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not be counted as income and resources of a
family under this title."

(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall be effective on and after January 1.
1973.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate continued with the consid
eration of the conference report on H.R.
l.

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President. I should
like to ask the manager of the bill a
question: I notice regretfully in the con
ference report. that amendment No. 583
which provides for full Federal funding
of State assistance payments to the aged.
blind and disabled Indians, Eskimos, and
Aleuts in supplementation of basic Fed
eral payments under title XVI. has been
deleted.

I also understand that the House has
agreed to reconsider these amendments,
and others. on or before March of next
year. Do I understand correctly that this
Indian amendment will be considered?

Mr. LONG. The House is going to send
us a bill early next year and then we will
have the opportunity to legislate.

If the Senator would care to renew this
amendment then, we could add it to the
bill that they send us and we will go to
conference with them on it. I would think
that when we are not under the pressure
of trying to do everything in 24 hours, as
has been the case here. we might have a
better chance to persuade the House to
agree to it.

Mr. BURDICK. The Senator has my
assurance that this amendment will be
brought to the attention of the commit
tee when we consider the bill next year.

Mr. LONG. I thank the Senator.
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, more than

38 months ago, President Nixon proposed
to the Congress welfare reform legisla
tion that he said would transform "a
system frozen in failure and frustration
into a system that would work and would
encourage people to work," The Presi
dent added:

The present welfare system has failed us
it has fostered family break-up, has pro
vided very little help in many States and
has deepened dependency by all too often
making it more attractive to go on welfare
than to go to work.

No one disagreed then with that as
sessment. No one disagrees now.

The current public assistance program,
Aid to Families with Dependent Chil
dren, is made up of 54 different State
and territorial programs. each admin
istered by a separate jurisdiction under
broad Federal guidelines. Including the
county-administered programs. there
are at least 1,152 distinct operating wel
fare systems. Federal matching funds
available for welfare programs vary from
50 to 83 percent the programs' total cost.

Welfare benefits vary from State to
State from a grossly inadequate $60 per
month to $335 per month. There are as
many different interpretations of the
Federal welfare guidelines as there are
interpreters. Because of the split of au
thority between the States and the Fed
eral Government. there is virtually no
control at the Federal level of caseloads,
administrative efficiency or mushroom
ingcosts.

Since 1955. total AFDC payments have
increased at an annual rate of more than
61 percent. The number of families re
ceiving such payments has increased at
an annual rate of more than 25 percent.
If the present rate of increase continues.
total State welfare costs will double at
least every 3 years.

Despite this enormous increase in
costs. welfare recipients are no better
off. In fact, welfare payments have been
cut back in almost half the States dur
ing the last 2 years.

Other problems abound in the welfare
system. By limiting payments to those
families in which the male head is ab
sent. family disintegration is encouraged.
Unemployed-father families are eligi
ble for assistance in only 23 States.

Men who work part time are discour
aged from seeking full-time employ
ment, because their families would lose
eligibility for welfare if they worked
full time. Families in which the father
works full time but does not earn
enough money to escape poverty are not
helped at all. Yet 40 percent of the poor
in this country live in families headed
by a full-time worker.

Single people and childless couples
under 65 are completely ineligible for
Federal assistance unless they are blind
or disabled. Social services, day care. and
job training needed to stimulate the
employment of those presently receiVing
welfare have not been provided.

All of us have been exposed to the
nightmarish stories of unfair State and
local laws or administrative practices
which deny assistance to people who
should be eligible for help. We are also
reminded continually that there are
some people receiving welfare who
should be able to earn an adequate liv
ing so as not to need it.

The situation has hardly improved
during the 3 years of congressional con
sideration of welfare reform. As of last
May. more than 3.668.000 people had
been added to the welfare rolls while
Congress argued. The Nation's total wel
fare bill had climbed by nearly 55 per
cent to approximately $18 billion annu
ally.

Today. unfortunately. we finally have
before us the fruition of those 3 years of
intensive efforts by so many Members
of Congress-nothing. Considering the
fundamental difference in philosophy
between the guaranteed income ap
proach in the House bill and the pilot
testing programs authorized by the Sen
ate bill, it is not surprising that at this
late moment in the session, the con
ferees found the welfare provisions of
H.R. 1 irreconcilable. In view of the pos
sibility that the meager and in some as
pects regressive provisions of the Sen
ate bill might have been accepted as an
excuse for meaningful welfare reform,
perhaps it is just as well that no com
promise was reached.

Nevertheless. I cannot avoid express
ing disappointment at the inability of
the 92d Congress to agree upon legis
lation to clean up the welfare mess. I
am convinced that Americans want wel
fare reform, and they want it now.

