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THﬁRSDAY, MARCH 24, 1977
United States Senate,
Commi£tee on Finance,
T Washington, D.C.
« The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:05 é.m.
in room 2221, Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Russell
B. Long (Chairman of the Cbmmiftee) presiding.

Present: Senators. Long, Talmadge, Ribicoff, Byrd,
Bentsen,. Matsunaga, Moynihan, Cuftis, Dole, Laxalt and
Danforth.‘

The Chairman. Mr. Stern, suppose you get bﬁsy and start
explaining to us what some of the problems are, some of the
ﬁroblemS‘we wili.discuss and ‘also compared to what we did’
before. Suppose you go ahead, Mr. Stern.

Mr. Stern. Mr. Chairman, i might start with a chart

as apfintroduction. The chart .appears on the blackboard .,

on the left. ' It is also before you.

“This chart shows the three different kinds of unemploy-
ment benefits that now exist ané how they match together. -
The basic program is a program of regular benefits which
generally speaking last for twenty-six weeks. They are paid

foi, 100 percent, out of state funds and are a feature of
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- find a job.

perménent law.

When we talk about state or Federal laws, we talk about
employer taxes, to make that clear.

The fegula; benefits are paid for entirely out of state
faxes on employers. .That lasts for six months. The next

three months, or thirteen weeks, Federal law provides for

‘extended benefits. These benefits are paid, either nationally

or in a state, if unemployment iévhigher, the theory being
that you:allow 'a:workeér six months to find another job, if
he becomes involuntarily unemployed. If unemployment is

parﬁicularly high, you give him three additional months to

[

The exténded benefits are paid 50 percent by Federalu
employer taxes and’50 percent by state faxes. AThat is also
a feature of permanent law.

Finali&, under temporary legislation,Athere are the
so-called Emergency Benefits. Thesé are payable for twengy-
six weeks for a maximum.of sixty-five wQeks of unemployment

TrAre . ol

benefits inréxi under legislation due to expire at the end

of this month. -

- The Emergency Benefits are 100 percent Federal, financed

. by Federal employer tax, N _ .

Senator Dole. How are they financed?

Mr. Stern. They are financed by an increase in the

' Federal employer tax and these benefits will take the worker
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" income is about $10,700 of which unemployment benefits
| eaxmings, account for $8,000.

' namely the family income averages $12,500 of which the

unemployment.benefits are $1900 and the other income, typically

' out taxes plus workipg.expenses,in general the emergency

1~3

up to 65 weeks until thé end of this month. -BOnder'.therHouse
bill they will be available fbr thirteen weeks for a total
of5§ >weeks of unemployment benefits for another year.

What‘this legislation does is this third block, the
emergency7benefits. ﬁhen that program was last extended, the
Congress wanted to find out what kinds of peoplé received
emergency benefits and referred the Labor Department to
report. The information is capitalized on the other black-
board,.namely if you look at all households receiving emer-
gency benefits, the average total income of the households
is $10,420 of which the unemployment benefits account for
$2200 benefits. |

If you look at husband-wife families that make up
60 percent of thelféneficiaries, they are splif about half

and half. TIf it is the husband who is unemployed, the family
account for $2700 and other income, typically the spouses'

It is a similar story with the wife drawing benefits,
the husband's income, from employment is $10,600.

If you look at benefits as a percent of prior net

earnings, if you take the earnings at the last job and subtract
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1-4
benefits represent 65 percent of prior earnings. To use
the jargon, 65 percent replacement rate.

In the case of hﬁsband-wife families where it is the
’%hngbdnﬂ:who is drawing the benefits, it is 56 percent of his
: éﬁbr earnings..‘In the case of the:wife, she is getting bene-

fits equal to 77 percent of her prior earnings.

To show kind of a distribution in relation to the poverty
level, overail'33.percent of the beneficiaries have a total
family income of at least twice the poverty”level,‘45 percent
ig one and a half times the poverty level, and 58 percent is:

: équal to poverty level.
If you look at the figures for husband-wife families,
where it i? the husband is unemployed, the figure is lower. .
If you look at husband-wife families where the wife is the
i beneficiary, they aré higher.

| ~All of this is by way of introduction to the fi;éﬁ staff
recommendation which is that you make the emergency benefits
needs tested. In other words, we wonder whether it is
reasonable to presume that a spouse, for example, is actively
engaged in seeking work after nine months if the family income
is that high»an&.the unemploymént benefits themselves -
represent a fairly high proportion of net —earnings from
before, being emplcyed;

Our recommendation is a fairly simple negds_test ~- gimple

from the administrative standpoint. Namely, as the ninth month
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1 | draws to a close the Employment Service looks at the family
2 | income during that last three months from the seventh to the
3 ninth month of unemployment without regard to unemployment

4 | benefits and simply relate that to a state by state poverty

5 level. What we have picked is 40 percent of the Bureau of
Labor Statistics low income level -- I am sorry, 50 percent
of the state median income that is available through the

8 Census because that is roughly equal, on a national basis,

g to the poverty level. It would be a separate figure for

fﬁ 10 each state and every different size of family. |
%: n t Whatever state rules apply to earnings now would just
o 12 | aéply after you calculate what the benefit level is. That
12 would probably save something like 30 percent to 40 percent
14 of the cost. '
o 15 The Chairman. Why do you not give us an example qf how
C: 16 that would work? How would it work in Louisiana? DS you
i} 7 have that there?
18 Senator Hathaway., Do you have it state.by state?
19 Mr. Stern. We will give it to you in a minute.
‘ 20 In the case of Louisiané‘for a family of four it would
91 be about $5600 so that any fémi;y}whose total income was
‘I" sy | $3600 or less would receive the full unemployment benefit.
2 By the time yamily income regched $11,200 == in other
. 2 words, twice that amount -~ they would be eligible for no

benefits, and the range in between, between $5,600 and $11,200

25




1 the benefits would be scaled down.

2 The Chairman. How would you scale a benefit down?

3 Senator Hathaway. Is it dollar for dollarx?

4 Mr. Stern. That is correct, dollar for dollar.

5 That is to ;ay, i€ would:.be based on & percentage basis.
¢ | To the extent. that the excdss of family income exceeds $5,600

g in Louisiana, you would take that asra percentage of $5,600. .
8 - For examble, if the family. income was $2,300 higher

¢ | than $5,600 that is 50 percent higher and the benefits would

N 10 be reduced by 56 percent.
b " By the time family income is 100 percent "hibher, then
Z; 12 this level of $5,600 in Louisiana, the benefits would be down
,,, 1 to zero. |
Q%ﬁ o " The Chairman. What is the Administration's position in
Z; s i regard to that nggestion?
;. | 18 Mr. Stern. They are opposed to needs testing benefits.
Lo 7 : When the questidn was raised -- the incident given in the
< 18 hearing was that they would oppose it,'§ut there were
19 circumgtapces_that maybe an emergency benefit program is
20 || 5 omevhat différent. -
2 Mx. Ruben is_here ftpm the_pabor Depaftment.
.éz "Mr, Ruben. My name is Murray Ruben. I work for the
23 Unemploymeﬂt Insurance Sérvice.
2 Our feeling w%s that we were reluctant to encumber a =~
< ,25 ‘ teﬁéorary extension with additional administrative-problems
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t I that would ensue from the needs testing. I thihk that we
2 would opt for a shorter duration of the extension rather than
5 | add to it.this rathef fqrﬁidable oveflay.
4 Senator Curtis. May I ask you a question? I got here
5 a little bit léte. Is the proposai under discussion one that
p would liberalize the payment of ﬁnemployment compensation
7 or is it 6neAthat would tighten i; up and lessen:therpapments®
3 Mr. Ruben..vItywould reduce the payments considérably.
.9 Senator Curtis. The Administration is opposed to it?
e 10 Mr. Ruben. Our feeling is we would oppose it in terms
Zi " of this particular extension.
o .]z Senato; Curtis. What is complicated about it?
13 Mr. Ruben. It would involve pursuing the income of the
14 family, determiniﬁglthat. It would involve some inequities
.C;, ;15 also. N
< 16 As I understand the proposal, it would be a one-time
.Z: R thing. Once the family income was set, that would be |
| v‘lg established for the dugation of the claim.
19- M;. Sferp. The bgnefits are payable up tb thirteen
20 - weeks., Yéu'wagld just make a one-time determination based
.21 upon the prio; thirteen weeks o§ faﬁily income.
‘22 Senator Curtis. How many determinations are required
- now?
” Mr. Ruben. One determination of the individual's base
'25 pefiod earnings,
e
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Senator Curtis. How would this change it?

