a bat-
tery of telephones—about 20, I would judge—with that number of girls answering
the phone, and the people throughout the area viewing the show were asked
to contribute whatever they thought proper up to $100—and apparently they
were receiving a tremendous amount of money—all directed toward purchasing
trained seeing-eye dogs for the blind. I thought it a good idea, and it was
certainly unique. They raised more than $9,000 in the 2 hours for this fine
objective.

Let me know if there is anything I can do for you at any time. If I can do it
I will, of course, and if not I will tell you.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
GEORGE W. MALONE, U. S. 8.

The CramMman. The next witness will be Mr. John H. Winters,
executive director, Texas State Department of Public Welfare.

I am informed that Mr. Winters sent a wire that he would be unable
to be here, and a statement for the record.

(The statement of John H. Winters, executive director, Texas State
Department of Public Welfare, is as follows:)
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STATE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE,
Austin 14, Tex., February 21, 1956.
Hon. HarkY F. BYrp,
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DeAR SExATOR BYrp: I wish to express to the Senate Finance Committee my
support of the principles contained in the bill H. R. 7225, which is now being
heard by your committee.

From my experience as executive director of the Texas State Department
of Public Welfare and as immediate past president of the American Publie
Welfare Association, I believe that the basic social security program is sound.
1 have given careful attention to previous improvements in our social insurance
system and their effects on the public welfare program. The coverage of farmers
and farm workers under contributory social insurance, as provided by the 1954
amendments, will in my opinion prove to be particularly helpful in reducing
the need for public assistance among these groups in my State. The 1954
extension of coverage to other groups will likewise help to reduce the need for
public assistance.

It is my understanding that Mr. John W. Tramburg, president of the American
Public Welfare Association, will introduce into the record when he testifies,
the Federal legislative objectives of the association. I heartily endorse all of
these objectives.

I completely agree with the principle that contributory social insurance is a
preferable means of meeting the needs of people who might otherwise have to
rely on public assistance. I should like to comment briefly, therefore, on the
provision contained in H. R. 7225 for disability insurance benefits. Disability
of the family wage earner frequently has a disastrous effect on the family. Not
only is the family deprived of his income, but usually there are also high medical
expenses to be met. Too often the personal resources of the family are ex-
hausted and the only resource left for such families is public assistance, which,
at best, can meet only minimum needs. Provision for paying disability benefits
through contributory social insurance would make it possible for many of these
families to manage without public aid. I strongly urce the enactment of this
provision.

While improvements in the contributory social insurance program reduce the
need for public assistance, this residual program must continue and should
be improved in order that the Federal and State governments may fulfill their
responsibility for the welfare of all people. There will continue to be many
people whose needs are not met by social insurance and who are dependent on
public assistance,

There are two points which I would like to emphasize: the need for improving
old age assistance, and the need for improving ADC and the child welfare
programs. It is my opinion that we must give more adequate consideration to
the plight of our needy senior citizens and to the problems of our neglected,
dependent, and homeless children.

The aged and our children are the two most numerous groups in our popula-
tion and among them are the most heart rending cases of dependency. As a
nation we have done much to improve the well-being of these people, and your
committee deserves great credit for the significant part you have played in this
humanitarian undertaking. I honestly feel, however, that we must—and we
can—do more for these people.

The number of both aged persons and children in our population is increasing.
The number of persons 65 and over increases by 330,000 each year and over 4
million children are born each year. These simple facts result in an increasing
need for additional services by our State public welfare departments.

May I especially point out that the Federal share for participation in aid to
dependent children is much less favorable than that for old-age assistance or
the other catego.ri'es. In 1946, 1948, and 1952 when the Federal share of old-age
assistance was increased $5 a month, ADC was only increased $3 each time.
Thus, the Federal share of ADC is about $6 per month per child behind the
other categc_)ries. I hope you can find a way to remedy this.

T}}ere exists a g:re:_it need also to broaden the coverage of the ADC program,
particularly by eliminating the school attendance requirement for children 16
ig 1t8t years of age and by covering a needy child living: witl_1 any relative—as

at term is dpﬁned by a State—or with any person having direct legal custody
of a needy child. Sometimes a court may wish to give custody of a needy child
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to a nonrelative and under present law ADC funds cannot be used to support
the child. This creates difficult problems if no funds are available to support
the child. In the interests of the child, the State welfare administrators be-
lieve that Federal and State funds should be available for this purpose. The
number of cases and the cost are not large but the needed flexibility should be
included in the Federal law in order to assure that the State public welfare
agencies and the courts can undertake the best plan for the protection of the
child and the family.

The 1950 amendments to the Social Security Act included an increase to $10
million a year in the authorization of funds to be appropriated for grants to
States for child welfare services. These increased funds were needed then and
they are even more urgently needed now, but the fact, even though the author-
ization stands at $10 million, the appropriation has never exceeded $7.3 million.
In the meanwhile our child population has been growing and our costs have been
increasing. I hope the committee will give serious consideration to raising the
authorization to $15 million.

‘What I would like especially to emphasize, however, is the fact that a much
greater effort needs to be made in behalf of children who are growing up in
circumstances that are hazardous or injurious to their well-being. While there
is great public concern with such symptoms of the problems of our child popula-
tion as juvenile delinquency, the real problems often are found in unstable home-
life, regardless of the economic status of the family. Public welfare agencies
are becoming more and more aware of the urgent need to provide more effective
services toward the improvement of these situations. The strengthening effect
of the Federal grants in these basic services for children has been well demon-
strated. The need today, however, is to multiply these efforts. Along with the
need for increasing the Federal authorization for child welfare services is the
need for permitting greater flexibility in State programs by eliminating the
restrictions limiting the use of Federal funds to rural areas and areas of special
need. ’

Medical care is the most urgent priority among many needy aged persons on the
assistance rolls. The average age of persons on old-age assistance is 75 years.
Great numbers of them have chronic ailments and disabilities. They need physi-
ciang’ services, nursing care, drugs, and eyeglasses and often require hospital-
ization and surgery. The present Federal formula needs revision because it
does not adequately meet medical care costs and places an unduly heavy burden
on the States and localities. I hope that the committee will find it possible to
provide a better method for financing medical care for all our assistance
recipients.

The existing formula for Federal grants to the States for public assistance
(popularly referred to as the McFarland amendment) expires on September 30
of this year. It has been proposed that the formula be extended for a tem-
porary period of time until June 30, 1959. While any short-time extension would
obviously be of some help, I would urge the committee to extend the formula
on a permanent basis. A temporary extension creates needless uncertainties
among the millions of assistance recipients as well as making difficulties for
State and local officials in planning and budgeting. All of this confusion and
misunderstanding can be avoided by extending the formula on a permanent
basis.

I hope that the committee will give favorable consideration to these points
as it studies the bills before it. I shall appreciate having this statement entered
into the record of the hearings.

Respectfully yours,
JoHEN H. WINTERS.

(The following letters were subsequently received for the record :)

STATE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE,
Austin, Tex., March 1, 1956.
Hon. LYNpoN B. JOoHNSON,
Member, The Senate of the United States,
Office of the Democratic Leader,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR JOHNSON: I am enclosing a copy of a letter I wrote to Senator
Byrd to be included in the record of the hearings before the Senate Finance
Committee on H. R. 7225. Ihave a letter from Senator Byrd that it was entered
into the record.
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is one small item that I would like to emphasize and that is the proaden-
in;'r Iclffn‘t(::}hlesl(i)s‘ce (?f persons from the designated rqlatives with whom 211) (C}hlld must
be living to be eligible to receive a grant of assnstan?e under the A Mprciigram
to include the person having legal custody of the 53h11d. 1 talked to Mr. Booth
Mooney on the phone about this today, and he said he would prepare a memo-

n this subject for you. . .
ran’l‘(lllgi (;.re many g‘easons zvhy this type of extension of the ADC program is
particularly needed in our State at the present pme. . You may be aware of the
many tense situations throughout the State—sxgu?tlong which tend to be ag-
gravated by the knowledge that children are receiving aid to dependent children
funds in homes that are disapproved by the community becapse the mothers do
not meet community standards with regard to their behavior and frequently
even neglect the children. Under present law we cannot move those children to
more suitable living arrangements because we wou}d lose the Federal help in
taking care of them. If, in these very bad situations, a court of compztent
jurisdiction could remove the children and place them )Vlth a .no_nrelatlve_w_ho
would be able to receive the grant on behalf of the chllc_h'en, it is our opinion
the children would be benefited and the program of aid would receive less

Sm.

cn%(: do not think this proposed extension of ADC would involve aintional
Federal funds to any extent. Funds are already being expended for their care.
We simply want more flexibility in planning adequately for them. )

I am taking the liberty of enclosing a copy of the kind of language which
would be needed to amend title 4 of the Social Security Act to accomplish the
purposes we have set out. )

I might add that the proposed change has the endorsement of the American
Public Welfare Association.

If this meets with your approval, any assistance you can give us will be
greatly appreciated.

Yours very truly,
Jonn H. WINyERs,

(a) Section 406 (a) of the Social Security Act is amended by striking out
“or aunt” and inserting in lieu thereof “aunt, first cousin, nephew, niece, or an
individual who has legal custody of a child,” and striking out “relatives” and
inserting in lieu thereof “persons.”

(b) Section 406 (b) and (c) is further amended by striking out “relative”
and “relatives” wherever they appear and inserting in lieu thereof ‘““person,”
or ‘‘persons,” respectively.

STATE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE,
Austin 14, Tex., March 9, 1956.
Hon. Harry F. Byrp,
Chairman, Senate Finance Commitiee,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DEear SENaTOR BYrp: It has come to my attention that Mr. Charles H. Smith,
of the Virginia supplemental retirement system, Richmond, Va., has testified
before your committee that State employees, who are covered by a retirement
system, are opposed to the extension of social security to include disability bene-
fits as included under H. R. 7295,

_ The Texas Welfare Department, of which I am the executive director, admin-
isters social-security coverage for State and local government employees in this
State, and we think we know the attitude of these groups on this matter.

favor the e)gtension of social security to cover disability.
I would like for the record to show that Mr. Smith was not speaking for the

governmental groups in our State. I would like further that this be included
in the record.

Yours very truly,

) JoEN H. WINTERS.
(The statement referred to appears in pt. 2 of hearings, p. 635.
The Crarrman. The next witness will be Dr. Ellen V‘%i;lspt,on, cgm-

missioner, North Carolina State Board of Public Welfare.
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STATEMENT OF DR. ELLEN WINSTON, COMMISSIONER, NORTH
CAROLINA STATE BOARD OF PUBLIC WELFARE

The Cuamrman. Doctor, please take your seat and proceed.

Dr. WinsroN. My name is Ellen Winston. I have been State com-
missioner of public welfare in North Carolina since 194+. We ad-
minister in our State a locally administered system of public welfare,.
which means that we keep it very close to the people.

The North Carolina State Board of Public Welfare is 1 of 5 State
public welfare departments which have been given responsibility for
administration of the disability freeze program under the old-age-
and survivors insurance program, through designation by the Gover-
nor of the State. This program has been in operation since the be-
ginning of the current fiscal year. We have also administered the
program of aid to the permanently and totally disabled since 1951.
We have administered the aid to dependent children program since
1937 with some 22 percent of the current ADC cases resulting from
disability of the father. On the basis of our experience with these
programs we feel that disability can be soundly and equitably deter-
mined through adequate medical information and careful social his-
tories prepared by qualified social work statf. A great majority of
all cases that come under any 1 of these 3 programs are clear-cut and
there is no real question as to whether the person is or is not disabled
within the meaning of the law. There are of course some cases which
require the most mtensive study in order to determine whether or-
not a disability within the meaning of the law actually exists but in
all types of public-welfare programs there is a group of borderline
cases just as there are borderline cases in many other fields.

The numbey of persons receiving aid to the permanently and totally
disabled in North Carolina is steadily increasing. This creates a
continuing financial problem for the State since all estimates with.
regard to the number of cases and hence the amount of money neces-
sary have proved to be too low and there has already been extensive
supplementation of the appropriation for the current year. With
the proper safeguards written into the law, we believe that 1t would
be sound to enact the proposed amendment to provide payments for
persons who are precluded from engaging in any substantial gainful
activity by reason of a physical or mental impairment, beginning at
age 50, as provided for in H. R. 7225. Should persons 50 years of age
or over who are disabled for an extended period become eligible for
disability insurance payment, it would be possible for the States and.
localities to do a more effective job in providing needed financial as-
ssitance to disabled individuals under 50 years of age. We have had
sufficient experience to know that it would be administratively feasible
to implement the proposed amendment.

Closely related to the need for disability insurance payments is the
need to continue the child’s benefit under survivors insurance when a
disabled child reaches age 18, as provided for in H. R. 7225. Also,
when a child has been determined disabled under 18 years of age he
does not become able to care for himself financially by automatically
reaching a given birthday. Although only a small number of chil-
dren would be affected by this amendment, it would make possible
consistent planning for adequate care of such children on a long-time-
basis. As already pointed out, determination of the permanent nature-

73192—56—pt. 3——4
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of the disability is feasible and has been found to be practical through
experience in other programs. o

Closely related to consideration of disability insurance payments
and continuation of payments to disabled child beneficiaries after age
18 is the proposal for dollar for dollar Federal matching of State
expenditures for medical care on behalf of public-assistance recipients,
outside the subsistence grants up to a maximum of $6 per month for
adults and $3 per month for children receiving such assistance. In
North Carolina we had experience first with trying to provide for
the cost of hospitalization within the public-assistance payment as a
result of the amendments of 1950. This method proved to be ad-
ministratively difficult, and I might add, very expensive. As a result,
the 1955 general assembly made possible a pooled fund for such hos-
pitalization payments with the Federal Government providing 50
percent and State and local governments the other 50 percent. This
plan is administratively fairly simple and is resulting in more nearly
adequate hospitalization as needed of public-assistance receipients
throughout the State. The experience in administering the two types
of programs has led us to the conclusion that the proposed Federal
matching on a definite basis outside the public-assistance grant would
be administratively desirable. There is, however, one major problem
in the plan as presented in title I of S. 3139, namely, that it is set up
on a direct matching basis without any provision for equalization in
the poorer States. This means that by and large the States with the
lower per capita incomes would not be able to take real advantage of
the proposed plan.

In all of the major programs presented to the Congress in recent
years for help to the States in meeting needs of people, an equaliza-
tion formula has been built into the legislation. I refer, for example,
to the Hill-Burton Aect for hospital construction with its equali-
zation provisions, to the new proposal for school construction which
contains a specific equalization formula, to the legislation with regard
to vocational rehabilitation which includes equalization provisions, and
to the proposed equalization formula for basic health grants. It ap-
pears totally inconsistent, therefore, when such a vital matter as the
health of indigent people is concerned that there be new legislation
proposed which would not take into account the lesser fiscal ability of
the States which by and large have the highest proportion of low
income and other needy people.

The proposal with respect to medical care contained in title I of S.
3139, strengthened by an equalization formula, would make possible
far better medical care of recipients of public assistance. Unless there
is provision of an equalization formula, however, the poorer States,
including my own, will not be able to take advantage of the proposed
changes to any extent.
do’I};l(lne1 ?CHAIRMAN. You don’t consider North Carolina a poor State,

Dr. Winsroxn. Yes, sir; even in comparison with Virginia.

The CrarMaN. They claim it is very well-to-do in comparison with
Vlf)gmwl% ; it spends more money.

r. WiNsToN. For example, the State i iati
State and county funds fcl))r the entiree ;Zar;oﬁsng:r? rgﬁzm%)sfsli'?)rll;
matched amount under the proposed bill for 1 month. P
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In other words we could obtain under the proposed bill around
$325,000 per month in Federal matching funds for medical care. Ac-
tually we have available for this purpose for the entire year $250,000 in
State and county funds. It would be quite impossible with the other
demands upon limited State resources to gain the proposed advan-
tages under this measure without an equalization provision.

There are good reasons why existing programs which are well es-
tablished cannot be realined on an equalization basis. There is no
reason why new programs should be set up on a 50-50 basis where
needy people are concerned and which overlook the fact that there
are wide differences in ability of States to pay.

The same problem with respect to equalization is presented by sec-
tion 201 of 5 3139, which provides for 50-50 matching of old-age
assistance payments to OASI beneficiaries accepted for such assist-
ance, beginning July 1, 1957.

To initiate a program for needy people without recognizing varying
abilities of States to pay is contrary to programs in other fields as
detailed above. Moreover, the States with the lowest average OASI
payments are also the ones that would have the greatest difficulty in
providing matching funds. Such a proposal for 50-50 matching im-
plies that OASI funds are Federal tax funds instead of contribu-
tions by employer and employee. Besides the problem of financing,
this proposal would in effect require a fifth category with additional
administrative expense to the agencies involved. It is our considered
judgment that needy recipients of OASI should continue to be treated
on the same basis as all other needy aged.

Now, about helping people help themselves. Because North Caro-
lina is a State which has constantly stressed preventive, protective, and
rehabilitative services to individuals and families through public wel-
fare programs, we are especially pleased over the proposal in S. 3139
to include in the public assistance titles of the Social Security Act the
fact that recipients of public assistance should be given such help as
is necessary to make possible self-support or self-care and to strengthen
family life where the welfare of children is involved. These are basic
proposals directly in line with and consistent with other proposals
now before the Congress for helping people to lead more productive
lives and to help themselves in every way possible.

Our Governor is particularly interested in a proposal to extend aid
to dependent children so that every child will have a fair deal.

While the emphasis upon the opportunity and the necessity for
providing services through the public-assistance programs is highly
desirable, the present proposal for extension of aid to dependent
children to a few more relatives’ homes falls far short of the need.

Throughout the South, the aid to dependent children program is
under constant criticism because many children must be left in unde-
sirable homes since it is only by living in such homes that they are
eligible under the present Federal law for financial assistance. Even
with the addition of some other categories or relatives, children would
still be penalized in terms of suitable living arrangements because of
the restrictions within the aid to dependent children title.

Where families have substandard living, and at times immoral
conditions within the family group, such conditions are generally wide-
spread among the relatives and placing the child with one or another
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rlative snot thevay toameliorato o condiion, Rather tie .
id to dependen ‘ ; Y .
glilé(elg()ir (t:}}flt(i ailiving in% family setting with a person having direct
1 custody of him. ) .

e 3T e it paymens conld b made o i
who are living either with relative 1

fon is thr he child, we would go far toward
legal protection is thrown around t e Tou € aconomieal
rileet_lngd th%frg(ﬁgl}ﬁez@lﬁ% angzgit?(fncv};ﬁgn the community finds that
;ecrl)ﬁll‘é_eis‘ living in a sitnation where he is not being adequately cared

im in a good home.
fOI’i”Itl(i)spil: ileo}éérzenerglly impossible because there are no other f}llmds
available to take care of such child or children. It_a_ppea;‘ts stprt:
sighted policy to have to keep children in undesirable 11v1n% situa lllgn}:
created by the standards of the relatives responsible for them Wflq
in turn means that those self-same children are not getting a fair
start in life. This tends to perpetuate conditions of poverty and
disease and crime into the next generation. I urge that you consider
broadening the aid to dependent children title to include children
Iiving with persons who have direct legal custody of them. .

While the above extension of the aid to dependent children title
is by far the most important in terms of basic welfare of children, there
1s also needed elimination of the school attendance requirement for
children 16 to 18 years of age, as contained in title IV of S. 3139.

Today a disabled child or a child so handicapped mentally that he
cannot attend school is deprived of the protection of an aid to
dependent children payment upon reaching his 16th birthday. It
would be sound policy and cost little to make aid to dependent children
available to all needy children up to 18 years of age, removing the
current educational restriction.

In order fully to carry out the intent of the proposed amendments
with regard to protective, preventive, and rehabilitative service,
defined as emphasis on self-help and self-care and strengthening of
family life in the public assistance titles, it is imperative that there
be better trained public welfare staff throughout the country. The
North Carolina program has long emphasized what we call nonfinan-
cial services.

Last year some 50,000 families received nonfinancial services only,
which were designed to help individuals and families better to meet
their own needs. The reason this was possible is found in the fact
that the survey of salaries and working conditions in social work made
a few years ago shows that in terms of specialized training the public-
welfare staff in North Carolina ranks first among the 48 %tates.

It takes well-trained public-welfare personnel fully to understand
the needs of individuals and families who come to the welfare depart-
ments seeking help and then to be able to work with those individuals
and families in terms of providing resources to best meet their needs,

It has been possible through extensive utilization of Children’s
Bureau funds to carry out a partial training program, but for the

present year when we in North Carolina have 13 of our State and
county staff members in school on training grants, we have more than
twice that number who would be in school had funds been available.

The Federal Government has made available substantial amounts
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for training in the public-health field, in the mental-health field, and
In vocational rehabilitation. It appears time that the fundamental
services available through public welfare also are recognized as

. requiring trained staff and that the same consideration be given to

1

/- = A

providing funds for this important area of Federal-State programs
as 1s given in the other areas.

It 1s pertinent to point out that the proposed matching ratio of
S0 percent Federal and 20 percent State and local funds for such
training as contained in section 705 of S. 3139 appears administratively
.complicated and would effect no substantial saving in Federal funds.
It would be more efficient simply to provide for 100 percent Federal

. funds.

We have had long experience in providing training grants and

h . . . 3
. recognize that a small amount of matching money would in effect only

have a nuisance value in working out plans and in properly auditing

I the Federal funds for this purpose.

Moreover, State legislation would be required. It is recommended,

 ‘therefore, that the proposed plan be revised to provide for 100 percent

Federal funds for training.

The final area which I should like to discuss briefly is that of the
appropriation to the United States Children’s Bureau for child-wel-
fare services.

Although the Social Security Act since 1950 provides, as has already
been brought out, for an authorization up to $10 million per year,
this program has never had an appropriation approximating this
total. For the current fiscal year, the Federal appropriation is $7,228.-
900. The recommended appropriation now before the Congress for
the next fiscal year is $8,361,000. With the steadily growing number
of children in this country and the demonstrated increased public
concern for their welfare, the full appropriation of $10 million is
urgently needed for the next fiscal year and the authorization should
be increased to at least $15 million annually. _

Actually, with increasing numbers of children in thix country, the
amount of Federal money available for greatly needed services has
constantly been decreasing on a per child basis. For the State of
North Carolina, which receives one of the largest allotments under
the present formula—and this is because we have so many rural chil-
.dren—the Federal contribution for child-welfare services for the
current year is less than 20 cents per child. .

We have heard a great deal in recent months about public concern
.over juvenile delinquency. Juvenile delinquency is not increasing in
North Carolina. If anything it is on the decrease, largely due to the
‘emphasis upon preventive programs.

‘We know that it is economically sounder in terms of both dollars and
.cents and the welfare of children to provide basic services needed by
children so that they will not get into such trouble that they must come
before the courts. This means that we need far more extensive pro-
grams of services to children in their own homes. It means that we
need to be able to provide specialized care as needed to children who
are not developing normally, whether it be physically, mentally, or
.emotionally. We are concerned about the protection of children who
become available for adoption. We know that we should do much
more to protect the young girls who become mothers without benefit of

wedlock.
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e know that we need far sounder lannin_g so that we may provide
thz‘;articular type of care which a g?ve.n child needs at a given time,
whether it be within his own home, within a good foster home, or
within a carefully selected institutional setting.

