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SOCIAL SECURITY REVISION

THURSDAY, JANUARY 12, 1950

Un17ED STATES SENATE,
CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D. C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice at 10 a. m., in room 312,
mmw.wﬁ.m Office Building, Senator Walter F. George (chairman) pre-
siding.

Precent: Senators George (chairman), Connally, Lucas, Hoey,
Myers, Millikin, Butler, and Martin.

The Cramaan. This morning I thought we might have an ex-
planation of H. R. 6000, the social-security bill, and Mr. F. F. Fauri,
who is a specialist in social legislation, and who worked in conjunc-
tion with the Ways and Means Committee in the consideration of
H. R. 6000, is present.

Mr. Fauri, 1 believe you were with the Ways and Means Committee

a1l the way through.

STATEMENT OF F. ¥, FAURI, SPECIALIST IN SOCIAL LEGISLATION,
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE, LIBRARY OF CONGRESS

Mr. Faurr. Yes. I started with the Ways and Means last Feb-

yuary, and finished over there on October 15.
The Cratrmax. You may have that seat there. I think each Sena-
tor will find before him an analysis already in writing, prepared by
‘Mr. Fauri, of H. R. 6000, and a comparison with present law, the
recommendations of the advisory council appointed by this commit-
tee in the Eightieth Congress, and I believe it will be helpful for Mr.
Fauri to give us a statement analyzing this bill and pointing out the
points of difference—that is, between the recommendations made by
the advisory council. It will be recalled that the council was com-
posed of 17 members, selected people, and it was headed up by the
late Mr. Edward S. Stettinius, Jr., and he had on it a number or very
able people from industry, from labor, and from the groups interested
\in social security in the country. Prof. Sumner Schlicter, of Har-
vard, was the associate chairman of the council. These recommenda-
tions were submitted to this committee, and in certain vespects they
were followed by H. R. 6000, and in others they were not. At least
we would like to have a statement of the present law, those recom-
mendations, and H. R. 6000—how they differ and how their dovetail.
Mr. Faukr For the purpose of identification, my name is Fedele F.
Fauri. I am a member of the staff of the Legislative Reference Serv-
ice, Library of Congress, and was detailed to the Ways and Means
Committee this past year, and in 1948 T was detailed as staff member
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to the advisory council on social security of this committee, and prior
to that time I was employed by the State of Michigan as director of
the State social-welfare department and the State bureau of social
security. At present I have been detailed to the staff of this committee
at the request of the chairman.

The bill H. R. 6000 modifies five progranmsmow in the Social Security
Act. Tt does not modify in any way except for very minor technical
amendments the unemployment-insurance program. That program is
not covered by the bill.
~ The five programs fhat are modified are the old-age and survivors
insurance program, the three public assistance programs— namely,
old-age assistance, aid to dependent children, and aid to the blind—
and the child welfare services program. ;

The bill provides two new programs: One, permanent and total
disability insurance, which would become a part of old-age and sur-
vivors insurance and would provide benefits to people who ave perma-
nently and totally disabled.

The Cratryan. Without regard to age?

Mr, Favrr, Without regard to age, sir._ The person has to be per-
manently and totally disabled, and has had to contribute to the system
over a period of time. I will discuss this proposed program in more
detail a little later on.

The other new program would provide orants-in-aid to the States
for needy permanently and totally disabled persons. This grant-in-
aid program to the States for needy permanently and totally disabled
persons would be the same as the grant-in-aid program for old-age
assistance. In other words, you would have four grant-in-aid pro-

rams under public assistance, old-age assistance, aid to dependent
children, aid to the blind, and the new one, aid to the permanently and
totally disabled. You would have two new programs for the last group
of people, one under insurance and the other under assistance.

enator Lucas. The State, I presume, will do its share ?

Mr. Faunt Just like old-age assistance, sir. If the State puts up $20
for a payment, the Federal overnment would put up a maximum of
$30, just like for old-age assistance.

.To comment briefly on the first of the programs I mentioned, old-age
and survivors insurance, there are today about 2,700,000 peo ple recelv-
ing old-age and survivors insurance benefits, and out of these 2.7
Emzo:.ﬁmoﬁf about 1.9 million are over 65 years of age, either retired
workers or their wives or their parents or widows over 65 years of
age. There is close to 2,000,000 people over 65 getting old-age insur-
ance benefits.

The balance making up the 2.7 million are children and widows
under 65 years of age with children of deceased workers in their care.

Senator Hory. How much does that ordinarily amount to?

Mr. Faurr. The cost of benefits is running about $700,000,000 a
year.

Senator Hoey. What does that mean to the individual ¢

Mp. Faurr The benefit for retired workers today is $26 a month.

The Cratrmax. Is that the average? ,

Mr. Favkr. That is the average, sir. The maximum is $45.20, but
the average is $26.

Under mﬂ. R. 6000 coverage would be extended to about 11,000,000
new workers. ‘
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_ Senator Lucas. Let me ask you about that $26 average. Does that
include the amounts appropriated by the Federal Government and
the States?

Mr. w,pduH...Zou sir; the $26 per month pammp.pmm relates to the old-
age and survivors insurance program which is financed out he
OAST trust fund. e Salibs

Senator Locas. T understand that.

Mr. Faurr. Of these 11,000,000 workers, about 7,000,000 would be
brought under the system on a compulsory basis, and close to 4,000,000
would be mrm:&m for coverage on a voluntary basis. The 4,000,000 is
made up of State and local employees. They may not be brought in on
a compulsory basis because the Federal Government cannot, of course,
tax a State and so this group would be afforded coverage through
State-Federal no_s%wﬁm. So how many of those 4,000,000 would be
covered will depend upon State action.

Senator MarmN. How many under State? What is the number?

My. Faort. There arve close to 4,000,000 employees of State and local
governments,

Senator Marmin. State and local. T see. That includes local, too?
. My m.,».dwh Yes. As to the benefits under that program, as I men-
tioned in answer to Senator Hoey’s question, the average for retired
worker is about $26. The bill would raise the benefits for the retired
workers now on the rolls, receiving an average of $26, to about $44,
or an increase of about 70 percent for the people already retired.

Senator Hory. The funds that have been accumulated for this, have
they been contributed to by the employer and employee?

Mr. Faurr, Yes, sir.

Senator Hory. I wonder what sort of condition that fund is in with
respect to what effect this raise would have on it ?

Mr. Faurt. I am not an actuary, sir, but there is about 12,000,000,-
000 dollars in the fund presently, and according to the report of the
Ways and Means Committee, the tax schedule, which I will mention
later, provided in the bill is designed to make the system self-sup-
porting. That is what the committee report sets forth.