Mr, Stern. As ﬁhe end of the ninth month approaches the
people in the Employment Security Office would determine what
the familf income is during the seventh, eighth and ninth
month of unempléymenf. They would.makg that one determinétion
that would set a benefit level for the following three
months.

Senator Curéis, .In other words, before the thirteen
weeks were up, they would look at it again? 1Is that what
you arerproposing?

Mr.'Stern. Mr. Ruben was referring to when the person
comes in to apply for bemefits in the first place. This will
be one detemminaﬁion made after the ninth month.

The Chairman;"If youllook at that board.up there, it
illustrates the:percentages. If you look at the righthand
column, for example, with regard to the beneficiaries, the
average benefit there is listed as being $1800 a year.

Other income, that is an average situation. Is that average?

Mr. Stern. That is correct. |

The Chai¥man. An average of $10;640.

What you’afe_really_trying.to move‘tdwards here is not
thé'average situation. You are.ﬁrying to look at those
situations where on a needs basis the benefit is not justi-
fied. There is no insurance principle justifying paying

the benefit. Is that not right?
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Mr. Stern. That is correct, although I should mention
that the funding of the Housé bill is general revenue funding
so you are asking all.taxpayers to contribute to the support
of these families.

The»Chairm;n. Here is the kind of situation, as I
understand it, that you are talking about.

I do not believe it is shown on the board. Maybe you
should put the extreme situation on the board. Can &ou
give us an extreme situation of this?

This is not an extreme situation. One out

Mr, Stern.

of every five: emergency benefits recipienis have household

¢ incomes in excess of $£15,000 so when you pay for that out

of general revenues --

The Chairman. Here is the kind of thing I am talking

hlatit. How lbpé does the housewife have to work in private

‘employment before she is eligible for the benefits?

Ruben. The average requirement, as far as state

Mr.
laws are concerned, fifteen to twenty weeks to work, or the
equivalent in dollars.

The Cha;kman, Let's téké the,extre@e fiqures. Let us
assume she worké_for twenty weeks, so she worked about five
So after five months, she then goes back to her

months.

housework. After all, that

That is not unproductive labor.
saves a lot of expense because you do not have to pay some-

boéy else to do it when the wife is prepaiing the meals,
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looking after house matters and docing things; many of which
you would have to pay somebody to do for you.

Then she is drawing for that family the full benefits
for more ehan aAyeafr How many weeks?

Mr. Stern. Sixt&-five weeks under present law;

" The Chairman. ‘Sixty-five weeks.

éo the mothe: in that family, then, she works twenty
weeks and the family then proceeds.to draw this unemployment
benefit for sixty-five weeks, so they are drawing over -
benefits over three times as long as she put into the fund
and the benefits that the family is receiving from the mother!
contribution ;IH- the home, it makes one wonder if they are
not better off with the mother away from that job than

she would be on it?

Mr. Ruben. . May i add that~the bill provides for a
maximum of.52 weeks after the expiration. If we go further
on FSB, if would be expended, the maximum payable to any
individual, 13 weeks of FSB, not 26, ‘Not every state provide4
for an 5ndividua1 who works even ae mueh as 20:weeks’ the .
full 26 weeks of regular beneflts. It may be as low as ten
weeks and then the extended benefits would be five weeks and

r

the FSB would be flve‘weeks.

Mr. Stern. The figures on the board relate to people
who, on the average, are getting benefits for 63 weeks.

Senator Hansen. Sixty-three weeks?

..
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i-11
Mr. Stern. These figures are not based on people who
have that kind of short duration. The average person in the
study on which those figures were based were 63 weeks.

Mr. Weatherford -~ that is the Administrator -- just

Senator Hathaway. How is the verificationof the income

made?

Senator Hathaway. If a person comes in for the additional
thirteen weeks, how do they determine whether or not they
had that family income at a certain level? Do they do that
by affidavit, or have an investigation, or what?

Mr. Stern. The question, Mr. Weatherford, is how the
local office would determine the income. :
Mr. Weatherford. It would require us to bring the

claimants in some time during the claims series if they
purchased and exhausted prior to going into the FSB. We
would sit them down and go through a process of determining
the hopsehold income that they would have in the household.

The claimant would givé us that information éﬁa sdgn
the form, from &hich we would make a_genefal judgment about
whether or not they qualified or not.

I am sorry to come in late, sir, but we aie in the
process of doing ﬁhis with}HShr" Title VI effort that

the Secretary talked dout the day before yesterday to determine
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-

who of the FSB claimants meet the criteria that is required
u nder the stimulus package.

We are in the process of doing it. I think we can do
it.

Our basic éoncerﬁ is whether we want to get into this
at this particular time on an extension of this prograﬁ. We
are hard at work -- I know Mr. Stern and others are working
on the task force of welfare reform to address this issue,
to come forward with a comprehensive program and our posifioﬂ
is_}t is really a question of whether we want to get into

'it, or whether you want té get into it at thig point in time.

We think we can do it. We are in the process of
gearing up for it.

The éhairman;‘ What bothers me about it, I just do
not think that it is fair for the Administration to let
their progfams get to be fip-cffs where péople‘are drawing
all_sqrts of pepegéts of one naﬁe or the other and then come
up here to Congress to extend tﬁose things and éut the
burden in the Congress to stop all of these rip-offs when,
in my judgméni; the duty is on the President and his Adminis-
tr;tion.

Everytime we turn around, if we turn up with something,
usually they want to study it and think about it more. They
are not ready, that type of thing.

I really think that the Administration ought to assume
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1T the burden of recommending to us that something that proves

6 2 || to be a rip-off should be changed. Like that situation of
1 || the people on the "60 Minutes" show with regard to the

(,. 4 gove:r:nmenﬁ traffic control operators having a deal where

-~ 5 the so-called disability benefits are so attractive that
5 everybody wants to be declared disabled. It is easy enough
7 to do. He just says he is nervous, thereby he then proceeds
8 to have a better arrangement regarding himself as disabled

9 because of nervous strain.

= 10 The job, from his point of view, makes it such that he

- 1 can no longer do it. It was no problem- untiiM;he benefits

o .

) P were provided.
1 I think that the Administration ought to come in with
14 a proposal to tigﬁten up on these programs. i notice they

ié' s want to tighten~up,on the water projects.

- 16 Senator Dole: The farm program.

e 7 The Chairman. The farm program. o
18 How about these rip-offs here? It seems Eo ﬁe that tﬂey.
19 _ought to be willing to measure up and recommend that we
0 tighten up on those programs too.
21 Senator Hathaway. Mr., Chairman, I ag;ee with you that
” there probably are rip-offs. I think we should wait until

- 2 we have a broad review of the whole unemployment law as

2 well as welfare reform, which is not too far in the future,

= 25 before we tamper with this one.
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We recognize that unemployment has persisted longer than
we anticipated. That is the purpose of the emergency benefits
They are only for thirteen extra weeks.

I think that we ought to allot the money on the same
basis that the‘previous benefits have been allotted.