These are essential if the welfare of children is to be protected. We
cannot solve the problem of child welfare by pla_cm%lma]or emphasis
upon one or two clearly identifiable programs which happen to attract
specil public interest at a given time. ' _

We need a strengthened basic overall program of service to children,
It is just as though in the field of child health we would place all of
our current emphasis upon one or two of the well-publicized diseases
of childhood rather than being concerned about the physical well-being
of all children. ' ) ) '

Again, we do not place all of our emphasis or the major portion of it
upon certain types of education but rather are concerned about general
education for all the children. The amounts of money involved in
child welfare services are of small account in relation to the total Fed-
eral budget. In terms of the welfare of children they are of inesti-
mable importance. )

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we have
gone a long way toward providing basic welfare services to individuals
and families through Federal-State cooperation. I have tried to point
out where on the basis of long-time experience some of the most glaring
gaps in our present program of basic services exist.

I respectfully urge that as you consider legislation now before this
committee and other legislation which will come before the committee
during this session of Congress, you give careful consideration to sev-
eral proposals; namely, disability insurance payments beginning at
age 50, continuation of survivors insurance payments to disabled chil-
dren after the age of 18, establishment of the proposed medical care
program on the basis of an equalization formula, retaining one old-age
assistance matching formula, broadening of aid to dependent children
so that children will not be penalized in terms of where they must live
in order to receive aid, provision on a 100 percent basis for training of
much-needed public welfare personnel so that more effective protective,
preventive, and rehabilitative programs can be carried out, and, finally,
Increased appropriations for basic child welfare services in order that
every child may have a fair deal.

The Crarman. Thank you very much, Dr. Winston.

Any questions?

Senator Martin. I have no questions, Senator.

The CrakMan. Thank you.

The next witness is Mr. Wayne Warrington, commissioner of the
Arizona State Department of Public Welfare.

Proceed, Mr. Warrington.

STATEMENT OF WAYNE B. WARRINGTON, COMMISSIONER,
ARIZONA STATE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE

Mr. WarriNeTON. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my
name is Wayne B. Warrington. I am the commissioner of the Arizona
State Department of Public Welfare. My comments are directed to
three matters covered in H. R. 7225 :
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1. The provision which extends coverage to additional groups;

I1. The provision which raises the tax rate to pay for the addi-
tional benefits; and

III. The provisions which establish additional benefits of (1)
reduction of the retirement age for women to age 62 and (2) dis-
ability payments at age 50.

I. Extension of coverage: Extension of coverage of the present
system to additional groups is desirable. This is true not only because
it follows the principle that universal coverage for all citizens is
equitable but also because it is indicated that the long-term effect on
the trust fund will be favorable,

II. Financing additional benefits: There is no reason to disagree
with the general conclusions of the Chief Actuary of the Social Secu-
rity Administration that the increased tax rate would add sufficiently
to the trust fund to slightly more than offset the costs of the additional
benefits based on the intermediate cost estimate. However, it should be
noted that the possible number of disability beneficiaries is more sub-
ject to fluctuation than any group with whom there has been experi-
ence thus far in this program.

It also should be borne in mind that the estimates made assume high
employment conditions and restrictive administration of the disability
benefit provision. The latter is nearly impossible to accomplish on
a uniform basis when authority for the determination of eligibility
in each individual case may be delegated to 1 of 50 or so non-merit-
system agencies of the Nation’s political subdivisions.

ITII. Additional benefits: The additional benefits to be provided
through the social security insurance program appear to me to do
violence to the principle on which the present system is based. The
age-reduction provision is contrary to trends affecting employability
payment of benefits which defies uniform interpretation and which
1s subject to fluctuation in the general economy. Should these pro-
posals be more properly submitted in the form of social-welfare legis-
lation for all of our citizens financed by general tax revenues I would
still consider them to be undesirable and not in the best interest of
our Nation or her people.

Retirement age reduction for women: Reducing the retirement age
for women is inconsistent with the broad principle of insuring against
anticipated changes in contingencies because of the basic trends in
health, manpower resource needs, life expectancy and mortality rates.

Rather than anticipating a need to provide for women’s retirement
at an age less than men or less than age 65 we can more reasonably
expect that even past age 65 we will need and have in our labor force
healthier women for a longer average period of time.

Private and public retirement systems are too often designed to
complement social-security payments and make retirement mandatory.
Workingwomen under this proposal would undoubtedly receive en-
forced retirement at an earlier age than men despite their better health
and longer life expectancy. Such a result cannot be justified as being
the product of logical insurance planning. I would not regard such
a result to be equitable nor desirable even if it were the product of
undisguised social welfare planning.

The percentage of men who delay retirement until their wives attain
the age of 65 is negligible according to the Social Security Adminis-
tration. If the principle to be served for the male worker and his
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i he wife

ife is to encourage men to retire at 65, then the age of t
wvzlllfeihlesrtit be 50, szg. or 70 should not be a discriminatory factor(.1 th
on the other hand, the comparative effect of age on the m‘;ln a,nt l::
wife is the basic consideration, the age for women would 1aWe o't
higher than for men in the light of the facts of health and on{__);evlll Ly.

The widow of a covered worker presently receives benefits while
raising his children and when she reaches age 65. Again esta:)ﬁlshmg
a specific age is a discriminatory factor which seems to serv}el\, tehpur-
pose of advancing by one step a social-welfare program ra,;c1 e;‘ an a
logical insurance plan. Widows between the ages of 62 and 65 consti-
tute a very small segment of our population who as a group are not
peculiarly deficient in resources such as insurance, real estate, savings,
services from welfare agencies, et cetera. To the contrary, I would
suspect that generally the opposite characteristic might be found.

Disability benefits: In my opinion, the disability income provisions
of H. R. 7225 would contribute to the destruction of our cornerstone—
self-sufficiency. Tike every individual in the future of universal cov-
erage, John Q. Citizen together with his employer has over a period of
time paid 9 percent of his income to the Federal Government as an
Insurance premium. He believes at age 50 that he has a physical im-
pairment which will be long-continued and of indefinite duration and
which will not allow him to engage in any substantial gainful activity.
In his opinion, the Federal Government has a great deal of money and
part of it came from his pocket to pay for his disability income.

The agency to which he applies is subjected to the usual normal
pressures of local economic conditions and is authorizing the ex-
penditure of money which cannot be directly traced to local taxpayers.
The agency although supervised by the Federal Government has
difficulty in insuring that its decision is the same as one made in a
neighboring State for another individual with the same impairment.

It John’s application is denied, his natural reaction to the Govern.
ment which required he buy the insurance is unfavorable-more so
than if he had voluntarily purchased his policy.

Rare is the individual that applies for a cash disability payment
who does not believe he can meet the requirements to receive it. Ex-
perience of insurance companies and public agencies has established
that a number of self-encouraged and/or nonexistent disability cases
can be anticipated and can substantially affect costs.

After application he is referred for vocational rehabilitation serv-
ices. Eligibility for both benefits may be determined concurrently and
in many States by the same agency. If eligible, he is officially declared
to be, in effect, permanently and totally disabled. With the elimina-
tion of the security of John’s cash tax-free benefit as a goal, there
would be an understandable lack of enthusiasm for rehabilitation.
It would also be understandable, particularly in those States where
both services are provided through a single agency, if the case diffi-
cult to rehabilitate were to be considered sufficiently cared for by the
cash benefit. If available rehabilitation services were limited, it
would seem to follow that the recipient of disability benefits over age
50 would not carry a top priority.

The provision which reduces the disability benefit hy the amount
of any other Federal or State benefit based on physical or mental im-

pairment would indicate a type of public assistance program rather
than insurance,

hﬁl
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Premiums for two benefits may have been paid directly or indirectly
through services or cash. If this proposal is in reality another public
assistance measure, it would seem more logical to improve the existing
aid to the permanently and totally disabled grant program. Forty-
five of fifty-three political subdivisions now have a federally matched
program for the disabled not restricted to those above age 50. The
greatest incentive to a State agency to actively encourage rehabilita-
tion is by insuring that local tax moneys are involved in each expendi-
ture for disability payments.

With these factors in mind it is suggested that a more effective
method of meeting the needs of the disabled whether aged 25 or 50
would be to: (1) encourage the continued expansion of rehabilitation
services though public welfare agencies as well as vocational rehabili-
tation; and (2) improve the matching-grant formula for the exist-
ing aid to the disabled program—as well as the other categories—by
matching on an average payment basis and making permanent the
present formula.

The CraIRMAN. Any questions?

Thank you very much, Mr. Warrington.

The next witness is Mr. Raymond W. Houston, commissioner, New
York State Department of Social Welfare.

STATEMENT OF RAYMOND W. HOUSTON, COMMISSIONER, NEW
YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE

Mr. Houston. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am
Raymond W. Houston, commissioner of the New York State Depart-
ment of Social Welfare.

I speak to you today in my capacity as chairman of the council of
State and Territorial welfare administrators of the American Public
Welfare Association.

First, let me say that our council has worked with the other com-
mittees and members of the American Public Welfare Association to
develop the program of legislative objectives of the association. Our
members, composed of the administrators of all of the State and Ter-
ritorial programs, strongly endorse and concur in the legislative ob-
jectives of our association, which have been presented to you by our
president, Mr. John Tramburg.

Our council members come from varying backgrounds and reflect the
problems unique to the various sections of our great country. We
all have vast responsibilities in the administration of the public assist-
ance programs and in the use in large amounts of public funds for this
purpose. Out of our combined experience we concur in the proposal
contained in H. R. 7225 to make disability payments available to the
disabled. ' _

All of us are carrying in our public assistance loads many who, we
believe, should have long ere this become entitled to the provisions
of insurance against the hazard of disability. '

In our view, disability as defined in H. R. 7225 is even more of a
risk to an individual’s economic security than old age. After all,
aging is a common universal experience and one which can be looked
forward to and planned for. Disability can strike suddenly and with
finality eliminate an individual’s hopes for his and his family’s future
insofar as his own efforts are concerned.
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Many aging persons are able to and in fact do continue to earn after
the prg’scrgibe%pretirement age of 65. When permanent and total
disability strikes, there simply remains no out as far as the individual
stricken 1s concerned. Insurance against disability can contribute at
least a feeling of some economic independence should such a hopeless
condition arise. . .

In reading the newspaper accounts of some of the testimony given
before your committee, I have noted the statement that disability
insurance would beget malingering and that there would be difficulty
in establishing medical disability. )

In our long experience as administrators we all agree that with few
exceptions—and those are generally to be found among the emotionally
disturbed or the mentally incapacitated—no one really wants to live on
an assistance allowance of any kind. ] )

We were particularly impressed with this fact at the time when the
depression era blended into the preparation for World War 1II era.
We then saw people leaving the assistance rolls in droves—people
even who up to that time we thought were permanently incapable of
again accepting employment. But when the jobs became available,
people responded and took them and were happy in their new found
economic independence. It is even more true that no one wishes to
be established as a totally and permanently disabled person.

Most of the States already have a program of assistance to the
permanently and totally disabled. With the cooperation of the ap-
plicants themselves and with the wisdom of the medical profession,
we have been able to administer this program wisely and effectively.
In some of the States, my own included, the welfare forces have been
asked to make determinations for the disability freeze.

Here again, with the assistance of the medical profession and the
splendid guidance of the Social Security Administration, we have
been able to gather the evidence and make the decisions as to medical
disability. T have no fear whatsoever of our continuing to be able,
by the joint efforts of the Federal agency, the State and local welfare
agencies, and with the cooperation of the medical profession, to ad-
minister a program of decision as to those who are eligible for dis-
ability insurance payments.

There has been some concern expressed to your committee with
respect to the costs to the social security system of such a program.
I believe the people in this country would be happy to pay the slight

additional cost involved to be insured against the hazard of perma-
nent and total disability.

A small example of willingness to contirbute for insurance benefits
occurred in my department fairly recently. The employees were
polled as to their desires with respect to entering the social-security
system. The question was as to whether the social security program
should be integrated and made a part of the State retirement system
or whether it should be kept separate with the payroll taxes for the
program being levied against the employees and the full benefits of
both systems made available to the employees. Of 238 employees
expressing their views, 221, or 93 percent, indicated their willingness
to pay the additional taxes in order to gain the additional benefits of
the social-security system.

_ There are those who say that we do not need a program of disability
insurance payments in view of the fact that we already have a voca-
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tional rehabilitation service program. I have in my department the
section of the vocational rehabilitation program for New York State
serving the blind, and I would say to you that the vocational re-
h}s;.{)i(liitation program is not the total answer to the needs of the dis-
abled.

The fact is that in many parts of our State and the country as a
whole there simply does not exist the medical knowledge and initiative
to rehabilitate all the disabled. Even in the centers with the most
highly skilled medical staffs, who are in possession of the best knowl-
edge we have at the present time, there are hopeless cases. This is
not to say that, as time goes on, more and more new knowledge will
not come to us and enable us to do more in the way of rehabilitation
for many now thought to be incapable of profiting by such a program.
But in the meantime, and until such time comes, until we know what
to do about all of the disabled, we need to take care of their economic
needs through the insurance program.

I think we need to remind ourselves, too, that disabilities occur by
reason of accidents of many sorts and that as our safety program and
accident-prevention programs become more widespread and univer-
sally accepted, the need for disability insurance payments can be held
in check.

Our State administrators of public assistance are perhaps more
aware than any other group of our total program of economic assist-
ance to people in need. They are aware of gaps in the insurances and
of those in the assistance field.

I would, therefore, like to comment on their behalf on a few par-
ticulars contained in S. 3139, Public Assistance Amendments of 1956,
introduced by Senator Martin.

Medical care: It is not generally realized by the public how much
the costs medical care to relief recipients have risen and how large
a percentage of the costs of public assistance goes for medical and
hospital care. In most of the States the welfare departments are the
agencies which take care of the medical and hospital needs of those
in receipt of assistance and of the so-called medically indigent.

‘We particularly applaud the provision in 8. 3139 which would make
Federal assistance, over and above the regular formula, available for
the medical needs of adults and children.

To indicate to you that the proposal of Federal participation in $6
and $3 monthly maximums for adults and children, respectively is
not overly generous, I would point out that in New York State the
average cost for medical care for adults on old-age assistance is $20
per month. Throughout the Nation there are many unmet needs in
this field of medical care which can only be met by Federal participa-
tion in such programs of medical care for the indigent.

Self-support and self-care: Until recently, the public welfare
forces of our country have been occupied with the establishment of
eligibility for and the granting of assistance to those found eligible
for it. Now we find that our rolls are composed of persons who are
there mostly by reason of other causes than the economic. They are
composed of the aging, of broken families and their children, of the
disabled including the blind, and of children whose parents cannot
take care of them.

We believe the time has come when careful work with these people
in helping to reestablish their broken homes and lives, in restoring
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them to participation in the economic and social stream of life, and
in finding and preventing the causes of delinquency and deper_ldengy,‘
is most important. Whatever we can do to strengthen family life
and to see that children’s needs are met at an early age and in their
own homes will prevent eventual delinquency, mental illness, and
dependency. Whatever we can do to find out the potentialities of the
individuals, of children and adults as wgll, to restrain them for new
ways of meeting their economic needs will pay off in the long run.

We are, therefore, enthusiastic about the self-support and self-care
provisions contained in S. 3139. )

Training of public welfare personnel: Most of us find with alarm
that our key personnel was recruited during the years of the depres-
sion era and that we are having difficulty in interesting people in
and in keeping them with our public-welfare programs.

We are now in the era of a limited supply of young people due to
the curtailed birthrate of the depression days. In the welfare field
we find, when we try to recruit from the persons who are minded to
work with people, that we are in competition with the nursing profes
sion and the teaching profession. We see that those who wish to
become teachers can go to the teachers’ colleges, with little or at least
a nominal tuition payment. Those who wish to enter the nursing
profession can go to nurses’ training schools, again with no tuition
requirement. Except for a few scholarships available here and there
in the schools of social work, there is no way in which a young person
desiring to educate himself to participate in our work can have the
advantages of free tuition now available in these other professions
of working with people.

Section 705 of S. 3139 promises to give us the assistance we need in
recruiting couipetent. personnel, which in the end will pay off in im-
proving our vital program of meeting the needs of the people whom
we serve.

Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands: I have, and some of the other
Eastern States—later others will have—a particular interest in the
provisions with respect to Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. New
York City in particular has been a great recipient of newscomers from
Puerto Rico.

W.Vhile there is no evidence that people come to New York to receive
assistance, the fact is that some who come do eventually need assist-
ance. It is therefore to our interest to see that an adequate program
of assistance is maintained in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.

. We have never understood why the Congress has put the limita-
tions it has on Federal aid to these two Territories with respect to
assistance programs. We would be greatly interested to have the
Congress at this time provide that Federal aid for public assistance
to Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands should be on the same basis as
for other jurisdictions.

Child welfare: Mr. Tramburg has commented fully and at length
with respect to the child-welfare program. The State administrators
would concur in his remarks.

I would wish to point out particularly our interest in having the
present provisions with respect to the allocation of child-welfare
services funds changed. As you know, these funds are presently re-
stricted to rural areas and areas of special need. All of us are finding
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f that the greatest problems in the child-welfare field are in our great
b cities.
- In our State I have no hesitancy in saying that the most grievous
: problems in connection with children are in New York City. There
- we find children needing foster homes for whom no homes can be
1 found, children of minority groups who should be adopted, for whom
: no adoptive homes can be found, babies needing loving and tender
¢ home care languishing in hospitals for lack of other places to place
them, and too many older children finding their way to training
. schools for delinquents for lack of proper early protective and pre-
. ventive services.

It therefore seems urgent to us that the child-welfare services funds
once allocated to the State should be usable in whatever area of the
State the combined judgment of the Children’s Bureau and the State
administration dictates without the artificial restrictions presently
imposed by the Congress.

That I am here today representing the more than 50 State and
Territorial administrators of public welfare programs is evidence to
vou of our abiding interest in the social-security system of our country
as the best way of meeting the needs of the many who are found by
your committees to be insurable.

It 1s also evidence that we have a continuing interest in the im-
provement of programs of assistance and service to those who for
varied and diverse reasons are not eligible to be covered by our insur-
ance program.

We urge the favorable action of the Congress on these various pro-
posals to improve our program of services to people at this session.

The CrArRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Houston.

Any questions?

Thank you, sir.

The next witness is Mr. Roy W. Bornn, commissioner of social
welfare, Virgin Islands.

}

STATEMENT OF ROY W. BORNN, COMMISSIONER OF SOCIAL
WELFARE, VIRGIN ISLANDS

The CHAIrRMAN. You may proceed, sir.

Mr. Born~. Mr. Chairman, honorable members of the committee,
for the record, my name is Roy W. Bornn, and I appear before you
today in my capacity as commissioner of social welfare for the Virgin
Islands of the United States.

Six years ago, in the same capacity, I had the honor and privilege
of testifying before your distinguished committee. I cherish a grate-
ful recollection that the committee was most kind to me on that occa-
sion and following that testimony recommended, and Congress
enacted, legislation extending to the Virgin Islands the old-age and
survivors insurance program and the Federal public assistance
program. )

Your friendly attitude toward our islands and the people was
thereby amply demonstrated. As I appear once more before your
committee in behalf of our islands, I am heartened to see you, Mr.
Chairman, and other proven friends of our islands, still among the
able legislators carrying on the important work of your committee.



890 SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1955

T feel confident that I rest the destiny of our islands ip the hands of
tried and trusted friends when I lay before your committee our prob-

ms and needs. )
te I come before you today to testify on H. R. 7225, on the important
revisions it proposes to the OASI program, and on other legislation
before you closely related thereto. . .

Fortunately, as a result of your friendly action 6 years ago, the
OASI prograr is now in full operation in our islands exactly as in
all other parts of the Nation. We pay the same taxes; we have the
same benefits. So we are directly concerned about any changes pro-

osed for this program. . _
P In general, Ilzvisﬁx to endorse fully the positions taken by the Ameri-
can Public Welfare Association on this bill and the amendments pro-
posed thereto. I concur heartily with the testimony, Mr. Chairman,
which the chairman of our Council of State Welfare Administrators
has submitted today regarding it and related measures.

Our islands favor disability compensation, we favor of a well
thought out food stamp plan as envisioned in S. 627, and we favor
improvement of the public assistance and child-welfare programs for
the Nation at large, as well as for the Virgin Islands. _

The CHAIRMAN. It has been testified before that the Virgin Islands
do not get the same benefits as we do in this country.

Mr. Borxn. We do not have the same benefits in assistance. In the
old-age and survivors insurance program we pay the same taxes and
have the same benefits. The program works exactly as it does on the
mainland, and very successfully.

The Cramrman. Where is the difference ?

Mr. Bor~nN. In the public assistance.

The CHAIRMAN. Are you in the same class as Puerto Rico?

Mr. BornNn., We have a similar situation. I will explain it as 1
go along, sir.

Although we have not yet had an opportunity to study carefully
S. 3297 regarding the child-welfare program introduced last night,
so that we cannot make firm recommendations regarding it, we are
happy regarding the proposals therein to extend foster care and in.
crease the overall child-welfare authorization and increase the allot-
ments authorized for the States.

The problem of child welfare in our islands, as in the States, require
such increase in Federal participation in child-welfare services.

I wish respectfully to point out also that the introduction of S.
3139 offers an excellent opportunity for Congress to update the pub-

lic-assistance legislation for the Virgin Islands which it enacted 6
years ago. Although OASI was then extended to the islands on
exactly the same basis as it operates for the rest of the N. ation, Con-
gress at that time, in a spirit of caution, provided that our public-
assistance program should begin on a matching formula comparable
to that on which the national program was initiated 15 yea.rs}imfore,
leaving for later a,p&)lication to our islands, when our program had
been tried and tested, the improvements that had been legislated for
the Nation during the greceding 15 years,

Unfortunatel_y, in addition, several special unfavorable provisions
were then applied to our programs. Briefly, the unfavorable provis-
sions still applying to the Virgin Islands program consist of :

=
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First, the Federal maximum for assistance in the Virgin Islands
is $30 monthly for the aged, blind, and disabled, instead of the $55
applicable in the rest of the Nation.

In aid to dependent children no Federal matching whatever is
provided for the needy parent or relative caring for the children.
And for the children the maximums are $18 per month for the first
child and $12 for each additional child, as compared with $30 and $21
for the rest of the Nation.

Second, Federal participation, within the above unfavorable maxi-
muns is only $1 Federal to $1 State, instead of the $4 Federal to the
$1 State applicable in the rest of the Nation in the lower range of the
grant, in which range most of the Virgin Islands grants fall.

Third, and finally, besides the unfavorable Federal matching for
the individual cases, the 1950 legislation set an over-all ceiling of
$160,000 on Federal participation in our program in any 1 year. No
such overall limitation applies in any jurisdiction of the Nation ex-
cept Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.