They want a welfare program that
provides, through training and meaning-

ful, worthwhile job opportunities. boot
straps for welfare recipients to grab
onto.

They want a welfare program that ex
cludes the small minority of recipients
who presently should not be receiving
assistance, yet does not penalize the men.
women, and children who do need help.

And they want a welfare program that
provides incentives and assistance for
the man or woman who works hard, but
whose wages are too little to allow an
escape from poverty.

Americans, in short, want a welfare
program that provides adequate assist
ance. in an equitable manner. to those
who really need it.

I supported both the Ribicoff com
promise proposal to provide a guaranteed
income of $2,600 for a family of four.
and the Stevenson modification of that
proposal, because I believe that those
approaches would create the kind of wel
fare system I have outlined above. I be
lieve, in particular, that the standard
ization of welfare administration and
benefits is essential if we are ever to come
to grips with the welfare problem.

I am well aware. however, of the fun
damental and honest differences of
opinion and philosophy as to the exact
form welfare reform should take. In view
of these circumstances, I am not wedded
to any specific welfare reform proposal.
There are no specific provisions which
I insist upon.

At this time, in my jUdgment, the most
important concern is to keep the wel
fare reform issue alive. I hope that other
Members of the Senate will overcome
any sense of discouragement which they
now understandably have, so that the
93d Congress can try once again. I hope
that my colleagues will retain the fiex
ibility to consider carefully various com
promises and alternatives which may be
offered to deal with this issue. Most of
all. I urge my colleagues to retain the
stamina, desire and enthusiasm that is
going to be necessary to enact responsible
welfare reform in the next Congress.

The country could benefit immensely
if we were to be successful.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I opposed
the Senate-passed version of H.R. 1. 2
weeks ago when it was up for final pas
sage. As I said then, the Finance Com
mittee has done a world of work on this
legislation, and I think there were a lot
of good features in the bill. However. I
voted against its final passage basically
because of my objection to title IV which
deals with welfare reform.

I have been against the guaranteed
annual income idea because I felt it
would kill incentive for people to work
whether it was the Nixon or the Ribicoff
plan. The workfare concept. I think,
would be much better. But the Finance
Committee just was not able to work out
provisions that fit together, so what the
committee proposed to the Senate just
would not stand up to scrutiny. As a re
sult. nothing could get a majority of
support, and then the Senate moved to
what is supposed to be a stUdy program
or test plan to try out the NiXon. Ribicoff
and Finance Committee approaches.
However. in the pilot approach they put
many new changes that were not going
to be just tests but would become perm-
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anent fixtures in law. The Sena.te never
really discussed most of these provisions.

Another reason I was compelled to vote
against the bill was because the average
wage earner in this country-the man
making between $4,000 to $12,000 a year
was and is paying a disproportionate
share of taxes-especially payroll taxes.
H.R. 1 instead of correcting this problem
actuallY goes the other way and increases
it.

Many of the beneficial services and
other parts of H.R. 1 I feel should be paid
out of general revenue sharing because
they come in the area of welfare-not
social security.

So. until we reach the point when we
are willing to come to grips with the in
equity built into social security taxation,
we should not pass on an additional
burden to our working people.

Now that House-Senate conference on
H.R. 1 has removed from the bill those
parts of title IV I had objected to earlier
including the President's family assist
ance plan, the Ribicoff proposal-which
went even further-and the Finance
Committee's test plan-which in my
mind along with other pilot approaches
put in so many new changes which were
not going to be just tests but permanent
features in law. While I am still not sat
isfied with the disproportionate cost
which will be financed by an increase in
payroll taxes and passed on the working
man the conference committee version
has been improved.

The initial cost of the House bill, pass
ed a year ago, was about $8 billion or $9
billion for benefits in its first full year.
The Senate added a big block of amend
ments, both in the committee and on the
fIoor, raising the figure to about $18.5
billion. But the final bill, according to
staff estimates, totaled about $6.1 billion
in benefits the first year.

Several features in the conference re
port I feel are mUch needed including:

First. The raising of widows' and
widower's benefits from 82.5 percent of
the decreased spouse's entitlement to 100
percent, affecting 3.8 ml11ion persons.

Second. Raising from the present
$1,680 to $2,100 a year the outside amount
a social security retiree can earn with
out any loss of benefits. For earning
above that benefits would be reduced $2
for each $1 earned. Nearly 1 million per
sons would benefit from this provision.

