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political subdivision thereof, or any private
research agency with the consent of such
agencies, with or without reimbursement
therefor.

(c) Upon request by the Director, each
Federal department or agency is authorized
to make Its services, personnel, facilities, and
Information, Including suggestions, esti
mates, and statistics, available to the great
est practicable extent to the Director, or
his designee, in the performance of his func
tions under this Act.

By Mr. HARTKE:
S. 1262. A bill to restore the invest

ment credit and to increase the amount
of such credit to 10 percent of the quali
fied investment. Referred to the Com
mittee on Finance.
A BILL TO REINSTATE THE INVESTMENT TAX

CREDIT AT A LEVEL OF 10 PERCENT

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I sUbmit
today, for appropriate reference, a bill
to reinstate the investment tax credit at
a level of 10 percent. If passed, it will
prove the single most important step we
can responsibly take along the road to a
revitalized economy.

The economic policies of the Nixon
administration are simply not working.
They have not checked infiation. They
have not reduced unemployment. They
have not stimulated new investment.

The economy continues to stagnate at
a time when prices are rising at an al
most unprecedented rate. Just last month
the wholesale price index showed the
sharpest increase in 18 years. And while
the unemployment figures revealed a
very modest decline, that was due en
tirely to people leaving the job market
instead of to any increase in the actual
number of available jobs.

In short, the administration's plan to
create an artificial recession has suc
ceeded in every respect except what it
was designed for-to halt infiation.

An important part of that plan was
the 1969 repeal of the 7-percent invest
ment tax credit. I argued as forcefully as
I could, both in the Finance Committee
and on the fioor of the Senate, against
that repeal because it was obvious to me
that even if there were a short-term
anti-inflationary advantage to be had
and I did not for a moment believe that-
the long-term injury to our productive
capacity would more than offset it.

The Chairman of the Federal Reserve
Board, Dr. Arthur F. Burns, has now
openly declared his support for reinstate
ment of the investment tax credit. I am
hopeful that this support for reinstate
ment will encourage the Congress and
the administration to act expeditiously
on my bill.

The purpose of the legislation I in
troduce is twofold: The immediate effect
would be a powerful stimulus to the in
vestment sector of the economy. With
unemployment continuing at close to 6
percent, and production of goods and
services at lower levels than last year,
such a stimulus is indeed fitting. With
Government spending rising fairly
rapidly, and projections of the increase
in investment for the coming year in the
range of 1% to 4 percent, an increase
which does not even equal the rate of in
fiation, the investment sector is the ap
propriate area in which to provide fiscal
stimulus.

The second purpose of the bill is long
range, and equally as significant. While
Japan and most of Europe picked them
selves up from the ruins of WQrld War
II and rebuilt their capital stock almost
from scratch. we have continued to strug
gle along with plants equipment which is
too often outdated. While Europe has
adopted active governmental policies and
tax jncentives to encourage the continued
modernization and upgrading of their
plants and equipment, we remain in the
economic dark ages of laisseZ-faire and
technological stagnation. While we have
divided into pressure groups wasting
time, effort. and resources squabbling
over the division of our economic pie,
we have neglected to provide for the con
tinuing growth of that pie, which would
have permitted a larger slice for all.

In addition, the fact that Europe and
Japan have not been as improvident with
their potential and their future as we
have. has caused a gradual but steady
deterioration of our competitIve posi
tion with respect to our trading partners.
The outcome has been that we--as a na
tion the greatest proponent of free trade
in the past 30 years-have descended to
the point of considering a variety of far
reaching trade restrictions because we
have been unable to maintain our com
petitive position in terms of productiv
ity, and consequently must worry about
our balance of payments and a crisis of
confidence in the dollar.

Mr. President, we cannot, in good con
science. permit these conditions to con
tinue unattended. Clearly any immediate
loss in revenue to the Treasury will be
quickly repaid many times over by the
additional revenue generated from the
economic growth induced by this meas
ure.

We can delay no longer. We must not
permit the situation I have outlined to
deteriorate further. I urge that serious
consideration be accorded this measure,
with a view to its prompt passage.

By Mr. MONDALE:
S. 1265. A bill to amend the Social Se

curity Act to provide automatic adjust
ments in benefits;

S. 1266. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to increase the an
nual amount individuals are permitted
to earn without suffering deductions
from the insurance benefits payable to
them under such title;

S. 1267. A bill to amend the Social Se
curity Act to provide an increase in the
minimum benefit; and

S. 1268. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to permit the com
putation of benefits thereunder on the
basis of the worker's 10 years of highest
earnings. Referred to the Committee on
Finance.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, im
provements to social security legislation
are now moving through the Congress.
It was gratifying to see the overwhelming
support in the Senate for the 10 percent
across-the-board increase in benefits.
I regret that the conference committee
did not adopt the $100 monthly mini
mum provision, and the increase of the

earnings limitation, which I had intro
duced in the last Congress, and which
I feel more strongly than ever should be
adopted.