I do not think we should now get into this TeeHS pegt
which is going to take a considerable amount of figuring until
we have an opportunity to go over the entire unemplo&ment
law. ff there were rip~offs during the thirteen week period,
o bviously there were rip-offs before.

I am in favor of straightening those out, because a lot
of people are getting unemployment benefits who do not deserve
them and are not actively locking for work. There are state
laws that allow people not to travel any distance at all to
get a new job. They require them to take only a job in their
particular”sk;ll. A lot of that could be modified, but I do
not think thét this is the particular time to do it.

I thigk that we shpuld let this one ride for the extra
thirteen weeks on the same basis as the‘existing law is.

M¥. Sterin. I should.méntion that the original law was

)

is another extension. The fact that it is an extension
. )

does not mean that it will necessarily expire next year.

You might get another request to have it extended again;

Senator Curtis. There is not anything complicated about
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that, is there?

Mr, Stern. We tried to make it as simple a needs test
as possible. Since the benefit does only last for thirteen
weeks, we are suggesting simply making one determination

DU S

one time.

The purpose is to eliminate the relatively higher income
famildes.’

Senator Cﬁitis, I think that there is a tremendous
deficit, a cutback in other programs, and with the abuse of
that goes on, known to anybody across the land, we should
not only commend our staff for coming up with something, but
this Committee should wholeheartedly support it because there
is always a good reason for delay in something.

" These thipgé.éo on and on and the next time it is
presented beforgla recess or something or other.

The Cﬁairman. Mr. Laxalt?

Senator Laxalt. I agree with the concept of the needs
test, but I have one reservation coming out of the states.
The states would administer the needs ﬁest, would they not?

Mz, Stern. Yes. |

‘ | Senatoi pa#alt. Should they not be éonsulted as to
what kind of~burden this would impose upoh them?

Mr. Stern. This kind of determination is right now
being made for CETA, is it not?

Mr. Weatherford. "ilt. is a iecent innovation. We have
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1 not done it in the past through state offices, The public
9 services you added:. last fall, half of those jobs come from
3 | the longterm unemployment claimants and WIN recipients, S0
4 | we have gbne into a process of identifying that in the local
s | Bffices.
- s . I believe the state agencies ~- did they testify on
g u that yesterday or the day before? I think they would raise
8 some question about. it, Senator, but they have been responsive
‘9 in doing the things we have told them to before.

“"f’ 10 Senator Laxalt. They are fully into it in - cera already~

’: . Mr. Weatherford. Yes, sir.

o " Senator Danforth. What is the difference in savings?
13 Mr. Stern. It depends on what else you do. Without
qa.| Tegard to this question of area triggers that Senator

T | ]5' Talmadge wanted -tb bring up, the biil cost $400 million.
e 18 This would bring+the cost to $240 million in fiscal year
(‘:: . .

18 our recoxmnendatiox;. would be you would notimake it
19 effective until July lst. You have to allow some time.
20 Senator Laxalt. What is the net- savings?
. e a1 o  Mr. Stern.l We would estimate it to be $160 million.
- Senator Danforth. $160 million would be saved by
- implementing thism;éédsxtestg_
” Mr. Stern. Yes, sir.
25‘ Senator Danforth. There is no such test for anything
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up to 39 weeks, right?
Mr. Stern. That is right. Of course, there is no

test now. Our suggestion relates only to the last par®.

It can also be related to the fact that you have a different
source 'of funding. It is employer taxes for the first 39
weekg and for'the_emerjency benefit peiiod, ending'in April,
it will be paid out of general tax revenues.

Senator Danfor’;h° The Administration's reason for
cpposing it again is what? That you do not think you are
ready for this kind of program? You would rather put off
your reform until some later date? Ycufﬁeél that this is
simp¥y an emergency proposition now and yoﬁ would rather do
the emergency and then have the reform latexr?

- Mr, Weatherford; Yes.
I am very sensitive to what Senator Long said about our
~ concern. ﬁe havé expressed it on several occasions before
the COmmittee,'about being sure that those individuals who
are on thesé benefits are entitlted to.thém.

When ﬁhe'economy did not improve, we had recommended
prior to this:ngt to extend the program. As Mr. Stern
mentioned, we had to tack on_gyé éxtensioné because things
did not get better as quicklyvés-we hoped. We are caught in
that kind of a sgituation.

With the next Administration coming in I think it is

| obviously to everybody that they are taking a hard look in
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connection with staff members on the Hill to try to get a
reform package together.

Our position is that we ought to let that follow its
course.

If I understand it, President Carter has indicated that
he will come back.shortly with a welfare reform proposal
that will address those individuals who have run out of
unemployment benefits. | | |

Senator Laxalt. To what extent do you have a fix on this
éxtended period being a.disincentiQe for people working? Do
we need this at all?

Do we need, at this point, an extended period at all?
An emergenéy pe?ipd?

Mr. Weatherford. Senator, I think so. We still have
some areas, some states and some areas in the country that
are still hard-hit by this recession. I just believe that
an individual where they have plant closings in the New
England states and so forth, where they are shut down, not
a matter of somebody being between jobé, -
| Senator Léxaltr Can those areas not be isolated? This
is broad stroke in this legislation..

Mr. Weatherford., I believe now, and I think the
proposal brought forth in the Administration is a trigger

P ""‘"""","'ﬂ"" P .
smechanism: *  yhich we will comment, and we have a lot

. of states triggered "on" now. By September there are going

asvra
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less states, primarily the hard hit states in the country,
New England, Pennsylvania and Michigan, that have high
enough levels of unemployment:

Pown the road, we are going to have a lot of states
that are going éo triéger off where thg benefits-ére‘not

n eeded in that area. It is going to be targeted in those
areas.

. ' Senator Laxalt. You feel overall socially that we have
not dene more harm than good egtending itlto this length -
of time?

Mr. Weatherford. I am of the opinion that this country
neéded thisfﬁmrttge past two years. We have never had
as many peﬁple lose their jobs as we have had in the last
two years.

I indicatedfthe day before yesterday a million people
éame into our offices in one week. It-is a tough situation;
I think we are doming out of it.

I am hopeful that the stimulus package is going to take
us out.of‘some of these high levels.

The Chairman. I want fo make this clear. I think that

the staff is right about this, but I really feel -~ I do not

believe that we can make it stick on the Floor now. My

"guess is that if we do this, it will be knocked out on the

Floor or the House will not take it. -

If I thought that we could do this and make it law, I
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think I woild.vote for it. But with the Administration
recomuending against it, I do not think we can make it
stick. . ’

Senator Hansen?

Senator Hansen. Let me make two points. I have heard
a lot of cgnf;icting‘ideas about jobs in this country. I
have read the statistics on the number of pgople_out of work.
I have gained the impress}onighatrperhaps 5n inordin;te
number of people out pf work come from two classe;: one,’
those between the ages of 16 and 20, fellows who have never
had a job of any léng period of time; and women in the work
force.

Obvioﬁsly, a married woman who has some responsibilities
at home may not have the kind of time availability that fits
into a job situétion.

I thought, §verall, the numbers of jobs in this country

had been on the increase. I do not think it is accurate to

LAY VTR Y

say a lot of people are out of work nOﬁ'wmrking~a year or
two ago. I do not get that feeling. A
I am.édnherned also aﬁout'the statistics that staff
has presented here. When you look at. the number of people in
these different groups who are still receiving incomes
;otalling an amount in excess of the poverty level, when
-

you consider the fact also, as Mr. Stern has pointed out,

that when someone has been drawing unemloyment compensation
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for nine months, I think that it is reasonable to ask yourself
the question, is there not a built-in disincentive of the
payment of compensation in the amounts that has been indicated

here?