Senator MartiN. I would like to go back to the State and local
employees. What is the plan as to how that would be handled? I
know in our own State we have had in existence for 35 years our
retirement system. What would be the plan of handling that? I
will be asked that question. -

My, Faurr The State legislature would have to authorize that a
compact be entered into with the Federal Government. You would
have to have State enabling legislation. In addition, the bill pre-
scribes what groups can be brought in, and further prescribes that any
group under an existing system—an existing retirement system—can.-
not be brought in under any circumstances unless the adult beneficiaries
and the individuals covered by the system vote in a written referen-
dum, and there is a two-thirds majority of those voting in favor of
coverage under old-age and survivors insurance.

Senator Martin. That would be necessary? Well, we will take,
for example, the city of Philadelphia. Say they wanted to come in.
It would be necessary for them to have an enabling act from the Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania, and then they would vote, we will say
by two-thirds to come into the system ? i
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Myr. Faurr. That is correct, sir.  You see, the contract is made with
the State, not with the locality.

Senator Hoey. Does that a mJ‘ to different towns? A great man
firemen have written me, m:% Imagine 40 others, saying they don’t
want to go in because they do not want to interfere with their present
retirement system. Would it be two-thirds of the firemen voting or
two-thirds of all State employees*

Mr. Paurr. Two-thirds of the firemen if they are covered under an
exclusive system for firemen. If the system covers firemen and police-
men, then it would be both. ) .

Senator Martix. That would be the particular municipality. It
would not have to take in the whole State?

‘Mr. Faurr. That is vight, sir; if the municipality has .a separate
system. '

Senator Magrrin. We have in our State several that have their
separate systems. We have tried to bring it into the State system,
but we have not been very successful in doing it.

Senator Myers. 1 understand none of those systems will be dis-
turbed unless you have enabling legislation and unless the employees
themselves vote, two-thirds of those affected by that, in the affirmative.

~ Mr. Faurt. That is the way it is.

Senator Myers. There is certainly a great deal of misunderstand-
ing because the local muoﬁmmu particularly in my State, believe that
this legislation automatically brings them under the Federal act.

Senator MarTIN. That is the reason I was going into those questions.
I have had inquiries the same as you have had them, and some are
very much disturbed. ¥or example, our State police, they are not
only in Pennsylvania’s retirement system but they have one of their
own, and in which they contribute very meﬂq toward it, and they
have been uneasy that it might be disturbed ; but as I see it, it could not
be disturbed unless the majority of two-thirds, after we have enabling
legislation from the State, as I understand it.

he Cramyan. Two-thirds of those actually in the system and
two-thirds of the beneficiaries under the system, as I understand it.
Is that right?

Mr. Faurr Yes.

Senator Myers. Could you refer us to the page of the act where
that is covered ? . .

Mr. Faurr, Yes, I can. I will give you first the page in the commit-
tee report where it is discussed at great length. ould you like that?

Senator Myers. Yes, that would be very helpful.

Mr, Faurt. In the uﬁwmwm and Means report, report 1300, it is on
pages 10 to 11 and is discussed further, the whole State and local
employee matter, on 100 to 104, 129 to 130.

Senator, if I might just comment, in this blue document that I MB-
pared, Major Differences in the Present Social Security Law, the Rec-
ommendation of the Advisory Council of H. R. 6000, for example,
under State and local employees, you will find on page 4 and running
over to page 5 at the.conclusion of the statement under H. R. 6000, there
are page references to the Ways and Means Committee report so you
can find the appropriate pages in the committee report, and in turn
the sections in the bill from the committee report.

Senator Marrrn. That is very well done.



SOCIAL SECURITY REVISION 5%

Senator Lucas. Take the example of the State police of Pennsyl-
vania; would there be any advantage in the State police of that State
coming into this system ?

Mr. Faorr. As I understand it, as the chairman asked me to explain
the bill, and not to editorialize on it, but I might just say this, that
much would depend upon the Pennsylvania system as to how long an
individual has to stay in the system to get vested rights, and other
matters of that nature.

Senator MarTiN. For the benefit of Senator Lucas, I doubt very
much whether that would fit in because you see, they retire at 50 and
I doubt very much whether it would fit into this, but T wanted to be
sure of your position, because I have had a lot of letters on it. I have
had State policemen ask me about it. Some of them are fearful that
maybe they would be forced to come into it. You have explained it
very nicely.

Senator Lvcas. You can rest assured if there is any advantage of
any of these outfits that they get, getting a little better arrangements
financially, they are going to be in; if not, they will be out.

The Crasmrmax. It would in each instance involve a comparison of
the benefits and the State system or municipal system with the bill as
it finally passes, and that, of course, would be a matter that would
address itself to the judgment of the members of that system.

Mr. Faurr. If we can go back to benefits, you will recall I mentioned
that for those now retired the average benefit would go from $26 to
$44 or a rise of about 70 percent.

The CaatrMan. After the enactment of the law? -

Mr. Faurt. That is right, sir.  For workers retiring within the next
tew years the benefit average would be increased from $26 to about, $50
to $55; in other words, almost doubled, if the provisions in this bill
became law.

The Custrman. The theory of that, I presume, is that those who
Lave already retired contributed under the existing law, whereas those
who hereafter retire will make some contributions under the new act,
perhaps at higher rates.

Mr. Faurt. Yes. The rise of 70 percent for the people now on the
rolls is very comparable to the cost-of-living rise since 1939—the 70
percent.

The Cramrman. I understand,

Mr. Faurr. The bill also modifies the insured-status requirement, or
in other words, the eligibility requirement for benefits. Today a per-
son has to have, if he is retiring, one quarter of coverage for mpoﬁ of the
twocalendar quarters elapsing after 1936, and before he attains the age
of 65 or dies. So if he attains age 65, as of right now he has to have
96 quarters of coverage. A year from now a person becoming 65
years of age would have to have 28 quarters of coverage. The bill pro-
vides a new test, I should say an additional test, for eligibility of 20
quarters out of the 40-quarter period ending with the quarter in which
the man becomes 65, or later. In other words, & man coming under the
system for the first time would get fully insured status—he would be
eligible for old-age benefits, his wife would be eligible for benefits, his
children would be eligible for benefits—if he has 5 years of continuous
coverage. Itshould ‘be noted, however, that the 5 years or 20 quarters
must be within the 40-quarter period I mentioned.

