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position. Therefore, I would hope that
the Senate would agree to the amend
ment.

I yield the fioor, for the time being.
FAIR FINANCING OF SOCIAL SECURITY

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I rise
to support amendments 1609 and 1610
offered by the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON).

The pending bill, H.R. 1, makes ur
gently needed improvements in our social
security law-improvements which will
help our retired and disabled citizens to
live in dignity.

Among its most important provisions,
the pending bill would:

Increase from $1,680 to $3,000 the
amount an elderly person on social se
curity can earn without losing social se
curity benefits;

Increase a widow's benefits from the
present 82 112 percent of her husband's
benefit.s to a full 100 percent;

Render disabled workers under 65 eli
gible for medicaid benefits;

Raise minimum social security bene
fits to $200 a month for low income
worlcers who have been employed at least
30 years;

Extend medicare coverage to urgent
ly needed prescription drugs-so-called
"life prescription" drugs-for chroni
cally ill elderly persons who are not hos
pitalized.

Mr. President, decency demands that
we make adequate prOVision for elderly
and disabled citizens. Their welfare
should be the concern of all Americans.

But all Americans do not contribute on
an equitable basis to our social security
program, or to the increased benefits
provided under the pending bill. Social
security benefits are financed through an
unfair and regressive payroll tax. A
heavy and disproportionate share is
borne by low and moderate income work
ing families.

And the pending bill proposes to in
crease their burden by $6 billion a year.

The payroll tax is our most rapidly
growing Federal tax. It has risen from
10 percent of Federal revenues in 1954,
to an estimated 30 percent of Federal
revenues this year.

The social security tax rate has been
raised 10 times in the last 13 years. And
in 1969 social security taxes eclipsed cor
porate taxes as the second largest source
of Federal revenues, after the Federal in
c.ome tax.

Just last June, in connection with the
20 percent increase in social security
benefits, the Congress adopted a social
security payroll tax increase of $7 bil-

- lion. The tax rate was raised from 5.2
percent to 5.5 percent effective next Jan
uary. And the wage base on which the
tax is paid from was raised from the cur
rent $9,000 to $10,800 effective in Jan
uary 1973, and to $12,000 effective a year
later.

The pending bill proposes to raise the
tax rate still further, to 6 percent effec
ti\'e in January. This amounts to an ag
gregate 15 percent increase next year.

Under the pending bi!!, social security
taxes paid by employees with incomes of
$7,000 will rise from $364 a year in 1972
to $420 in 1973. Social security taxes for
employees earning $10,000 a year will
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rise from $468 in 1972 to $600 in 1973.
And social security taxes for employees
earning $12,000 a year \\Till rise from
$468 a year in 1972 to $648 in 1973.

At the rates proposed in the pending
bill, payroll taxes will exceed income
taxes in 1973 for families of four with
incomes under $13,900.

And the burden of these taxes falls
most heaVily on those who can least
afford them.

Increasing the social security tax rate
from 5.5 percent to 6 percent would in
crease total Federal tax for a family of
four earning $4,000 by 9.1 percent. It
would increase the tax for a family
earning $10,000 by 3.4 percent. But it
would increase taxes for a family earn
ing $100,000 by only one-tenth of 1 per
cent.

And although the burden falls heaviest
on low-income families, the burden on
moderate income Americans will be
great as well. If the pending bill is adopt
ed in its present form, total social secu
rity taxes for a wage earner with a
$12,000 annual income will increase by
$181 in 1972-a 38-percent increase. By
1974 his social security tax would in
crease by $252-another 16 percent. And
in the 4 years from 1971 to 1974 he would
absorb a 75-percent increase in social
security taxes.

I strongly believe that we must find a
more eqUitable method of financing
social security benefits for elderly and
disabled Americans.

Dignity for our elderly and disabled
is a national concern. A larger share of
social security financing should be sup
ported from the broad Federal tax base.
And I believe a fair share of the burden
should be carried by corporate taxes
which in 1971 received a tax cut
which wiII amount to $74 billion over
10 years.

It may be said that employers pres
ently contribute half of social security
taxes. But most economists agree that
the employer's half, as well as the em
ployee's, is subtracted from real wages.

Reform of the financing of our social
security laws must be a major concern
of the Congress as we confront the need
for broad tax reform.

But the amendments opposed by the
Senator from Wisconsin give us the
chance to adopt a partial remedy now.