My final wpbint is that I have to think, with all due
appreciation.fof the good arguments that can be made in favor
of giving the President a clean slate on which to write his
proposals, I can“find little or.no justification for saying
we should not take a step now that seems, at least to me,’
to make good sense. I do not think that is going to jeopar-
dize the President's clout in coming ~up with a better
program.

For Heavens sakes, I, for one, do not want to sit here
and say we will néﬁ do anything despite we seé that this
part of the house is on fire until we get the right type of
fire truck here to handle a bigger fire. I think it makes
awfully good sensé to me to take a step here now.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman. Let me make it cleér that if the program
is going té'bé-continued-I think this reform is well-justi-
fied., Even thoﬁgh I would be w%lling to lead the battle and
the charge, I do not think that we can make this one stick.

If the Committee wants to do it, I think someone else

.

ought to lead the charge for it. I, for one, do not think

we can make it stick.
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employer contributions. It is not, in any sense, charity. It

 would find it very difficult. - Is that not the case?

Lfiupy senior colleague, when a python begins swallowing a

I am sorry to keep at this, but thére is no way to avoid it -~

i-22
Mr. Moynihan?
Senator Moynihan. Thank you.
Two points. Unemploymént\insurance, as I am sure Mr.
Weatherfofd would agree, has been social insurance in our

country since it was established. It wasppaid for by

i; an earned benefit that comes from work and we-han gone
through the worst recession since the Great Depression in the
"1930%s:in:which this program began and we have found it
useful and necessary to accept the benefit.
But, sir, to introducé into social insurance a ﬂéeds
test principle I think would be repugnant to many of us

who have been associated with it. I think the Department

Mr. Weatherford. Yes.

Senat&r Curtis. Let me ask a questién.

Is tﬂe proposal to eject this means test into‘the regular
program, or is it only to the Federally-financed part that
is no relation? |

Senator Moynihan. May I say to my most respected and

calf, it only goes into the first part of the python, but
it tends to go throﬁgh the whole thing eventually.

' The second thing, sir, there are, in fact regions --
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where the recession has not turned up at all. In my state,
br example, the level of total employment hassgoinée downr
QConbtrigunfy

- since the presence of this recession. The

bottom of the recession was June of '75 and we have gone

down from June of f75.

sir?

- The Chairman. The issue is whether we should apply a

needs test to these extended benefits beyond the 39th week.

"It is as thoﬁghviﬁ has not changed. Is that not right,

The Chairman . - I suggest that we vote on this one.
" Let's call the roll on it.

Senator Byrd. State the issue.

Is that it?

Mr, Stern. That is correct.

Senator Byrd. It does not affect the first 39 weeks?

The Chﬁirman. No.

Mr. Stern. Mr. Talmadge?
Senator Talmadge. No.
Mr. Stern. Mr. Ribicoff?
(No résé&nse)‘

Mr, Stern. Mr. Byrd?

‘Senator Byrd. Aye.

Mr,. Stern. Mr. Nelszson?

(No response)

Mr. Stern. Mr.-Gravel?

'—<_

1-23
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(No rasponse)
The Chairman.
Mr. Stern. Mr.

(No response)

Nelson votes no.

Bentsen?

Mr. Stern. 4Mr. ﬁathaway?

. The Chairman. No.

Mr. Stemr. Mr. Haskell?

The Chairman. No.

Mr. Stern.

Mr. Stern. Mr. Matsunaga?
- Phe Chairman. No.

Mr. Moynihan?

Senator Moynihan. No.

Mr. Stern. Mr.

Senator Curtié;
Mr. Stexrn. 'Mr.
Senator Curtis.
Mr. Stern. Mr.
Senator Curtis;
Mr. Stern. Mr.
Sénaéor(éﬁrtis.
Mr. Stern. Mr.
Senator. Curtis.
Mr, Stern. Mr.
Senatqr Laxalt.

Mr., Stern. Mr.

Curtis?
Aye;
Hansen?
Aye.
Dole?
Aye.
Packwood?.
Aye. ~
Roth?
Aye.
L;xalt?

Aye.

‘Danforth?

1-24
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Senator Danforth. No.

Mr. Stern. Mr. Chairman?

The Chairman. No.

There are seven yeas and eight nays.

Let's go oﬁ to tke next point.

Mr. Stern. The next point relates to the duration of
the extension. )

The Houéé bill extends the program exactly for one year,
meaning even if a person is only in the seéond or third week
drawing benefitg from a year from now, there is a total cut-
off on ﬁarch 31, 1978.

The Administration recommended that the program be
extended for twelve months, but that new dlaims only be
taken for nine moﬁths to allow for a tail-out'for the last
three months.

| We would think that it is quite important to have that
kind of phase-out. We would recommend,.h;wever, that a
better time to phase out would be six months from now rather
than:nine months from now, becauSethhaEiis the time that
unemployment is at its seasonal lowest.

If you reaily have in mind phasing out the program, the
best time to do it ig when the least numbér of states are
still triggered into the program.

Our recommendation would be extending the program for

nine months, of which the *Last three months would onlushe
]
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those people who had already begun to drop out.

The Chairman. Is there any discussion, gentlemen?

All in favor, say aye?

(A chorus of ayes)

The Chairman. oéposed, no?

(No response)

The Chairman. The ayes have it.

Mr., Stern. .The next mattef is one that Senator Talma&ge
asked to be bhrought up.

The House bill pays benefits both if state unemployment'
is above 5 percent and also introduces a concépt of a labor
market area trigger, so that even though unemployment in the
state as a whole is below 5 percent, if a particular area
it is below, thgn-in that area you woula pay benefits.

This was not proposed by the Administration. They do
oppose thé.area triggers, the State Administrators oppose
the area triggers.

Senator Talmadge. May I be heafd on that?

.The Chairman. Senatorhralmadge.

Senatoi‘Télmadge. It was first called to my' attention

L by the Unemployment Security Office in Georgia that this

would be an administrative nightmare. They pointed out a

situation that follows.

You have two people living side by side in Gainsville,

' Georgia, one of them works in the Atlanta area. He is
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unemployed. The other one works in the Gainsville area;
he likewise is unemployed..

Under the triggering device that came over from the
House, the one who worked in Gainsville, Georgia would be
«@overed; the one who worked in Atlanta, Georgia would not
be covered. .

The Assistant Seéretary of Labor, Mr. Green, testified
very strongly against a state triggering device. ' .

The Representative -from Massachusetts -- who I thought
made a very impressive presentation-- also testified very
strongly in oppositioﬁwfa-a triggering device within states.

In a mobilé society like we live in, there is no way
on earth you could enforce unemployment compensation within
a given state where two people living side by side, unemployed
for the same duration, could be administered where one would

be entitled to it and the other one would not.

The Chairman. How would it be that one person would

be entitled and the other would not? .

Senator Talmadge. Because one worked fifty miles away
from the other. He goes by automobile to and from his place
of employment. The other one works locally.

The Chairman. If one of thém had a job in Gainsville
and the other one had a job down the road, one would be

entitled to a benefit and the other would not, even though

they lived next door to each other?
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Senator Talmadge. Even though they lived side by side?
Senator Byrd. Why would one be entitled and the other
would not?

Senaﬁor Talmadge. Because there is a triggering device

" within given areas.

Mr., Stern. It depends upon where you work rather than
where you live. If you have twoypeople who live.in the same
town, the one wofks in the area that is triggered and the
other one does not work in the area that is triggered, even
though they live next to each other,

Seﬂﬁtor Curtis. I think Senator Talmadge's position
makes sense.' I think we should adopt it.

The Chairman. Is that also the Administrationts
position?

Mr. Stern..’Yes.

. /

The Chairman. Also a staff position?

Mr. Stern. Yes.

The Chairman. That is a House amendment which has no
support on this side, is that what it amounts to? Where
did it get in that bill?

Mr. Stern.‘ That is correc?.