(o} SOULAL SEUURLLY Kby idius

Senator Hoey. Under the present law, do you have to have 26 quar-
ters of coverage to participate at all? )

Mr. Faurt. A man becoming 65 right now, Senator, would have to
have 26 quarters of coverage to be eligible for old-age benefits.

Senator Hory. Suppose these men, as_I have had so many letters
about this from people who, say, have 10,712, 14 quarters, and they do
not get anything at all, they are out; do they ever get anything from
that, the money that they paid in over the period of time which covered
18 or 14 or 15 quarters? They do not get anything at all?

Myr. Favrr Those now attaining age 65 do not get anything unless
they have 26 quarters of coverage, with this exception: If a person
dies, he does not have to have 26 quarters for his family to get benefits.
He has to have 6 quarters out of the 13-quarter period ending with the
quarter of his death. But for retirement purposes, he has to have,
if he attains age 65 during the first half of 1950, at least 26 quarters of
coverage. , ) ol

Senator Homy. How do they get into this sort of position? T am
asking because of so many inquiries. 1 had a letter today, “I have
got 14 quarters, and I am retired, and I don’t get a cent.” How does
Le get into that sort of situation? Is it because he is out of service
before he reaches 65 ¢
"Mr. Faurr. That is right. He could have become disabled, and the
bill makes provisions for that as to the future, but there is no provision
under present law, or he may have left covered employment, left em-
ployment in the factory and went to work on a farm, and with the
farm employment not being covered, he would not acquire additional
quarters of coverage, and in turn lose liis insured status.

Senator Hory. All of those now that have been covered, unless they
reached 26 quarters, and they go into something else, or anything else
happened—they are disabled or anything—they do not get anything
at all? :

" Mr. Faurr, That is as to the man who becames 65 now. If he was
65 a year ago it was 24 quarters.

Senator wHom%. But now he would have to have 26 quarters or would
not get anything at all. ‘

M. Favrr. Insofar as his retivement benefits ave concerned, that 1s
true. ’

Senator Hory. Would he get anything? .

Mr. Faurr. If he died, he might be what we call currently insured
with the 6 quarters out of the 13-quarter period ending with his death,
and his family would get survivor benefits.

The Crammmax. He would get, Senator, under existing law, no
yefund. But he would have the protection running to his children
and his widow if she has the children in her care, if he dies.

Senator Hory. But if he dies any time after he becomes 65, do they
benefit from whatever he has paid in? .

Mr. Faurt. Not unless he had insured status. Was he drawing
Lenefits, you mean, sir, at 65% .

Senator Hoey. No.

Mr. Faurt. No. o

Senator Hory. I am talking about the man who has paid in, say,
‘ust this morning this man said he had paid in 14 quarters, and he

ecame disabled and could not do that work, and had to get some other
lighter work in some different field not covered, and he said of course
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he could not get anything back of this 14 quarters, and that he thought
that if he died his family would not get any benefit either.

Mu. Faurr. As the chairman said, there is no refund, and the family
would not get any protection unless those 14 quarters fell into this
category, that he had 6 quarters of coverage out of the 13-quarter
period, ending with the quarter of death.

Senator Lucas. In other words, any money that is collected under
those circumstances, there is never any refunded for that.

Mr. Faorr. That is correct.

The Cuamsmax. That is, under existing law.

Mr. Favrt. Yes.

The Cramaran. That would be true under 6000

Mr, Faurt. That is right. :

The next major provision that I might mention under the old-age
and survivors insurance is the wage base, the taxable wage base is in-
creased from $3,000 in present law to $3,600 per year.

The Crmamman. On that point, the advisory committee recom-
mended what?

Mr. Faurt., Of the advisory committee, the majority recommended
$4.200, a minority recommended $3,000, as in the present law, and
another minority recommended $4,800. There was a three-way split.

Senator Lucas. I should like to return for a moment to the man
that Senator Hoey was discussing who only has 14 quarters. Was
that discussed before the Ways and Means Committee as to the ad-
visability of trying to do something for that fellow who has paid in
this money—rather they have just taken it away from him, he did
not have anything to do with it? They just took it away from him
and put it in a fund, and then because he did not have quite enough
service here, why, he gets nothing in return. What was the position
of the Ways and Means Committee on that? :

Mr. Faurt. The Ways and Means Committee discussed that at great
length, but then ended up with the provision I mentioned of having
to have a minimum of 20 quarters of coverage for retirement. One
factor being that the amount paid back to individuals is not a great
deal; would not be very helpful to the individual, and another factor
that comes into that particular proposition is that the individual, like
this man with 14 quarters during some period of time, he very Likely
had currently insured status in case he died. You see, he had some
protection in the sense of term insurance for his family.

Senator Hory. It was regarded more on that basis.

Mr. Faurt. That is one of the factors.

Senator Hory. Like term insurance, it runs out; you have not got
anything.

Ir. Faurt Yes.

Senator Liucas. I suppose there would be some administrative diffi-
culties involved in there.

Mr. Faurr. You mean to pay back the contributions. Yes; very
much. That is another factor. In some instances the amount re-
turned would be less than the cost to return it.

In concluding the high ﬁmraﬁ»m of old-age and survivors insurance,
I might mention the tax rate. As you know, under the present law,
the tax rate is 114 percent on the employer and 1% percent on the
employee for 1950 and 1951. 'The present law increases the tax rate
to 2 percent, on the employer and 2 percent on the employee beginning
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in 1952. The bill proposes a tax rate of 2 percent on each beginning
in 1951, 214 percent in 1960, 3 percent in 1965, and 314 percent 1m 1970.

These are the high lights meﬂ I wanted to present on old-age and
survivors insurance, and then if time permits I shall come back: to this
program. If you would like, Mr. Chairman, I will go to the other
programs mentioned. b

The Crammax. All right; suppose you do that.

Mr. Faurr, The next program is the permanent and total disability
insurance. 'This program for the permanently and totally disabled

‘would be administered in connection with old-age and survivors in-

surance. Under the bill as it 1s proposed benefits would be paid to
the worker who is permanently and totally disabled, but no-benefits
would be provided for his dependents, such as his wife. To: be eli-

ible he must have had a minimum of 20 quarters of coverage out of
the 40-quarter period ending with the quarter of disability, orroughly
5 out of 10 years, and 6 quarters of coverage out of the I3-quarter pe-
riod ending with disability. So you have a long time test, and a
short time test for that program, and the disability must have lasted
at least 6 months before he becomes eligible for benefits, and the.
disability has to be one that is classified as permanent and total to.
be eligible. .