There is additional legislation on social
security now being considered in the
House. I am introducing today amend
ments for consideration when that leg
islation is taken up by the Senate, to
continue the vital work assisting our
older citizens.

I propose the following improvements:
We should adopt the cost-of-living

provision which was approved by the
Senate in December.

The computation of average monthly
wages should be narrowed to eliminate
periods of unemployment or income loss;
I propose that benefits be based on a
retiree's 10 highest earning years.

We shOUld provide a $100 monthly
minimum benefit.

The limitation on other earnings al
lowed without loss of benefits should be
raised from $1.680 to $2,400 per year.

The definition of disability should
be broadened to include occupational
disability.

To grow old and retire in the United
States today is to surrender rather than
gain independence. In 1935, when the
Social Security Act became law, Presi
dent Roosevelt regarded it as the begin
ning of a "supreme achievement" of na
tional legislation. Thirty-six years later,
this Government has not redeemed that
promise. We have not protected the eco
nomic trust of senior Americans; we have
rather seen their rewards for labor
eroded, and millions of older citizens
have become imprisoned in poverty, Al
most 30 percent o.! all Americans over
65 live in poverty, as opposed to 12 per
cent of all other citizens. Nearly half of
all persons over 65 have less than $1,500
income per year; particularlY distressing
is the statistic that 60 percent of elderly
widows are in poverty, and this flgure is
85 percent for nonwhite widows. Many
citizens who are now retiring or ap
proaching retirement had to bear the
heavy burdens of the depression and the
Second World War; in the twilight of
their citizenship we owe these Americans
economic security.

As technology accelerates, problem of
age are exacerbated. Skills gained in ear
lier decades need updating. Increased
mobility quickly depreciates old associa
tions. Family and personal relationships
are geographically split. As economic and
physical ability declines with age, voca
tional, and social handicaps press upon
the elderly as never before.

Elderly rural residents are particularly
disadvantaged. Approximately 15 percent
more elderly persons live in poverty in
rural as. opposed to other areas. The
rapid advances in medical technology
have generally not become available to
elderly rural residents who often do not
have the financial means to travel to ur
ban medical centers. In addition to med
ical clinics, social service centers, and
housing for the elderly have not been
brought to rural areas. In both rural and
urban areas, the presence of weakened,
lonely, poverty-stricken Americans quiet
ly dying in wretched surroundings is all
too hauntingly familiar.
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The United States has not even kept
pace with other industrialized Western
nations in efforts to assist the elderly.
During the last decade, Sweden, West
Germany, and France have outstripped
us in average amounts spent per capita
on benefits to the elderly. In addition,
these and other Western countries have
spent significantly larger percentages of
gross national products to aid older
citizens, in some cases doubling our
effort.

I propose, Mr. President, that we begin
now to remedy this national neglect.

We need to provide an automatic re
view of social security incomes to pro
teet older citizens against inflation. I
propose that benefits rise automatically
with the cost-of-living, whenever Con
gress fails to legislate increases.

The average retired citizen over 65
receives only 30 percent of his previous
wages. Each day I ~eceive letters from
older citizens about to lose homes be
cause pensions cannot keep pace with
property taxes. How such elderly persons
manage to survive is often incomprehen
sible to me. We must remove the pres
sure of inflation on older citizens and
decrease the anxious waiting which sur
rounds each periodic increase in
benefits.

Last month saw the largest rise in
wholesale prices in years, while 7 million
Americans over 65 are living in poverty.
The Senate Special Committee on Aging
of which I am a member reported that
the number of all poor persons in the
United· States fell 36 percent between
1959 and 1968, while the number of poor
persons over 65 was reduced by only 16
percent. I estimate that raising the mini
mum social security payment to $100 per
month for an individual will remove ap
proximately a million and a half per
sons from poverty.

In proposing that the earnings limi
tation be raised to $2,400 per year, I call
attention to the following statistics:

In the last 30 years, the average life
expectancy in the United States has
risen from 53 years to 70. At the same
time the mandatory retirement ages in
many occupations have been lowered.
This has brought enforced idleness and
feelings of uselessness to millions of our
citizens. In the past 15 years, the per
centage of those between 65 and 70 who
were employed dropped from 58 to 34
percent.

At the same time, as our society has
become more mobile, our traditions of
mutual support between children and
aging parents have fallen away.

Idleness and isolation are often ac
companied by severe income losses. The
incident of poverty among persons over
65 is almost three times the rate among
the population under 65. Most impor
tantly, only 17 percent of social security
recipients have any outside source of
income.