During the 6 years the Federal public-assistance program has been
in operation in the islands, the Virgin Islands Government has sub-
stantially increased its own effort to help is needy citizens, more than
doubling its own appropriations for the purpose during this period.
The assistance caseload has been kept to a minimum. Recipient rates
in the Virgin Islands for assistance and OASI together are lower
than the national averages. But, despite the increased Virgin Is-
lans Government effort, and despite the careful controls which have
kept the caseload low, the unfavorable provisions covering Federal
participation have kept assistance standards distressingly inadequate.

The maximum allowance for food for an adult is $12 per month,
about 13 cents a meal ; for clothing it is $3.50 per month ; the maximum
rental allowance is $6 per month for 2 persons. QOur average grants
are $18.60 per month for an adult and $11.30 per month for a child.
Unfortunately, living costs in the islands are high. Food and cloth-
ing cost more than in the United States because we must import from
the continent most of what we wear and eat.

A survey some years ago indicated that imported foods cost in
the islands on the average of 61 percent more than in Washington,
D. C. Drug costs more in the islands than on the mainland.

Even at the low assistance standards set forth above the limita-
tion of $160,000 on Federal matching for our program will result
in a loss of approximately $20,000 in the courrent year’s operations.
The lack of matching for the caretaker will cause a loss of amonther
$6,000. With our slim island treasury we shall be obliged to reduce
further our distressingly low standards of assistance unless Congress
acts promptly to give our government some relief. It is time to dis-
9continue the special provisions which treat the islands as step-
children, which hold Virgin Islanders “outside the door of the house,”
which impose limitations on the extent to which Virgin Islanders may
share in security provided in full for other citizens of the Nation.
Why, Mr. Chairman, should the full benefits of United States citi-
zenship be denied to United States citizens who are shouldering the
full responsibilities thereof, who fight and die for their country just
as their brothers on the mainland ?
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We appreciate very much that S. 3139 would include the Virgin
Islands in the new and desirable additions it proposes to the public.
assistance program for medical care, for services for promoting self-
support and self-care and the maintenance of family life, for the
training of personnel in public assistance, et cetera. But we regret
that this bill proposes to retain a ceiling on our total annual match-
ing, though proposing to raise that ceiling to $200,000. Thls.cel.l-
ing, even though thus increased, would nullify, as far as the Virgin
Islands are concerned, the improvements in the program in general
which this bill would effect, and would negate any improvements
legislated for the program in general or for the Virgin Islands in
particular in any other bill. This year, despite our unfavorable
matching formulas, we shall earn approximately 180,000 of Fed-
eral matching. With the additional medical care, rehabilitation
services, et cetera, the total earned would immediately exceed
%200,000. o

The Virgin Islands are deeply appreciative of the proposals con-
tained in Senate bill 2521, introduced by Senator Hubert Humph-
rey, which would provide Federal matching for the caretaker in aid
to dependent children in the Virgin Islands as elsewhere, and of
the proposals contained in Senate bill 2660, introduced by Senator
Herbert Lehman, which in addition would raise the ceiling on the
-overall annual Federal matching for the Virgin Islands from $160,000
to $300,000. We are sincerely grateful to these honorable Senators
for their championship of our cause. Though we feel that the
proper and desirable course truly is to remove the ceiling altogether,
at least the $300,000 figure would leave us room at this moment
to benefit from the new proposals for medical care, et cetera. These
bills, if enacted, would be of great help to our islands. If Congress
in its wisdom will not go further at this time, I urge most earnest-
Jy that at least it enact these measures.

However, I should like to urge most earnestly that Congress take
the full action needed to bring the Virgin Islands fully and justly
into this vital program. After 6 years of operation on inadequate
formulas, with special restrictions and with closed end appropria-
tions, we feel that the period of trial and testing should be over
and 1t is time for Congress, as it has done in OASI, to put the
Virgin Islands assistance program on the same basis as all other
parts of the Nation.

Recapitulating, the minimum steps required are these:

First, and of most importance, we urge removal of the overall
«ceiling of $160,000 for Federal matching to the Virgin Islands for
any one fiscal year. It imposes an arbitrary limitation that has
no relationship to the varying but very real need for assistance
which may exist from year to year. This arbitrary limitation is
mmposing a real hardship upon the Virgin Islands right now. Until
this ceiling is removed 1t will nullify, as far as the Virgin Islands
are concerned, the improvements in public assistance which may be
enacted at this or later sessions of Congress.

Next, we urge that in the aid to dependent children program Con-
gress include matching for assistance to the needy parent or other
relative caring for children in the Virgin Islands, as it does for
parents or relatives caring for children in other jurisdictions. The
lack of this provision is causing now a large number of excesses
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over the Federal maximums in aid to dependent children cases. The
loss in Federal matching for the Virgin Islands in a year because
of this factor—approximately $6,000—would be truly insignificant
to the Federal Government as the cost of dealing equitably with
needy parents and children of our islands. Our aid to dependent
children program is a sound one. Our combined aid to dependent
children and OASI recipient rate for children is lower than the
national average.

And third and finally, we urge that Congress revise the formula
for Federal matching of Virgin Islands assistance payments to the
same basis as, or to one that compares favorably with, that afforded
the rest of the Nation. If Congress insists that our islands matching
formula must have a different base to that of the continent, I respect-
fully call your attention to the recommendations of the subcommittee
of the House Ways and Means Committee, which visited our islands
in 1949, studied our program, and made well-considered proposals
in this connection. Some revision of these proposals would be needed
in line with revisions made to the act for the rest of the Nation since
1949.

All these actions are requisite if the Federal Government is to deal
equitably with need existing among United States citizens located in
the Virgin Islands. I sometimes wonder if Congress realizes that
some of the clients on the Virgin Islands assistance rolls are mainland
persons who have come to our islands to live and have fallen into
need. We give them aid without discrimination. But these main-
land-born United States citizens, like our Virgin Islands-born United
States citizens, are denied the full Federal aid they should have. They
are denied this merely because they are living in the Virgin Islands
instead of in another part of our Nation. On the other hand, Virgin
Islands-born United States citizens who live in the United States
enjoy there Federal-aided security in their old age or in infirmity
which we cannot offer them if they return to their island home. Be-
cause of this situation islanders who would otherwise return to the
Virgin Islands to spend their declining years remain in the States
and remain a burden on the assistance rolls of New York City, Chi-
cago, and other localities on the mainland. )

Mr. Chairman, this morning a question was asked in regard to the
Federal revenues released to Puerto Rico. I think it is most unfor-
tunate that there is often associated in the minds of Members of Con-
gress the question of Federal participation in public assistance in the
islands with the question of Federal revenues released to Puerto Rico,
and in regard to revenues of much lesser extent released to the Virgin
Islands for the operation of their general governmental programs
and public works projects. There is a historical bas1s i_for these spe-
cial actions by Congress. I am not wholly familiar with the situa-
tion in regard to Puerto Rico, but I can speak \_v1th first-hand knowl-
edge of the Virgin Islands situation. I believe the Puerto Rico
situation is like unto it. ]

Such release of Federal revenues as has been r_nadp in the case of
the Virgin Islands has been made either in s.ubstltu.tlon of local rev-
enues which were displaced by Federal taxation, as in the case of the
Federal income tax which displaced a local income tax which was
necessary for the maintenance of the local government ; or have been

73192—56—pt. 3——5
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in substitution of direct Federal appropriations which were hitherto
made by Congress to maintain in the Virgin Islands, despite their
depressed economy, essential governmental services _(health, sanita-
tion, education, and so forth) at a decent level compatible with United
States sovereignty. In addition, in the case of the Virgin Islands, the
Federal Government, through the United States Secretary of the Inte-
rior, retains a veto power over the use of Federal revenues thus made
available to our islands, restricting their use to essential purposes
approved by the Federal Government. )

pIpurge ea%,nestly, Mr. Chairman, that the policy of Congress should
be to deal with the two questions, namely (a) application of Federal
grant-in-aid programs to the islands, and (b) release of certain Federal
revenues to the islands for public works projects and other govern-
mental costs, as two separate and distinct questions. The policy
should be, I feel, that the Federal Government should participate in
the Virgin Islands in the Federal grant-in-aid programs, including
the public-assistance program on the same basis it participates therein
throughout the rest of the Nation, and that it should continue to make
available certain Federal revenues to the islands government to the
extent necessary to maintain an adequate level of essential government
services and to meet the cost of essential public-works projects. The
Federal Government is already extending to the Virgin Islands the
full benefits of all Federal grant-in-aid programs except in the pro-
gram of public assistance. This is true in health construction, in
vocational rehabilitation, in child welfare, in mental health, in ma-
ternal and child health, and all the others. It is only in public assist-
ance that participation by the Federal Government is less favorable
for the islands than it is for jurisdictions on the mainland. Why
single out the public-assistance program for emasculation because of
this revenue question? So long as Congress does this, it is merely
substituting in the Virgin Islands the release of certain Federal reve-
nues for the contributions the Federal Government should be making,
through this regular national welfare program, to aid destitute people
in our islands. That is an anomalous situation in which the Congress
is not effectively helping the islands to struggle out of the economic
bonds forced upon them by their depressed economy. Give us the
1dentical privileges of States on the mainland. Give us the oppor-
tunity to operate in these national programs like other jurisdictions
of the United States. Only then can you assess the extent to which
the release of Federal revenues is required and being used to maintain
a satisfactory level of regular governmental services in the islands and
for essential public-works projects, instead of being used to substitute
for contributions to social programs which the National Government
regularly gives to other areas of the Nation.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I ask that I be privileged to read you &
letter addressed to you by the Governor of our islands, the Honorable
Walter A. Gordon, which he entrusted to me to deliver at this hearing.
Governor Gordon says: '

I am respec.tfully urging that Congress enact in this session legislation to
enabl.e the United States Government to join with our islands’ government in
meeting human suffering and want on the same basis it shares with the States
and other Territories the cost of their assistance programs, or at least on a basis
closely comparabhle thereto. Dr. Bornn’s presentation will give the details of

our recommendations in this respect. All of these I strongly endorse. Particu-
larly, I am concerned that Congress remove altogether the unusual limitation
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placed upon our program by the $160,000 ceiling set on annual Federal participa-
tion therein. I am concerned not only about the figure at which this ceiling is set,
but also about the principle involved, since Congress thereby singled out the
Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico and imposed upon thein a limitation not imposed
on other States and Territories. This not only imposes a hardship upon our
people and government, but is besides a distressing symbol that Congress has
not yet accepted the Virgin Islands as an integral part of the United States
despite the loyalty of our people to our Nation and its ideals.

BEmphatically, we are not asking for any special benetits for the Virgin Islands.
It is one of the firm policies of my administration that we shall not ask Congress
for any special favors. On the other hand, I feel that it is my duty to, and
I do, urge Congress that Virgin Islanders be accorded in this and other legisla-
tion the same status as all other citizens of our great Nation. Give Virgin
Islanders the same tools of citizenship as other citizens of the Nation and they
will prove hemselves as worthy users thereof as any other members of our
society.

A prime example of the foregoing is the participation of the Virgin Islands
in the insurance portion of the Federal social security program. Virgin Islanders
participate willingly and gladly in the OASI program on exactly the same basis
as the rest of the Nation, paying the identical payroll taxes as on the maintand.
Is it not incongruous that, in the public-assistance portion of the same Federal
program, there should be such serious differences between the benefits accorded
Virgin Islanders and those accorded their brothers on the mainland? We ask
only that Virgin Islanders, who are full citizens of our country and have proved
their loyalty in the shedding of their blood in its defense, enjoy the same oppor-
tunities as other citizens of the United States.

Mr. Chairman, I earnestly hope that your committee will make forceful
recommendations to this session of the Congress to improve the status of the
Virgin Islands in this great national program to meet real, human need.

(The letter from Governor Gordon to Senator Byrd is as follows:)

GOVERNMENT HOUSE,
CHARLOTTE AMALIE, ST. THOMAS, V. 1., February 24, 1956.

Hon. HarrY Frooop BYRD,
Chairman, Finance Committee,
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C.

DEAR MEr. CHAIRMAN: By your kind permission, the commissioner of social
welfare of our Virgin Islands Government, Dr. Roy W. Bornn, will be testify-
ing before your august body on February 28, 1956, in regard to congressional
legislation needed to remove certain inequities which exist in the Federal public-
assistance program as it applies in the Virgin Islands.

I bespeak the earnest and sympathetic consideration by your committee of
the facts and recommendations which Dr. Bornn will present in behalf of our
government. The brief regarding our case, which he will file with your com-
Imittee, represents the hopes and recommendations of this administration in
regard to this important question,

When the public-assistance program was first extended to the Virgin Islands
some 6 years ago, it was understandable that Congress exercised caution and
provided that our program should begin on a matching formula comparable to
that on which the national program was initiated 15 years before, leaving for
later application to our islands, when our program had been tried and tested,
the improvements that had been legislated for the Nation during the preceding
15 years.

13, ow, 6 years later, the period of trial and testing is over and it is time to bring
Federal participation with our islands’ government in this program in line with
Federal activity in this respect in all other parts of the Nation. Under the
serutiny of the Federal Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, our
assistance program has proved itself to be soundly based and conservatively
managed. It is lacking only in adequate financing, of which it is deprived by
the combination of poor local resources and inadequate Federal participation.

I am respectfully urging that Congress enact in this session legislation to
enable the United States Government to join with our islands’ government in
meeting human suffering and want on the same basis it shares with the States
and other Territories the cost of their assistance programs, or at least on a basis
closely comparable thereto. Dr. Bornn’s presentation will give the details of our
recommendations in this respect. All of these I strongly endorse. Particularly,
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I am concerned that Congress remove altogether the unusual limitatlo_n _plaqu
upon our program by the $160,000 ceiling set on annual .Feder‘aI p{u:tlclpauon
therein. I am concerned not only about the figure at which thls. ceiling is sef,
but also about the principle involved, since Congress thgrepy _smgled .out the
Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico and imposed upon Fhem a limitation .not imposed
on other States and Territories. This not only imposes a hardship upon our
people and government, but is besides a distressing symbol tha.t Congress has not
yet accepted the Virgin Islands as an integral. part of the United States despite
the loyalty of our people to our Nation and its 151eals. L.

Emphatically, we are not asking for any special benefits for the Virgin Islands,
It is one of the firm policies of my administration that we sh.all. not ask Con-
gress for any special favors. On the other hand, 1 fee_l thqt it is my duty to,
and I do, urge Congress that Virgin Islanders be accorded in thls_and otl}er leg_lsh_l-
tion the same status as all other citizens of our great Nation. .lee Virgin
Islanders the same tools of citizenship as other citizens of the Nation and .they
will prove themselves as worthy users thereof as any other members o_f our society.

A prime example of the foregoing is the participation of the Yu‘_gm Islands
in the insurance portion of the Federal social-security program. Virgin Islanders
participate willingly and gladly in the OASI program on exactly the same basis
as the rest of the Nation, paying the identical payroll taxes as on the mainland,
Is is not incongruous that, in the public-assistance portion of the same Federal
program, there should be such serious differences between the benefits accorded
Virgin Islanders and those accorded their brothers on the mainland? We ask
only that Virgin Islanders, who are full citizens of our country and have proved
their loyalty in the shedding of their blood in its defense, enjoy the same oppor-
tunities as other citizens of the United States.

Mr. Chairman, I earnestly hope that your committee will make foreceful recom-
mendations to this session of the Congress to improve the status of the Virgin
Islands in this great national program to meet real, human need.

Sincerely yours,
WALTER A. GORDON,
Governor.

Mr. Bornw. I am also privileged to present a resolution passed by
the Legislature of the Virgin Islands which is clipped to the material
which has already been submitted to you. That material also includes
a brief prepared by our department of social welfare which sets forth
in greater detail the recommendations we make and the justifications
therefor.

The CrARMAN. It will be inserted in the record.

{The resolution referred to is as follows:)

ResoLuTION No. 20 (Biir No. 168)
The Tirst Legislature of the Virgin Islands of the United States,, First Session,
1956

Resolution to petition the Congress of the United States to place the Virgin Islands on a
more favorable basis with the States of the United States in regard to the publie-
assisance program of the Federal Social Security Act

Whereas, in 1950, the Congress of the United States, with the laudable purpose
of participating with the Virgin Islands government in a program for relieving
want and suffering among needy persons in the islands, extended to the Virgin
Islands the public-assistance portion of the Federal Social Security Act, but in-
cluded certain special and unfavorable provisions and limitations applying to
such Federal participation in the Virgin Islands program; and

Whereas during the 6 years the Federal program has been in operation in
the islands, the Virgin Islands government has substantially increased its own
effort to help its needy citizens, more than doubling its own appropriations for
the purpose during this period (increasing the Virgin Islands own expenditures
for the program from $117,000 in the fiscal year 1949-50 to $250,000 authorized
for the fiscal year 1955-56) ; and

_Whereas despite the increased Virgin Islands effort, and despite the fact that
Virgin Islands recipient rates are lower than the national averages, the un-
favorable provisions which now govern Federal participation in the public-
assistance program of the Virgin Islands have kept assistance standards at
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deplorable levels (with food allowances averaging 13 cents a meal for an adult
and 9 cents per meal for a child of 12 years) and have worked great hardship
upon the needy of these islands; and

Whereas the Virgin Islands government has developed, with the Federal aid
available in the past 6 years, a program of assistance which is soundly based
on policies reviewed and approved by the United States Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, which is conservatively administered by personel of
long experience and sound training, and which is closely and continuously super-
vised by the aforesaid United States agency and has been evaluated thereby
thereby as sound and satisfactory ; and

Whereas in the old-age and survivors insuranc program, tax rates as well as
benefits in the Virgin Islands are identical with those in the rest of the Nation:
and in all other grants-in-aid programs the conditions applying to Federal par-
ticipation in the Virgin Islands programs are the same as for other jurisdictions;
and

‘Whereas the accompanying document entitled “Representations of the Virgin
Islands Regarding Amendments Needed to the Provisions of the Federal Public
Assistance Program Affecting the Virgin Islands,” sets forth those special and
unfavorable provisions of the United States law as it applies to the Virgin
Islands which cause bardship to the people and government of these Virgin
Islands: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, and it is hereby resolved, That the Legislature of the Virgin Islands
does hereby petition the Congress of the United States to:

(a) Remove the overall maximum of $160,000 now imposed upon annual
Federal participation in the Virgin Islands program, which is an arbitrary
limitation of a type that does not apply in the rest of the Nation, and which is
less than the Federal matchnig being earned by the Virgin Islands this year
even on the unfavorable matching formula now in effect for the Virgin Islands.

(b) Include Federal matching for assistance to the needy parent or other
relative caring for needy children in the Virgin Islands, as is provided for
parents caring for children in the States and other Territories.

(¢) Revise the formula for Federal matching of Virgin Islands assistance
payments to the same basis as, or to one that compares favorably with, that
afforded other jurisdictions of the United States. To this end, attention is
called to the recommendations of the subcommittee of the Ways and Means
Committee of the United States House of Representatives which visited our
islands in 1949, studied our program and problems, and made well-considered
proposals in regard to the revision of our matching formula.

Thus passed by the Legislature of the Virgin Islands on January 27, 1956.

Witness our hands and the seal of the Legislature of the Virgin Islands this
27th day of January, A. D., 1956.

JORGE RODRIGUEZ,
Legislative Secretary.
‘WALTER I. M. Honge,
Presgident.

GOVERNMENT OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS OF THE UNITED STATES,
INSULAR DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE,
Charlottc Amalie, 8t. Thomas, V. I., January 20, 1956.

REPRESENTATIONS OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS REGARDING AMENDMENTS NEEDED TO
THE PROVISIONS OF THE FEDERAL PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAM AFFECTING THE
VIRGIN ISLANDS

When, in 1950, the public assistance provisions of the Federal Social Security
Act were extended to the Virgin Islands, several special unfavorable provisions
were applied to the Virgin Islands which have kept assistance standards at de-
plorable levels, have worked untold hardship upon the needy of our islands, and
have imposed a heavy burden upon the limited resources of our islands govern-
ment. Following is a comparison of these provisions:

(1) The Federal Government participates in assistance payments in all four
Federal categories up to certain specified maximums for monthly assistance to
each individual. Below is a comparison of these monthly maximums, as set by
the present law, for the Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico and for the remainder of
the Nation:
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The States,
District of | virgln Islandg

and Puerto
Columbia,
Hawali, Alaska Rieo

Aged, blind, and disabled - ... $55 $30
Children- 2

Firstchild ... oo E 18

Each additional child 21 , 12
Needy parent or other relative caring for children 30 m

1 Not matched.

(2) Federal sharing in the assistance payments, within the maxipnums above
stated, is much less favorable for the Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico than for
the rest of the Nation as shown below :

The States, District of Columbia, Hawait, Alaska Vk%,iﬂeglmﬁdi‘swaﬂd
Aged, blind, and disabled_.___ 80 pe{ggnt of the first $25; 50 percent of the re- | 50 percent of the total.
mainder.
Children. - ccceeoaaaol €0 percent of the first $15; 50 percent of the bal- Do.
ance.

(3) For the States, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, and Alaska, no ceiling
is set as to the total Federal participation in their programs, either by months or
years or otherwise. All assistance properly given to needy individuals within
the individual maximums set forth above is matchable by the Federal Govern-
ment.

For the Virgin Islands, section 1108 of the Federal act limits the total Federal
participation in the Virgin Islands program to $160,000 with respect to any one
fiscal year, no matter how much Federal matching in excess thereof the Virgin
Islands may have properly earned. Despite the reduced maximums imposed on
individual monthly assistance payments in the Virgin Islands, and despite the
low rate for Federal participation prescribed, as above, this further ceiling was
imposed.

T'he present program in the Virgin Islands

Despite the unfavorable provisions imposed as above, the Government of the
Virgin Islands, with the Federal aid available during the past 6 years, has
developed a sound well-rounded program that is deficient only in its deplorably
low rates of assistance.

Caseload.—The assistance caseload in all categories has been kept to a mini-
mum. Only unemployables (the aged, the blind, the disabled, and children)
receive aid. Recipient rates in the Virgin Islands (the ratio of assistance and
OASI recipients to population) are lower than the national averages (for OAA,
only 73 percent of the average in the United States, and for children, just below
the national average but only 43 percent of the Puerto Rico rate). The total
caseload in the Virgin Islands reduced fronr 1,734 persons in June 1952 to 1,673
persons in June 1955, a period during which Federal funds were available in our
program. This total includes the general assistance caseload, in which the
clients (aided entirely from local funds) receive assistance on the identical
standards as the cases aided with Federal matching.

Virgin Islands appropriations.—During the 6 years the Federal program has
been in operation in the islands, the Virgin Islands Government has substantially
increased its own effort to help its needy citizens, more than doubling its own
appropriations for the purpose during this period (increasing the Virgin Islands
own expenditures for the program from $117,000 in the fiscal year 1949-50 to
$250,000 authorized for the fiscal year 1955-56).