Senator Myers. Are the benefits retroactive to 6 months?

Mr. FausL Retroactive benefits can only be made for 3 months, and:
that is not within the 6-month waiting period. Actually under the
bill, a person would have to wait about 714 months from the time he
became disabled before he could get benefits, but if he delayed coming
in to apply, benefits could be retroactive for 3 months.

Senator Luoas. He would be about ready to pass out at that time.

Mr. Faurr. And there are exceptions to the time that he is permit-
ted to come in and apply for benefits up until 1953, to let people get ac-
quainted with the program.

Senator Hory. These benefits, are they based on the amount of
earnings?

Mr. Faurr. Just like his old-age benefit. The simplest way to state
it is probably this: He would get the same benefit for himself as he
would get had he become 65 at the time he became disabled.

Qenator Hoey. There is no provision for partial; it is just total.

Mr. Faurt Only total.

Senator Connarry. That applies only to those that pay in?

Mr. Faur. That is right, Senator Connally; just to those who pay

Mr, Faorr. That is right, Senator Connally; just to those who pay

Senator Connasrry. The man on the farm who becomes disabled
and stays disabled would not get a cent. _

My, fraurt. That is right. The bill has another program for that
type of individual which T will mention just a bit later. .

Senator ConwarLy. I am talking of this one we are now talking
about. He would not be covered at all.

Mr. FaurL No.

Senator Conwarry. And the allowance for total disability is not
dependent upon his continuing to pay, of course. .

Mr. Favrr. No; after he becomes disabled and is eligible for disa-
bility benefits, he pays no longer.

Senator ConnarLy. He pays no longer.

Mr. Faurt. That is right.
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before? .

Mr. Faurr. Yes, sir. He has to have paid in for a minimum of 5
years out of 10, and then the amount of benefits is related to the
wage that he earned while he was in covered employment.

Now to touch briefly on public assistance, there is the old-age as-
sistance program which today is providing payments, State and Fed-
eral payments, to about 9,700,000 people over 65. The principal
change in the bill relating to old-age assistance is the formula for
grants-in-aid to the States which would provide for additional Fed-
eral funds to all States, but relatively larger increases would go to
States that are making low payments. .

I can msd it this way: A State that is now having an average pay-
ment of $30 per recipient or less could increase the payment per reci-
pient to the same number of ﬁmomﬂm on the rolls $6 without any addi-
tional State money, but for the States that pay higher average pay-
ments, the Federal increase is less.

This proposed matching formula for old-age assistance gives the
greatest aid generally to mnmﬁmm having a low per capita income, but
it is not a formula based on per capita income. You get that result
vmnm%mm most of the States with low per capita income make low pay-
ments.

A similar formula is provided for aid to the blind for the 74,000
aid-to-the-blind recipients.

Senator Hopy. Before you leave this on the basis of $30 where the
State pays $30, how much of that would be paid by the Federal Gov-
ernment, and how much by the State, or the counties? )

Mr. Faurr. Under the bill?

Senator Hory. Yes; under the new bill.

Mr, Faurr. You are paying $30. I have a table here on that.

Senator Hory. I was just taking any figures; you mentioned $30.

Mr. Favrr., 1f a State has a $30 matchable average today, the Fed-
eral Government contributes $20 of that, and under the wmw the Fed-
eral Government would contribute $22.50 of that amount.

_ Bat to put it another way, the average monthly payment to the
individual which is now $30 could be increased to $35 under the bill
with the expenditures from State funds staying the same.

As T mentioned, you have the same provision for aid to the blind,
plus another provision designed to encourage blind individuals to

- become self-supporting. The bill would permit the State to exempt
© $50 of earned income of a recipient of aid to the blind without affect-
ing the amount of his assistance payment.

Senator Martzy. Does that mean where a State is carTying on a
plan of that kind, would the State plan be independent of this. and
then this would supplement it ?

Mr. Faurt. Not on this point, siv. On this point, the exemption of
$50, it would apply to the anproved State-Federal plan. I think,

Senator Martin, the point you bring up relates to the apecial provision
T the bill for States that now, do not have an approved aid to the
blind program, such as Pennsylvania. ;

Senator MarTIN. What T am getting at is this: We havea plan that
is working verv well, T believe. What I was getting at was whether

that plan would be disturbed and this could be in addition.
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Suppose we would continue what we are doing in Pennsylvania.
Then could this supplement what we are already doing?

Mr. Faurt. The provision in the bill, as I understand it, would do
this for Pennsylvania : Pennsylvania could continue its present system,
which is not approved by the Federal Government, as you know. Then
it could also provide aid to individuals who met the Federal require-
ments and get matchin for that group, so you would have, as T under-
stand the bill, a State-Federal system, and also a system for payments
to individuals who do not nieet the Federal requirements. This ar-
.H.M__Hmmmﬁmsﬁ would be provided for a temporary period.

wder the bill the State of Pennsylvania would be permitted to
continue its present system, and get a federally approved system until
June 80, 1953. That 1sthe way it is set up, sir.

Senator Liucas. This bill is not going to disturb -any State system
:wh.;omm the State system wants them disturbed. That is about the size
of it.

Mr. Faurr. On aid to the blind, in general, that is right.

Senator MartiN. After 1953, we would be out; would we not?

Mr. Favrt. The way the bill now stands.

The third program under public assistance is aid to the dependent
children. That program today is aiding with State-Federal payments
about one and a half million children in five hundred and some thous-
and families. And there would be additional funds to all States under
the new formula for this program. In addition, the bill would rec-
ognize the needs of the mother or other adult relative taking care of
the children for Federal matching purposes, which are not recognized
today.

m%:mﬁow Hoey. Under the new bill what would be the matching ?

Mr. Faurr, The Federal share per recipient under the bill would
be four-fifths of the first $15 of the average payment, one-half of the
next $6, one-third of the next $6, within a $27 maximum for the mother,
or the other adult relative, a $27 maximum for the first child, and an
$18 maximum for each additional child; whereas under the present
law the Federal share is three-fourths of the first $12 of the average,
plus half of the remainder, within the maximum of $27 for the first.
child, $18 for each additional child, with no provision for the mother or
other relative of the children.

The fourth public assistance program under the bill is the aid to
the needy permanently and totally disabled. This is the new program
under assistance that is created under the bill for Federal grants-in-
aid to the States for people who are permanently and totally disabled -
and who are in need. This program would have the same grant-in-aid
formula as for old-age assistance.