The Chairman. Then I take it that Senator Talmadge
would suggest --

" Senator Talmadge. Move to strike the state triggering

device.
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The Chairman. All in favor, say aye?

(A chorus of ayes)

The Chairman. Opposed no?

(No fesponse)

The Chairm$ﬁ. Tﬁe ayes have it.

The next point?

Mr. étern. The next major question relates -to general
revenue financiné. .The program up to0 now has been financed
by increasing‘the employer tax, the Federal tax, by .2 percent
and the House bill says beginning on April lst it would be
financed out of general funds in the Treasury.

The bésic arxgument for that is the ;otion that after
39 weeké it should not be considered an employer responsi-
bility any ;ore tﬁaﬁ a particular employee is.unemployed.

The Administration would prefer not to have any general
revenue fiﬁancing prospective as well as retroactive and
business groups who testified would prefer to have foregivenes
be retroactive.. |

The practical effect is,- at what pbint is the employer
tax reduced? féhe‘embloyer is going to say it is .7 percent

rather than .5 percent until advances from the general fund

‘to the trust fund are repaid.

Since that extra .2 percent is worth roughly $1 billion

a year, it means that the employer taxes will remain .2

' percent higher for five yearS'longér, under the House bill,
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or present law.

Senator Moynihan. dJust to repay it?

Mr. Stern. That is correct.

The Chairman. It seems to me that this ig one of these
areas where the Administration has not yet learned to think in
consistent economic gérms. I am sure they will after awhile,
but they have not learned yet.

When you are going out here advocating that yau'have a
tax cut for everybody to try to stimulate the economy, knowing
this is going to increase your deficit, then at that point
it does not make much sense to add a tax burden on business
when you are trying to help those same businesses get going

w ith a tax cut.

Senator Hansen?

Senator Hansen. Mr. Chairman, I agree with you
completely. )

. The Senators will recall that the unemployment tax just
dohbldd, is that not right, about the lst of January?

I think we went from a -5 percent tax on an upper limit
of income.cf $4200 a year to a .7 percent tax on $6000.

That went from $2100 to $4200.
Senator Moynihan. On the ;verage worker?
Senator Hansen. ﬁhatever it is, it is double.

-I think we ouéht to keep that in mind. We are working
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We are talking about increasing the investment tax credit,
then we double the tax charged on the employers.

I know one thing, if I were an employer and I did not
"support that 65‘weeks extension anyway -~ I know Senatoxr
Javits thought‘éhat was a great idéa; I still do not ~- I
just dOﬁnotAsee the rationale in saying, it seems to me to
£fly ig thé-face of the facts.

" The Chaitﬁén. - The only‘thing you can say for it, I
imagine, is that it would make some of the employers eligible
f or the $50.
Mr. Laxalt?

Senator Laxalt. Has the Unemployment Compensation Fund

+historically ever been subsidized by general revenues? Is

this unprecedenteé?" e
Senator Curtis. I think it is.
Mr. Stern. I do not believe ;o. Of course; advances
are made from general funds.
| Senator Curtis. Under the present system.
Senﬁtmr‘Laxalt. vAre-we establishing some harmful
pnecedent £Hag'cou1d be carfied over to:-the principle of
Social Securityﬁ_ |
' Sénator Moynihan. Did not this Committee recommend
general funding of Supplemental Benefits in April, 19752
 Mr. Stern. Yes. e

Senator Hansen.. We made some mistakes. We have some
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new members on board and we can take a fresher look.

Senator Curtis. I would like to ask the staff a
question.

Under the present system of financing, is there any
incentive for employefs to help police the program?

Mr. Steén. I think‘that occurs ih the basic program,
because an emplover is experience~ratedd asg to ho& many of

h.is employees draw benefits.

It is thought to be something to be adversary to the
extent an employer would not want an employee credited against
him if he was not a bona fidé involuntary employeed.

Segator Curtis. I think that that is one thing to
consider, because the distinguished Senator from New York
just convinced me; if you start something, it.is apt to
grow.

Mr. Séern; What we are talking akout is already the
tenth month, the tenth to the fifteenth month. I do not
think éhere is any more effect one way or the other. The
questipn is whether the gé;épﬁfgets on the unemployment rolls
“in the first place, and it éets credited agéinst a particular
employer. '

" Senator Curtis. These payroll taxes are particularly
high and the Work Inceptive Program, too, the Social
Security tax of: the’individual, and here we are moving in

. . ® ) . .
the direction ofitaking the unemployment tax off. I know
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that it is very burdensome. My sympathy is with the people
who have to pay it. ?hey are getting money from the
Federal Treasury. I

Senator Hansen. Those figures, Mr. Chairman, are
$210 to $420 annually; is the way éhat.figures out.

The Chairman. It seems fhat we have recommended this
before. In my judgment, I think we should finance it out

of general revenues. Basically, what you are doing, to use

S

| my expression, you areifinancing it out of the deficit.

In times of recession, I think it is generally agreed

that the government v .11 run a deficit. It will have to, and

some of the emergency things you do, you will pay for it out
of that deficit. You hope_to make it back some othef
time. |

It doesrnoﬁittouble me that this is one thing you are
goingvto have to pay out of the deficit you.arerrunﬁiné.
You are géing to have to borrow the money to pay for this.

Senator Laxalt. Respectfully, Mr. Chairman, is not
the metho@ by which we should offer reléaée thféugh the
businesses isffhrough a taxﬁcut rather than this, and estab-
lish here a verj dangerous precgdent? |

" The Chairmans As I underStand-i;, we will not impair
any funds with this.

Mr. Stern. The question only relatesito the method by

" which the repayment is made., I would point out that the House
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bill does, in fact, move to general revenue financing for

these benefits on April lst. I was simply saying it was a

The Business groups wanted it to bé general revenues,
financed retroactivelf, so they would not have to pay back,
the Administration would rather not either. They would rather
have the paxroll tax pay for the whole thing;

The House bill is prospectiVe only.

. The Chairman. This proposal here is that we finance
from general funds what now?

Mr. Stern. The Housevbill says prospectively only the
last périod of benefits, the emergency benefits, beginning ,
April l1lst.

The Chairman.-‘Is that what we are voting on right now?

Mr. Stern. - .If you do not vote, you just accept the
House bill which is prospective only. Since it was an issue
;;mos;/ ;:;;;*;Ztn;;QA raised, we thought we should discuss
it ﬁere.

Senator Mdynihan. Mr, Chairman, a£ one point I would
like to propose that we not only accept the House provision
about prospectlve financing, but that there be a retroactive
financing: as well, so that we knock this tax off, which we

W'&#M"‘“

can do without budgetary impact. The budget officesays so -~

-

when you are ready for that.

The Chariman. Now is the Iogiéal time to do it.

s

—4_
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L3 Senator Byrd. Ma;'I ask this question?

2 How can you make it retroactive without budget impact?
3 Senator Moynihan. Because the money has been spent.
(’:3 ‘ 4 | It has been spent in past budgets. This is a situation --and

S| Mr. Stern, help me if I slip up here ~- these funds have

é f been paid into th? unemployment compensation, the extended

7 unemployment compensation account wﬁich has a total debt now

8 of $8.8 billioa’of which $5.3 billion has been extended from

9 general revenues by the Treasury to the account to pay thése
10 extended benefits, and this money has to be repaid by a

o 11 tax on»employers, this extra .2 percent which Mr. Hansen

12 spoke of, which is 2 percent on a higher base.

| -5:.. A3 " So it is quite a big jump. It doubled, in effect,

'ég;:@ 14 in the deollar amount for the average worker in the plant.
ol -15 Under this<system, in order to repay the fund, . this
fé 16 | extra tax on employess will be in effect until 1982 and it
;m. 7 seems té some of us that this is a tax on employing people
e .18 that we just do not need and the House has said@, take the

19 | tax off with respect to the additiondl benefits that will
20 || g0 on from March 31.
a1 ~ But the tax itself will continue for another six

iyg || years -~ five years, Mr. Chairman, for what has already been

"a3 | spent.