These amendments would raise rough
ly $4 billion by closing clearly unjustified
tax loopholes. They would reduce the
increase in tax rates under the pending
bill by three-fourths, to one-tenth of 1
percent. They are not an answer to the
problem of financing social security, but
they are a beginning.

Amendment 1609 would strengthen the
minimum tax on income otherwise ex
empt from tax under four major tax
preferences-gain from employee stock
options, bad debt reserves of financial
institutions in excess of the amount justi
fied by experience, depletion, and the un
taxed half of capital gains.

The present minimum tax on these
provisions is a flat 10 percent, with an
exemption of $30,000 plus the amount
paid in income tax.

This amendment would reduce the ex
emption to $12,000, and change the tax

from a fiat 10 percent to half the tax
which would be paid on that amount of
ordinary income if the taxpayer had no
other income. The rate would begin at
7 percent and reach a maximum of 35
percent for those with otherwise tax
exempt preference income of over $112,
000 or $212,000 for married couples filing
joint returns.

Amendment No. 1609 wiII raise an es
timated $2.1 billion in 1973, $3.1 billion in
1977, and $4.1 billion in 1980.

The second amendment proposed by
the Senator from Wisconsin, amend
ment No. 1610, would repeal the asset
depreciation range, adopted in the Rev
enue Act of 1971.

ADR permits superaccelerated de
preciation of assets over only 80 percent
of their useful lives. An asset with a
Treasury gUideline life of 10 years, for
example, may be completely depreciated
over only 8 years, with no showing that
the asset will then require replacement.

Repeal of this unjustified gift of tax
revenues will yield $1.8 billion in 1973
and $26 billion between now and 1980.

Mr. President, amendments 1609 and
1610 point the way to fairer financing of
our social security system. I urge their
adoption by the Senate.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if this Gov
ernment, which is about $40 billion in
the red this year, is going to increase
the income tax, we shOUld use it to reduce
the deficit we have now, rather than to
change the whole concept of the social
security program. The social security
program is based on the theory that those
who are working will pay a tax which
will provide for their retirement in the
future.

The Senator is seeking to use the
Robin Hood approach that would tax
the well to do more than those who are
not well to do, because they are better
able to pay for their retirement than
those who are less able to pay.

Admittedly, the social security tax is
a regressive tax but the benefits paid out
are progressive because they are paid
out in such a fashion that the person
who receives a low income receives a
proportionately higher benefit while the
person who receives a higher income re
ceives relatively less compared to what
he contributed to help support the sys
tem.

This amendment would change the
whole financing approach and also tend
to eliminate discipline and tax-conscious
ness in the system.

At the present time, when we increase
social security benefits, the public knows
that they will have to pay for it. All the
proposed future beneficiaries will have to
pay more taxes to help pay for higher
benefits. The Senator would change that
concept and would move to the theory
that we are going to have more and more
social security benefits but do not
have to pay for them because we can tax
that well-to-do person who is better able
to pay. That is a whole new concept
which changes the whole basis of social
security financing.

The Senator has offered his proposal
and I do not believe the Senate wants to
agree to it. Even just as a tax measure it
is unacceptable because it would impose
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a heavy tax increase on many people
who are entitled to be heard, to present
facts and figures, and to document their
case. I do not believe that the Senate
would want to prejudice that matter by
doing this to them, wit,hout according
them a hearing, consideration for the
arguments which they can marshal, and
to consider all the evidence that can be
presented to support their position. The
Senator is offering a tax increase which
we will be thinking about and talking
about next year and then voting on. It
is premature to do it now.

Because of the lateness of the hour,
I am not going to debate the matter
further. I think the Senate is ready to
vote now. If it is, we will find out. I
think I should move to table the Senate's
amendment.

Mr. President, I move that the amend
ment be laid on the table.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, will the
Senator withhold that for a moment
while I respond?

Mr. LONG. The motion is not debata
ble. I will be glad to withdraw it for a
while.

Mr. NELSON. I hope that the Senator
will. I wish to respond to it.

Mr. LONG. Can we agree on some time
limitation? I will be glad to withhold
my motion, due to the lateness of the
hour.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAN
NON). The motion to table is pending.
Unless the Senator withdraws it, it is
not debatable.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that I may withdraw my
motion to table so that I might inquire
of the Senator from Wisconsin would it
be all right with him to limit himself to
another 5 minutes.