Senator Hopy. These public assistance programs, that is contributed
out of the Public Treasury? _

Mr. Faurt, That is right.

Senator Hory. And nobody is taxed for that except the general
taxation ?

Mr. Faurt. Yes. .

Senator Hory. Now, about how much is presently required to meet
these public assistance programs to the blind and dependent children
and the old age?
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Mr. Fausr They are running currently, Senator Hoey, Federal
costs are running somewhat 1n excess of $1,000,000,000 a year for
that purpose. Would you like them broken down by program?

Senator Hoey. I just wanted to get the total. You would add by
this another program to it without regard to whether they were covered
under anythin '

Mr. Favrr ﬁwmm.

Senator Homy. Do you have an estimate when you add that to it,
and the changes made, as to possible amounts of appropriations that
would be required out of the Public Treasury?

EWHHH... w»qwm The report of _&wm Aaw,uﬂm%sm Means Committee shows the

ic assistance provisions of this bill increasing the F
about $256,000,000. T BRERES

WMEW.OH.WOHWM. That would be extras.

r. Faurr, Yes. That includes the totally and permanently dis-
mwwmm category estimated by the Ways and Means to cost %mm,woo,wooo a
year.

m&m Miuwwﬁrmw @Mo%ga :w the bill is child-welfare services.

enator Mymrs. o not think you covered th
MEMH totally disabled. ‘ SiENGY prmeGy

r. Faurs. That is the group that the bill would provide F'

TAUE ) . . ederal
..mH..m.ﬁm-E-Em for just like old-age assistance, that SQWE cost the MM_.@
million dollars, and it would be up to the State to set up eligibility
requirements, send in a State plan, just like old-age assistance.

enator Homy. That would be participated in by the State.

WHH.. Mbdwm. The mWSm way as old-age assistance.

_ Senator Myzgs. arently t / ‘er wer
._Sm_., p%m,smsﬁmm PP vy to cover those that were not covered

r. Faurt. That is right; if a person became peri .
e . ; er: came permanently disabled
e UMWZ% disabled and was not eligible for disability insurance under

wwum%ow gw%_m. For instance, a farm labover.

r. Faurt. That is right. The farm laborer could come unde

. nd
mwmwm-wmmmpﬂ program, and also the person who got insurance www.mmwm
mm.s d come in and get supplementary benefits from the need program
if he showed suffictent need and that this insurance benefits and his
other income were not sufficient to take care of him, just like the man
m.mm:gm. oum.mmm msm,_ﬁumswﬁqowm insurance today. . ‘

_Senator Hory. Does this compensation for the disab ;
EW%H,,:%H old m,.w.wm to go along with 1t, the benefits ? salan gL

r. Faurr. For the permanently and totally disabled it would b
to theState, sir, and could be identical with old-age assistance, or mewm
gw. the matching formula of the Federal Government is the same.

. This last program, effected by this bill is child welfare. The bill
would authorize appropriations from the Federal Government to the
States in the amount of 7 million dollars a year, instead of the 3.5
J::Ea dollars that is now provided, and there is one other change in
that program that T am not going to take your time with now.

I might mention that if you would like, with these brief high lights
as a background, Mr, Chairman, I could go back and discuss Ccoverage
under old-age and survivors insurance, which is probably the first
thing that the committee will be considering, if you have the time.

The Crairaan. We have about 40 minutes.
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Senator Burrer. Mr, Chairman, I would appreciate a word or two
on how the adoption of H. R. 6000 becoming a law would affect current
pension systems.

The CriatrMAN. Private ones, you mean?

Senator Burrer. Current systems that axe now in effect. Many in-
dustrials have their own pension systems.

Mr. Faurr. That is a broad subject. T will try to comment a bit
on it, and see if I can be helpful.

Senator ButLer. You can generalize on it.

My, Faurr. These private pension plans—of course, there are many
types, but as I understand some of the new ones, such as Ford Motor,
if the benefits under the old-age and Survivors insurance program are
raised, it would not change the total amount that the worker, such
as with Ford, would receive. In other words, if he had 30 years of
service with the Ford Motor Co. and was m:mﬂbm for $100 payment, if
he was eligible today under present law for, say, $40 old-age and
survivors insurance, the private pension would be $60, to make up the
$100. If under the bill that $40, that he would get under present law
became $70, he would still get a total of $100. Under some other
systems that is not true. The private payment is independent of the
social-security payment.

Senator BUTLER. In many cases, then, one who qualifies under 6000
would also be drawing perhaps a private pension.

Mr. Faurr, In many cases, you say

Senator BUTLER. Yes.

My, Faurt. Yes; in a considerable number. There is much discus-
sion as to just how many are under private systems.

Senator BurLer. Te say nothing of policies that individuals carry
on their own acecount. Of course, those would not be affected in any
Way. .

Wﬁ.. Faurr. They would not be affected.

Qenator Hory. Do you have any estimate of how many get private
pensions from the various industries in the country? How many are
eligible?

Mr. Faorr. The most recent figures I have seen show about 3 to 6
million that are covered under private systems.

Senator Liucas. Would this have a tendency to destroy any of those
private systems? .

Mr. Faorr I do not think I can answer your question except to
say this, Senator Lucas, that the passage of the Social Security Act
did not have adverse effect on private pension plans then in effect,
and at that time there was mueh discussion that it would destroy
them, but history shows that private pension meww did not drop out
of the picture after the passage of the act. What the future is going
to be, I do not know.

Senator Lucas. If we provide as much as, under this bill, some
private pension plans provides, would they continue? 'That is the
question in my mind. That is, would they continue under the private
pension system if they are cetting the same under this bill?

Mr. Faurr I suppose you would have varying results, depending
upon the private system.

Senator Hory. In most of these private systems, does not the em-
ployee contribute along with the company, the employer, to the pen-
sion fund? _
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Mr., Faurr. The new ones such as the CIO-Ford, the CIO-United
States Steel pension plans are noncontributory, but the older ones
‘generally Wm% contributions from employer and employees. During
the ﬁmH. period, however, the number of noncontributory plans in-
creased.

Senator Hory. You mentioned about this number of probably
5,000,000 being covered; would you have any idea as to how many
of those were 1n the class where the employee contributed to the fund?

Mzr. Faurr No, I do not.

The Crmamman. You might proceed as far as you can.

Mr. Faurr If we go back to the first page of this blue document you
gentleman have in front of you I will high-light the various coverage
groups, that make up 11,000,000 individuals that ave affected by ﬁmm
coverage provisions of the bill.