Third. Provide that employees who
have worked in social security-covered
employment for 30 years will receive
a minimum of $170 a month in social
security benefits when retiring, even if
their benefits would otherwise work out
to less. This is to provide long term low
wage workers with more adequate retire
ment income, and would benefit 850,000
persons.

Fourth. Reduce waiting period for dis
ability insurance benefits from 6 months
to5months.

In addition, Representative MILLS,
chairman of the House Ways and Means
Committee apparently has agreed to
early next year working with the Senate
in shaping new welfare reform legislation
which I hope will come much closer to
the mark in assisting people who truly
need help and cannot work. Hopefully in

coping with the issue of financing these
funds will come out of general revenue
because they are in the area of welfare
and not social security. We also need
legislation to aid and encourage those
persons who are now working to con
tinue to do so.

For these reasons I intend to support
the conference committee report on
H.R.l.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I sup
port the adoption of the conference re
port on H.R. I, the 1972 Social Security
Amendments.

The conference bill, to be sure, has a
number of controversial features. But
the beneficial provisions, in my judg
ment, clearlY outweigh the others.

Several of the refonus will enable large
numbers of older Americans to escape
from poverty, without the necessity of
resorting to welfare.

This is particularly important because
Social Security is the economic mainstay
of the vast majority of older Americans.
Approximately 65 percent of all retired
workers and 49 percent of aged couples
depend on social security for more than
half of their incomes.

Equally important, these refonus will
help to improve and perfect the social
security system.

Several of these measures, I am
pleased to say, are either identical with,
or similar to, proposals which I have
sponsored.

As chairman of the Senate Committee
on Aging, I am also heartened to note
that these reforms have had the strong
support of the committee and its mem
bership.

FULL BENEFITS FOR WIDOWS

One of the major improvements is full
benefits for widows, instead of only 82%
percent of their deceased husbands' pri
mary insurance amount. Approximately
3.8 million elderly widows would have
their social security benefits increased
because of this urgently needed change.

The net impact of this change, along
with the enactment of my recent amend
ment for a 20-percent social security in
crease is that average monthly benefits
for widows will be increased from $114
to $156.

More importantly, this provision can,
in one stroke, remove 200,000 aged
widows from the grip of poverty.

SPECIAL MINIMUM MONTHLY BENEFITS

The conference bill also authorizes a
new special minimum monthlY benefit
for persons with low lifetime earnings
and long periods of covered employment
under social security. This new special
minimum would be equal to $8.50 multi
plied by a worker's number of years of
covered employment in excess of 10
years, up to a maximum of 30 years.

Under this provision, a worker with 30
years of covered employment would be
entitled to a special payment of $170 a
month.

LmERALIZATION OF THE RETffiEMENT TEST

Another improvement in H.R. 1 is the
increase in the earnings limitation from
$1,680 to $2,100.

For earnings in excess of this amount,
$1 in benefits would be withheld for each
$2 of earnings. Under present law, $1 in

social security payments is withheld :for
each $2 of wages between $1,680 and
$2,880. Thereafter, social security bene
fits are reduced for each dollar of earn
ingS above $2,880.

These changes in H.R. 1 would make it
possible for a retired worker to have
earnings in excess of $8,000 and still
receiVe some social security benefits.

It is high time that our Nation take
down the arbitrary stop sign, which says
that 65 is the end of the road for employ
ment opportunities.

Surely, the wealthiest Nation in his
tory is not so bankrupt in ideas that it
cannot solve this problem.

And the adoption of these changes in
H.R. 1 can help to remove some of the
impediments for older Americans who
want or need to work.

PROTECTION AGAINST RETROACTIVE DENIAL

OF PAYMENTS

Another major reform in H.R. 1 is a
proposal I have urged to protect medi
care patients against retroactive denial
of payments.

Today the determination of whether
a patient qualifies for nursing home or
home health care is usually made after
the services are furnished. This practice
has frequently resulted in the retroactive
denial of payments for services which
the elderly patient believed in good faith
would be covered under medicare.

As modified by this bill, however, the
Secretary of HEW would be authorized
to establish periods after hospitalization
during which a patient would be pre
sumed to require home health and nurs
ing home benefits.

The advantages of this approach, it
seems to me, are many. Elderly patients
would know, in fact, that their bills for
skilled nursing home care would be
covered. Equally important, physicians,
home health agencies, and nursing
homes would be assured that their serv
ices would be reimbursable under
medicare.

AGE 62 COMPUTATION POINT

H.R. 1 also includes a provision to per
mit men to compute their benefits on
the basis of earnings up to age 62-the
same as now exists for women-,-instead
of age 65. This provision will end the
discrimination between men and women
under the program.

SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY

Undoubtedly, one of the most signifi
cant changes in H.R. 1 is the replace
ment of the adult welfare programs
aid for the aged, blind, and disabled
with a new income supplement plan.

This supplemental security income
program would be administered by the
Social Security Administration and
financed out of general revenues.

Moreover, this new program would as
sure older Americans of a monthly in
come of $130, and $195 for elderly
couples. In addition, the first $20 of
social security or other retirement in
come would be disregarded in determin
ing eligibility for these supplemental
payments.

For most older Americans, the exist
ing welfare system is demeaning. In fact,
less than 50 percent of all persons living
in poverty receive old age assistance.
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Il\1PROVEMENTS FOR THE DISABLED

H.R. 1 not only makes vital improve
ments in so'cial security and medicare for
the aged, but it also provides several re
forms for persons under 65-particularly
the disabled.

One major change is extension of medi
care coverage to 1.7 mililon disabled per
sons under age 65. This improvement is
especially welcome because the disabled
need health care services at a substan
tially greater level than other Americans.

Another welcome improv.ement is the
reduction in the waiting period from 6
to 5 months to qualify for disability
benefits.

Finally, H.R. 1 would authorize dis
ability benefits to a child of an insured
retired, deceased, or disabled worker if
the disability began before age 22, rather
than before 18 as under present law.
Thus many a student will be helped
through college.

CONCLUSION

The 1972 social security amendments,
in many respects, represent landmark
legislation for older and disabled Amer
icans.

Mr. President, once again I wish to re
afiirm my strong support for the social
security, medicare, and welfare reforms
for the aged in H.R. 1.

For these reasons, I urge the adoption
of the conference report.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, when the
Senate passed the welfare bill, H.R. I, I
voted for the bill. The Senate version of
the bill provided for tests of the major
welfare reform proposals, in contrast to
the minimum income established by the
House version.

I voted for the Senate bill primarily to
pass it and with the hope of improvement
and with the confident expectation that
what would come back from conference
would be a better bill, and I am pleased to
see that this is indeed the case. I am
totally opposed to the concept of a Gov
ernment-guaranteed minimum family
income. It is a concept that is so dan
gerous as to threaten the whole structure
of our society and our Nation. It isa step
that once taken could never be retraced.
It leads away from the work ethic and to
ward a system under which those who do
not choose to work live from the labors
of those who work for a living and have
to pay taxes to support those who can
work but do not want to work.

The conference report as written is a
worthy bill which I can support, and I
will vote for it. It is believed to be fis
cally self-sustaining, imposing new social
security taxes to pay for the increased
benefits.

In that connection, however, the so
cial security taxes are reaching a break
ing point. These constant increases can
not continue to be made. These taxes are
very hard on working families, for they
begin with the first dollar earned. To
continue to raise them will be intolerable.

I will, however, vote for the conference
report. It is better than the Senate bill,
and it is infinitely better than any system
of guaranteed income.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I lend
my voice in expressing the frustration of
the nearly 7 million elderly Americans
now living in poverty or near poverty. I
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know that they share some disappoint
ments in the social security legislation
we are going to be passing this after
noon. They see that their voices have
been heard here in the Senate time and
time again. But they also see that their
voices have not been heard downtmvn
and only faintly heard in the House of
Representatives.

I must indicate my bitter disappoint
ment over the House's failure to accept
provisions, passed overwhelmingly in
this body, to provide a pass-through of
the 20-percent social security increase
to those receiving old-age assistance in
addition to insurance benefits; to those
who must rely on surplus food to survive;
to those who receive Veterans' pensions
in addition to insurance benefits; and to
those who fear rent increases in public
housing or housing for the elderly proj
ects due to benefit increases.

There are two million recipients of old
age assistance, 1,250,000 of whom also
receive some social security benefits.
Many of these individuals will have the
right hand, our Federal Government,
present them a 20-percent increase,
signed I might add by our President, and
have the other hand, our State govern
ment, take the extra funds away in re
duced public assistance. Yet, these are
the people who need these benefits the
most.

Each of the 7 million elderly Americans
living in poverty, or near poverty, faces
unprecedented infiation. Through May
of this year the Consumer Price Index
jumped 5 percent, food prices nearly 5.9
percent. Medical costs have increased
5.7 percent. And property taxes, paid
ultimately by homeowners and renters
alike, have increased over 14 percent.

Congress, led by the Senate, provided
a 20-percent social security increase this
year to help meet this tremendous bur
den on our senior citizens. Who needs it
the most?