Many retirees wish to remain active
by working part time. This often con
tributes to good physical and mental
health, and obviously many retirees need
income supplements. This amendment
would reduce enforced idleness and low
levels of income. It would do much to

encourage part-time employment among
retired persons and would also help pre
vent the complete loss of the valuable
talent and experience which senior citi
zens add to the Nation's productivity.

I propose that we further protect re
tirement incomes by basing benefits on
an individual's 10 highest earning years.
This bases the computation on the posi
tive side of the employment record, over
which an individual has control. Under
present law, beneflts are based on aver
age earnings in all years, minus the 5
lowest years. On this basis, benefits are
reduced in cases of declining earnings in
later years, or in cases of reduced wages
of unemployment in a changing indus
try.

To illustrate the workings of this pro
vision: In llinnesota, where we have
had rises and declines in the iron ore
and lumber industries, a laborer at the
median wage level would have $168
monthly social security benefits at best.
If he had suffered 5 years of reduced pay
or a year of unemployment late in his
career because of changes in his industry,
he would get only $161, or a 4-percent
reduction. Under my amendment, his
benefit would be based only on his 10
highest years of earnings, and he would
pay no penalty for wage conditions be
yond his control. He would earn $179
per month, or 12 percent more than under
present law.

The high current rate of general un
employment is causing losses in the com
putation of average monthly wages for
those covered by social security among
the 5 million unemployed.

It is obvious that we ought to design
methods of computing benefits which
would protect social security beneficiaries
from erosions of their benefit base over
which they have no control. This kind
of policy is now applicable to Federal
civil service employees; the Congress re
cently established their retirement bene
fits based on their highest 3 years of
wages. yor many years the military has
based retirement income on the highest
permanent pay grade attained. These
positive definitions result in pension
levels which are in sharp contrast with
the average social security payment,
which the Bureau of Labor Statistics says
constitutes only one-third of a reason
able budget for retired persons.

Large discrepancies currently exist in
administration of disability insurance
benefits. Social Security Administration
guidelines are significantly more severe
for the disabled than those definitions
used in the Railroad Retirement System
and those adopted by major industrial
flrms and labor organizations. In recent
years, approximately 25 percent of those
eligible for disability benefits by indus
trial standards could not qualify for so
cial security disability awards.

I will propose that the social security
definition be broadened to include "oc
cupational" as well as "total and perma
nent" disability. This distinction is par
ticularly important in times of high un
employment. For example, a 50-year-old
worker who becomes incapacitated and
unable to continue in his usual occupa
tion may not be totally and permanently

disabled, but he may have little chance
of finding substantial gainful employ
ment. Rather than denying him assist
ance under an unduly strict standard,
the Social Security Administration
ought to be able to make a verification of
hiS real ability to get any employment,
and award him disability benefits based
on his occupational disability if he is not
employable.

We must take adequate steps to pro
vide equitably for older citizens. This is
not largesse; it is their social and eco
nomic right. We must remove the un
certainties and insecurities of aging in
the United States, and begin to redeem
the promise made in 1935.

Of the thousands of letters we receive
in the Senate on this subject, I believe
one quoted in a report by the Special
Committee on Aging says it all:

I am . . . now retired after 42 years of
service, of supporting myself, of being a law
respecting citizen. Now my income is fixed. I
want to ..• contribute, and be involved
with AmerIcan life. I should be able to en
Joy the monetary security that I have worked
for, planned for. But I may not be able to
even keep my home; I feel that I am one of
the workers who has contributed to this
great nation. Don't destroy me, and my age
group-for if it is done, not only I, but the
nation suffers.

Mr. President, I urge early approval of
these amendments to improve social se
curity benefits.

By Mr. MAGNUSON:
S. 1272. A bill designating certain elec

tion days as legal public holidays.
Referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary. .

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
introduce, for appropriate reference, a.
bill to make election day a national
holiday. The purpose of this bill is to
allow greater numbers of Americans to
participate more fully in the electoral
process.

Mr. President, every Member of this
body is familiar with the fact that a.
great number of eligible voters~ach year
do not register, and that a great number
of those who are registered do not vote.
This is a fact that is commonly lamented
on the editorial pages and here in Con
gress each November. The low turnout
phenomenon is a little like the weather:
Everybody talks about it, but nobody
does anything about it.

Making election day a national holi
day would be a first step in doing some
thing about our low election turnouts,
and would go a long way toward increas
ing the legitimacy of the electoral proc
ess by expanding the participation in
that process. We tend to regard low
turnouts as a sign of apathy, yet we
know from our mail that few of our
constituents are truly apathetic. It is
reasonable to assume that many of those
who are eligible to vote but fail to show
up at the polls do so because of incon
veniences that we can and should
minimize.

Let me demonstrate why I thirik mak
ing election day a holiday is important.
I will use the hypothetical case of Mr.
Smith, a man who works in a location
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