You will notice, first, we have “A. Self-employed : 1 Nonfarm sel{-
employed.” The nonfarm self-employed are not covered under exist-
ing law, and over in the last column, you will notice that they are
covered under H. R. 6000, if the self-employment yields annual net
income of at least $400, except for services performed by individuals
falling in the 10 excepted groups, i. e., physicians, lawyers, dentists,
osteopaths, veterinarians, chiropractors, optometrists, Christian
Science practitioners, publishers, and designated engineers. They are
not, covered under the bill

Senator BurLer. Could you tell us in a few words why they should
be exempted, why they should not be included? Can you tell us that
in a few words? : .

Mr. Faurr. I would like to answer you more this way, if I may, that
the committee excluded this group—that is, the Committee on Qmuﬂm
and Means—on the basis that many of them do not retire. Many
doctors, say, work until they die, and they do not retire. Similarly
with veterinarians and other professional groups. Exclusions were
made, I believe, in some instances, at least, through specific requests
of the various groups. _

Probably another factor was that many of these people are in an
income class that generally does not become dependent on public
assistance.

Now, the advisory council, if you will notice in the third column,
covers all nonfarm self-employed with no exclusions, if the self-
employment yields an annual gross income of at least $500 and a net
income of at least $200.

Senator BurLer. They do not exclude even these professionals.

Mr. Faurr. No. The bill would bring in about 414 million people
under this particular item of nonfarm self-employed.

As to item 2, under “A,” you note farmers are not covered under
present law and not covered under the bill. The advisory council
recommended that farmers be covered in the same manner as the non-
farm self-employed. It is estimated that there are about 434 million
farmers.

Now, as to agricultural workers, item B. Under present law agri-
cultural workers are excluded and also certain border-line agricul-
tural services are excluded even though they are not performed on
the farm. These services are, as you will note in the second column,
services in connection with the production or harvesting of maple
sirup or maple sugar, or services in connection with raising or har-

h.m" DULLAL R U s s =

stine of mushrooms, hatching of poultry, or ginning of cotton, or
mewwwmm in connection with irrigation. ‘That is reservoirs, MB@ mo,.‘._,.é_g
if the water is to be used for farming purposes. Then woﬂm m.ﬂ_qmm wsm
services such as packing and. processing are excluded, per oa%m. om
farmers or farmers’ cooperatives, and for commercl wm.z. %H.w om
fruits and vegetables, and services 1n cormection with @J uction o
crude gum, from a living tree, or the processing of such crude gum 1nto
: irits of turpentine. ) ]
mcﬁﬁwam“d H%.m bill %MEO:E,:.& labor in general 1s not covered, but 1t
would bring in about 200,000 of these border-line agricultural moiﬂzmw
In the fourth column of page 1 you will note, first, services performe
on or off the farm in connection with the processing of maple mmm
into maple sirup or maple sugar. And then, two, services performe
off the farm in connection with the raising or w@ﬁmmaﬁm... of mush-
rooms, hatching of poultry, or irrigation, bringing in all of rﬁo.wo.wﬁomm
under (2), under the column of “Present law,” except the m:mgbm. of
cotton. And third, the postharvesting services performed for armers
noowaamﬁdmm or for commercial handlers of fruits and vegetables, pro-
viding they are not performed for a farmer, or for an in o.u,.Bw_ group
of farmers.
Senator Liucas. They are covered?
Mr. Faurt. Under the bill these services are covered. , m

Senator Lucas. They were covered under the council’s report

Mr. Faort. Under the council’s report you have blanket coverage
for all farm workers as well as farmers.

Senator Lucas. These last that you mentioned are not covered un-
der the present law.

Mr. Faurr. That is right.

Senator Hoey. Does this represent seasonal employment, these
groups down here, or is it regular ?

Mz, Faurr. Well, you have some of both. - o

Senator Hoey. How do you manage it when it 1 seasonal, say, only
3 or 4 months in the year? How do they provide for the coverage,

; tions like that? . »
ﬁowﬁwwn: Mﬂﬂ. Under the bill, Senator, there 1s no provision as to
how these workers would be covered in the sense of how the tax would
be collected. Present law permit the Bureau of Internal Revenue
to collect the tax by pay-roll return, or by 2 mﬁﬁsw plan. In cwrmn
words, you have a fairly broad authority in present law so the method
would be left to the Bureau of Internal Revenue. ;

Senator Hory. I was wondering if a man has 3 or 4 months em-
ployment in the year, and he gets under this, does he just pay 1t for
the 3 or 4 months under the present law?

Mr. Faurr Yes. .

mmmgﬁoﬂ. Hory. Then he would share a less portion of the benefits ;
would he not?

Mr. Faugrr. That is right, or he may be the type of man you men-
tioned who only ends up with 14 quarters. As you know there 1s &
oreat variation in agricultural employment. There about 134 mil-

ion employees in agriculture in an average week, but on a yearly
basis there are about 434 million people working as agricultural
aborers. i .

H Senator Lucas. This last group that you have included in H. R.
6000, are there any figures to show how much time, for instance, a
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farmer would put in on processing of maple sap into maple sirup
during the year?! .

My, Favrr. No; I have not seen any, sir.

Senator Lucas. In view of the fact that it seems to me that this is
only seasonal and not regular, that you get back into the category of
the 14-quarter man that Senator Hoey was talking about, these fel-
lews would pay in quite a bit from time to time through this seasonal
operation, and may never get any benefit out of it. Hﬁm% would have
to go a long, long time to get any benefit. I throw that in for what-
ever it may be worth.

Mr. Faurr. That is very possible in that category.

- Senator Burrer. No provision for.agricultural temporary laborers
iz made, like imported into the sugar-beet area for that work?

Mr. Fauri. No, sir.

If we can move down to C on page 2, you will notice “Domestic
workers” and under present law domestic workers are not covered if
services are performed in a private home, local college club, or local
chapter of a college fraternity or sorority. Under the bill domestic
services would be covered if performed in a private home—but not on
a farm operated for profit—and the services in the private home are
covered only if the worker is employed 26 days or more in a calendar
quarter by one employer, and is paid cash wages at least of $25 for
the services rendered in the quarter. Services in local college clubs
and local chapters of college fraternities performed by a nonstudent
worker ave covered if the remuneration is 1n excess of $100 in a calen-
dar quarter., But as to the larger group here, the domestic servants
in the private homes, the bill would cover only those working 26 days
for one employer in a quarter period. It was estimated by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means the provision relating to domestic service
would bring in about 950,000 domestic servants out of a labor force
in the group of 1,750,000 in an average week.