Assistance rates—Despite the increased Yirgin Islands effort, and despite the
careful controls which have kept the caseload low, the unfavorable provisions
governing Federal participation have kept assistance standards distressingly
inadequate. These standards have improved as local appropriations increased
but even today, with appropriations more than twice what they were 6 years
ago, the standards are grossly inadequate and will sound futile in mainland ears.
The maximum allowance for food for an adult is $12 per month (40 cents a day
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or ahout 13 cents a meal) ; for clothing it is $3.50 per month ; the maximum rental
allowance is $6 per month for 2 persons. Our average grants on the new stand-
ards are $18.60 per month for an adult and $11.30 per month for a child. Unfor-
tunately, living costs in the islands are high. Food and clothing cost more than
in the United States because we must import from the continent most of what
we wear and eat. A survey some years ago indicated that imported foods cost
in the islands on the average 61 percent more than in Washington, D. C.

Loss in Federal matching

Even at the low assistance standards set forth above, the special restrictions
that now apply to our program result in loss of Federal matching to the Virgin
Islands and impose upon our slim treasuries an increased burden that they can-
not afford to carry. As a combined result of the low individual maximums and
the overall ceiling, we shall lose approximately $26,000 in Federal matching in
the current year’s operations at the new rates. It is probable that we shall not
be able to continue even these low standards unless the Congress acts promptly
to give our islands government some relief.

RECOMMENDATIONS

‘We urge most respectfully and most earnestly that action be taken during this
session, at least on the following items :

(1) First and of most importance, that Congress remove the overall ceiling
of $160,000 for Federal matching to the Virgin Islands for any one fiscal year
(imposed by sec. 1108 of the act).

To accomplish this, we suggest deletion from section 1108 of the words “and
the total amount certified by the Administrator under such titles for payment to
the Virgin Islands with respect to any fiscal year shall not exceed $160,000.”

(2) Next, that in the program for aid to dependent children, Congress include
matching for assistance to the needy parent or other relative caring for children
in the Virgin Islands, as it does for parents or relatives caring for children in
the States and other Territories.

To accomplish this, we suggest that, in section 403 of the Social Security Act,
add at the end of the clause (a) (2) therein, the words “and, in the case of the
Virgin Islands, not counting so much of such expenditure for any month with
respect to a relative with whom any dependent child is living as exceeds $18.”

(3) Revise the formula for Federal matching of Virgin Islands assistance pay-
ments to the same basis as, or to one that compares favorably with, that afforded
other jurisdictions of the United States. To this end, attention is called to the
recommendations of the subcommittee of the Ways and Means Committee of the
United States House of Representatives which visited our islands in 1949, studied
our program and problems, and made well-considered proposals in regard to
revision of our matching formula. Some revision of these proposals would be
needed in line with those made to the act for the rest of the Nation since 1949.

JUSTIFICATIONS

Removal of the ceiling of $160,000

Such a ceiling has never been imposed upon any State or Territory other
than Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. There exists no valid reason for it
that we know of. This ceiling upon the total annual expenditures for the pro-
gram produces an arbitrary limitation that has no justification and no relation-
ship to the varying but very real need for assistance which exists in these islands
from year to year.

This arbitrary limitation is imposing a real hardship upon the Virgin Islands
right now. We are at this moment face to face with the fact that, with the
improvement in standards, without increasing our low recipient rates, without
any increase in caseload, with administrative costs still running below the
average for the Nation, with grants averaging only $18.60 per month for an
adult (compared to the $18 and $12 maximums), and without Federal matching
for our ADC caretakers, we shall be earning this fiscal year approximately
$20,000 in Federal matching above the present $160,000 ceiling, $20,000 we shall
earn that our islands will lose if this ceiling is not removed at this session
of Congress.

When this ceiling was first imposed, Congress had no experience as to how
the Virgin Islands would run an assistance program. Its desire then to create
some overall limitation, some safeguard, could be understood. Now, after more
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ears of operation, the record of public assistance in the Virgin Islandg is
ggﬁgf g.,nd makes it clear that there need be no fear of the program running
out of bounds. The United States Department of Health, Educgtmn, gnd Wel-
fare, which supervises our program very carefully, can, and I believe will, attest
to that record. Surely Congress can be, and spould be, persuaded now to remove
this unscientific and unfair limitation upon aid to the needy of our islands,

Inclusion of matching for the parent or relative caring for ADC children

The omission in the current act, in the aid to dependent childre_n program, of
Federal matching for assistance to a needy parent or other relatlye caring for
ADC children in the Virgin Islands imposes an unwarranted hardship. Congress
recognizes that Federal matching for assistance tq meep the needs of suqh
parents or other ‘“caretakers’” in the United States is senqusly needc;d, and is
fully justified. The same is completely true for such matching for agmstange.to
parents and other ‘“‘caretakers” in the Virgin Islands. The lack of this provision
is causing now accesses over the Federal maximums in. the large majority of
ADC cases with one child, and in many of the cases with a sm.all number of
children, The resulting loss in Federal matching will be approximately $6,000
despite arbitrary maximums we have been forced to ixppose on our ADC grapts.

Our ADC program is a sound one, Our ADQC recipient rate has remainegd
relatively steady, 57 per thousand in June 1952, to 56 per thqusand in June 1955,
We have strong support laws for illegitimate as well as legitimate children. We
use the courts vigorously to enforce support where it is available. OQOur pro-
portion of absent parents, 43 percent, is less than the national average, 59 percent.

Our proportion of cases in which need arises from death of a parent, 21 percent,
is greater than the national average, 17 percent (HEW study, 1953). This is
the result of the care with which our policies are established and applied.
This should be one other cause for assurance on the part of Congress that Jjustice
done in this program to the people of the Virgin Islands will not result in pauperi-
zation of the people but in help to aged, blind, disabled, and children in serious
need of aid.

General revision of the Federal matching formula for the Virgin Islands program

It is earnestly recommended that Congress place our matching formula in
general on a basis comparable to that applicable in the rest of the Nation,
eliminating the inequities described on the first page of this brief. This is action
needed to do full justice to needy United States citizens who, when they reside
in the Virgin Islands, are denied the full privileges those same citizens would
enjoy if they lived in another area of the Nation. In the OASI program, tax
rates and benefits in the Virgin Islands are identical with those in the rest of
the Nation. In all other grant-in-aid programs, the conditions applying to
Federal grants to the Virgin Islands are the same as to other jurisdictions.
It is difficult to find justification for the difference in treatment accorded the
islands and their residents in the public-assistance program. The 1949 proposals
of the subcommittee of the House Ways and Means Committee (referred to in
recommendation 3 above), would bring a much greater measure of justice to
the needy people (continentals and islanders alike) residing in our islands.

I do hope that Congress will determine that it is just and fair to accord the
Virgin Islands and their people the same treatment in the laws governing public
assistance as in accorded other jurisdictions and citizens of the United States,
and that it is necessary, in the spirit of justice, to remove the special clauses which
tend to set them aside as “second class” areas and “second class” citizens.
Willingly, without hesitation, and with patriotic fervor, our youth have under-
taken the highest responsibility of citizenship, have fought and died for our
country, like American youth all over the Nation. Likewise, our aged, our
disabled, our blind and our children are entitled to the fruits of that citizenship—
and in their hour of need deserve the same consideration as the aged, disabled,
blind, and children on the mainland.

Respectfully submitted.

Roy W. Bokny,
Commissioner of Social Welfare for the Virgin Islands.

A FAIR BASIS FOR DETERMINATION OF A MAXIMUM ON THE ANNUAL TOTAL OF
FEDERAL PARTICIPATION IN THE VIRGIN ISLANDS PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

A ceiliqg upon t}le_total annual Federal contribution for the public assistance
program in thg V}rgm Islands can at best be but an arbitrary limitation that
has no sound justification and no true relationship to the varying but very real
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need for assistance which may exist in the Virgin Islands from year to year. Such
a ceiling has never been imposed upon any State or Territory other than Puerto
Rico and the Virgin Islands. There exists no valid reason for it that we know of.
Any such ceiling is most undesirable.

But, if Congress insists upon maintaining some limitation, undoubtedly it must
recognize the wisdom and justice of raising the present ceiling substantially. In
this event, a ceiling of $300,000 is proposed, which amount is fully justified by the
following considerations.

A ceiling on Federal participation in the assistance program of the Virgin
Islands cannot be soundly based on existing expenditures in the islands, since
the standards of assistance are now seriously inadequate (for instance, 13 cents
allowance per meal for food), since prices are relatively stable now but may not
always nor long be so, and since caseloads are at a low figure which might be
seriously increased in a time of adversity. Accordingly, it is believed to be more
sound, and it is proposed, that the determination of the ceiling for Federal partici-
pation in the Virgin Islands program be based on the product of the population
of the Virgin Islands times the average amount presently being expended per
inhabitant for assistance in the Nation as a whole, with some cushion provided for
possible fluctuations in the cost of living, economic conditions, and caseloads.

Based on public assistance payments throughout the United States and its
Territories, and based on the entire population thereof, the United States Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare has issued data showing that the average
amount expended per inhabitant for assistance payments for the fiscal year ended
June 30, 1955, was $9.68 for old-age assistance, $3.78 for aid to dependent children,
42 cents for aid to the blind, and 90 cents for aid to the disabled. The highest
rate in old-age assistance was in Colorado, $34.07 per inhabitant, and the lowest
was in Virginia, $1.73 per inhabitant.

Based on the foregoing, Federal matching earned in the public assistance
program in the Virgin Islands in a given year, in the four Federal categories,
might well total more than $300,000 (even at the low 50-percent Federal match-
ing now applicable in the Virgin Islands program), as follows:

Assistance:

In old-age assistance, 27,000 Virgin Islands population at $9.68___ $261, 360
In aid to dependent children, 27,000 Virgin Islands population at

$3.78 S 102, 060

In aid to the blind, 27,000 Virgin Island population at $0.42_______ 11, 340

In aid to the disabled, 27,000 Virgin Island population at $0.90___. 24,300

Total assistance N ——— 399, 060
Administration :

Based on actual administrative costs anticipated in appropriations
passed for fiscal year 1955-56 (proportion chargeable to Federal

categories) __________.____. e 92,508

Grand total e 491, 568
Federal matching: ==
At 50 percent of both assistance and administration._____________ 245, 784

Twenty-five percent increase to provide for fluctuations in case-
load apd in cost of living which might arise in periods of un-

ployment, economic dislocations, etc__ —— ——e— 61,446
Total probable matching earned_______.___ . ________ 307, 230
Minimum ceiling (if Congress insists on imposing one) . __________ 300, 000

It must be noted from the above that, at present average mainland assist-
ance rates, the average mainland area of our size of population would be earn-
ing approximately $250,000 of Federal matching if its matching formula were
at our low rates. At the higher matching rates applicable on the mainland, the
average mainland area of our size of population is actually earning now con-
siderably more matching than the $300,000 ceiling proposed for the Virgin
Islands. Since the above calculations are, as shown above, based on current
averages in a time of normal caseloads and of relatively stable prices; since we
are dealing with an overall ceiling which would apply as well in times of adver-
sity with increased caseloads and in times of inflation with relatively high
prices; and since even in normal times the average mainland area of our size
of population is receiving more than $300,000 in Federal matching, there is
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undoubtedly full justification for raisin_g the ceiling.to at least $300,000 as pro-
posed, if Congress insists that a limitation must be imposed. L

In the foregoing, there has not been taken into account an add_monal factor
which should result at this time and for some years _to come in a hlgh'er average
of assistance payments per inhabitant in thq Virgin Islands than 1'n compar-
able areas in continental United States. This is the fact that th_e OASI program
is so new in the Virgin Islands that it does not now, (and W}ll not for some
years to come) cover in the islands any app.recmble proportion of the_a.ged
and of orphaned children, as it does in the United States_. Our OASI recipient
rate in the Virgin Islands for persons 65 years and over, in Dec'ember 1954, was
92 per thousand as compared with 388 per thousand in the United S'gates. For
children, the Virgin Islands rate was 6.1 per thousand as compared W_lth 20.7 in
the United States. This tends to make our assistance recipient rate higher than
in the continental United States, which in turn operates to x_nake our assist.ance
payments per inhabitant high compared to those in the United Statgs. Virgin
Islands asistance standards may be considerably lower than_ in a given State,
yet our average assistance payment per inhabitant may be higher than in that
State.

Finally, it should be noted that, if a medical care program is adde_d to the
public assistance program of the Nation, as is currently proposed, this would
mean that the $300,000 ceiling suggested above would promptly prove inade-
quate. The need to revise the ceiling each time the program as a whole is
amended is another argument for removing it altogether. This would undoubt-
edly be the most desirable course to follow.

Mr. Bornw. I do hope, Mr. Chairman, that these documents will
indicate to your committee that the executive and the legislative
branches of our Government and all the people of our islands are one
in feeling and urging that it is time for Congress to act to bring justice
to the needy of the Virgin Islands.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you sincerely for the opportunity to appear
before your committee to plead our case. I rest it now in the hope
that your committee and the Congress will act speedily to bring jus-
tice and happiness to the aged, the disabled, the blind, and the children
of the Virgin Islands.

I thank you, sir.

The CraRMAN. We are very glad to have your testimony.

Are there any questions?

Thank you.

The next witness is the Rt. Rev. Msgr. John O’Grady, secretary,
National Conference of Catholic Charities.

STATEMENT OF RT. REV. MSGR. JOEN 0’GRADY, SECRETARY
NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF CATHOLIC CHARITIES

Reverend O’Grapy. I am the Right Reverend John O’Grady, sec-
retary of the Conference of Catholic Charities. I have stood behind
the social security from its beginning and for many years before we
even had a social-security program.

When the Social Security Act was first passed by the Congress in
1935 the United States was in the midst ofp a great depression. One
of the results of this depression was to sweep the older people from
the labor market and there was no hope of their ever returning. Some
other means of support had to be found for them. From the point of
view of our thinking at the time, the simplest method seemed to be an
old-age ﬁensmn according to the concept that had been worked out
during the twenties. It was to be a rather definite allowance with a
sort of a modified needs test. The character of this test naturally
varied from State to State and while title I of the Social Security Act,
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providing grants-in-aid to the States for old-age assistance, assumed
that it would be based on need, the States were given a great deal of
discretion as to the method of determining need. In fact, for all prac-
tical purposes, the writing of the needs test was left to the State legis-
latures. In some States like Colorado, California, Washington, Loui-
siana, and Massachusetts, the legislatures assumed that old-age assist-
ance was to be a sort of a pension, while in States like New York, New
Jersey, Illinois, and Pennsylvania, the amount of aid given was
based on a more or less rigid budget of resources and needs. And
that means actually the State legislatures decide what Congress should
give to the States in the so-called open-end grants.

In the discussions that have taken place before the House Ways
and Means Committee and the Senate Finance Committee since 1935,
it has been generally assumed that Government responsibility for the
aged should be discharged through a benefit based on rights and that
this benefit should be supported equally by a tax on employers and
employees. It was assumed that the amount of the benefit should
bear a more or less close relationship to the contact of the worker with
the labor market. The original thought was that a worker who had
spent 35 years in the labor market should be provided with a certain
minimum amount of protection on reaching age 65.

Even before any benefits were paid under the act, a Commission was
set up to study the possibility of some immediate changes. The Com-
mission recommended two radical changes. The first dealt with the
character of the worker’s relationship to the labor market. It wasnot
practical to have older workers deprived of any hope of securing bene-
fits within their lifetime. Congress therefore, in response to the rec-
ommendations of the Commission, provided that workers could re-
ceive minimum benefits on the basis of six quarters of labor coverage.
Under the original Social Security Act protection was confined to the
worker who had reached the age of 65 and who had spent his life in
the labor market. In 1939 the concept of family responsibility was
brought into the picture and provision was made for the payment of
benefits to the wives and children of workers who died prematurely.
Definite protection was provided for the family of the breadwinner
who died prematurely. %rovision was also made for the wife to re-
ceive a benefit when she reached the age of 65.

Again in the 1950 amendments to the Social Security Act, Con-
gress made it relatively easier for older workers to secure benefits.
Those who had attained the age of 62 might secure complete protection
by 6 quarters of coverage. In the amendments of 1952 and 1954 Con-
gress made it possible for the older workers to receive substantial in-
creases in a fairly short period of contact with the labor market.

Of course, we have not seen as yet the full results of these amend-
ments, not even of the 1954 amendments, because we brought in at that
time the self-employed. Earlier we brought in several other groups,
and no one yet knows the complete cost of what we had already done
during the early 1950’s has meant. We know that the cost has been
increased by vast proportions.

Tt was the original concept that grants-in-aid to the States for old-
age assistance should be regarded as a transitional benefit. It was
assumed that as the system matured and attained universal coverage,
grants for public assistance would no longer be necessary. As we
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moved along into the 1940’s we found ourselves with what really
amounted to two complete systems working in competition one with
the other. In 1945 the Federal Government contributed $726,550,000
a year toward old-age assistance, and $1,459,492,000 for Federal in-
surance. . .

In 1954, the Federal Government contributed $1,592,778,000 for
old-age assistance and $5,086,706,000 for Federal insurance. In other
words, that is the present level of contributions for the payment of
the Federal Government for old-age insurance. While there has been
a very great increase in the contributions of the Federal Government.
toward old-age insurance beginning in 1950, the contributions for
old-age assistance have virtually remained at a standstill. This has
been equally true of contributions for aid to dependent, children, aid
to the blind, and aid to the permanently and totally disabled. It is
not easy to explain the continuing large expenditures for various
forms of assistance under the Social Security Act in the face of the
vast expansion in OASI, especially since 1951. Not only do we have
virtually no decline in public assistance in the face of what is virtually
full employment and a vast increase in social insurance but we have
more demands from the States for increases in existing categories of
public assistance and for the addition of new categories.

H. R. 7225, which was passed by the House in the 1st session of the
84th Congress, is now being studied by the Senate Finance Committee.
The committee is to be commended for the very systematic way in
which it is studying all the implications of the proposed revisions to
title II of the Social Security Act.

The bill now before the Senate committee proposes to make two
basic changes in title II. It proposes to add to title II a new category
of permanent and total disability. It is quite natural that those who
are pleading for this new category should attach very great im-
portance to the protection of workers against what they consider a
very serious hazard. Those who are opposed to adding the new cate-
gory would tend to emphasize the very great difficulty of defining
permanent and total disability. They point to the decisions rendered
by the courts in the thirties in regard to permanent and total disability
under private insurance plans and also under workmen’s compensa-
tion. During this period the courts were very sympathetic toward
the pleadings made on behalf of workers suffering from disability
which they considered permanent and total disability. They were
undoubtedly impressed by the plight of the workers. However, if we
look at the facts squarely we will find that the number of workers dis-
abled by this hazard is much smaller than it was in the thirties. It
might have been related to the depression, and of course the decisions
of courts had some relation to the depressed conditions.

There has been a great deal of improvement in working conditions,
mcluding health facilities. At the present time we tend to assume
more and more that disability is relative to one’s attitude toward it.
Moreover, we have today a new faith in the possibilities of rehabilita-
tion. And I need not add all the gerontologists have said about what
we can do even for those who are very severely handicapped and well
along in years,

In rehabilitation programs up to date, there has been a tendency to
stress programs for younger workers many of whom would undoubt-
edly have taken care of themselves without any Government program.
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Great stress has also been placed on the rehabilitation of those who
have been partially disabled. So far, progress in the development of
programs for the rehabilitation of older workers has been rather
limited. Since the thirties considerable progress has been made in the
study of permanent and total disability. Insurance companies have
acquired a considerable amount of experience in this field. Some prog-
ress has also been made by State commissions engaged in the ad-
ministration of workmen’s compensation. But I think that workmen’s
compensation commissions are beginning to take a new look at this
whole picture and are beginning to ask, what does it mean for the
workers to receive a benefit over a long period of time without any
effort to profit by a rehabilitation program which would qualify
them for some type of work? That is in line with the general tradi-
tions of today, that people, even people who are handicapped, ought to
try to qualify for some type of work. I know it is not easy, but
progress is being made in this direction.

At this point I should have to emphasize one very great defect that
stands out in the proposal to add the new category of permanent and
total disability to title IT of the Social Security Act. I am referring
here to the machinery that has been proposed for the determining of
permanent and total disability. The determination would be made by
the agencies of several States. We would therefore have as many
methods of determination as there are States. And there are dif-
ferent divisions of States. I have probably seen as much administra-
tion as anyone else of this temporary disability. It requires a great
deal of skill, and therefore it requires very carefully selected person-
nel. I doubt very much if the personnel that we find in the ordinary
public welfare department is qualified for this task. I would rather
reach out to the States that have permanent and temporary disability.
They have been through an ordeal in getting their programs under
way. I can remember very well what happened in the States, be-
cause I had a chance of studying these programs firsthand. There
was a great deal of malingering and it took a long time, because they
did not have qualified personnel. I am, of course, unalterably opposed
to depending entirely on doctors. I think this determination of dis-
ability has to be done by people who are specially qualified in this
field.

Much is to be said for adding a new category of permanent and
total disability to title IT of the Social Security Act provided that the
new category 1s administered quite rigidly. Now, I have had a great
many discussions about decreased costs, and I notice that the general
estimate has been that the suggested amendments will bring up the
cost about 9 percent. Now, if you play with it some more, maybe it
will add up to 15 percent, and there will be a big question as to what
a gross tax of 15 percent amounts to and what it will do to the whole
soclal-security system.

In the first place, it should be a Federal administration. I think
that is the only practical way, because we have an act administered
by the State and one by the Federal Government in the same pattern,
and it should be administered by people who have built up a body of
experience in the administration of permanent and total disability.
It is to be hoped that people can be recruited from .State agencies
charged with the administration of workmen’s compensation—that is,



906 SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1955

] tes where they are administering it according to good stand-
gll'dssﬁand also frogl States like California, New York, and New
Jersey that have had experience in the administration of temporary
isability. .
dlsﬂ is iI)I’lpOI'tant that a person making application for benefits under
the new category should have a considerable amount of recent contact
with the labor market. It is important that he should have had em-
loyment experience in 6 of the last 13 quarters. That is precisely
what the bill provides. Moreover, under the proposed new category
the worker must have been employed half the time between January
1, 1951, and January 1, 1957. He would also have to have been dis-
abled for a period of 6 months. There 1s real question as to whether
6 months is sufficiently long to determine the worker’s possibilities
for rehabilitation. It might be more desirable to require a year dur-
ing which he could receive a benefit through the rehabilitation service
provided he made a constructive effort to qualify for regular employ-
ment. That is the whole tendency, as I see it today, with all of these
people, because we are changing our whole attitude toward retirement.

Many of the proponents of the new category under OASI point out
that it would contribute greatly to lifting the load of public assist-
ance. I presume they have in mind the possibilities of lifting the load
of public assistance to disabled fathers under the ADC program and
to the permanent and totally disabled under the grants-in-aid pro-
gram made available to the States for this purpose. I do not beleve
that our experience justifies too much optimism under this head.
People receiving relief over a period of time are liable to have become
greatly demoralized—1I see this all around the country in our depressed
areas right now—and it is very difficult to interest them in a rehabili-
tation program. I would rather think of the proposed category for
permanent and total disability as a means of keeping people off the
relief rolls.