It is those who have social security, or
the lack of it, which leaves them at near
or below subsistence income levels. We
are not even talking about poverty in
come levels for most of these individuals,
we are talking about less than that. Their
income enables them only to survive;
and yet the House would not accept this
pass-through and earlier this afternoon
voted 300 to 1 to confirm the conferee's
action.

When I heard late Saturday night that
the conferees had refused this vital as
sistance, I asked myself how could it
happen? The Senate passed these meas
ures with voice votes, a unanimous ac
ceptance.

As late as Saturday, I joined with 51
of my colleagues, a constitutional ma
jority, in a letter informing the Senate
conferees that we backed their attempts
to see these measures included in the
final bill. In a matter of hours we all
found out that the House would not go
along. How did this happen?

There are many causes; but I now
know the prime cause. Continuing its
3-year record of careless disregard for
the needs of our elderly, especially our
elderly poor, the administration let it be
known that they were strongly opposed
to the pass-through provision. I guess
it should not have surprised those Sena-

tors who thought that our actions would
be confirmed by the other body. A 3-year
record by the Nixon administration
should have told us differently. No word,
of course, was let out publicly, at least
to my knowledge. But it was made clear.

Let me review the long-term record of
the Nixon administration on social se
curity. Since his election, President
Nixon has consistently opposed adequate
social security benefits. But that record
did not prevent him from falsely claim
ing credit for the 15-percent catch-up
social security increase in 1969 or the
10-percent catch-up enacted in 1971, or
the 20-percent increase initiated by the
Senate this year. The elderly have got
ten more messages from the President
than perhaps any other segment of our
public. Matched with a check, the Presi
dent has used a political tool that none
of us could ever match. I think senior
citizens know, however, that there is a
great difference between the President's
proclamations and his performance.

In 1969, he proposed a 7-percent in
crease, one that would have been totally
wiped out by inflation before the checks
were ever received. The House raised this
to 15 percent and then received a stern
statement by the President that he would
veto any increase over 10 percent. In or
der to avoid this veto threat the House
added the increase to the President's tax
reform legislation; legislation, inciden
tally, that resulted in a major cut in
corporate taxes. The Senate then en
acted a similar provision and it became
law because it was attached to a bill
Nixon could not afford to veto.

In 1970, the House passed a modest 5
percent increase. What did the adminis
tration do? They issued immediate warn
ings that any larger increase would be
unacceptable. In the Senate we saw that
prices were escalating so rapidly that a
5-percent increase would be eaten up as
soon as it was enacted. We, therefore,
proposed a 10-percent increase over an
other veto threat and again and to at
tach this measure to a bill that the
President could not veto in order to see it
passed.

Once more in 1972, the senate saw that
our elderly were losing ground. We also
saw that there was enough of a surplus
in the social security trust fund to fi
nance an increase, large enough to
counter infiation, well into the next cen
tury. We, therefore, proposed a measure I
sponsored for a 20-percent increase.

Again, we were met with a strong veto
threat from the Nixon administration.
And again, we had to attach the in
cre~e to a veto-proof bill, the debt limit
bill, in order to see it passed.

Now we find that new administration
opposition has helped to frustrate the
Senate's intent in a sad and callous
opposition to a pass-through provision. I
regret that this has happened. Yet, it is
evident that there is no more the Senate
can do this year.

I do know that this is not the end of
the matter. We will try again next year
to see if we can create some sympathy at
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue for the elderly
poor.

There are other sections of this con
ference report, sections that can be cor-
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accepted by the House this time. An~ I
sincerely hope that whatever admims
tration is in the White House in Janu
ary will give us their support.

THE PASS-THROUGH AMENDMENT

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, it is
with deep regret that I shall cast my
vote today for H.R. 1. The conference re
port before us lacks a provision which I
believe is absolutely essential to main
taining our commitment to the millions
of elderly persons in this country who
depend on social security.

The provision to which I refer is the
"pass-through" amendment which I in
troduced and the Senate approved dur
ing consideration of H.R. 1 on the floor.
It would have prevented social security
recipients from losing other necessary
benefits-through rent increases or loss
of eligibility for welfare or food stamps-
as a result of the 20-percent social secu
rity increase voted before the Senate
earlier this year.

I did not vote for the increase because
I expected the Congress to take away
other sorely needed benefits from citizens
who already have so little. I cannot be
lieve that any of my colleagues really
intended when they voted for the 20-per
cent increase to reduce the benefits avail
able to old people, who have already suf
fered inordinately from the inflation
which has gripped our Nation for several
years now. I was encouraged by the Sen
ate approval of my amendment, and
hopeful that we would be able to stave
off the nightmare that was descending on
so many old people as a result of the
increase.