Senator Marrin. A great number of people in their homes employ
maybe the regular person for just a day in the week at so much an
hour. Would they be covered?

Mr. Faurt. If that person worked 26 days in the quarter and got
paid at least $25 in cash for the quarter.

You will note in the third column that the advisory council recom-
mended full coverage of domestic servants.

The next big group is the employees of nonprofit organizations,
item D, pages 2 and 3. In general, as you know, under present law,
the nonprofit group is not covered. Under the bill services for non-
profit organizations would be covered except services performed by
ministers and members of religious orders, and certain other exclu-
sions shown here on page 2. Under the bill the tax would be levied on
a compulsory basis on the employees. The tax is not levied on the
employer unless the employer waives his tax exemption and elects to
pay the tax. That is the employer’s tax. If it happened that an em-
ployer did not waive the tax exemption, then the wage credits on
which the benefits of the employees would be based are reduced 50
percent, which means that the benefits themselves would be reduced 70
percent, because although you cut the wage credits in half under those
circumstances it does not cut the benefits in half, because the benefit
formula is so drafted that benefits would be based on 50 percent of

-
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o 8 ; .cent of the balance. It
: st 8100 of the average wage, and 10 percen : ;
Mwwmmwﬂmm& that the bill M.o.&.& oxtend coverage to about 600,000 em
of nonprofit organizations. o s )
E%ﬁmﬁ@&mo% oossowmgow a &m.%amﬁ %wmﬂmoﬁb ;m%mmwwzw%%%ww
1 the bill. e a :
tion on nonprofit employees than does Mo i e
-ould exclude, as under the bill, clergymen and me t1
M%%%m but would levy a compulsory tax on both the mEEoW e w%@ ﬁ%w
@waowm? The council said however, that the Congress shou : %H Qm
cate its intent that taxation of Eu.bwwo.mﬁ oampEmwﬂos.m momp % Mﬂ ®
and survivors insurance in no way implies a departure wﬁﬁmw. e % -
ciple of promoting the functions of these organizations thr Oﬁmo s
exemption, and that a major reason for extending protection e
area of m:wwwo%_ﬁmbw is to assist these institutions m fulfilling them
i waw.ﬁ..mm a minority report on this point by the council and you aﬁ
find that in the council report on page 63. Two members of M_,.m%ﬂgﬂw@
wanted only voluntary coverage, sayin that 1t mro_.bﬁ_,.ﬂm le OM0 8
nonprofit institutions to elect whether they would bring their EM@SM ﬂ
ees ”w.h or not, but the majority of the council recommended mandatory
ooWMHMmeH. Hory. That is the provision where the employer would not
be required to w%% unless Wm elected to do so?
‘Mr. Faurt. That is right. ey
Hw& next coverage group appears in ltem E, page 4, and % Hﬁ&.ﬁ ww
civilian employees. Under present law m,mmmmﬂ ._,,u.zmvmwg m:% oy Mww mmﬁ
_ i ; pt te ates or
not, covered if they are employed by the Unite: Lo
i i ; j : ; ther wholly owne
trumentality of the United States which is el holly awned
me qu_.w digmumﬁmﬁmm or exempt from the W.EEOME.,m tax moHH&% W,me
and survivors insurance imposed by section 1410 of the Interna
ode. . J
wmmw,m% mpm bill coverage would be m.mm%,&m%owoo& mzw, mﬁ mwwﬁ%sw m omw Mmm
: lovees. It is estimated that about 100, ederal
Mﬂﬂ MMwWocME% 2,000,000 Federal employees would be brought H_HH@MH..
the bill. It would not bring any m dicial maﬁoﬁmmﬁm‘, swo M%wﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂ@ -
. i it would bring in a relatively ] .
ployees under the system, it would brir  Insasmily Ol
such as those working for Federal credit un s nﬁ e
‘ations. national farm loan associations, and such 2 .
”wwwmbm for TVA, on a temporary basis, and not covered under Fm.
A system. By o B
H.%H:m M&&mow% council recommended a much broader prov ision Mrﬁm
is in H. R. 6000. They recommended immediate oo,qm.ummw.m.o a
mgﬁou.o.mw of the Federal Government. and its instrumentalities, me
cept foreign nationals, who are not covered by an existi um‘ﬂmﬁnmwsmmm
system, and that the wage credits of employees who &51 ﬂow ; Mm.w :
m,mmmammw employment with less than 5 years of mmwﬁom{uw%c L
transferred to ﬁwE-pMm and survivors Em_.ﬁmuom. HHb oﬁ.wmﬁ mW mw ; mmmwé wum
is under civil-service retirement and leaves X eders
WH% oﬁ%% Mwmwm of service, he is given his contributions back and has no
sested right under the system. ot
ammmwﬁw M%.Eoﬁ also 38%5525& that because of the ‘ooﬁimm;%w m%
coverage of Federal employees the Congress should direct a stu ﬂ ¢
made of how the two systems enuld he conrrdinated with th- mm: :@
recommendation that the combined benefits should not be less than
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what Federal employees would get under the existing civil-service re-
tirement system.

As to employees of State and local governments, I discussed that
somewhat before, and as I mentioned the bill would provide voluntary
coverage for the bulk of the 3.8 million State and local employees.
The bill, however, does provide for compulsory coverage for a very
limited group of workers, and that is. workers on transit companies
formerly owned by private interests and taken over by a govern-
mental unit. The advisory council went somewhat further than the
bill in respect of compulsory coverage for State and local workers.
They recommended compulsory coverage for all employees perform-
ing so-called proprietary functions for the State or for local units
of government, such as employees of liquor stores operated by the
State. Publicly owned utilities. The council recommended voluntary
coverage for other State and local employees. Under the council’s
recommendations there is no special consideration given to individuals
under an existing retirement system as is wwoqw&mm under H. R. 6000.
_ Senator MarTIN. What is the reason for compulsory coverage, we
will say, of the employees of the liquor stores of the State where they
have the monopoly system ?

Mr. Faurr. The advisory council recommended that those employees
be covered on a compulsory basis with the view that these employees
are performing a function that is not the ordinary function of gov-
ernment, and that the Federal Government could levy a tax on that
particular service. That is the way the advisory council analyzed
it. Whether that is legally possible or not, I cannot say. ;

Senator Martin. The reason I was asking that, it seemed just a
little bit doubtful to me. You take in Pennsylvania, the employees
of our State liquor stores are civil-service employees, but they come
under the same jurisdiction and the same rules and regulations as any
other employee of the State. We have in Pennsylvania part of our
folks under civil service and part are not, but they are all under
the same regulations as far as conduct is concerned, and paid out of
the general funds. That is the reason I was asking that question.