-4 We could get rid of that tax on employers, a tax which is

o .25 on a higher base now so it is a more serious tax simply by
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cancelling and the Budget Committee's Counsel's Office has
assured us that this amendment would pose no point of order
problem. It is simply in effect forgiving an obligation that
was incurred in the course of the worst recéssion we have
had. . |

Senator’Talm§dge. If the Senator would yield, would
not the net effect of it be to forgive loans that haye.been
made to these stétes that have had high unemployment, that
have borrowed heavily against the fund?

Senator Moynihan. That would be one of the effects,
yes, sir.

Senator Talmadge. The principdl effect?

Senator Moynihan. But those states will repay their

~ loans through thié tax.

Senator Talmadge. What are you doing, eliminating the
tax and forgiving the loan simultaneously?

Senator Moynihan. In effect.

Senatoxr Laxalt. 'If the Senator would vield, is not
the net effect to add some $5 million.fo the debt?

Senatof,ﬂbynihan. It ﬁould not add anything. It would
have eventuélly. It ig a question of whaﬁicomes in.

Senator Laxalt. We are converting a loan to a grant.
It has to reflect somewhere.

Senator Moynihan. It is a reduction in taxes, not an

increase in expenditure.  The reduction of taxes goes «
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on employers to hire people and for whom, now that we are
going out of the recession, we are asking them to continue
paying for the recession.

Mr. étern. _Mr. Chairman, if I may comment on two’
points, one is a mattér that Senator Talmadge referred to.
There are two separate loans. One is a loan that is really
just the regular state benefits. Those outgtanding loans
are $4 billion. Those are loans made simply to pay to
staﬁes —

Senator Moynihan. I misspoke.

If I may say to my colleagues, the state loan is a
separate matter and would not be affected by this.

Mr. Stern. The other guestion that was raised earlier,
it does have a bu&éetary impact; why does it‘not require
a budget waiver?

The iﬁpact occurs several years from né;.

Senaﬁoi Byrd. But there will be a budget impact.

Mr. Stern. That is correct. That is the amount of money
that has so far been advancgd.to pay emergency benefits.

In additian to- that, there'is mbre thaﬁ $3 billion
that has been aﬁ advance. to pay extended bénefits. .That
is the secoand column there. -

Senator Byrd. Is that in addition to the $5.4?

Mr. Stern. That is correct, a total of $8.8 billion.

If you did nothing -~ ox, let me say, if you adopted
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Senator Moynihan's amendment, it would take several years
anyway of having a higher employer tax to repay that $3 billio
for the extended benefits. But beginﬁing in about fiscal
year '8l 6: '82, somewhere in there, that is where the
employers, under &our-amendment, would have their taxes
lowered instead of keeping their taxes at .7 percent, their
taxes would be lowered to .5 percent for five years.

The bﬁdéet?ry impact would be felt in the 1980'; to
the tuﬁe of $5.5 billion. It does not have an immediate
effect. Indeed, you are corgect that the money has' been padd
out through these general funds. Eventually, beginning
several years down the road, there would be, over a period
of about five years, there w;urd’be'a $5.% billion impact.
The Federal government would take in $5.5 billion less.

Senator Moynihan. It comes to a question, if you want

To~many df us, it seems to us a good idea to pay this tax

3

now.
Senator Byrd. The government is éoing t& be paying for
i+ into the 1980's even if business is not paying for it.
Senatar M&ynihan.' It is ip respect to thé specific
burden on an employer_who are of this matter.
Senator Hansen. Mr. Chairman, one of the mosft often-~
e xpressed concerns I have heard about our raising our

-

wages without actually taking a vote on it was simply that
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the average person in this country ’bé}ieves

thatrwe'were addressing the problems of inflation as they
affected the Congress of the United States and a few, very
highly péid bﬁ:gaucrats,hthétﬂweiignoréd theLSVerriding
impact that infiation.had on everybody else and selfishly
we addressed our own problem igrnoring that of everyone
else.

I submit‘fhat there is no way the Budget Committee can
come up with to avoid the impact of just writing something
off into the Treasury and adding something to the deficit.
It will #fpact upon us latér down the road.

My point ig, it is pretty darned discouraging for
people who are worklng and whose wages are raised and get
into higher tax brackets as a consequence of the efforts
qf employers to hold them even, and they find they actually
wind up, aé many have, with less purchasing power after a
wage increase when you consider the impact of inflation, and
I jusghhaveotocthinkethakelfiweco noﬁhinghelse, we ought to
get a ﬁandle'on inflation in this country.

That ls the one thlng. That and'jobs are the two
overriding concerns, I believe, that most Americans have.
It seems to me that saying that we are not going to pay for
this over $5 bill;on expenditﬁre, we are just going to add
it.to the- deficit an& it is going to be of minimal .uimpact

I think denies the fact that is so clear to every taxpayer.

L
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The Chairman. Shall we vote on it?

Call the roll,

Sena£or Byrd. You had better state the issue, so we
will fully undezstand what we are voting on.

Mr, Stern.: The advances that have been made of $5.5
billion to pay for emergency benefits up until this point
would retfoactively be general revenue fﬁnded which would
have the effect of reducing employer taxes .2 percent in the
1980's, about five years earlier than.otherwise would
occur.

The Chairman. Let me ask this gquestion and get this
sfraight in my own mind,

Would that make any difference in the tax they are paying
this year? . .

Mr. Stern.. It would make no difference for at least
three or four years because there already is an outstanding
advance for extended benefits of something more thanv$3
billion, It would takg;mhreethznfour”years to pay that
back. ' | |

Tﬁe effeét of this wouid not be felt for four or five
years. | | ‘

The Chairman. Let me just say that my thought about
this is that I might be persuaded‘to vote for it, but I

1

At this time, I feel that if this is something we ought
2 4
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1 to have a chance to vote for it later on. As of now, it

GE!' 2 would not make any immediate difference, I do not think. You
3 } would still have the same tax. ﬂ

& I would like to know a lot more about it. I would like

5 to study the figures ;- not just see £hem, but study them, as

6 to how it will work out. There is a lot of merit to it.

71 I am not in a position to vote for it now.

8 I would.liké to make it clear to the Senator that at

9 a future point, I would vote for it;

- 10 Senator Moynihan. That is a very generous way to put
s 11 it. If that is tﬂe case, if we can have an understanding

12 that we will raise this question at an appropriate time,

.13 then I would like to withdraw the amendment.

14 The Chairman. Fine. Supposé we do that, then.

15 I might very well be able to support this, but I could
€ : .
o 16 not vote for it at this point.
e 7 Senator Ribicoff. Mr. Chairman, my apologies for being

. 1g | late. I have'been trying toijuggle the energy bill and this
19| at the‘samé time. I had to get.someone.to come in and

20 | relieve meAup:Fhere.

21 I just wan£ ta record myéélf voting 'ho' on the

2 needs test,and also, Mr. Chairman I understand there was a

23 voice vote on extending the emergency program to September

2 | 1st with a tail-out to December 3lst..