I would think of it in the same way that I think about old-age
insurance. It provides a basic minimum for people who are rela-
tively self-supporting, for people who have retained their independ-
ence, for people whose bonds of family life are still strong. This is
the way in which I would think of any group that is added through
benefits based on rights.

We are not giving total protection for them, the people do not
expect it. It is this group that does not lean on Government or other
form of outside assistance. My own studies lead me to believe that
a benefit based on rights would be an advantage for such people.
It would provide one form of benefit which would be a part of a larger
program that they had worked out themselves through their own
efforts and through the efforts of their own families. This benefit
again has to be administered in an objective way. It has to be admin-
istered in such a way as not to depress the people who share in it.

And that is the great difficulty, as I see it, about all these benefits.
There is a big question as to how far we have depressed people through
the administration of many of these benefits.

Another very important and far-reaching provision included in
H. R. 7225 is the lowering of the qualifying age of women from 65
to 62. Many good arguments can be offered for this amendment.
One could undoubtedly find some very deserving cases of women who
have lost their husbands by death before they have reached their 65th
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year. The number, however, is probably not very large and there are
undoubtedly other ways in which their needs could be taken care of
without imposing too much of a strain on our whole social-security
program. I understand now that in many of the so-called fringe-
benefit plans, there is a good deal of discussion about providing for
the wives of the workers.

There are evidences that such a provision may be made through
private plans being set up in the different industries. Many sugges-
tions have been made about the needs of women whose husbands are
compelled to retire at 65. But as a matter of fact, this is becoming
the exception rather than the rule. In fact, the whole tendency under
social security is more and more to think about employment rather
than retirement for people at 65. There is more and more of & tend-
ency to regard 65 as too early an age for retirement. In fact, the
ordinary age for retirement today is much closer to 70. ,

If we are going to reduce the qualifying age for women from 65
to 62 there will be a tendency to reduce the qualifying age for men
and then the question will arise—~Why stop at 62¢? Why not reduce
it to 60 or to 55¢ This brings us to the gravest question that is facing
soclal security at the present time. If the present amendments should
go through, the cost will increase to at least 9 percent of the payroll
before 19%5 and if the Congress keeps on lowering the ages it 1s quite
possible that the cost may in time amount to 15 percent of the payroll.
I am sure the members of the committee understand that. This may
in time discredit the whole system of social security that is really the
property of more than 70 million fully insured people and 95 million
who are covered, including the 70 million. The .\ merican people have
great faith in the social-security program. It is a definite part of
their security. They do not expect everythingifrom it. That should
be emphasized in season and out of season. They haven’t reached the
stage yet where they want to be leaners on anything. They do not
expect that Government will protect them against all the hazards of
life or that it will give them full and complete protection.

There are so many worthy and appealing needs that could be in-
cluded under the social-security system. Now, there is a new hope
that Congress may be willing to face the real issues involved. It is
to be hoped that in thinking about any large expansion in the future,
the Members of Congress will not come to regard Government insur-
ance as a complete protection against all the hazards of life. In recent
years there has been a phenomenal increase in individual savings.
There has also been a vast increase in homeownership. There has
been a phenomenal increase in private pension plans of all sorts. Gov-
ernment social security therefore is only a part of the protection set
ui) by the American people to protect themselves against the hazards
of life.

In discussing the plight of a certain number of older people that
we have come to regard as completely dependent, it is well to keep in
mind that we have not yet devised any system that will protect the
real hardship cases. In the course of my studies and in my day-to-day
experience, I have encountered a number of these cases. In a recent
study that I made of the aging in a certain area in St. Louis, I was
impressed by the number of chronically ill people who were taken
care of by their own families in their own homes. When I mentioned
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i ome of my technical advisers they told me that I could expect
tglfsirfg ;bout 11 p{rcent of my schedules in this category. But before
T had finished, I found that 15 percent represented cases of this type.
Most of them had some security provisions but they were wholly inade-
quate. And that showed what the people themselves were doing for

lves. )
th%rIIcl)?v, I am greatly concerned about some of these recommendations
that are coming along the line about all of this self-help. And I have
worked on self-help organization not only in various communities in
the United States, but also in the Indian villages and in African vil-
lages. And I am greatly impressed by the new interest in the indi-
vidual, what he can do for himself, what he can do in a group in his
wn community. )
° We have bui}{t up a sort of tradition in the United States that we
have got to get specialists to do all these things for people. Now,
specialists have their values; nobody can discount the values that our
best human experience provides. But to assume, for example, that I
can take a few specialists, a hundred specialists, or 500 speclalists into
Harlem, and that they are going to solve the problems of juvenile
delinquency in Harlem is absurd. Nobody will be able to do anything
until we get the Puerto Ricans to organize and develop their own
programs and to develop some real programs of neighborhood self-

help. And we do not always find that the specialists are the best

people to do that. ] )

There is a point that I think has to be kept in mind about these
various forms of public assistance. It is interesting to note that at
this stage when, as I pointed out, we have a vast increase in OASI
benefits and virtually full employment there is no decrease in our

ublic assistance—and with the amendments suggested we would
ave g vast increase in it. And at the same time we are talking about
finding substitutes. In our debate in the thirties—and I remember
it well because I fought through it—the understanding was that we
were to find substitutes for public assistance. And I am amazed that
the public assistance people have made so little progress in finding

substitutes. Sometimes they give one the impression that there exists

substitutes, that they want to glamorize this assistance program, and
that they are really not anxious to find substitutes for it. Now, it
seems to me that all the suggestions that are coming up along.the line
are about special programs for depressed areas. In these depressed
areas you will find people who have been on assistance for a long
time, and it is very difficult to get them off. We ought to think
about projects of that sort.

I am glad to hear some of the suggestions that have been made in
regard to research. But I don’t believe that the research can be done
by the people administering it, because it is very difficult to study
one’s own programs. We want to glamorize our own programs. It
ought to be independent research. The amazing thing is that there
has been so little research, and I say that with ail due respect to my
friends who have been administering it through the years—that we
have so little research. And that is articularly true in regard to
families. I am very concerned about ?amili%. I see them in public
housing projects and I am very much concerned about the moral
standards of family life. That is the sort of thing that ought to
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involve collaboration with voluntary groups. I think only one men-
tion was made of voluntary groups throughout this whole presenta-
tion this morning. We ought to give thought to various ways and
means of finding substitutes for public assistance, because I feel that
if this program of public assistance continues to snowball I am not
sure what it will do to American family life. .

I was interested also in the recommendations in regard to child
welfare services, because, after all, I speak for quite a number of
voluntary welfare organizations. And we have had to deal with
these public welfare groups in the various States. And sometimes 1
wonder whether or not they are more interested in getting us out of
business than they are in finding programs for children. I know we
have our deficiencies too, but we try to face them as we go along.

I participated a good deal in the discussions of title V of the act
when it was first being written. And we wanted a program that would
stimulate efforts in the States. Now, I know what the State welfare
commissioners want now. They would like to draw more money into
the State. They think that this program is going to help them. But
I am not so sure about that. If I could be convinced that it would
result in their getting more dynamic programs, but I am not so sure
as to what would happen. I have not had a chance of studying the
proposed amendments to title V because the bill is not yet available
and it is therefore difficult for me to discuss it.

I would like to submit to this committee, since it is considering this
assistance legislation seriously—I would like to submit a memorandum
discussing some of these things critically. I am interested in the
health program, and I am interested in what is happening under vendor
payments in the States. I have questioned as to how that money is
being expended at the present time and as to what is happening under
this vendor program in the States. I think it is a question of whether
they are exceeding the ceiling that Congress set up, the $55 maximum—
that is the real question that needs to be faced. I think all of these
questions ought to be faced honestly and objectively. We may not
all agree. But those of us who work on these programs day by day,
naturally, at times become tense about them. We wonder where we
are going. As I said to one of the best authorities in social security
the other day, “How much do we know about this public assistance
in the States? How much research have we had ?”

He said, “I haven’t done any. Do you know of anybody that has
done any research on this?”

And T said, “No; I don’t know of anybody. I have been trying
for weeks and weeks to find somebody that has done some objective
research on this matter of the States—what it has done, what it is
doing to family life.”

It seems to me that this is a matter of conscience, and I am greatly
interested in it. I don’t want to see anybody who is in need not taken
care of. But I want to be able to study these questions firsthand for
myself and to have my own views about them and consider these views
in the light of the whole economy today, because I don’t think you
can separate something that involves $6 to $8 billion a year with-
out considering its relationship to the whole economy-—what it is
doing to the whole economy, and espe_cially when we consider all these
fringe benefits that are set up by unions and management.

73192—56-—pt. 3——6
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There is the question of the management of these funds—this is
going to be a huge problem, whether the money can be used for hous.
ing, how is it going to be invested—all these questions have to be
thzught out. This 1s no longer just a matter of social welfare; it
is a matter of the whole economy of the country, of its whole physical
system, of what the people can stand, what dynamic economy can
support and remain a dynamic economy. If it is going to become a
rigid Government economy, that is one thing. If it is going to become
a dynamic economy that produces—because you cannot distribute
something that you haven’t produced, and it is our theory, at least,
that we cannot produce without having a dynamic economy. That
means a certain amount of freedom for the individual. o

Finally, I would like for the record to emphasize my belief in dy-
namic voluntary organizations. I think they are needed in this whole
program, they are needed to keep the public organizations on their
toes, they are needed to keep life in this program, because life is going
to come from the bottom, it is not going to come from the top in any
organization, it is going to come from the neighborhood, it is goin
to come from people who have convictions about their own rights an
their own welfare and their own well-being, and are willing to help
themselves to their ntmost, so that they do not become dependent on
anybody, on any voluntary organization or any Government organi-
zation, they have learned to take care of themselves. As I see all this
planning today in our communities, I am more and more convinced
that you are not going to have any program—you may have ma-
chinery, and all the planners and maps and charts—but you are not
going to have a program without a dynamic community in which the
people are participating actively in it, not being told to do so by gov-
ernmental organizations, or by central citywide organizations, because
it is very hard to get these organizations to reach out into the ordinary
neighborhood. And you are not going to get life in these neighbor-
hoods, life that can build up families, that contribute to the amily
life in the people themselves if their neighborhoods are not interested
init. And they get about the type of law enforcement that they want.
You can get all the workers that you want, but sometimes when you get
into these neighborhoods you get into disputes. There are an awful
lot of controversial questions, and you have to have a lot of courage
to speak out.

I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, and the committee, for this
opportunity of presenting my views.

The Cramrman. We are glad to have you with us indeed.

Any questions?

Thank you very much.

(The following letter was subsequently received for the record 2)

NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF CaTHOLIC CHARITIES,

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,

Washington 6, D. C., M, \ .
Hon. Harry F. Byrp, gLon C., March 7, 1956

United States Senate,
Washington 25. D. C.
DeArR SENATOR BYmp: I was very glad to have an opportunity of a i
: ppearing
before your comm1tt9e on H. R. 7225. It was my understanding that this was
the. only bill on which the committee was taking testimony. Because I was
entirely unaware that the committee would accept testimony at this time on
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$. 3297 and 8. 3139, I was wholly unprepared to present any detailed analysis of
these two bills. Moreover, as I stated before the committee, I had been unable
to secure a copy of S. 3297. However, in my work on social security through
the years, I have naturally been acquainted with the objectives of the various
groups interested in proposing legislative changes.

By reason of my position as secretary of the National Conference of Catholic
Charities and my close contact with child welfare in virtually all the States, I
naturally know something about what is happening in this field. It is, moreover,
a matter of vital concern to the 600 or more Catholic agencies engaged in child
welfare.

I am convinced that S. 3297 paves the way for revolutionary changes in the
whole program of child welfare in the United States. The $10 million authori-
zation is of relatively little importance. What is basic in the bill is that it opens
the way for the taking over by the Federal Government of a very large share of
responsibility for the care of children. There will be constant pressure for taking
over the work of existing voluntary organizations. This is really what many
of the commissioners of public welfare envisage. This is what they have been
saying openly. The cost certainly will not stop at $100 million. It could easily
amount to a quarter of a billion dollars a year.

A very large part of the responsibility for the care of children has been
assumed by voluntary organizations. This is especially true in large cities
like New York, Philadelphia, Detroit, Chicago, and San Francisco. These
cities have been able to enter into arrangements with local voluntary agencies
for the purchase of service from them on a per capita basis. In some places
State contributions have not been involved because of constitutional difficulties
due to court decisions and legislative acts which were passed before the State
governments became involved in social welfare.

S. 3297 provides for State sharing in the cost which means, for example,
that in the State of Pennsylvania our agencies and the agencies operated by
the Lutheran Church and some other churches would be virtually out of the
picture within 6 months after the bill was passed. There is another factor
that should be considered in studying this bill, namely, the relationships of the
courts to the local agencies engaged in the care of children. The courts usually
make the fullest use of the existing voluntary agencies and they are able to
arrange for small payments to the agencies through the loeal units of govern-
ment. This relationship between courts and child welfare, I believe, is very
helpful. The public welfare leaders would like to take over a large part of
this responsibility from the courts. This, I feel, would be a definite step back-
ward in child welfare in this country.

The work of caring for children away from their own homes has constituted
a very large part of the charitable work of our church in the United States.
This bill is a serious threat to our program because it would bring Federal
funds into communities in which the work is already being carried on quite
successfully by voluntary agencies, including the agencies of our church.
Some of the welfare workers would like to see this work taken over by
Government.

I am citing these few things about 8. 3297 in order to indicate the need for
careful study ‘of the bill before definite action is taken on it. It is most
important that all the agencies concerned, including the juvenile court judges,
should have ample opportunity of presenting testimony on the different
aspects of the questions involved.

I would like to make one point about 8. 3139. 1 have grave concern about
the changes that it proposes in the definition of a dependent child which
broadens the category of relatives. It was the original purpose that aid-to-
dependent children should be confined to relatives in the second degree. Any
extension of the definition of “relative” would for all practical purposes involve
the care of children away from their own immediate homes. It would involve
the Federal Government in what is known as foster-home cdare. 1 believe that,
so far as our agencies are concerned, such an extension would have about the
same results as S. 3297.

I do not want to labor this question. The representatives of the administra-
tion understand my point of view. Several times before they have tried to
make over title IV of the Social Security Act into what would amount to a
general public assistance program. True, the proposal now made would not be
as drastic as those made in 1945 and 1949 but it is aimed in the same direction.
I am writing this letter to you in the hope that your committee may be able
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to give more serious consideration to the very wide departures that the
administration has recommended in S. 3297 and 8. 3139.

Srats s
Sincerely your JoEN O'GrADY, Secretary.

The ('HAIRMAN. Our next witness is Mrs. Joseph Stoll, Spokesmen
for Children, Inc.

STATEMENT OF MRS. JOSEPH STOLL, SPOKESMEN FOR CHILDRER,
INC., WASHINGTON, D. C.

Mrs. Storr. Because of the lateness of the hour, I would appreciate

it if I might file my statement and say a few things about it.
The CuatkraN. Without objection, the statement will be filed.
(The prepared statement of Mrs. Stoll is as follows:)

STATEMENT OF MRs. JoSEPH MILLS STOLL, SPOKESMEN FOR CHILDREN, INc.

My name is Hester Stoll and I serve as Washington representative for Spokes-
men for Children, Inc., a national voluntary organization which is concerned with
Federal legislation affecting children, particularly in matters of health, welfare,
education, and security. Our membership is composed of people interested in
children’s affairs from different points of view. For instance, we have among
our members, businessmen, parents, interested citizens, nurses, doctors, teachers,
ministers, social workers and the like.

We support H. R. 7225 because it improves our national old-age and survivors
insurance system and thus gives further protection against the hazards of
disability, old-age, and death to workers, their dependents and survivors. This
is of the utmost importance in maintaining family life in our Nation.

Old-age and survivors insurance is now covering about 90 percent of the jobs
in this country. The majority of employed persons feel that this insurance is
their foundation for retirement security and for survivorship protection. The
members of Spokesmen for Children, Inc., believe that old-age and survivors
insurance should be extended to every employed person not covered by another
type of Federal retirement provision. Thus we favor the extension of coverage
provided in H. It. 7225. Our members approve the lowering of age for all women
beneficiaries from 65 to 62. The majority of husbands are older than their
wives. When a husband retires he gets one-third less benefit than he would if his
wife were also of retirement age. This provision will give married couples in-
creased security.

We are particularly interested in seeing that benefits to permanently and
totally disabled children under 18 be continued after 18. The cost of caring
for such children imposes a burden on retired parents and on widows. Benpefits
would be payable to a mother as long as such a child was in her care. Also,
H. R. 7225 provides that these disabled children be referred to the State voca-
tional rehabilitation agencies so that they might learn to do suitable work.
These provisions relating to disabled children we heartily endorse.

The most important feature of H. R. 7225 is disability insurance which our
mempers strongly support. This provision is needed to fill the remaining large
gap in our old-age and survivors insurance system. We are convinced that
employed yvorkers would prefer to pay a higher social-security tax and be cer-
tain that if they became permanently and totally disabled that they and their
depgnde_n'ts would have, as a matter of right, at least a maintenance benefit.

Dlsaplllty of the wage earner leads to serious economic and social breakdown
of family life. The majority of disabled persons soon exhaust their resources
and must' turn to public assistance. A small number, about 5 percent, receive
workmen’s compensation. A very few are covered by private insurance. We
recommend that the Senate Finance Committee approve disability insurance
with benefits for dependents. There are fears in some quarters that disability
insurance would be. hard to administer and that some persons would take advan-
tage of it. We believe that the experience of administering the disability freeze

under old-age and survivors’ insurance, and the experience of administering the
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Veterans’ Administration, railroad retirement, Federal civil servjce, qnd .State
and local government retirement programs gives evidence that disability insur-
ance can be sound and workable.

Our members approve the increase in contributions by employers and employees
to finance the improvements contemplated by H. R. 7225. Also, we support the
provision of an Advisory Council on Social Security Financing which would study
the old-age insurance trust fund in relation to long-term commitments of the
program and make recommendations.

We would like to suggest that 8. 3139, a bill relating to public assistance
and introduced by a member of the Senate Finance Committee be considered
as an amendment to H. R. 7225. In general we favor this bill and are particu-
larly interested in provisions regarding medical care for public-assistance recipi-
ents, extension of the relatives with whom dependent children may live and be
eligible for aid to dependent children, elimination of the school-attendance re-
quirement for aid to dependent children, research and training grants. We are
opposed to title II which provides for gradual reduction of the Federal share of
old-age assistance when supplementing OASI. This imposes an unfair burden
on the States and results in inequitable treatment of one group of appli-
cants sinee the States get the regular matching when supplementing the benefits
from other types of retirement programs such as veterans, railroad retirement,
ete.

The purpose of public assistance as defined in terms of self-support and self-
care in title IIT of 8. 3139 has our support. The provision of services to help
relatives of dependent children and to maintain and strengthen family life for
such children is much needed. However, we are concerned with the language
in section 302 (b) and (c¢) which speaks of services “to minimize the need for aid
to dependent children.” In some States applicants for aid to dependent children
are denied assistance and recipients are removed from the rolls because they are
employable even when they are needed at home to care for young children. The
language about minimizing the need for aid to dependent children may be used
by States to force mothers to self-support even when this is unwise from the
point of view of family life and protection of children. We recommend that the
language “to minimize the need for aid to dependent children’” be deleted from
section 302 (b) and (e¢).

We recommend that the child-welfare proposals which were sent by the admin-
istration to the Congress on February 20, 1956, become an amendment to H. R.
7225. The Senate Finance Committee can do a great deal to help the children
of this country who need special child-welfare services by supporting these pro-
posals. Some of the youth whom you can help come to mind:

The young orphan who can be placed for adoption if there is a child-
welfare worker who can find the right kind of adoptive home for him,

The adolescent orphan who might be placed in a small-group home where
he could continue going to school and later be aided in finding a job.

The young half-orphan whose mother is dead but whose father can pay
for part of her care in a foster-family home which the child-welfare worker
will find for her.

The neglected children whose parents are always fighting and seem to for-
get that they need care. Perhaps the neighbors will call the police who
will call in the child-welfare worker. If she gets into the situation early
enough she may be able to prevent family breakdown and help the parents
in providing better care for their children.

The unmarried mother who is just a 16-year-old child herself. She needs
help in deciding whether to keep her baby or to give it for adoption. She
wants to return home and finish school but her mother thinks that she has
disgraced the family and does not want her there.

The mentally retarded child whose family is unable to give him the type of
care or schooling that he needs. He might be happy and learn useful work
in a small institution for children who are handicapped.

This is not meant to be a list of all the types of children who come to the at-
tention of child-welfare workers but just some instances of what is happening to
children and what can be done.



914 SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1055

e are particularly concerned about the need for additional funds to help the
Strt’es impliove their foster-care programs. During the past 20 years the.re has
been an increased use of foster care for children who cannot remain in their own
homes. Child-welfare agencies have learned _that most o_f these'chlldren t!mv'e
best in foster-family care although some require the _spemal services of an instj-
tution. Children in foster-family care under public agencies increased from
49,000 in 1933 to 119,000 in 1954, an expansion of 143 percent. States are spend-
ing 73 percent of the total Federal, State, and local chllt_l-welfare funds for foster
care. Less than 1 percent of this foster-care expem}lture came from Federal
funds. The need for foster-care funds is a great drain on the States.

The administration’s proposals for child-welfare services are good as far as
they go but they fail to authorize enough money_for child-welfare services and
foster care. The proposals of Spokesmen for Chlldren_, Ine., are attacpe.d. We
are recommending $15 million for child-welfare services and_ $12.m11110n' for
foster care beginning July 1, 1956. That is what we think the situation requires.

The Senate Finance Committee has the opportunity to recommend Ieglslat_lon
on old-age and survivors insurance, public assistance and child-we]fgre services
which will increase the security and welfare of many families and children. We
urge it to make this contribution to the general welfare.

SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS RE CHILD-WELFARE AND FOSTER CARE

We are proposing the following changes and amendments in the child-welfare
services part of the Social Security Act, title V, part 3.

I. These proposals make changes in the present provisions relating to child-
welfare services:

1. Increase the annual amount authorized for these services from 10 to 15
million dollars.

2. Remove the present restrictions with respect to provision of services to
children in predominantly rural areas.

3. Change the allotment formula, so as—

To take into account a State’s total child population under 21 (at present
the State’s rural population under 18 is considered) :
To take into account per capita income.

II. We recommend also, within the present provisions of the law, special
new provisions earmarking additional funds for the maintenance of children in
foster care. Under these provisions:

1. An appropriation of $12 million annually (in addition to the $15 million for
child-welfare services as stated above) is anthorized for maintaining children in
foster care through the public child-welfare programs.

2. This amount may be used for children in any part of a State.

3. The allotment formula s based on a State’s total child population under 21
and per capita income,

4. Matching is required for the foster-care funds on a variable basis with the
highest per capita income State putting up $2 of State funds for $1 of Federal
funds, and the lowest per capita income State putting up $1 of State funds for
$2 of Federal funds. The rest of the States would be on a scale between these
two extremes with a State at the national average per capita income matching
dollar for dollar.