Mr. Stay. T do not think there would we any constitutional ques-
tion because long before we did not tax the State employees, we did
Jevy an income tax on those employees that were engaged in pro-
prietary functions as distinguished from governmental functions, and
T think the bill is designed to sort of carry that out. I mean, so far as
the Homsmﬁﬁsaohﬂ question is concerned, I think that is pretty well
settled.

The CrarrMax. Mr. Fauri, we will not have time to finish with your
statement, and I make this suggestion, that you complete your state-
ment on coverage for the record and that your statement be held as a
confidential print for the use of the committee. The committee rint
entitled “The Major Differences in the Present Social Security Law,”
the recommendation of the advisory council, and H. R. 6000 could
then be attached to your statement of this morning.

Senator Martin. Would it be possible for each one of us to have
a copy in a confidential way? :

The Crarman. That is right; each member of the committee.

Senator Martin. That would be very helpful. .

The Cratemax. This Committee print that we have used this
morning in following Mr. Fauri’s statement is not confidential but T
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would suggest that it be attached because that in a way completes the.
comparison of the principal differences in present law, the recom-
mendations of the advisory council, and the provision in H. R. 6000.

Mr. Faurr. The next category, item G, page 5, relates to employees
outside the United States. Under present=law employees outside the
United States ave not covered, except for employment on or in connec-
tion with an American vessel under a contract of service entered Into
with the United States or employment on and in connection with an
American vessel that touches at a port in the United States.

The bill would cover services performed outside the United States
by citizens of the United States for an American employer, and the
provision under present law relating to American vessels would be
made applicable to American aircraft. It is estimated that the ex-
tension as provided in the bill would bring in about 150,000 employees.

The advisory council made 1o specific recommendation, but did call
attention to the lack of coverage for American citizens employed out-
side the United States by American firms. .

The next is railroad employees, item H, page 5. Railroad employees
are covered under a separate system and 1n addition survivorship
protection is afforded railroad workers based on combined earnings
In railroad and old-age survivorship insurance. ) ol

The bill makes no change in the present survivorship provisions
and does not extend coverage to this group of employees. )

The advisory council recommended that the Congress should direct
the Social Security Administration and the Railroad Retirement
Board to undertake a study to determine the most sracticable method
of making railroad retirement supplementary to old-age and survivors
insurance. )

The council in its recommendation also stated that the combined
protection of both systems should at least equal that provided under
the Railroad Retirement Act.

Members of the armed forces, item T, page 5. The armed forces are
ot covered by old-age and survivors insurance under present law.
The bill leaves present law unchanged.

The advisory council recommended that members of the armed
forces be covered, and that the service retirement system should be
adjusted so that the combined protection is at least equal that afforded
servicemen at present. o .

Employment in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands is not covered
under present law. The bill would extend coverage to employment
in the Virgin Islands and also to Puerto Rico if requested by the
Puerto Rican Legislature in the latter case. The advisory council
made no recommendation for immediate coverage, but did recommend
that a commission should be established to determine the kind of social-
security protection appropriate to Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands, Guam,
and other possessions of the United States. .

Tips and gratuities are not included as wages under present law.
The bill would include cash tips and other cash remuneration cus-
tomarily received by an employee in the course of his employment,
but only in the amount the employee reports in writing to his employer.

The advisory council recommended inclusion, as wages, all tips and
gratuities customarily received by an employee from a customer of
an employer, either as reported by the employee or as estimated by
the employer.



Definition of employee: Under present law the term “employee”
includes an officer of a corporation but does not include—

(1) Any individual who, under the usual common-law rules appli-
cable in determining the employer-employee relationship, has the
status of an independent contractor; or

(2) Any individual, except an officer of a corporation, who is not an
employee under such common-Jaw rules. .

H. R. 6000 would repeal the provisions in existing law and in brief
the term “employee” would include—

(1) Officers of corporations;

(2) Individuals who are employees under the usual common-law
rules, and individuals performing services under a contract expressly
reciting that the person for whom'the service is performed shall have
complete control over the performance of the service and that the
individual in the performance of the service, either alone or as a
member of a group, is an employee;

(3) Individualsin the following occupational services who perforni
services under prescribed circumstances:

(¢) Outside salesmen in manufacturing or wholesale trade;

(3) Full-time life-insurance salesmen;

(¢) Driver-lessees of taxicabs;

(d) Homeworkers;

{e) Contract loggers;

(#) Mining lessees;

(¢) MHouse-to-house salesmen; or

(4) Individuals who are determined to have the status of employees
under the combined effect of the following seven factors:

(¢} Control over the individual;

(b) Permanency of the relationship;

(¢) Regularity and frequency of performance of the service;

(d) Integration of the individual’s work in the business to which he
renders service ;

{e) Lack of skill required of the individual;

(f) Lack of investment by the individual in facilities for work; and

(¢) Lack of opportunities of the individual for profit and loss.

The advisory council made no recommendation relating to definition
of employee.

The changes in insured status in H. R. 6000 and also the recom-
mendations of the advisory council are set forth on pages 7 and 8
of the committee print, Major Differences in the Present Social Se-
curity Law, the Recommendation of the Advisory Council and H. R.
6000,

Benefit categories appear on pages 8 and 9, and the benefit amounts
on pages 9, 10, and 11 of the afore-mentioned committee print.

Page 11 sets forth the change in the employment income limitation
for beneficiaries, or in other words, earnings permitted a beneficiary
under H. R. 6000, as well as under the recommendations of the ad-
visory eouncil. _

Benefits for World War II veterans are outlined on page 12 of
the committee print.

The provisions relating to financing of the social insurance system
under the bill and the recommendations of the advisory council on
financing ave outlined on pages 12 and 13.

The provisions of the bill and the recommendations of the advisory |
council relating to permanent and total disability insurance appear
on pages 14 to 16 of the committee print. - . =

Public assistance: Provisions relating to the existing public assist-
ance programs for which Federal grants-in-aid are provi ed—namely,
old-age assistance, aid to the blind, and aid to dependent children,
as well as the proposed fourth category"of assistance for the needy
permanently and totally disabled under the bill, and the general assist-
ance category proposed by the advisory council—are discussed on
pages 16 to 22 of the committee print. .

hild welfare services are referred to on page 22.
The CrzarrmaN. The committee will now recess.
(Thereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, the committee recessed. )
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