T 25 ff I would like to reopen that and just ask for a roll call

-
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v vote on a substitute to extend the emergency benefit
C’ 2 program through to December 3lst, 1977 with a three~month
3 tail out until March 31st, 1978.
4 I understand the Administration is for it, and thirty
5 | administrators in the- couﬁtry are for that program. I would
6. l.ike- a roll call vote on my substitute.
7 Senator Talmadge. TITsathere any discussion? -
AT g Il Senator 'Curtis. I would-like-an explanation of this.
‘9. Mr, Stern. What you tentatively agreed to was a nine
” 10 month extension of the program,., During the last three months,
M 1 you would-not take any new applicatiens. | o ot
= | 12 What Senator Ribicoff is proposing is a twelve month
,,Q(: . ‘3 extensién and during the last three months you would not take
(:'@’ o 14 | any new applicatio;xs . |
= '_ sl The diffe;:épce in cost is about $120 million. The
; 16 réason for the staff recommeﬁdation was that September 3lst
o a7 : is . just about the low point in the unemployment cycle. If
o ,.,18 - youreeally had in mind éhasi_ng out the program, this would
is phéée it out at’a time when .the least n@ber of states would
20 be already inthe progranm.
~27 If fou de it. at the end of December, és the Administra-
. | s tion proposed, you will have more states in the pr;)grain.
22 " Senatox Ribic;off « I think the objective of the leader-
. 2 shiP is to adjourn by October 8th. It was reiterated by
28 " the Whilte House last Tuesday that this was the objective and

¥
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President Carter s;id ﬁe would like to see Congress adjourn
by October 8th, too.

If you are going to end this on September 1lst, you
are really in a tough position of what do you do in the last
month if this runs out and you still have heavy unemploy-
ment. | B}

I think it does not make-any sense if unemployment
continues to remain as high as it is. The states ought to
have this assurance and so should the people unemployed.’

It is a question of another three months.

Senator Talmadge. I3 there anj discussion?

Senator Moynihan. I would like-to support Senator
Ribicoff on that, and as I said earlier, Senator:Ribicoff,
there are whole economic regions of this.country where the
recession has not ended, it just has not ended. That is
why the needs test was such an attractive thought. There
are other Senators who share this view.

Senator Curtis. Mr.'éhairman?

Senator Talmadge. Senator Curtis?

Senator Curtis. We were told here that there would
be changes in éecommendations . . and so on. That
was advanced as an argﬁment for not imposing a tighter
restrction right now. If we vote for a year instead of
a nine~month extension, we would just delay that much longer

any basic, corrective action in the program.

;ii__....----llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll
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As much as I respect my colleague from Connecticut,
I cannot support him.

Senator Hansen. Let us vote.

The Chairman. Call the roll.

Senator Byrd. State the issue. Are we voting on an
amendment by Senator Ribicoff?

Senator Ribicoff. A substitﬁte.

Mr. Stern. It would make it a twelve-month extension
instead of a nine-month extension, the last three months
being phased out.

| Mr. Talmadge?

Senator Talmadge. No.

Mr. Stern. Mr. Ribicoff?

Senator Ribicoff. Aye.

Mr. Stern. Mr. Byrd?

Senator Byrd. No.

Mr. Stern. Mr. Nelson?

Senator Moynihan. A&é.

Mr. Stern. Mr. Gravel?

(No reséonse)

Mr. Stern; Mr. Bentsen?

{No responée)

Mr. Stern. Mr. Hathawayé

Senator Movhihanu. Aye.

Mr. Stern. Mr., Haskell?




Senator Moynihap,

Mr, Stern, Mr, Matsunaga?

Senatoy Matsunaga. Aye,

Mr, Stern, Mr, Mbynihan?

Senator Moynihan.

No.

Mr, Stern, Mr, Hansen?

Senator Hansen.

No.
Mr, Stern, Mr

Pagkwood?“

Senator Curtig, No.

Mr, Stern, Mr, Roth?

Senator Curtis, No.

Mr, Stern. Mr

Senator Laxait,

Laxalt?

No,
Mr, Stern, Mr, Danfdfth? B
Senator Danforth. No.

Mr, Stern, My, Chairman?

The Chairman. No.

Six Yeas, tep naya.

23 What jig the next boint?
% Mr, Stern. In the general revenue financing we havye
~’ 25 al,2 rfaise.

The Houge bily Quthorizeg an appropriation.

o0

We

1-45
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1 believe that you could draft this so as not to require a new |

2 appropriation. Money is appropriated in the first instance,

3 when the money is against the trust fund, so there is an
§f 4 appropriations process.
- 5 If you do not make this.change, you would be out of
6 order under the Budget Act, because you would have a new

7 entitlement program beginning before October cf this year.

8 I would suggest this change, which is essentially a
9 change so as not to be in vioclation of the Budget Act.
3 10 The Chairman. All in favor, say aye?

n (A chorus of ayes)

- 12 The Chairman. Opposed, no?
' '7 : 13 (No response)
N - 14 The Chairman. The ayes have it.
z: TR Mr. Stern. The next matter relates to'the question of
a;. 1% suitable work requirement. If you look at this - . document
o 17 that was put in front of you, the long mimeograph sheet,
“ 18 if you look at page 7 of that you will see a_comparison of
19 the way the House bill -~ |
20 éenator.Hansen. Let me interrupt. Are you talking
21 about the one dated March 18th, extension of the emefgency

29 unemployment?

Mr. Stern. That is correct. If you' locok.at page’ 7

23

. v24

o 25 suitable work requkement in the House bill as it came over

of that document, you will see a comparison between the
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and the Senate bill in 1975, that particular provision was
dropped in conference. Basically, the ISTEuSanate bill
said that after you have been unemployed for nine months you
could not refuse a job as unsuitable on the grounds of the
anount that the job paid or your prior training or work
experience.

You could refuse it if it involved joining a company
unién or refraining from joining a labor union or if the job
was too far away, if it was a risk to health, safety or
morals or if you were already in a training program. But
you could nbt refuse it on the grounds of the amount of
pay or your prior work experience.

The House bill is ragper more complicated procedurally.
The job offer would have t; be in writing, offered through
the State Employment Service. They-éo have a standard that
if the job paid less than 120 percent of unemployment benefit
plus any supplemental benefits from the union or employer
it could be refused.

It could be refused'if the individual did not have
training or experience for a particular job, unless the
empléyer provided the training.

Any job involving lower pay or lesser skill than the
person's usual employment could =.: be refused unless the
state determined the individual had poor prospects ==

Senator Hansen. How do you determine that? On the

oy
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length of time he has been unemployed?

Mr. Stern. There is no standard in the bill. Our
suggestion would Ee that you use the suitable work test that
yu approved and the Senate approved in 1975 instead of the
Hoﬁse procedure.

The House procedure may, in fact, be a test that makes
it easier to refuse a job than some states already do.

Senator Curtis. I think we did a good job in working thj
out. I would like to see us retain the '75 work requirements,
I think they are reasonable.

There is one point that the House enacted, tHat we could
well add, There is a provision that the applicant must
actively seek work. .

You are aware of that, are vou not?

}Mr. Stern. I am sorry?

Senatoxr Curtis. The House has an additional provision
that the applicant must actively seek employment.

Mr.lstern- That is correct.

Senator Curtis. You find no fault with that, do you?

Senator Laxalt. Is that any more restrictive than the
Senate language? -

Mr. Stern. I do not think so.

Senator Laxalt. The '75 Act, the langquage is just about
the same.

Senator Curtis. I had David Swope do some work on this

L5
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and you recommended the 1975 standards action plus the
one provision that the House has. What is that one provision
and why do you favor it?

Mr. Swope. Yes, sir,

The House provision in H.R. 4800 does have a regquirement
for an active jop search which it is my understanding that
there is no comparable provision to'that in the 1975 Senate
passed bill, and therefore you may wish to consider picking
up that one provision in the House bill.

Senator Curtis. Does it reach this point that the
longer unemployment persists there is maybe in some instances
a lesser chance that that ﬁemployer would call him back?

This would add a provision that within reason they should
look around and see if there is something else.

Mr., Swope. Yes, sir.

Senator Curtis. Is that a fair statement?

Mr, Swope. Yes, sir.

Senator Curtis. I am glad to see us do what we did
in *75, plus that one point. -

The Chairman. We had some debate on these '75 require-
ments in the Senate bill but the Senate sustained this as
I recall.

Is that right?

Mr. Stern. That is right.