Mr. NELSON. Ten minutes, and I will
probably give back 5 minutes.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that there be a 20-minute
limit and I propose to surrender back
my time, to be equally divided between
the Senator from Wisconsin and myself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I should
like to point out that the concept of
paying for unearned benefits out of the
general fund is not new. It has been
recommended since 1935. The Committee
on Economic Security made this recom
mendation in principle in 1935.

In recommending a Government con
tribution the 1938 Advisory Council said:

Since the Nation as a whole will materially
and socially benefit by such a program, it is
highly appropriate that the Federal Govern
ment should participate in the financing of
the system. With the broadening of the scope
of the protection afforded, governmental
participation in meeting the costs of the
program is all the more justified since the
existing costs of relief and old-age assistance
will be materially affected.

In 1948, the Advisory Council on Social
Security made the following statement:

The Council believes that Old-age and
survivors insurance should be planned on
the assumption that general taxation will
eventually share more or less equally with
employer and employee contributions in fi
nancing future benefit outlays and admin
istrative coots. Under our recommendations,
the fUll rate of benefits will be paid to those
who retire during the first two or three

decades of operatlon even though they pay
only a fraction of the cost of their benefits.
In a social Insurance system, it would be
Inequitable to ask either employers or em
ployees to finance the entire cost of liablllties
arising primarily because the act had not
been passed earlier than It was, Hence, It is
desirable for the Federal Government, as
sponsor of the program, to assume at least
part of these accrued liabilities based on the
prior service of early retirants. A Government
contribution would be a recognition of the
Interest of the Nation as a whole In the
welfare of the aged and of widows and chil
dren, Such a contribution Is particularly
appropriate in view of the relief to the gen
eral taxpayer which should result from the
substitution of social Insurance for part of
public assistanc,:.

In a minority statement, appended to
the reports of the 1971 Advisory Council
on Social Security, five Council members
expressed the following views:

There are compelling reasons why a con
tribution from general revenues should be
made to the cash benefits program. In order
to make the program fully effective in Its
early years, fUll-rate benefits have been and
are being paid to people who were already
along in years when their work was first cov
ered under the program. That Is to say, work
ers retiring In the early years of the program,
generally speaking, get the same benefits as
they would get If the program had been In
existence and they had been covered under
it throughout all of their working life. Only
a small part of the actual cost of the benefits
being paid to these older people Is met by
the contributions they and their employers
paid. The remainder Is paid out of the con
tributions of current and future workers and
their employers, The cost of paying fUll-rate
benefits to older workers Is about one-third
of the cost of the program. This means that
future workers and their employers wHl pay
contributions Which are about 50 percent
higher than the benefits payable to these
future generations. Thus a SUbstantial part
of the contributions to the program goes to
meet the cost of getting the program started.
If this co.t were to be met by a Government
contribution, all of the contributions nald
by future generations of workers and their
employers would be available to furnish pro
tection for them. The adoption of a financ
ing policy calling for a general revenue con
tribution equal to the present employers and
employee contribution rates-thus meeting
one-third of the cost of the program through
general revenues--would make possible an
improved social security program without in
creasing payroll contributions. Such a gen
eral revenue contribution could finance
nearly a 50-percent benefit increase.

Mr. President, just what are we doing
here?

We are asking today's worker and his
employer to be taxed to pay for unearned
benefits for retired employees when such
costs should be borne by the general fund.
No one quarrels about increasing the
payroll tax to pay for the 20-percent
across-the-board increase. That in
creased tax is from 5.2 to 5.5 percent.
However, H.R. 1 benefits require an addi
tional tax increase from 5.5 to 6 percent.

These benefits which are needed and
justifiable provide for an increase in the
minimum benefits to $200 a month for
low income workers employed for 30
years. We have decided as a matter of
policy, that long term workers with low
earnings will be provided on income of
$200 per month and that the current
worker will be taxed to pay it. What we
are really saying to today's worker is,
that "we are going to tax you and your

employer to pay for increased retirement
benefits for those who have already re
tired but not contributed to payment of
that benefit."

Under this bill we are making disabled
workers under 65 eligible for medicare.
And that should occur. But I do not
think the worker in the plant today
should pay for medicare for someone who
is retired. We are going to extend medi
care coverage to include life prescription
drugs for older folks, and I agree with
that, but we should not tax the current
worker to pay for them. We have in
creased the widow's cash benefit from
82 V2 percent to 100 percent of the hus
band's benefit and I agree with that but
we should not tax the worker who is
working today to pay for these benefits.
The Advisory Council has been suggest
ing since 1938 that such benefits for re
tirees ought to be paid out of general
funds.