ITI. The language regarding payments to the States by the Secretary of the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to carry out the provisions of
title V, part 3, is put in words which are used in current legislation.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO SOCIAL SECURITY ACT, TITLE V, PART 3

: SECTION 1. Sections 521 (a) and (b) of such Act are amended to read as
ollows :
“SEcTION 521. For the purpos

e of enabling the United States through the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, an

y of . d Welfare to cooperate with State public-welfare
agencies in (1) establishing, extending and strengthening public-welfare services
(he?emafter in this section referred to as ‘child-welfare services') for the pro-
tection and care of homeless, dependent, and neglected children, and children in
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danger of becoming delinquent, and in (2) establishing, extending, and strength-
ening provisions for the maintenance of children in foster care there is hereby
authorized to be appropriated for each fiscal year beginning July 1, 1956, the sum
of $27,000,000. Such amount shall be allotted by the Secretary for use by coop-
erating - State public-welfare agencies on the basis of a State plan developed
jointly by the State agency and the Secretary.

“(a) Out of the sums appropriated pursuant to this section for each fiscal
year beginding July 1, 1956, the Secretary shall allot for child-welfare services
the sum of $15,000,000. The Secretary shall allot to each State $60,000 and shall
allot to each State such part of the remainder as is in direct proportion to that
State’s child population under the age of 21, and in inverse proportion to the
State’s per capita income. The amounts so allotted shall be expended for pay-
ment of part of the cost of district, county, or other local child-welfare services,
for developing State services for the encouragement and assistance of adequate
methods of community child-welfare organization, and for paying the cost of
returning any runaway child who has not attained the age of sixteen to his own
community in another State in cases in which such return is in the interest of
the child and the cost thereof cannot otherwise be met : Provided, That in develop-
ing such services for children the facilities and experience of voluntary agencies
shall be utilized in accordance with child welfare programs and arrangements
in the States and local communities as may be authorized by the State.

“(b) Out of the sums appropriated pursuant to this section, the Secretary shall
allot to the States (in addition to the allotments made under subsection (a) for
child-welfare services) for each fiscal year beginning July 1, 1956, the sum of
$12,000,000 for the maintenance of children in foster care. The Secretary shall
allot to each State $48,000 and shall allot to each State such part of the remainder
as is in direct proportion to the State’s child population under the age of 21, and
in inverse proportion to the State’s per capita income. Matching by State and
local funds shall be required in direct proportion to the per capita income, with
no State being required to put up more than $2 for every Federal dollar nor less
than $1 for every two Federal dollars; the State at the national average per
capita income shall match dollar for dollar. The amounts so allotted shall be
expended for the maintenance of children in foster care. Facilities and family
homes used under this bill must be licensed or otherwise approved for meeting
standards of the State public-welfare agency.

“(e¢) The Secretary shall from time to time estimate the amount to be paid
to each State under the provisions of the Act for any period, and shall pay such
amount to such State, from the allotment available therefor, reduced or in-
creased, as the case may be, by any sum (not previously adjusted under this
section) by which he finds that his estimate of the amount to be paid to the
State for any prior period under this Act was greater or less than the amount
which should have been paid to the State for such prior period under this Act.
Such payments shall be made in such installments as the Secretary may
determine.”
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Estimated allotments for child welfare services and foster care, fiscal year 1957
[Based on child population under 21, 1954, and State per capita income, 1952-54]
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Mrs. SroLr. It is very sad that we as a citizens group come at the
very end, but that is usually our fate. We are a national voluntary
organization concerned with family life and children, and Federal
legislation affecting health, welfare, education, and security. We
always emphasize in our statements what is best for children, what 1s
best for family life. )

We strongly support H. R. 7225. We are very much interested in
that section which has to do with the continuing of OAST benefits for
the children who are completely and totally disabled after they reach
the age of 18 in the same way that they receive benefits under 18.

We are not going to try to sunmarize everything in our statement,
except to say that we strongly support H. R. 7225. But we do want to
say that we think that this provision regarding disability insurance
is the most important thing 1n this bill. We think this great gap in
the total protection for people and their survivors should be filled.
And we think this gap is the lack of disability insurance.

We want to say that it seems to us that the disability of the wage
earner leads to serious economic and social breakdown of family life.
The majority of disabled persons soon exhaust their resources and
must turn to public assistance. For example, sir, the other day I
heard of a case of a man 52 with a wife and 2 children—he has a girl
15 and a boy 12—who, due to a heart and high-blood-pressure condi-
tion, became totally disabled. This sort of thing is sad, a situation in
which a man exhausts his last pay, his sick benefits, all of his extra
savings, borrows on his insurance, and then is in a state of indecision
as to what to do. This particular man applied for aid for the perma-
nently and totally disabled, and found that because he owned a house
with an $8,000 equity, he wasn’t eligible for that aid program. Now,
what can such a person do? And we want to remind you that there
are about 250,000 such cases every year. And we are very concerned
with that kind of person, the wage earner who becomes disabled and
doesn’t know what to do to support his family. And I may add that
the wife had never worked, which added a complication, and she was
needed at home to take care of the man and his family.

Let me put aside our statement on H. R. 7225, and say that we
strongly support S. 3139. We like all the provisions of this bill ex-
cept title 11, which provides for gradual reduction of the Federal
share of old-age assistance when supplementing OASI. We think
this imposes an unfair burden on the States and results in inequitable
treatment of one group of applicants, since the States get the regular
matching when supplementing the benefits from other types of retire-
ment programs such as veterans, railroad retirement, et cetera.

We like very much the terms “self-support” and “self-care” which
are used to describe the purpose of public assistance. We only have
one concern, and that concern is with this language: “to minimize the
need for aid to dependent children.” The reason we are concerned
about this language is that in some States applicants for aid to de-
pendent children are denied assistance and recipients are removed
from the rolls because they are employable even when they are needed
at home to take care of young children. We are a little worried that
some States may force mothers off the rolls in view of the purpose of
self-support. Ve are concerned about this, because we feel that most
mothers should be home with their young children. But rather than
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sting language for the whole section we would just be content i
?ﬁgngngu%ge o r%ﬁnimize the need for aid to dependent children”
were removed from section 302, subsections (b) and (c).

Finally we come to the child-welfare pro(%osals which were sent by
the administration a few days ago to the Congress and which were
introduced last night by Senator Martin as S. 3297. We favor these
very strongly. And in our testimony we listed some of the kinds of
youngsters who need the aid that is given through the child-welfare-
services program. We talked about the young orphan who needed
to be placed for adoption, if there is a child-welfare worker who can
find tge right kind of adoptive home for him. We mentioned the
adolescent orphan who might be placed in a small-group home where
he could continue going to school, and later be aided in finding a Job.
Let me comment that nobody seems to want to adopt the older chil-
dren. And there has to be a plan made to help such children. Some-
times the child has been in 2 or 8 boarding homes, comes to the age of
15 or 16, and needs some place where he can continue living in a pro-
tected situation, finish school, go to work, and be launched into the
world. This is the sort of child we are very concerned about.

We are concerned about the young half-orphan whose mother is
dead but whose father can pay for part of her care in a foster-family
home which the child-welfare worker will find for her.

Let me mention the neglected children whose parents are always
fighting and seem to forget that they need care. Perhaps the neigh-
bors will call the police, who will call the child-welfare worker. If
she gets into the situation early enough she may be able to prevent
family breakdown and help the parents in providing better care for
their children.

And there is the unmarried mother, who is just a 16-year-old child
herself.

Finally we describe the mentally retarded child whose family is
unable to give him the type of care and schooling that he needs. ~He
might be happy and learn useful work in a small institution for chil-
dren who are handicapped.

Now, this isn’t a list of all the types that come to the child-welfare
worker, but is merely illustrative.

Finally, we are concerned with the need for additional funds to help
the States’ improve their foster-care programs. By “foster care” we
mean the family home or institution. During the past 20 years there
has been an increased use of foster care for children who cannot re-
main 1n their own homes. Child-welfare agencies have learned that
most of these children thrive best in foster-family care although some
require the special services of an institution. Children in foster-
family care under public agencies increased from 49,000 in 1933 to
119,000 in 1954, an expansion of 143 percent.

This shows you that more applications are coming to the public
agencies all the time. In the same period the private agencies did
not increase the number of children they were taking care of. It is
so important that the public agency be given additional funds.

States are spending 73 percent of the total Federal, State, and local
child-welfare funds for foster care. This imposes a great burden on
the States.

We would like to say that the administration’s proposal for child-
welfare services are good as far as they go, we think. However, they
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fail to authorize enough money. Spokesmen for children have con-
sidered this matter very carefully, and we feel that $15 million for
child-welfare services and $12 million for foster care, beginning July
1, 1956, is a very important recommendation to you. We think this
is what the situation requires.

We want to say, gentlemen, that we appreciate the great oppor-
tunity you have in relation to old-age and survivors insurance and
to public assistance, and to the child-welfare proposals. We hope
that you will be able to go ahead and recommend H. R. 7225, the
public assistance bill, S. 3139, and the child-welfare bill, S. 3297.

We thank you very much.

The CraRMAN. Thank you.

The committee will meet tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock.

(By direction of the chairman, the following is made a part of the
record:) .

NorTH JERSEY ASSOCIATION FOR THE BLIND, INC.,
Paterson, N. J., February 8, 1956.

DEAR SENATOR: We are writing to urge you to amend H., R. 7225, the Cooper
bill on disability, to be sure that it will include legal blindness as grounds for
eligibility.

Disability is defined as “inability to engage in substantially grainful activity by
reason of a physical or a mental impairment.” Although most blind people are
willing and able to perform certain duties, they experience much difficulty try-
ing to convince prospective employers of this fact. Consequently, they are not
“engaged in substantially gainful activity by reason of their physical impair-
ment” and should be covered through this bill. An exemption on earnings up
to $1,200 would be helpful to those who are able to earn some income through
part time or seasonal work.

We all realize that old age can be a barrier in securing employment. However,
in the case of a blind person, even in his youth, it is his blindness, not his age,
which prevents him from making his own living. Therefore, we feel that blind
people should not have to wait until they reach 50, but that disability benefits
should be granted automatically to those who might need them.

Thanking you for any consideration you may give our request, we remain

Sincerely,
Epwarp FEDUSH,
Vice President.

INDIANAPOLIS, IND., February 14, 1956.
Senator Harry F. Byrbp,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.:

With reference H. R. 7225 we urge blindness be designated a special ground
for disability for payment of disability insurance benefits. That blind workers
under age 50 years be made eligible for benefits as well as those over 50 when
their unemployment is due to a physical handicap and employers refuse to
employ such individuals. Also these individuals be allowed to earn not less than
$1,200 annually without loss or reduction benefit amounts. Six quarters be
required as minimum for eligibility qualifying them for payments. That no
limitation be placed on earnings of blind beneficiaries of disability insurance
under proposed bill.

INDIANA ASSOCIATION OF WORKERS FOR THE BLIND, INC.,
Legslative Committee.

STATE DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE OF KANSAS,
Chanute, Kans., February 17, 1956.
Senator HAReY F. BYRD,
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C.
Hon. HarrY F. BYrp: On behalf of the blind, I am writing you to urge that
you support the proposals in the following bills: H. R. 6500, the Matthews bill;



920 SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1955

H. R. 5658, the Jenkins bill; 8. 2119, the Wiley bill ; H. R. 7225, the Cooper bill,
amending the Social Security Act; H. R. 36035, thp Mills bill. . .

Although not blind myself, I have been working closely with our services for
the blind program in Kansas for the past 214 years and I feel thgt these pro-
posals are reasonable, meaningful and realistic. . I am sure t_here is no_t one of
us but who feels that blindness is a major handicap. . For this reason it seems
that these proposals should be given serious consideration. I feel— i

(1) That the definition of blindness, that is, the con}monly accepted definition
of 20/200 visual acuity with correction or a field restricted to no more than 2¢°
is a must in the proposals.

(2) It seems that the blind should not have to prove that t_hey have a perma-
nent disability. Blindness itself is conclusive evidence, I think most everyone
will agree.

(3) g'l‘here should be no age restriction or minimum period of coverage apqlied
in the case of the covered worker losing his sight. Blindness at any age is a
handicap.

(4) Ilf) the existing maximum OASI retirement benefit of $108.50 montply
were paid as the disability benefit, it seems to me that there should_ be a saving
in the amount of money needed for the public assistance-aid to the blind program,

(5) The disability benefit to the blind should not be reduced because of return
to employment, or if reduced, not till the blind individual receiving benefits shail
have earned in the year more than $1,200, the amount currently permitted under
OASI retirement provisions. )

(6) In addition to the first $30 per month of earned income now, one-half of
any additional earned income shall be Qisregarded in determining the need of
an application for aid to the blind.

(7) The current Federal maximum of $55 should be raised to $75 monthly
in connection with the Federal matching to the States for aid to the blind.

I am sure that if you know any blind people yourself that you will have already
Dprobably come to your own decision on these points. It is my earnest request
that you will vote favorably on these proposals and exert your influence in con-
vineing others of the importance of such legislature.

Thank you kindly for your consideration.

Sincerely yours,
(Mrs.) MarIAN F. CAMPBELL,
Field Representative,
Division of Field Rervice.

OFFICE OF ARKANSAS STATE WELFARE COMMITTEE,
Hot 8prings National Park, Ark., February 23, 1956.
Senator HArRY F. Byrbp,
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee on Social Security Investigations.

ATTENTION PLEASE: Our committee once again wishes to specifically call your
attention to our statement as now filed with your committee at the bottom of
page 3 where it states—

“Our committee feels that where during social security revision in 1954 a
elauge was inserted permitting a worker upon earning six quarters at near
maximum pay to earn retirement at a greater rate than possibly was allowed
workers who had worked continuously under the act since it was adopted, which

our committee feels retaliates drastically against a fully insured worker before
the year 1955.”

And further_ at the bottom of page 4 where it states—

“Qm‘ committee also finds another great injustice has been applied against
apphqants, who were not during the early years included under the Social
Secumty Act, as follows: For instance self-employed workers, who at a later
date smtf:hed to covered jobs, then at the time when he reaches retirement age
an.d aI_)phed for benefits, under the terms of the act. His rating instead of
bemg pgured from the time he became eligible to share in its benefits under its
provisions, today they hold a worker responsible for time that had long passed,
beforq he became eligible to participate under the provisions of the act. Now our
committee members some of who today suffer from that oversight in compiling
the act. .And' hel.'eby request that your investigating committee ‘harken give
ear to this unjustifiable clause' and amend same, in order to afford equal j{lstice
to glldwgrktte}l;s subject to the terms of the act.”

It urther: It also grants workers a much greater benefi ure
employment after the year 1955 for six quarters worE under the pla::n tclg;ltsig:f'ing
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that the worker was 63 years at the time he began work under the act. T_hen
a faithful worker who had continued to work under the act, from its inception.
As we find that the worker with an average salary who retired before the year
1955, was allowed a benefit of something around $48. However, with 2 addi-
tional grants of $5 each today he draws about $58 compared to a more recent
worker could draw around $78.50 for 6 quarters of employment 1% year of
employment under the act. Now we have every confidence in the members of
your committee and feel that they will harken to this error, and will jump to their
posts in this emergency to defent the equal rights of our citizens.
Respectfully submitted.
A, GLENN HERR, Secretary.

STATE oF CONNECTICUT,
STATE WELFARE DEPARTMENT,
Hartford, Conn., February 8, 1956.
Hon. HARRY BYRbp,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR BYrp: The State Welfare Department of Connecticut believes
that every reasonable step should be taken to extend the OASI provisions of
the Social Security Act which would result in a reduction of public assistance in
the States. Connecticut has benefited from QASI. For example, the average
payments to QASI beneficiaries in the State are among the highest in the country
and the number of people receiving OASI is considerably above the national
average. As a result, the number of old people, for example, per thousand in
old-age assistance is considerably below the national average. It can and should
be further reduced if insurance coverage is extended particularly to include more
disabled people.

Therefore, we urge the passage of H. R. 7225 amending the act in the following
ways: (1) To continue payments to certain disabled children after age 18; (2)
To provide disability benefits for insured workers at age 50.

Sincerely yours,
CHRISTY HANAS,
Welfare Cominissioner.

STATEMENT ofF MRs. RUTH GRIGG HORTING, SECRETARY OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE,
PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE, HARRISBURG, PA.

The insurance provisions of the Social Security Act should be extended as
much as possible. Disability benefits for insured workers appear desirable; like-
wise, extension of coverage to other groups of persons.

The aid to dependent children category should include children up to the age
of 18 whether or not they continue in school after age 16.

I am not particularly enthusiastic about reducing the eligibility age for
women from 65 to 62 years. It is my understanding that we may expect a
very tight labor market for the next few years and the services of all employable
people will be required to sustain our expanding economy.

I want to endorse the interest that I have as an administrator of the public-
assistance program in seeing the insurance provisions of the Social Security Act
extended and strengthened. Insurance is preferable to public assistance as a
means of support, although public assistance will undoubtedly continue for many
years as a residual program to meet the financial needs of those who have no
other means of support. To the extent that the insurance program reduces the
need for public assistance the public-assistance agencies will be able to do a
more thorough job of rehabilitating persons who need special training in order
to be either self-supporting or self-reliant.

I would urge that at some time the Federal Congress give consideration to
further amendments that would permit administrative simplification of the
public-assistance programs. More specifically, it would be helpful if the financial
matching provisions should be the same regardless of category. The needs of
people would be more adequately met if States were restrained from having
residence requirements. In these days of an extremely mobile population it
seems archaic to continue residence requirements as a condition of eligibility for
financial heip. Such a move would lead rapidly toward uniform eligibility
requirements for all categories of assistance. This would further simplify
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administration and would mean that the category designations would be solely
for the purpose of indicating the type of people to be helped by the moneys appro-
priated by the Federal Congress.

ARKANBAS STATE WELFARE COMMITIEE,
Hot Springs National Park, Arkansas,

Subject : Objections Filed Against the Terms of Our Present Social Security Act.

Hon. HARrY F. BYRD,
Chairman, Committee on Finance,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR: My name is A. Glenn Herr, and I have been delegated by the
members of the Arkansas State Welfare Committee to appear before your
Committee on Finance when hearings are held on H. R. 7225, the social-security
revision bill to present authentic evidence gathered from retired workers and
others, who have found the present Social Security Act far afield from a point
of need, and harnessed with restrictions that have backset full freedom, to a point
near the era of the Revolution against English rule in the year 1775.
uance of the present Social Security Act in its present form as they regard it as

First of all our welfare committee begs to protest against any further contin-
uance of the present Social Security Act in its present form as they regard it as
a private pension plan based upon a tax against wages and salaries earned by
workers.

First because it not only humiliates our citizens but restriets pursuit of full
freedom and happiness as guaranteed under our Constitution. Under title 1,
the present terms of administering the cost by a wide margin, counteracts
benefits to an unnecessary low, through delegating to the States power and
privilege of administrating that part of the act and granting them unlimited
opportunity to enact laws in contrast to the spirit and intent of the Social
Security Act.

The system breeds dishonesty and noncompliance, and in addition humiliates
the applicant in regard to age and financial status, of the participants under the
act, due to an industrious life lived before the act was adopted. It falls far
short of meeting the daily needs of retired breadwinners by a vast reduction of
his past income immediately upon retirement, and just at the crucial time when
life puts higher financial demands upon the head of the family.

It reduces the general economy that renders a damaging blow upon our
Government, in tax collection by his failure to have the necessary funds to con-
tinue his normal purchases in the market places of distribution, and leaves an
untold morale damage that engenders a deep resentment toward his Government.

By again releasing the once fully retired worker for further work, after he was
forced into retirement, has disarmed him from all possibility of securing his
old job back and left him without an avenue for reemployment ; therefore that
attempt at recompense is in our sense like trying to save a drowning man

f.l{ter_ our Government had placed a stone around his neck and plunged him into
e river.

Why three divisions:

Under that method after careful observance we find much inequality in the
qistribution of benefits, which if our Government terms it social security then
it comes into gashing conflict with the terms of our Constitution, wherein it
states all equal under the law, this feature alone causes deep dissatisfaction
and breeds contempt with loss of confidence in our lawmaking body.

We here favor social security completely operated upon a gingle distribution
basis, research has enlightened us to the effect that social security to afford the
greatest beneﬁ_t, should be operated upon a pay-as-you-go basis, by levying a 2-
percent gross income tax upon all business and workers as the means for pro-
viding the money to finance the program, then to guard against hoarding by
many, who woqld misunderstand security and how to maintain it, add thereto
a f(_)rced spending clause requiring all pension money received must be spent
giurmg thp same month, so as to create a healthy economy, and increasing tax
Income with corresponding profits to finance the program.

Does the presgnt Social Security Act stymie or expand business. Under its
present statl_ls, it reduces our economy hy billions due to the fact that the
amounts de_rlved in benefits are so low as to prohibit spending beyond payment
of rent, which leaves little to spend with the local grocer for food.
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We find the present monthly amount of pensions paid to 75 percent of workers
and others upon retirement are very unsatisfactory, they prove damaging to b(}th
the pensioner and the Government alike, they receive too little in return which
proves detrimental to both.

We find that any system of social security which falls short of providing in-
come upon a basis near what a worker earned during his term of employment
before retirement brings about a helpless fluster creating a loss of confidence
in his ability.

We also find that any system of social security provided by our Government in
order to meet the full accord of the public must leave the impression that it is
a well-earned position, and granted as a matter of reward, for him or her con-
tribution toward the upbuilding of our great country.

Congressmen should recognize the will of the public, by putting social se-
curity upon a pay-as-you-go basis, payment to be made direct to the pensioner
through the single agency of the United States Government, thereby eliminating
such unnecessary expense, that under the present system unnecessarily increases
the cost of distribution, thereby reducing the amount applied for the benefit
of retired workers.

Here our membership discovered that under title 1 of our present Social
Security Act that a number of States openly violate the intent of our Federal
act, by awarding the (husband) so-called head of the house an old-age assistance
check monthly for his needs, yet upon the other hand absolutely ignoring his
helpmate, as she at the hand of the local welfare division is completely bypassed,
thereby disfranchising her as a full-fledged citizen, in other words she is pushed
aside, so may we ask how will she be enabled to meet the standards of society
to protect her body from the elements, as well as meet the standards of decency.

Therefore, in order to avoid further disregard for decency, our committee
hereby recommends that the United States Government again recapture its lost
supervision by at once repealing title 1 of the Social Security Act and bring all
disbursements of moneys to the aged under the Federal Government, the same
as old age and survivors’ insurance, and thereby effect a saving of $150,000
quarterly or $600,000 yearly in Arkansas that would add as much as $20 monthly
to old-age assistance retired workers in our State, and at the same time release
the staffs of county welfare workers for more important work, viz, Government
airplane work.

Our committee believes that a deep injustice has been heaped upon our retired
old-age assistance workers by refusing a number of them assistance during cer-
tain farm harvest periods superseding Government law by suspending retirement
rights during such periods, which we feel runs contrary to the Social Security
Act, as under the terms of the act any attempt to perform labor for financial
gain upon the part of a retired worker becomes voluntary. Therefore, any
attempt at seizure by State welfare authorities of function of a Government
law, in our estimation, becomes concrete evidence of a direct violation of the
purpose and intent of the Social Security Act, and affords evidence for the
Treasury of the United States to withhold further Government financial aid
to any State that assumes such authority.