Listen to this Minneapolis woman's
account of how the increase "helped"
her:

Why when you get a ralse in Social secu
rity does Housing or "Welfare" takes it from
you or if housing leaves your rent, off it
co~es from welfare. As it stands now I'm
worse off than before the Social Security gave
the 20 % ralse. Clothing, shoes are so ex
pensive. I don't get a paper, no TV. No Radio,
No Phone. I can't afford them. Housing offers
trips to Duluth, Winona. I can't go. They
are too expensive. I hope and pray you can
stop welfare from taking the 20% off. God
Bless you, if you can work out some way to
prevent the taking away of the small
amounts we get in Soc1al Security.

This woman is not an isolated case.
She has eloquently described the human
misery that can result from the short
sightedness of our actions here. Because
my amendment was dropped, up to 15,000
elderly Minnesotans are faced with in
creased public housing rents, and ap
proximately 40,000 Minnesotans could
lose food stamp benefits. Letters and
phone calls from Minnesotans are pour
ing into my office on this SUbject, and I
just don't even know how to respond to
them at tllis point.

Last week a bipartisan group of 55
Senators wrote to Senator LoNG urging
him "to do everything in your power"
to assure retention of the Mondale
amendment. But the amendment was
dropped by the committee,

Because the conference report does in
clude some improvements in social se
curity, medicare, and medicaid. I feel
compelled to vote for it today. I only hope
that the Congress will turn its energies
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as quickly as possible to rectifying the
injustice it has done.

I also regret that in this legislati?n
the Congress has falled to come to grIPS
with the social security tax issue. The
tax system that we have now is regres
sive and unfair; and the increases man
dated in the bill are most unfortunate. I
am hopeful that the new session of Con
gress will reconsider the whole matter;
and adopt a new system such as the
Mondale-Muskie propOsal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
therol!.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BAYH) the Senator from Texas (Mr.
BENST~N), the Senator from Misso~ri
(Mr. EAGLETON), the Senator from Mis
sissippi (Mr. EASTLAND), the Senator
from Louisiana (Mrs. EDWARDS), the
Senator from Georgia (Mr. GAMBRELL),
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
HARRIS), the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
HARTKE), the Senator from South Caro
lina (Mr. HOLLINGS), the Senator from
Iowa (Mr. HUGHES), the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN), and the
senator from Montana (Mr. METCALF)
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA), the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL) ,
the Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARK
MAN), and the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. SPONG) are necessarily absent.

I also annOlmce that the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE) .and the Senator
from Nevada (Mr. CANNON) are on official
business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Rhode Is
land (Mr. PELL) , the Senator from In
diana (Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. GAMBRELL), the Senator
from Indiana (Mr. BAYH) ,the Senator
from Nevada (Mr. CANNON) , and the Sen
ator from South Carolina (Mr. HOL
LINGS) would each vote "yea." .

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen
ator from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT), the
Senators from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER
and Mr. BROCK), the Senator from Okla
homa (Mr. BELLMON), the Senator from
Delawar.e (Mr. BOGGS) , the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr.. CASE), the Senator from
Kentucky (Mr. COOPER), the Senator
from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS), the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) , the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER), the Sen
ator from Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN), the
Senator from Florida. (Mr. GURNEY), the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD),
the Senator .from Iowa (Mr. MILLER),
the senator from Kansas (Mr. PEARSON),
the Senator from nIinois (Mr. PERCY),
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE) , the
Senator· from south Carolina (Mr.
THURMClND), and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
COOK) is absent on official business.

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

rectible next year, that also di.sappoint
me greatly. The Senate comnutteeap
proved by an overwhelming .vo~e a pro
vision to place certain prescrIPtIOn drugs
needed by the chronicallY ill under the
medicare program. This, of course, was
necessary because we saw. that ~e

elderly pay as great a proportIOn o~ theIr
budget for medical care as they did !Je
fore medicare was enacted. And medIcal
costs increased by nearly 6 percent last
veal' This provision could have greatly
help~d those people who. must rely on
costly medication to surVIve on a day
to-day basis. Again, th.e Ho.use ~ould

not agree and the admimstratlOn dId not
lift a finger to help.

I am also disappointed that the Sen
ate's overwhelming acceptance of an
amendment I cosponsored to raise the
outside earning limitations from $1,600
to $3,000 was also frustrated. Here, at
least we see some progress. The earn
ings 'limit has been raised to $2,100 and
the reduction in benefits over $2,100 is
now set at 1 dollar for 2 rather th~n

for 1 return we saw before. Agam,
however, there was no help from do,,:n
town and those millions of our semor
citizens who want to work without pen
alty for their additional income will be
hurt. t '11

I must indicate, in the end, tha I WI
reluctantly support passage of the con
ference report. It is evident to me that,
without administration support, we can
not hope to change the result this wee~.