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I move to
table the amendment of the Senator from
Wisconsin.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, have the
yeas and nays been asked for?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LONG) to
lay on the table the amendment of the
Senator from Wisconsin.

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered. The motion is not
debatable, and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Texas (Mr. BENT
SEN), the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH), the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EAGLETON), the Senator from Mis
sissippi (Mr. EASTLAND), the Senator from
Louisiana (Mrs. EDWARDS), the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS), the Sena
tor from South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS),
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. HUM
PHREY). the Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN), the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE),
the Senator from Montana (Mr. MET
CALF), the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PELL) , the Senator from Connect
icut (Mr. RIBICOFF), the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. ANDERSON), and the
Senator from Virginia (Mr. SPONG) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE) is absent
on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Loui
siana (Mrs. EDWARDS) is paired with the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL).

If present and voting, the Senator
from Louisiana would vote "yea" and
the Senator from Rhode Island would
vote "nay."

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from New Hamp
shire (Mr. McINTYRE) would vote "nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT), the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER),
the Senator from Delaware (Mr. BOGGS),
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CUR-
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TIS), the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
GOLDWATER), the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HATFIELD), and the Senator from
Texas (Mr. TOWER) are necessarily ab
sent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

If present and voting, the flenator from
Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS) ~would vote
"yea."

On this vote, the Senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) is paired with the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD). If present
and voting, the Senator from Texas
would vote "yea" and the Senator from
Oregon would vote "nay."

The result was announced-yeas 47,
nays 28, as follows:

[NO. 530 Leg.l
YEAS-47

now the U.S. Senate, with its vote, Is
going to make him pay $720 in social
security taxes, a $252 increase in a year
and a half; a 54-percent increase in his
social security tax, just in 2 years; a
$21 a month increase in social security
taxes, and a 75-percent increase since
1971.

Well, if he does not revolt against those
who voted for that he will not revolt
against anything, and half of it is to
pay for the benefits of people who re
tired years ago and who did not make
the contribution to pay for it.

We all agree the benefits here are jus
tifiable, desirable, and w'gently needed.
But we should go to the general fund,
which is a more equitable tax system,
and ask the general fund to pay for it,
or pass legislation and pay for it, but
not pay for it through the pocketbook
of the overloaded working taxpayer in
this country.

Have Senators looked at the schedule
which shows the inequity in this social
security tax schedule? Let us take a look
at it. If a worker has an income of $3,000
a year the social security tax is 9.1 per
cent of his gross income. If he has an in
come of $7,500 a year it is 4.1 percent.
If he has an income of $100,000 it is one
tenth of 1 percent. That is the regres
sivity built into this system.

So yOU are going to tell that worker·
that you are going to load $21 a month
on him if he is making $12,000 a year.
He has a wife and two children and he
cannot make ends meet now, and all
of a sudden you hit him with an addi
tional $21 a month. I want to be present
when we find the genius in this body
who can go before any group of workers
in this country and get applause for
that marvelous increase. I want to hear
his answer when the worker says, here
is a man who has $100,000 in income
and he computes his tax on that salary.
Then, he has $60,000 in capital gains
and you allow him to deduct the $31,000
he will pay on his $100,000, if he has a
15 percent deduction, and subtract that
from his $60,000 capital gains, so now
he has only $30,000. Then, the law pro
vides he can subtract another $30,000.
So what does he pay on that $60,000?
Zero. It is all privileged untaxed income.

I want to see you stand up, any Mem
ber here, and defend that exemption, and
tell the worker. "However, we are going
to stick you with $21 a month," while
the man making that $60,000 in capital
gains does not even pay $21 a month on
it; he does not even pay $21 a year on
it. I want to see any Member here de
fend that kind of tax system. That is
what we are doing here.

I hope every single Member here has
to answer out loud to his constituents on
that rollcall, and I wager you will be
cause it is a question of ethics, honesty,
and fairness With the American people
and the American taxpayer.

We sit here allowing millionaires to
pay nothing and we load the hard-work
ing man in the factory with regressive,
unfair taxes.

I cannot defend that; maybe you can.
I hope the story is told all across the
Nation. We represent the rich and the
powerful. I do not know who represents
the poor, but it is not this body.

be computed, subject to the provisions of
Revenue Procedure 62-21 (except for the
provisions for the reserve ratio test) as In
effect on January 1, 1972, on the basis of the
expected useful life of property In the hands
of the taxpayer."