Inasmuch as the Government in many cases is contributing far more to States
than one-half matching moneys, and due to widespread dissatisfaction among
old-age assistance recipients that many States forbid the free movement (travel)
of such beyond a 6-month period by discontinuing the further payment of monthly
assistance checks, thereby leaving them helplessly stranded in a foreign State
apart from where they lived and paid taxes, which could force upon them a
second requirement of establishing residence within another State for a period
of from 1 to 5 years in order to gain eligibility for old-age assistance within this
new location.

Now, judging from the fact that under title 2 of the Social Security Act, no
prohibition restricting travel is enforced, therefore, our committee feels that
some States are overriding privileges permitted under the terms of our national
Social Security Act, notably, as above stated, but arbitrarily enforcing many
other provisions foreign to the national law that creates a humiliating atmos-
phere with people upon old-age assistance, which our committee feels should not

revail.
P Our committee finds that many States make no allowance in their old-age
assistance grants for medical treatment or medicines; so in cases like that
old-age assistance retired workers are subjected to much pain and suffering from
the fact that they have no means of securing medical aid, therefore, our com-
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mittee feels that under those terms many States have forfeited thei.r rights for
Government aid to States in carrying out the provisions of the Social Security
Act. .

Therefore, we urge with every force at our command that the 2d session-of
the 84th Congress at once repeal title 1 of the national act, and place al} old-?ge
assistance participants under title 2 by granting all accumulated wo?klng time
before the Social Security Act was adopted as credits toward becoming legally
eligible under the law from the fact that they have been taxpayers for all those
past years. . . N =

Our committee feels that where during social security revision in 19q4 a clause
was inserted permitting a worker upon earning 6 quarters at near maximum pay
to earn retirement at a greater rate than possible was allowed workers who had
worked continuously under the act since it was adopted, which our committee
feels retaliates somewhat against a fully insured worker before the year 1955.

It has come to the attention of our committee, where a number of States have
assumed authority far in excess of the terms of our present Social Security Act,
by compelling old age assistance clients to deed their homes over to t.he State
effective upon his or her demise, and also in case where a brother and sister live
under the same roof, cut the pensions of both down to an amount equal that one
would be entitled to under State law thereby disfranchising a citizen of his rights
under the law. While on the other hand a person drawing a check direct from
the Government under title 2 of the Social Security Act is permitted to live a free
unhampered life, enjoying free travel and own his hard earned home, and draw
income from other property, stocks, bonds, gold mines, etc., without interference
from our Government. So it remains patent that the Social Security Act is
flagrantly abused by many State administrations therefore, our committee re-
quests of the 84th Congress that it at once take proper action to forestall such
tactics by any State hereafter.

Our committee notes that Congress created a serious error when the Social
Security Act was formulated by classifying our most valued and honorable citi-
zens as charity clients, where in all honor they laid the foundation for our great
country, should of been placed under title 2 as at that time many had already
reached retirement age, and were in dire need, so should in reality been placed
at the head of the list, as workers who would reach retirement age in future
years were working at their regular vocations, and needed no help at that time.
We feel that after 18 years of unnecessary reduction of the value of our pioneer
citizens, that the time has arrived when Congress place honor where honor be-
longs, and at once repeal section title 1, by placing all our United States citizens
under social security upon a voluntary basis of membership, yet place a levy,
gross income tax of 2 percent at the source against all individuals and commer-
cial business—mill, mine, factory, processing plant, commercial business—to gain
moneys to finance the system.

May we ask you to honor through action of the United States Congress by lay-
ing aside all personal ambitions, and reach out with your hand and brains to
bring to the American people security in need and deed, that will shower our
country with the Spirit of the Holy Father in Heaven, and win the acclaim of all
the peoples of the world.

The States old age assistance division of our Social Security Act is a foreign
part of the act, and bears no relation with a payroll tax system as there is no
tax collected to support it. So conSequently drains off in some cases a major
portion of~pay roll taxes that should be applied to those workers upon retirement.
However it recognizes a very worthy cause, yet totally independent from the
present Social Security Act. And all moneys expended for such dependency should
be supplied direct from funds of the United States Treasury.

.Our committee also finds another great injustice has been applied against ap-
plicants, who were not in the early years included under the Social Security
Act, “As Follows” for instance self-employed workers, who at a later date
switched to a covered job, then at the time when he had reached retirement age
and applied for benefits under the terms of the act, his rating instead of being
figured from the time he became eligible under its provisions, in computing his
beneﬁt.s, they figure all time from the time the law became effective January 1,
1_937, 1s an unprecedented act, and tends to charge a retired person for elapsed
time, that could not possibly apply to him or her as they at that time were not
included under the act.

Now in view of the fact that the way has been laid open, to reduce the cost
of administration, by three-fifths and by the same stroke of the pen, increase the
benefit amount to many retired workers, by a two-thirds margin it would be
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very commendable upon the part of the Congress of the United States of America,
to at once enact a pay-as-you-go pension system.

The present bill, H. R. 7225, now before the Senate to amend our present Social
Sgcurity Act is a fine gesture yet it would not bring pension paymentsg in line
with our present economy to a point near $135 per month, which our committee
firmly believes that there today remains no Congressman in Washington who
could honestly disagree with that statement.

Now under the present Social Security Act, where the Government and the
various States have set up a joint program to provide assistance for senior citi-
zens, and upon reaching the established retirement age of 65 years, yet due to
the fact that they were not trained to enter into the manufacturing field, or pos-
sibly were employed in work not covered under the title 2 of the act therefore
were prohibited from contributing a payroll tax to support the program. How-
ever in the beginning were placed upon an even keel with the first workers to
reach retirement age. However, shortly thereafter when amendments were
added, old age assistance participants were not always included when raises
were granted old age and survivors insurance participants under the act. That
left a stigma upon our most worthy pioneer citizens, that we found can only be
erased, by the repeal of title 1 of the Social Security Act. And Further in the
case as now, where the cost of administration is far more excessive then under
title 2 of the Social Security Act, we unalternately recommend that in order to
retain some of the loss now suffered through such faulty distribution methods,
that title 1 of the act at once be repealed. Thereby adding as much as $600,000
through savings effected to the monthly checks of retired workers and others in
the State of Arkansas, now under title 1 of the act.

And further, to our committee it seems almost incredible that Congressmen
could not see the wisdom of adopting the views of various welfare groups to pass a
full social security Law, and finance it upon a pay as you go basis of pension
payments to all workers and others upon retirement. By applying a 2 percent
gross income tax against all businesses and citizens to be collected monthly,
then divided equally between the number of participants upon retirement.
Aud further, in order to create normal spending and prevent hoarding, which
might under present circumstances, create a shortage of floating United States
currency, add thereto a forced spending clause upon a monthly limit, thereby
creating an unprecedented demand for consumer goods, that will make cash
register bells outring church bells in the belfries of our Nation.

Our membership through their appointed committees have voiced their resent-
ment against any further gag rule procedure in this third attempt to solve the
points at issue, that have held social security benefits in a cycle of inadequacy,
by failing to bring it to the floor of both Houses of Congress for full considera-
tion and debate, by all Representatives so they may be granted full freedom
to express and defend the wishes of their constituents. Our committee firmly
believes that switching to a 2 percent gross income tax would completely solve
the tax problem.

Now in the beginning when democracy was incorporated in our Constitution
possibly 90 percent of all production was brought about by hand labor. Com-
pared with methods employed today when science has made possible improved
machinery, that has replaced our former methods of production of consumer
goods, thereby leaving a vast number of former workers without continuing
employment within their past training, has opened a wide breech within the
freedom of our self-contained employment system, that must be bridged in order
to retain full faith in our free way of life for providing full security for
our dependents (families) by reinforcing our bulwarks against a revision within
the minds of men, in the past belief that our system of democracy, at all times
affords full opoprtunity to provide for our loved ones.

And further, to provide employment for the millions of students both boys and
girls upon graduation, in order to set up the first bulwark against indolence and
delinquency, so they may enjoy the opportunity of engaging in remunerative
employment at the proper time for human development. Now that conditions
have reached a point beyond workers control and taken a radical turn for less
drudgery and more abundant living, our committee after a thorough analysis
of present conditions recommend that the retirement age limit be reduced to a
point of 60 years, in order to avert a vast flood of unemployment in times of
normal production and after defense employment becomes checkmated.

Also welfare clients, that were out of the jurisdiction of their State welfare
division they upon application, for surplus food commodities were denied same.

73192—56—rpt. 3——1T7 :
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i re in Hot Springs, Ark., taking hot water baths in an attempj: to re-
Zzgéieltl)l:t ehealth andp were told that they would have to apply to their S_tate
and county welfare division, for permission to secure an allptmept. Now_ inas-
much as this food distribution is (;lntirely a Government project it seems ironie

-of-town clients their share. . )
w0 1(31%]:37 v%gta:)lso had a flood of suggestions for lowering the age limit for retire-
ment, from 65 to 55 and quite a number down to as low as 50 years qld, all
advancing the argument that since our Government has placed age lu_mt over
retirement, and by so doing most all employers pounced upon the edict as a
conventional or legal excuse for discharging workers that had reacheq the age
of retirement, that possibly were earning from $35 to $50 per week, le_avmg. them
with the last and only alternative was to apply for old age and survivors insur-
ance benefits at the average rate of $48 per month. Just _a!: the time w.hen
financial demands become greater due to approaching inﬁrm1p1es, that possxbl_y
will require more frequent medical attention and warmer clothing, ete. Now this
condition should and can be remedied without any additional cost to the workgrs,
by repealing the present Social Security Act, and then fo?ml.llatmg ansi adopting
a real social security law, making it a universal act by bringing all United Sta'ltes
citizens under its provisions, and levy a gross income tax of 2 percent against
all commercial business and workers including miscellaneous citizens at the
source—mill, mine, factory, processing plant, farmers, stores and all other busi-
nesses. This will exempt all commercial business from being charged with a
tax, and they will act in the capacity of collectors only, as all taxes are paid
by the final consumer, then making payments through one single agency, the
Treasury of the United States of America.

In submitting our findings of various inequalities, then suggesting a simple
revision of the present SS Act and placing it upon a pay-as-you-go basis financed
by a 2 percent gross income tax, we are mindful of retired workers needs for
increased benefits, and with the necessity of maintaining a balanced budget and
an increased economy.

Our committee is satisfied that in the United States with our vast surplus food
and fiber supplies, in many cases bursting the walls of our storage bins and
granaries, it just does not seem possible that a large segment of our early pioneers
could or would be suffering hardship, with all the supplies needed to alleviate
such conditions that could rekindle great pride and much self-respect, thereby
forever closing our doors against a communistic form of government.

Now at a time when corrective issues are being examined, and Congress once
again takes up the question of revision of our present Social Security Act our
committee pleads that they lay aside all hate, prejudice, political ambitions, and
unfrock from any other objection except to formulate and pass a S8 law that will
henceforth in its administration leave a balanced budget at all times, and in
direcg contrast to our present system where the taxpayers are burdened with
vast_mterest charges upon borrowed money, in order to meet payment of monthly
pension checks.

It is.our cqmm‘ittee's hope apd desire that in reaching that end, our Congress-
men will be inspired (only) with the thought of the teachings found within the
bages of our adopted bible. And if that method is chosen as a base, then
happiness will have been achieved.

Now in concluding our testimony before your honorable body, I wish to state
that the chasion has afforded our committee with full recogni,tion in granting
us the privilege to express our findings gained through direct experience, and
trust that this ray of light may focus directly upon the dissatisfaction of the
system at issue.

A. GLENN HERR.

UNITED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE oN FOREIGN RELATIONS,

Washi
Hon. Flaxey FLoop Bymp, ashington D. C., August 26, 1955.

Chairman, Committee on Finance,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DrAR I\IR: CHAIRMAN: The attached copy of house joint resolution No. 64
recommending the enactment of legislation “to make needy children between 16
and 18 years of age, who are incapable of regularly attending school because of
Some permanent physical or mental disability, eligible for aid to dependent
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children under the provisions of the Federal Social Security Act to the same ex-
tent that children under 16 years of age are eligible.”
I am pleased to call this to the attention of your committee and express the
hope that the recommendation will receive every possible consideration.
Sincerely,
JOHN SPARKMAN.

Housk JoiNT REsoLUTION No. 64
(By Mr. V. S. Summerlin, Luverne, Ala.)

‘Whereas the Federal Social Security Act provides for grants to States for
aid to dependent children, and defines the term “dependent chiid” to include
a needy child under the age of 16, or under the age of 18 if regularly attending
school ; and

‘Whereas children between 16 and 18 years of age who are not regularly at-
tending school are thus not eligible for aid to dependent children; and

‘Whereas some of these children between 16 and 18 years of age are incapable
of attending school because of some permanent physical or mental disability,
and are thereby not eligible for aid to dependent children through no fault of
their own ; Now, therefor, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives of Alabama, the Senate concurring:

1. The Congress of the United States is hereby memoralized to enact legisia-
tion necessary to make needy children between 16 and 18 years of age, who are
incapable of regularly attending school because of some permanent physical or
mental disability, eligible for aid to dependent children under the provisions of
the Federal Social Security Act to the same extent that children under 16 years
of age are eligible.

2. The clerk of the house of representatives is directed to transmit a copy of
this resolution to the President of the United States Senate, to the Speaker of
the United States House of Representatives, and to each member of the Ala-
bama delegation in Congress.

Adopted by the House of Representatives of Alabama, August 12, 1955.

Concurred in and adopted by the Senate August 16, 1955.

Approved by the Governor August 18, 1955.

UNITED STATES SENATE,
. Washington, D. C., July 21, 1955.
Hon. HARrRY F. BYRD,
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DEeAR SENATER Byrp: I understand that within the next few days the Finance
Committee is planning to hold hearings on proposed amendments to the Social
Security Act.

I am about Lo introduce a bill to remove some of the restrictions in the act
that now apply to matching funds and the use thereof for the care of children
in the Virgin Islands. I am enclosing a copy of that bill. This is a necessary
amendment, as explained in the attached memorandum from the commissioner
of social welfare for the Virgin Islands.

The two proposed changes certainly seem noncontroversial and I understand
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare favors the raising of the
yearly matching-fund limit for the islands as proposed in my bill.

I would be gratified if the committee could expend the small amount of time
necessary for consideration of this amendment. It would be deeply appreciated
by our good friends in the Virgin Islands.

Yours very sincerely,
HerBerT H. LEHMAN.

A BiLL

To amend the Social Security Act to increase the maximum permissible Federal financial
participation in the plan for aid to dependent children of the Virgin Islands and to per-
mit payments under such plan to relatives with whom dependent children are living
That (a) clause (2) of subsection (a) of section 403 of the Social Security

Act is amended by inserting immediately before the semicolon the following:

» and, in the case of the Virgin Islands, not counting so much of such expendi-

ture for any month with respect to a relative with whom any dependent child

is living as exceeds $18”
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(b) Section 1108 of such Act is amended by striking out “$160,000” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “$300,000".

Sgc. 2. The amendments made by the first section of this Act shall be effec.
tive with respect to the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and all succeeding
fiscal years.

GOVERNMENT OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS OF THE UNITED STATES,
INSULAR DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE
Charlottec Amalie, St. Thomas, V. I., March 22, 1155,

REPRESENTATIONS OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS REGARDING NEEDED REVISIONS IN
PROVISIONS OF THE FEDERAL PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAM AFFECTING THE
VIRGIN ISLANDS

When, in 1935, Congress passed the Federal Social Security Act, the Virgin
Islands were overlooked and no provision was made to extend the benefits of
this important social legislation to the people of this_territory. As Congress
finally became alive to our crying needs in this respect, it passed amendments to
the act extending to the Virgin Islands various portions thereof. Title V. pro-
viding for child health and welfare services, became effective in the Virgin Islands
January 1, 1947 ;- titles I, IV, X and XIV, providing for aid to the aged, the
blind, the disabled, and dependent children (commonly known as the publice-
assistance titles), became effective in the Virgin Islands October 1, 1950; and
title II, old-age and survivors insurance, became effective in the Virgin Islands
January 1, 1951.

Title V (child health and welfare services) and title IT (old-age and survivors
insurance) were extended to the islands on the same conditions as for continental
United States. But, in extending the public-assistance titles, several special
unfavorable provisions were included with regard to the Virgin Islands which
have kept assistance standards at deplorable levels and have worked untold
hardship upon the needy of our islands.

Unfavorable provisions in the Federal act

Briefly, these unfavorable provisions may be described as follows:

(1) The Federal Government participates in assistance payments in all four
Federal categories up to certain specified maximums for monthly assistance to
each individual. For the States, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, and Alaska,
these monthly maximums are $55 for aged, blind, or disabled individuals, and,
in the case of aid to dependent children, $30 for the first child, $21 for each
additional child, and $30 for a needy parent or other relative caring for the
children.

For the Virgin Islands, the snecial maximums set are $30 for aged, blind, and
disabled individuals, and, in the case of aid to dependent children, $18 for the
first child, $12 for each additional child, and nothing for the needy parent or
other relative caring the children.

(2) Federal participation for the States, the District of Columbia, Hawaii,
and Alaska, for the aged, blind, and disabled, consists of 80 percent of the first
$25 of the average monthly payment per person plus 50 percent of the balance
of the expenditures within the specified maximum monthly payments per indi-
vidual: and for aid to dependent children, 80 percent of the first $15 of the
average monthly payment per person plus 50 percent of the balance of the ex-
penditures within the specified maximums.

For the Virign Islands, Federal participation has been set at 50 percent of
all assistance expenditures within the special maximums set for the islands.

(3) For the States, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, and Alaska, no ceiling
is set as to the total Federal participation in their programs, either by months
or years or otherwise. All assistance properly given to needy individuals within
the 1ndividua1 maximums set forth above is matchable by the Federal Govern-
ment.

For the Virgin Islands, section 1108 of the Federal Act limits the total Federal
participation in the Virgin Islands program to $160,000 with respect to anv one
fiseal vear, no matter how much Federal matching in excess thereof the Virgin
Islands may have properly earned. Despite the reduced maximums imposed on
individual monthly assistance payments in the Virgin Islands, and dewwmite the
}nw me:le for Federal participation prescribed, as above, this further ceiling was
mposed.
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The present program in the Virgin Islands.

Despite the unfavorable provisions imposed as above, the Virgin Islands, dur-
ing the past 414 years, have developed a sound, well-rounded program of public
assistance. The assistance caseload in all categories has been kept to a minimum.
Only unemployables (the aged and the otherwise disabled) receive aid. Re-
cipient rates in the Virgin Islands (the ratio of CAA and OASI recipients to
population) are lower than the national averages (for adults, only 71 percent of
the average in the United States, and for children, 83 percent of the inainland
rates). The caseload in the Virgin Islands reduced from 1,734 persons in June
1952_ to 1,1164 persons in June 1954, a period during which Federal funds were
available in our program (the highest monthly total since June 1954 was 1,595).
General assistance clients (aided entirely from local funds) receive assistance
on the identical standards as the cases aided with Federal matching.

For _lack of local funds and Federal matching, the standards of assistance have
been distressingly low. Beginning in 1950 at less than half the barest minimum
needs, gradually increased local appropriations and the decrease in caseloads
together made possible a gradual improvement in standards. As a result of a
new appropriation increase just enacted, new standards are now going into effect.
But even these new standards are inadequate and will sound futile in mainland
ears. The maximum allowance for food for an adult is $12 per month (40 cents
a day or about 13 cents a meal) ; for clothing it is $3.50 per month ; the maximum
rental allowance is $6 per month for two persons. Any contributions from rela-
tives or other income received by the client are deducted from the allowances
mentioned. Our average grants on the new standards are $18.50 per month for
an adult and $10 per month for a child.

Recommendations

But, even at these low standards, the special restrictions imposed upon our
program will result in loss of Federal matching to the Virgin Islands and impose
upon our slim treasuries an increased burden that they cannot afford to carry.
As a result of the low individual maximums and the overall ceiling, we shall be
losing approximately $25,000 in Federal matching in the first year’s operations
at the new rates. It is probable that we shall not be able to continue even these
low standards unless the Congress acts promptly to remove at least two of the
provisions which create the most serious difficulty.

‘We-urge most respectfully and most earnestly :

(1) First and of most importance, that Congress remove the overall ceiling
of $160,000 for Federal matching to the Virgin Islands for any one fiscal year
(imposed by sec. 1108 of the act), or raise this ceiling to $300,000.

To accomplish this, we suggest deletion from seec. 1108 of the words “and the
total amount certified by the Administrator under such titles for payment to
the Virgin Islands with respect to any fiscal year shall not exceed $160,000.” Or,
if it is desired instead to raise the ceiling, we suggest changing “$160,000” in
the above clause to read $300,000.”

(2) Next, that, in the program for aid to dependent children, Congress include
matching for assistance o the needy parent or other relative caring for children
in the Virgin Islands, as it does for parents or relatives caring for children in
the States and other Territories.

To accomplish this, we suggest that, in section 403 of the Social Security Act,
there be added at the end of the clause (a) (2) therein, the words “and, in the
case of the Virgin Islands, not counting so much of such expenditure for any
month with respect to a relative with whom any dependent child is living as ex-

eeds $18.”
JUSTIFICATIONS

Removal of the ceiling of $160,000 or increase thereof to $300,000

Such a ceiling has never been imposed upon any State or Territory other than
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. It is the universal desire of Virgin Islanders
that these islands shall remain permanently a part of the United States of
America and that our people shall forever not only enjoy the privileges but also
shoulder the burdens of United States citizenship.

‘We do not now make objection to the fact (although we do not consider them
fully justified) that lower maximums are placed upon monthly assistance grants
in the Virgin Islands than in the States. We recognize that there are some savings
here in living costs, such as winter heating and clothing. But the ceiling upon
the total annual expenditures for the program produces an arbitrary limitation
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that has no justification and no relatilonfihilf) to the vatrying but very real need for
i which may exist in these islands from year to year. L.
as'slflslgzl;c:}btrary linfitation is imposing a real har(}shlp upon the Vlrgln ISlal‘lds
right now. We are at this moment face to face with tl}e_ fact that, w1.th the im-
provement in standards, without changing our low recipient r@ltes', without any
appreciable increase in caseload, with administrative costs still running below
the average for the Nation, with grants averaging only $18.50 per mongh for an
adult (compared to the $30 maximum) and only $10 per month for a child (coxq~
pared to the $18 and $12 maximums), we shall be earning next ﬁscal‘y_ear approxi.
mately $20,000 in Federal matching above‘ the.gresgnt $160,000 celhng.—$20,(.)00
we shall earn that our islands will lose if this ceiling is not removed at this session
ngress.

Of\g’%ei this ceiling was first imposed, Congress had no egperience as to how the
Virgin Islands would run an assistance program. Its desire then to create some
overall limitation, some safeguard, could be understood. N ow, after 4% years of
operation, the record of public assistance in the Virgin Islgtnds is sound and makes
it clear that there need be no fear of the program running out of‘bounds. ’:I‘he
United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, which supervises
our program very carefully, can, and I believe will, attest to th_at reco_rd. _Surely
Congress can be, and should be, persuaded now to remove this unscientific and
unfair limitation upon aid to the needy of our islands. . .