I would like to indicate that there IS
much good in this bill. I congratulate
the distinguished chairman of the Sen
ate Finance Committee, Senator Lo~G,

for doing his best to see that a good bIll
emerged. We did pass many yital pro
visions that I would like to lIst below:,

One provision, would boost widows
benefits from 82.5 percent at present 1;<>
a 100 pe~'cent of the deceased husband s
entitlement.

Also, as I mentioned above, the new
income limitation of $2,100 is a step
forward. .

The provision to extend new medICa~e

benefits to 1.7 million under 65 in~il

vidu?<ls who are retired and receivmg
social security is a needed reforr,n-the
federalization of the old-age aSSIstance
program and programs for aid to the
blind and disabled starting in 1974 is
a step forward. This provision will pro
vide a new minimum income of $130 per
individual and $195 for couples and it
will substantially increase the income
disregard provisions of current law.

I am also pleased that we recognized,
in this bill, the needs of those who
worked for 30 years in covered empl.oy
ment.They will be guaranteed a mlD~
mum of $170 a month even tho~gh theIr
current entitlement is less. ThIS would
help about 850,000 Americans who spent
all their working lives in covered em
ployment; but whose low salaries pre
vent them from realizing benefits com
mensurate with their contribution to the
plan.

I hope that as we do accept this con
ference report, I will be joined by those
Senators who feel as I do in a commit
ment to reintroduce next year those pro
visions that the Senate could not get
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ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that today, October 17, 1972, be presented

So the conference report was agreed to.
Mr, LONG. Mr. President, I move to

reconsider the vote by which the confer
ence report was agreed to.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I move to lay that
motion on the table. The motion to lay
on the table was agreed to.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I wish to
thank members of our stat! who worked
so diligently on this bill, especially Tom
Vall, Mike Stem, Jay Constantine, Dr.
Jim Mongan, and Bill GalVin, for the
fantastic contribution they made and all
the long hours they worked on this
measure.

I also wish to thank the able help of
the CQngref>sional Research Service,
headed by. Fred Amer, Joseph Hum
phreys, Frank Crowley, Bob Guttman,
and Glen Marcus, for the work neces
sary in the research, the hearings, and
the draft of the committee report of a
1,300 pages and a bill over 900 pages
long.

I think the Nation owes a debt of grat
Itude to these men who often are not
seen and heard directly in the considera
tion of a measure of this sort but make
such a valuable contributipu to it.

QUORUM CALL
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will call the roll.
The second assistant legislative clerk

proceeded to call the roll.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield to the distinguished Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) to call up a bill
which I understand has been cleared
with the leadership on both sides.

S. 3240. An act to amend the Transporta
tion Act of 1940, as amended, to facllltate
the payment of transportation charges;

S. 3326. An act for the rellef of the Ap
palachian Regional Hospitals, Incorporated;

S. 3419. An act to protect consumers against
unreasonable risk of injury from hazardous
products, and for other purposes;

S. 3671. An act to amend provisions of law
relating to the Administrative Conference of
the United States; and
. S. 3959. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to engage in feasiblllty in
vestigations of certain potential water re
source developments.

S.J. Res. 221. A joint resolution to desig
nate Benjamin Franklln Memorial Hall at
the Franklln Institute, Philadelphia, Pa., as
the Benjamin Franklin National Memorial.

ORDER FOR TRmUTES TO SENATOR
ANDERSON TO BE COMPILED AND
PRINTED AS A SENATE DOCU
MENT
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the tributes
which have been delivered and which will
be delivered with respect to our distin
guished colleague, the senior Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. ANDERSON), who
will be retiring voluntarily at the end of
this session, be compiled and printed as a
Senate document.

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

QUORUM CALL
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFICER. The clerk

will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

SPECIAL PAY FOR NUCLEAR OFFI
CERS AND ENLISTED MEN

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I call up
the bill H.R. 16925, relating to special
pay for nuclear qualified officers, both
surface and submarine types. and nu
clear trained and qualified enlisted per
sonnel. I have submitted the report
thereon from the Committee on Armed
Services, which has not been printed, and
I ask unanimous consent to have it

to the President of the United States the
following enrolled bills and joint resolu
tion:

S.141. An act to establish the Fossil Butte
National Monument in the State of Wyo
ming, and for other purposes;

S.655. An act for the rellef of certain em
ployeesat the Elmhurst, Ill., Post Office;

S.909. An act for the rellef of John C.
Rogers;