(c) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall apply to property placed In service
after December 31. 1972. The amendment
made by subsection (b) shaH apply to tax
able years ending after December 31, 1972,
but shall not apply to property placed In
service by the taxpayer during the calendar
year 1971 If an election has been made to
have the provisions of section 167(m) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 apply to such
property.

SEC. 602. (a) Nothwlthstandlng any other
provision of law, the rate of tax (in the tax
schedules In section 1401 (a), section 3101
(a), and section 3111(a), of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954) shaH be reduced so
as to cause the total revenues raised by such
tax schedules to be reduced, for any calendar
year (commencing with the calendar year
beginning January 1. 1974), by an amount
equal to the amount of the revenues which
tile secretary of the Treasury determines, In
the case of any calendar year, will be pro
duced by reason of the appllcatlon of the
preceding amendments made by this title.
The Secretary shall make the determinations
required by the preceding sentence, for any
calendar year, not later than the close of
the month of September of the year Imme
diately preceding such calendar year.

(b) In addition to the moneys authorized
by law to be approprIated, for any fiscal
year, to the Federal Old-Age and Survi
vors Insurance Trust Fund, and to the Fed
eral Disability Insurance Trust Fund, there
Is hereby authorized to be appropriated to
each of such funds an amount equal to the
revenues produced for such fiscal year by
reason of the amendments made by the pre
ceding sections of this title, apportioned be
tween each of such funds In the same ratio
as moneys appropriated thereto under title
II of the Social Security Act.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, this is
my last amendment. I will be very brief
because obviously there is not much in
terest in this body in introducing some
equity into the tax structure respecting
social security. But I will make this
wager: there are not 20 Members of this
body who have taken out a chart and
looked down the list to see the tax we
are imposing upon workers in this coun
try to pay for these benefits, for people
who retired in previous years. The bene
fits are justified. The Advisory Council
has been recommending and suggesting
for 30 years that some of this money
come from the general fund when we
grant nonearned benefits to retirees. I
am certain that not more than 20 Sen
ators have looked at the tax schedule or
they could not vote against these amend
ments.

I want to see the Member of this body
who can go before any group of work
ers in America, in his district, and tell
that worker who is making $12,000 that
you came down here this year and that
you increased his taxes $21 a month.

If any Senator came onto this floor
with a proposal to increase the taxes on
a man making $12,000 a year by $21 a
month, he would be laughed off the floor
of the Senate; and anyone who voted
for it would be voted out of the U.S. Sen
ate, and that is what should happen.

What the Senate is saying to that man
is that this year he is paying $468 in so
cial security, but a year and a half from

Nelson
Percy
Proxmlre
Saxbe
Schwelker
Smith
Stevens
WiIllams

Pastore
Pearson
Randolph
Roth
Scott
Sparkman
Stafford
Stennis
Stevenson
Symington
Taft
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tunney
Welcker
Young

Allott
Anderson
Baker
Bentsen
Boggs
Church
Curtis
Eagleton
Eastland

FannIn
Fong
Fulbright
Gambrell
Gurney
Hansen
Hartke
Hruska
Javits
Jordan, N.C.
Jordan. Idaho
Long
McClellan
MlIler
Montoya
Packwood

NAYS-28
Allen Hart
Bayh Hughes
Brooke Inouye
Byrd, Robert C. Jackson
Cannon Magnuson
Case Mansfield
Chiles Mathias
Cranston Mondale
Gravel Moss
Griffin Muskie

NOT VOTING-25
Edwards McIntyre
Goldwater Metcalf
Harris Mundt
Hatfield Pell
Hollings Rlblcoff
Humphrey Spong
Kennedy Tower
McGee
McGovern

Aiken
Beall
Bellmon
Bennett
BIble
Brock
Buckley
Burdick
Byrd,

Harry F., Jr.
Cook
Cooper
Cotton
Dole
Dominick
Ervin

So the motion to table the Nelson
amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1S10

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 1610.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendment ordered to be printed
in the RECORD is as follows:

At the end of the bill Insert the follow
ing:

TITLE VI-INTERNAL REVENUE CODE
AMENDMENTS

SEC. 601. REPEAL OF ASSET DEPRECIATION

RANGE SYSTEM.
(a) Section 167(m) of the Internal Reve

nue Code of 1954 (relating to the Asset De
preciation Range System) Is repealed.

(b) Section 167(a) of such Code (relating
to a reasonable allowance tor depreciation)
Is amended by adding at the end thereot the
following: "Such reasonable allowance shall
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