If Congress insists upon maintaining some limitation, undoubtedly it _w111 rec-
ognize the wisdom and justice of raising this ceiling substaptally. Iq this event,
I propose a ceiling of $300,000. Such a ceiling is fully justified, I believe, by the
figures shown on the attachment in which a fair ceiling is worked out on the
basis of comparable figures for the assistance program of the whole Nation.
Taking the average assistance payments in the United States per inhabitant,
and multiplying these by the total Virgin Islands population according to the
United States Census of 1950, we find that the comparable assistance payments
in Federal categories in the Virgin Islands in a year would be approximately
$400,000. Even at the low matching rate of 50 percent provided for the Virgin
Islands, the Federal matching earned thereon would be $200,000. Actual ad-
ministrative costs forecast for the Virgin Island for next fiscal year, and these
compare favorably with mainland figures, would earn another $46,000 or more
of Federal matching. Thus, at present average mainland payments, any area of
our population size would be earning approximately $250,000 of Federal match-
ing. Since this is based only on current averages in a time of normal caseloads
and of relatively stable prices, and we are dealing with an overall ceiling which
would apply as well in times of adversity with increased caseloads and in times
of inflation with relatively high prices, it is surely necessary to up the ceiling
to at least $300,000 as proposed.

Inclusion of matching for the parent or relative caring for ADC children

The omission in the current act, in the aid to dependent children program, of
Federal matching for assistance to a needy parent or other relative caring for
ADC children in the Virgin Islands imposes an unwarranted hardship. It is
recognized that Federal matching for assistance to meet the needs of such parents
or other caretakers in the United States is seriously needed and is fully justified.
The same is completely true for such matching for assistance to parents and other
caretakers in the Virgin Islands. The lack of this provision is causing now
excesses over the Federal maximums in the large majority of ADC cases with
one child, and in many of the cases with a small number of children. The result-
ing loss in Federal matching will be approximately $5,000 despite arbitrary
maximums we have been forced to impose on our ADC grants,

Our ADC program is a sound one. Our ADC recipient rate dropped from 57
per thousand in June 1952 to 35 per thousand in June 1954. We have strong
support laws for illegitimate as well as legitimate children. We use the courts
vigorously to enforce support where it is available. Our proportion of absent
parents, 46 percent, is less than the national average, 59 percent. Our cases in
vyhlch need arises from death of a parent, 39 percent, is more than twice the na-
tmr_lal average, 17 percent. This furnishes additional evidence of the care with
which our policies are established. This should be one other cause for assurance
on the part of Congress that justice done in this program to the people of the Vir-
gin Islands will not result in pauperization of the people but in help to aged,
blind, disabled, and children in serious need of aid.

I do hope that your committee will urge upon Congress that it is just and fair
to accord the Virgin Islands and their people the same treatment in the laws
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governing public assistance as is accorded other citizens of the United States,
and that it is necessary, in the spirit of justice, to remove the special clauses
which tend to set them aside as second-class citizens. Willingly, without hesita-
tion, and with patriotic fervor, our youth have undertaken the highest responsi-
bility of citizenship, have fought and died for our country, like American youth
all over the Nation. Likewise, our aged and our children are entitled to the
fruits of that citizenship—and in their hour of need deserve the same considera-
tion as the aged and children on the mainland.
Respectfully submitted.
Roy W. BORNN,
Commissioner of Social Welfare for the Virgin Islands.

PROPOSALS FOR DETERMINATION OF A FAIR CEILING ON THE ANNUAL TOTAL OF
FEDERAL PARTICIPATION IN THE VIRGIN ISLANDS PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

A ceiling on Federal participation in the assistance program of the Virgin
Islands cannot be soundly based on existing expenditures in the islands, since
the standards of assistance are now seriously inadequate (for instance, 13 cents
allowance per meal for food), since prices are relatively stable now but may not
always or long be so, and since caseloads are at a low figure which might be seri-
ously increased in a time of adversity. Accordingly, it is believed to be more
sound, and it is proposed, that the determination of the ceiling for Federal
participation in the Virgin Islands program be based on the average amount
presently being expended per inhabitant for assistance in the Nation as a whole,
with some cushion provided for possible fluctuations in cost of living and
caseloads.

Based on public assistance payments throughout the United States and its
Territories, and based on the entire population thereof, the United States De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare has issued data showing that the
average amount expended per inhabitant for assistance payments for the cal-
endar year ended December 31, 1953, was $9.90 for old-age assistance, $3.46 for aid
to dependent children, 41 cents for aid to the blind, and 97 cents for aid to the
disabled. The highest rate in OAA was in Colorado, $35.30 per inhabitant, and
the lowest was Virginia, $1.58 per inhabitant.

Based on the foregoing, Federal matching earned in the public assistance
program in the Virgin Islands in a given year, in the four Federal categories,
might well total $300,000 (even at the low 50 percent Federal matching now
applicable in the Virgin Island program), as follows:

Assistance: )
In old-age assistance—27,000 Virgin Islands population at $9.90____ $267, 300
In aid to dependent children—27,000 Virgin Islands population at

$346 ____ - 93,420
In aid to the blind—27,000 Virgin Islands population at $0.41______ 11, 070
In aid to the disabled—27,000 Virgin Islands population at $0.97...__ 26, 190

Total assistance._.. . __________ = 397, 980

Administration : Based on actual administrative costs anticipated in ap-
propriations passed for fiscal year 1955-56 (proportion chargeable to

Federal categories)_____ ... ____ 92, 508
Grand total __________________ . 490, 488
Federal Matching:

At 50 percent of both assistance and administration______________ 245, 244

25 percent increase to provide for fluctuations in caseload and cost
of living__ - _— 61, 311
Total probable matching earned ——_—— ———- 306, 555
Suggested ceiling - - - -—— 300, 000

In the foregoing, there has not been taken into account a factor which should
result at this time in a higher average of assistance payments per inhabitant in
the Virgin Islands than in comparable areas in continental United States. This



932 SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1955

i t that the OASI program is so new in the Virgin Islands that it dqes not
:j)vt'}e]f if: ‘t:he Islands any agpreciable portion of the aged and of orphaned children,
as it does in the United States. Our OASI recipient rate in the Virgin Islands
for persons 65 years and over, in June 1954, was 67 per thousand, as_compared
with 362 per thousand in the United States. ]_i‘or chlld_ren, the Virgin .Islands
rate was 4.3 per thousand as compared with 19.9 in tpe Umtgd States. . This tends
to make our assistance recipient rate higher than in contmenta! Umt'ed Stat.;es,
which in turn operates to make our assistance payment§ per inbabitant high
compared to those in the United States. Virgin Islands assistance standards may
be considerably lower than in a given State, yet our average assistance payment
per inhabitant may be higher than in that State.

STATEMENT OF ARTHUR B. RIvErs, DIRECTOR OF THE SoUTH CAROLINA STATE
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE

As director of the South Carolina Department of Public Welfa_re, I would like
to go on record as strongly endorsing and supporting tl}e extc_ensmn of coverage,
and other rovisions to strengthen the old-age and survivors insurance program
contained in H. R. 7225. The principle of contributory insurance as a prefgrable
means of meeting the needs of people is not only economiecally sound but is con-
sistent with American tradition of self-reliance and freedom from the invasion
of privacy inherent in public aid.

‘We particularly favor the liberalization of the program to extend benefits to
insured individuals who become permanently and totally disabled before the age
of 65 years and extension of dependency benefits beyond 18 years for disabled
dependents of beneficiaries. In South Carolina 70 percent of the recipients re-
ceiving assistance under the program for the permanently and totally disabled
are 50 years of age and over. Many of these individuals have insured status and
should have protection through the provision of disability benefits.

We cannot expect the public assistance loads to be reduced to a minimum unless
the present insurance program is strengthened through extension of coverage,
adequacy of benefit payments and provision of disability benefits. Even though
the system is extended, a period of time must elapse before the full effect of the
changes on public assistance can take place.

In strengthening the old-age and survivors insurance program, we must at the
same time close the gaps and improve the public assistance provisions of the
Social Security Act. Senate bill 3139, covering the administration’s proposals in
this field, will go a long way in closing the gaps and providing service on a basis
which gives family security. We especially favor the provision to provide
separate dollar-for-dollar matching of State expenditures for medical care in
behal? of assistance recipients. The enactment of this provision will allow South
Carolina to more adequately meet the medical requirements of this neediest of
all group of persons. At the same time we are in full accord with the provisions
providing specific authorization for (1) social services (assisting individuals to
attain _self-support or self-care, to maintain and strengthen family life) ; (2) the
extension of the list of relatives with whom a child may live and receive aid
to depgndent children; (3) the elimination of the school-attendance requirement
for chl}drep 16 to 18 years of age; and (4) the provision to assist States in
Increasing its trained public welfare personnel through financial participation in
the cost of training skilled workers.

There is, however, an exception to which I wish to call your attention. Title]II,
section 201, subsection (b) of Senate bill 3139 would, effective July 1, 1957,
modify the 'fo_rmula determining Federal sharing in old-age assistance payments
made to recipients whose assistance bayment supplements a benefit received under
the old-age and survivors insurance program, from the present four-fifths of $25
of the average monthly payment per recipient, plus one-half of the remainder up
to a maximum of $55 on the payment to any recipient so as to provide that the
ngeral. share would be one-half up to the same maximum. We cannot agree
with this proposal and strongly urge that it not be adopted. To do so would
add one more complgx and costly administrative procedure, that is, the difficulty
of computing matching on payments when income is from OASI, and another
manner 'of computation when income is from another source. We submit that
the receipt of an OASI payment by a recipient should be regarded in no different

manner thz.m the receipt of income from private insurance, corporation or other
Private retirement systems, ete.

By
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In 1954 the revised matching formula (adopted by the Congress in 1952) was
extended for 2 years. This formula, which is due to expire on September 30,
1956, would be extended to June 30, 1959, by Senate bill 3139. We believe this
extension not only advisable but necessary. Failure to do so will necessitate in
some States, including South Carolina, a decrease of grants to recipients. We,
therefore, urge the reenactment of this provision on a permanent basis.

In behalf of children, I would urge that title V of the Social Security Act be
amended by removing the restrictions limiting use of child welfare service funds
to rural areas and areas of special needs, and provide that allotments should
be related to the total child population of each State. In addition, we would
recommend that the committee give serious consideration to increasing the
amount for child welfare services to $15 million. With a high percentage of
our population composed of children 18 years of age and under, we are particu-
larly aware of the need for expanding and strengthening services to children.

Daily the need to provide services to and facilities for the protection and care
of children becomes more acute. This affects every citizen because the future
of this Nation rests with its children; they are its greatest resource and its
greatest responsibility. The extent to which the Nation maintains its democratic
ways is dependent upon the kind of citizens its children become. We, therefore,
urge that you give favorable consideration at this session of the Congress to
strengthening the Social Security Act along the lines outlined above.

STATE OF OREGON,
PuBLIc EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT BOARD,
FEDERAL OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS' INSURANCE DIVISION,
Portland, 1, Oreg., March 6, 1956.
Hon. HARrY F. BYRD,
Chairman, Senate Finance and Tazation Commitiee,
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR BYRD: It has come to my attention that on February 22, 1956,
Dr. William Zucker appeared before the Senate Finance Committee to discuss
H. R. 7225. I find that Dr. Zukor, in his presentation, strongly urged the Senate
to eliminate quarterly reports and to give consideration to the reporting of OASI
earnings and contributions on an annual basis.

Dr. Zucker represented the Commerce and Industrial Association of New York,
and I believe that his presentation was well taken from the viewpoint of that
organization.

May I call to your attention the provisions in section 223, H. R. 7770, now in
the Committee on Ways and Means in the House of Representatives, which
contemplate annual reporting and provide that the Secretary of the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, and the Secretary of the Treasury, or his
delegate, be authorized to enter into an agreement * * *,

We are told by the Old-Age and Survivors’ Insurance Division of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, that this provision is intended to permit
a change from the present quarterly report procedure to an annual basis, and
we are further informed that it would affect private industry, but not State and
local governments which have entered the OASI program under agreement.

The National Conference of State Social Security Administrators in November
of 1955, in Baltimore, went on record by resolution strongly opposing annual
reporting for States and Territories.

The Public Employes Retirement Board of the State of Oregon, through
resolution, also has strongly opposed this annual reporting basis because of the
continued liability to the State and the loss of control which vyould be suffered
by the State. I attach hereto a copy of the resolution of the retirement board as
well as a copy of the resolution of the National Conference of State Social

ity Administrators.
seﬁlzfytsi respectfully request, on behalf of the State of Oregon, that if annual
reporting is to be favorably considered, the legislation permitting such change
in reporting be amended to specifically exclude State and local governments from
the provision.tfu11
Respec v Max M. MANCHESTER,
Ezecutive Secretary.

(See Mr. William Zucker’s statement, hearings, pt. 2, p. 748.)



934 SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1955

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY CONFERENCE OF STATE SOCTAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATORS
III. COMBINED ANNUAL REPORTING

Whereas the Division of Accounting Operations (Bureau of Old-l_&ge and Sar-
vivors’ Insurance) has submitted a proposed plan for anpual reporting ; and

Whereas it is recognized that a great deal of time, effort a}nd study has been
given to this problem by the Division of Accounting Operations; but )

Whereas it is further recognized that the first duty of the members of this
conference is to represent the interests of the State governments ; and

Whereas it is further recognized that the proposed annual report. program
would incline toward (1) the loss of State control without re(}u_m_ng State
liability, (2) the loaning of State credit toward its political subdlwsans, and
(8) conflict, in many instances, with existing State_law; The_}refore b.e .1t

Resolved, That (1) this Conference of State Social Security Administrators
go on record as opposing the adoption of the annual reporting s_vst_em .of State
and local governments as proposed and (2) if, in spite of our objections, the
annual reporting system is adopted for State and local governme‘nts, the right
be left to the discretion of each individual State to accept or reject the plan:
Be it further

Resolred, That the executive committee of this conference appoint a committee
of at least five members of this conference, representative of the entire United
States, who shall continue to study the effects and implications of the proposed
reporting plan, and who shall be prepared to confer with the Division of Account:
ing Operations on this problem.

RESOLUTION PABSED BY THE PUBLIC IZAPLOYEES RETIREMENT BOARD

Whereas the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has proposed a
method of annual reporting for old-age and survivors’ insurance in lieu of the
current quarterly report; and

Whereas the proposed plan would continue to impose upon the several States
responsibility for obtaining accurate and timely reports from public agencies;
and

Whereas the liability for penalties incurred through delinquency of public
agencies would continue to be the liability of the States; and

Whereas the proposed annual reporting method contemplates making reports
directly to the collector of internal revenue rather than to the State azency as
is now the case, although continuing to hold the State responsible for the timeli-
ness and accuracy of such reports and the delinquency of remitted contributions,
ls)uc‘lil; procedure manifestly being detrimental to the State of Oregon: Therefore,

e i

Resolved, That the congressional delegation of the State of Oregon be advised
that the pl_lblic employees retirement board, administrator of the old-age and
survivors’ insurance program for the State of Oregon and for all other public
employers in the State, is opposed to the proposed annual reporting plan for
public‘employers within the State of Oregon, and that the Senators and Repre-
sentatives in Congress from the State of Oregon be requested to use their
influence in preventing the enactment of any law which includes public employers

in the annual reporting plan proposed by the Departinent of Health, Education,
and Welfare.

STATE oF OREGON,
PusLic EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT BOARD,
FEDERAL OLD AGE AND SURVIVORS INSURANCE DIVISION,

Hon. Harry F. Byrp, Portland, March 6, 1936.

Chairman, Senate Finance and Tazation Committce,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

. DI'lA-R SENATOR BYRD: (_)n Februgtry 21, 1956, the legislative committee of the
Conference of State'Socml Security Administrators was privileged to appear
before the Senate Finance Committee to discuss H. R. 7225, At that meeting

members of your committee requested information on the increased costs to

zizilgzment systems if the retirement age in those systems was to be lowered to
g .

.In.the. Sta.te of Oregon the legislature has passed a law which prohibits dis-
crimination in employment or in wages because of sex. It is apparent that the
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legislature, having passed such laws, would not favor a discrimination because of
sex at the time of retirement. It is therefore to be assumed that if the re-
tirement age for women was reduced to age 62, the retirement age for men
would also be reduced to age 62.

On this assumption, we find that, based on the employer contributions for the
1954-55 fiscal year, the employer cost for the State retirement system would be
increased by approximately 274, percent, if full benefits were to be granted
at age 62. At the same time, the employee cost would be increased by approxi-
mately 2814 percent. Again, based on the 1954-55 fiscal year, we find that this
would represent an increase in cost to the taxpayers of $1,483,829, and an in-
creased cost to the employees of $995,682.

Based on the 1955 calendar year, we find that the social security increased
cost of one-half of 1 percent would amount to $875,159 from employees, and an
equal amount from employers.

It has long been the history in public employment in Oregon, and I believe
paralleled in both public and private industry throughout the country, that
increased deductions from an employee’s check and a corresponding reduc-
tion in take-home pay, bring about agitation and pressure for increased salaries,
even though those deductions are brought on by increased fringe benefits. As
salaries are increased, the costs mentioned above also increase.

Since there is a saturation point beyond which a public employer may not
venture in the expenditure for the one governmental function of retirement,
we must realize that continued increases in cost for retirement and social se-
curity must eventually have the result of forcing a curtailment of benefits now
promised ; and since there can be no curtailment on the part of States in the
Federal cost or benefit, it must come at the local retirement system level.

During our hearing on February 21, our request that State and local gov-
erning bodies be permitted complete freedom in electing the Federal social
security program for employees was questioned and the statement was made that,
through the referendum procedure, Congress had attempted to grant social
security coverage whenever a majority of employees requested it.

May I point out that this referendum procedure permits a very small majorily
(51 percent) to determine the future for a very large minority (49 percent)
and that, in many instances, this minority group is injured through no action
of its own.

Revision of the Federal act which would permit a local government whose em-
ployees are covered under an existing retirement system to, at any time, estab-
lish a new system which would provide social-security protection as well as a
reduced supplemental retirement coverage for the members of the new system,
and for all persons employed thereafter, but would at the same time permit
members of the original system to remain in that system without the benefit of
social-security coverage, is desirable. This legislation would permit an eventual
coverage of all public employees under the old-age and survivors program with-
out injuring any person during the transition period. Such legislation would,
in effect, grant each person the right to an individual referendum and would
eliminate injury to the minority by action of the majority. Certainly, it would
be impossible to find a more democratic procedure.

May I point out that I am administrator of the Oregon State public employees
retirement system and also the administrator of the social-security program for
public employees in the State of Oregon. I am therefore vitally interested in
the stability and growth of each of these programs.

Respectfully,
Max M. MANCHESTER,
Execcutive Secretary.

(See statement of Mr. Charles H. Smith, hearings, pt. 2, p. 635.)

CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HoUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D. C., March 6, 1956.
Hon. Harry F. BYRD,
Chairman, Senate Finance Commitiee,
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C.

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: It is regretted that my legislative duties in the
House did not permit me to appear in person before your committee in support
of the social-security bill, H. R. 7225, approved by the House last year. There-
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fore, I am taking this opportunity to express interest in the‘amend'menti_offered
by 46 Senators which provides for a badly needed increase in public assistance
benefits ranging from $5 to $10 monthly. .

Representing a congressional district in Pennsylvania where we have.a large
pumber of persons dependent upon the old-age ass1§tance program, the increase
provided for in the proposed Senate amendment will prove a godsend to those
who are having a difficult time keeping body and soul together under the present
scale of benefits which in Pennsylvania averages $45.92 monthly. .

You will recall that on March 1 the minimum hourly wage was increased to §1
because it was recognized that a person working 40 hoprs weekly should have
at least $40 in wages in order to support himself and his depe;ndents under.the
American standards of living. I supported the increase and did so because it is
a well-known fact that such an increase is necessary to keep abreast of the pres-
ent-day cost of living.

Since Congress has taken care of our wage earners through amendments to the
wage-and-hour law and increases have been granted to Federal_ emplgyees and
throughout industry, surely Congress has an obligation to our senior citizens who
are beyond coverage by the Social Security Act because their period of eglploy.
ment occurred hefore the enactment of the law. These are the same citizens
that helped build this Nation through their toil, sacrifices, .and taxes anq now,
in their declining years, many of them are actually living in poverty while we
dole out billions of dollars to the underprivileged people of the world.

If this Senate amendment is adopted, it means the average monthly payments
in my State of Pennsylvania will be increased from $45.92 to about $56 monthly.
Every penny of this inerease will be deeply appreciated by over 55,000 elderly
citizens now on the public-assistance rolls of Pennsylvania.

Thanking you for any assistance you can render in rescuing these elderly
Americans from their present plight, and with kindest personal regards, I am.

Sincerely yours,
JAMEs E. VAN ZANDT.

STATEMENT REGARDING PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL SOCIAL SECURITY
AcT RELATING TO OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS INSURANCE, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE,
CHILD WELFARE SERVICES, AND SURPLUS COMMODITIES

STATEMENT oF Dr. J. S. SNoppyY, COMMISSIONER, ALABAMA STATE DEPARTMENT OF
PENSIONS AND SECURITY

INTRODU(TION

My name is J. S. Snoddy. I am commissioner of pensions and security for
the State of Alabama. In this capacity I am the executive of the agency which
administers all forms of public as-istance and public child welfare services in
the State. The program is carried out through the 67 county departments under
ghe supervision of the State agency. My comments today represent the think-
ing of the department of pensions and security, which includes a large staff of
professsionally trained personnel.

OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS INSURANCE

It has long been the expressed opinion of this agency that strengthening of
the old-age and survivors insurance program is of vital importance. We believe
that extended coverage and more adequate benefits will reduce future depend-
ency, and that_ this program offers the main bulwark against want in the Nation.
A@ the same time, no matter how broad this program either is or is made, there
will remain in Alabama, and in many other States of like character, a large
dependent population unable to benefit from OQASI provisions. I refer to the
_fact that Alabama’s present OASI recipient rate is only 329 compared with 423
in the Nation, whereas its aid to the needy aged recipient rate is 438 compared
with only 179 for the Nation. Many Alabamians were already 65 or older when

the broader provisions took effect. They had neither the ability nor the oppor-

lt)ggietgt Sto obtain coverage. Many who gained coverage can receive only minimum

We believe it would be advisable to reduce to 62 the age .at which women aré
eligible .to receive benefits if it is necessary for them to do so. We are particu-
larly mindful of the fact that in Alabama often there are needy women who
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are not permanently and totally disabled and are not 65 but still are in need
and unable to earn their way. We think reduction of the permissive retirement
age for women would make this problem less acute.

Permanent and total disability is another constant cause of dependency in
Alabama where there are now over 11,000 recipients of aid under the public
assistance title of aid to the permanently and totally disabled. The proposed
amendment to extend OASI 