S. 1198. An act to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to review as to its sUitabllity
for preservation as wilderness the area com
monly known as the Indian Peaks Area in the
State of Colorado;

S.1462. An act to prOVide for the disposi
tion of funds appropriated to pay jUdgment
in favor of the Mississippi Sioux Indians in
Indian Claims Commission Dockets num
bered 142, 359, 360, 361, 362, and 363, and
for other purposes;

S.2147. An act for the rellef of Marie M.
Ridgely;

S. 2270. An act for the rellef of Magnus
David Forrester;

S.2275. An act for the rellef of Wolfgang
Kutter;

S. 2318. An act to amend the Longshore
men's and Harbor Workers' Compensation
Act, and for other purposes;

S. 2469. An act for the relief of Kenneth
J. Wolff;

S.2714. An act for the rellef of M. Sgt.
William C. Harpold, U.S. Marine Corps (re
tired) ;

S.2753. An act for the relief of John C.
Mayoros;

S. 2822. An act for the rellef of Alberto
Rodriguez;

S. 3055. An act for the rellef of Maurice
Marchbanks;

S.3230. An act to provide for the division
and for the disposition of the funds appro
priated to pay a jUdgment in favor of the
Assiniboine Tribes of the Fort Peck and Fort
Belknap Reservations, Montana;

S.3257. An act for the rellef of Gary Went
worth, of Staples, Minn.;

S. 3358. An act to prohibit the use of cer
tain small vessels in U.S. Fisheries;

S. 3483. An act for the rellef of Cass Coun
ty, N.D.;

S. 3524. An act to extend the provisions of
the Commercial Fisheries Research and De
velopment Act of 1964, as amended;

S. 3545. An act to amend section 7 of the
Fishermen's Protective Act of 1967;

S. 3583. An act for the relief of Gerald
Vincent BUll;

S. 3843. An act to authorize the Secretary
of Transportation to make loans to certain
railroads in order to restore or replace es
sential faclllties and equipment damaged or
destroyed as a result of natural disasters
during the month of June 1972;

S. 3943. An act to amend the Public Build
ings Act of 1959, as amended to provide for
the construction of a civic center in the
District of Columbia, and for other pur
poses;

S. 4022. An act to provide for the partic
ipation of the United States in the Interna
tional Exposition on the Environment to
be held in Spokane, Washington, in 1974,
and for other purposes;

S. 4059. An act to provide that any person
operating a motor vehicle within the District
of Columbia shali be deemed to have given
his consent to a chemical test of his blood,
breath, or urine, for the purpose of deter
mining the blood alcohol content;

S. 4062. An act to provide for the acquisi
tion by the Washington Metropolitan Area
Transit Authority of the mass transit bus
systems engaged In the scheduled regular
route operations in the National Capital
Area, and for other purposes; and

S. 27. An act to establlsh the Glen Canyon
National Recreation Area in the States of
Arizona and Utah;

Packwood
Pastore
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Roth
Schweiker
Scott
Smith
Stafford
Stennis
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Taft
Talmadge
Tunney
Weicker
Willlams
Young

NAYS-O
NOT VOTING-39

Eastland McGovern
Edwards Metcalf
Fong Miller
Gambrell Montoya
Goldwater Mundt
Griffin Pearson
Gurney Pell
Harris Percy
Hartke Saxbe
Hatfield Sparkman
Hollings Spong
Hughes Thurmond
McGee Tower

Allott
Baker
Bayh
Bellmon
Bentsen
Boggs
Brock
Cannon
Case
Cook
Cooper
Curtis
Eagleton

If present and voting, the Senator from
Delaware (Mr. BOGGS), the Senator from
Kentucky tMr. COOK), the Senator from
Nebraska. (Mr. CURTIS) , the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN), the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. FaNG), the senator
from Iowa. (Mr. MILLER), the Senator
from IDinois (Mr. PERCY), the Senator
from South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND),
and the Senator from Texas (Mr.
TOWER) would each vote "yea."

The result was announced-yeas 61,
nays 0, as follows:

[No. 567 Leg.]
YEAS-61

Aiken Gravel
Allen Hansen
Anderson Hart
Beall Hruska
Bennett Humphrey
Bible Inouye
Brooke Jackson
Buckley Javits
Burdick Jordan, N.C.
Byrd, Jordan, Idaho

Harry F., Jr. Kennedy
Byrd, Robert O. Long
Chiles Magnuson
Church Mansfield
Cotton Mathias
Cranston McClellan
Dole McIntyre
Dominick Mondale
Ervin Moss
Fannin Muskie
Fulbright Nelson