The amount that some people were unhappy with it and
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wanted to make some slight changes in some of the
provisions.

The:Chairman. What it said, for the emergency benefits,
by that time you ought to be able to reduce your sights and
accept.any . job, with: these .exceptions. If the individual
would have to jo%n a company union or refrain from joining
any bona fide union, you could@ turn it down. That gives
you both sides of the union issue.’

If the job is located at-'an unusual distance or the
job involves risk to health, safety or morals, or the
applicant is in an approved training program or any job
involving wages or other conditions that are substantially
less favorable than fhose provisions for similar work in the
locality.

Expla%n that, if you would.

Mr. Stern. That was kind of a protection that you could
not force somebody to take a job that would simply exploit
the fact that the person was required to take a job.

The Chairman. Say that again?-

Mr. Stern. The idea was that it had to be a job that
paid -~ it could not pay substantially less than that kind
of job paid in that locality. You could not simply exploit
the fact that the person was required to take a job and
pay completely substandard wages for that job.

That was a protection.
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Senator Hansen. Say a bricklayer earns $10 an hour
and that'is sort of the going wage in the area, someone
would not be forced to take a job of $7 an hour of laying
bricks next to someone -~ even though it would be above
the minimum wage?

Mr. Stern. That is correct.

Senator Curtis. That was in the '75 Act?

Mr. Stern. Yes.

This 1975 Senate bill was the bill that was worked out
after some changes were made for some concerns that Senators
had. What you see here is a version that everybody agreed
on. It was not challenged in-the Senate,

The Chairman. In other-words, you say for similar
work, ié a man had a job where he had been previouély employed
as a machinist and he was making $7 an hour and if he was
offered a job at much less than that, $4 an hour, whether
he would be required to take the $4°an hour job would sort
of depend, for that type of work was $4 a fair price to
pay.

Mr. Stern. If this was-a-$4 an hour job in that area,
he would have to take the job; if it was locally a §7 an
hour job, he would not have to take it paying $4.

If it is a different job, if he cannot get a $7 job

and they have a $4 job, after he has been unemployed for nine

months he would have to take the $4 job if that is what the

L4
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going wage was for that job.

We see no problem with Senator Curtis' suggestion that
he must actively engage in seekihg work, if you wanted to
add that.

Senator Curtis. I would so move.

The Chairman. Without objection, we can add that to it.
I suggest we add that to it.

That does not make any real diffexrence.

Mr. Stern. I do not think so. That is what we had
in mind.

The Chairman.' All in favor?

(A chorus of ayes)

The Chairman. Opposed, no?

(No response)

Senator Matsunaga. How is actively engaged defined?

h’-i’c» .

1n a sfsgematlc and c&stalneﬁ efggmgm;g%pbgégn workduring

e et L L T T

such week, and the individual provides tanglble'gg§ggn€§;¢

The House Committee reports that the tangible evidence
required some reliable and satisfactory evidence other than
merely the statement of the claimant.

" Senator Matsunaga. If he goes to a prospective employer
once a week, is that sufficient?

We have had some difficulty definizy that back in

Hawaii.

Mr. Stern. Iﬁ the bill, it says, the individual has énga‘
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Mr. Stern. Maybe Mr. Weatherford would comment.
Mr. Weatherford. If an individual only went to one
employer, the same employer each week, that would .not
constitute an active search for work. It wotId:inot under
the current law thatlwe have in the United States that
requires them to actively seek work.
The best way to say it.is what a normal individual
would do to f£find a job; going to one point or one firm evéry
week would not constitute it. ™ Most states would deny
benefits. - o
Senator Matsunaga. Do you have guidelines laid down
by past experience?
Mr. Weatherford. The Federal government -- there is no
Federal requirement in this area. The states do that.
Senator Matsunaga. The Federal.government generally
gets the minimum standards. Have you set the minimum
standards?
Mr. Weatherford. Not in this area, sir. We have
i ssued, as I indicated to Senaéor Long, after the '75
amendments that did not come through the House, we issued
instructions to the states that parallels the bill that
you are talking about, that did not go quite that far as
you were talking about here.

We do not have standards.

Senator Matsunaga. I can foresee some problems, because
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the standards are going to differ from agent to agent in
the Unemployment Office.

Senator Danforth. May I inquire, are these requirements
administratively practical?

Mr. Weatherford. Senator, we are concerned about them.
We worked with the House to try to get their bill in. That
is one of the reasons we tried to get some indication in the

legislation that would say that the employer would have to

ourselves in a local employment office. The claims taker
finds himself in the position of having to make a judgment
whether .the ‘réfusal of that job is reasonable or not, or
whether he had reason to refuse that job.

In ordexr to do that, he has to have a wageé:q

As you indicated a while ago, you have to find out
whether it is the prevailing wage in the state.

We worked with the.House. It also required ~-- you would
not require him to refuse a job less than the unemployment
amount.

The Chairman. Let me make one suggestion‘here. We
can make it more definite in the Committee Report.

Where we talk about if the job is located at an
unreasonable distance, it seems to me it is not so much
the distance that should be the determination but the time

it takes you to get there. My thought would be if you think
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in terms of how long it is going to take the average man

construction labor, for example, how long does it take -

area? o

Ordinarily I would think about 20 or 22 minutes is
the normal time it would take =-- no, maybe 15 minutes is
the awerage time. It would seem to me if he is asked to

go a greater distance, I think perhaps an additional one-
half hour travelling time back and forth would be justified
after he had been ocut of work for.a solid year drawing
benefits.

In other words, where 45 minutes would not be an
unreasonable travel time for going back and forth to work
if the man had been out of work for éwhile. You need some
kifd of standard to go by and that is one that would appear
logical to me.

I think an hour travelling down the road, an hour going
td work is too much, Eut I do not think forty-five minutes
would be too unreasonable.

Senator Talmadge. In my state we have many people
spending more than an hour going each way daily. Take
Lockheed Aircraft in Marieta, Georgia. We have people

travelling distances round trip of over 150 miles a day

to work there.
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The Chairman. That is a guy who really wants to
work.

Senator Talmadge. That ib right; that is correct.

The Chairman. We are not talking about those who
really want to work; we are talking‘about those who want to
work, period. B

Senator Talmadge. Those are good jobss up in the rural
mountain areas of north Georgia we do not have many good

-

industrial jobs.

Those people, many of them have driven from the
Tennessee line to Marieta to work.

The Chairman. Senator Moynihan?

Senator Moynihan. I think the Department of Labor keeps
a tab on what the average time it takes to get to work is
and I believe it is a case that the time has not changed in
this century. It is about the same today as it was in 1900.

I would like to note Mr. Weatherford's point that
the Administration of which he is Director would never requirs
s omeone to take a job at wages lower than they would receive
as unemp;oyment.benefits. |

That is your view? That Qould continue under this
arrangement?

Mr. Weatherford. I believe so.

The Chairman. Under this amendment, would that be the

case?

W
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Mr. Stern. That is not ¥he standard that was in the
'75 Senate bill.

The Chairman. I think we ought to consider that.
That does become crucial. How close to those wages do we
get when we are'talking about what a person would be able
to get from unemployment benefits and what he could get
otherwise:

What would that be?

Mr. Stern. It would dépend on what kind of allowance
you are willing to make for taking off taxes.

The Chairman. We are not talking about taxes. We
are not talking about taxes. That is one point, the
unemployment benefit -- I know it is not taxable. I do not
think Senator Moyhihan has that in mind, either.

For example, we are talking about if a man is drawing
a benefit, how high do the benefits go, for example? |

Mr, Stern.: For example, average benefits —-

Senator Hansen. What page?

Mr. Stern. This is the-blue book, "Emergency Unemploy-
ment Compensation Act," page 28.

The Chairman. All right.

Mr. Stern. The maximum weekly benefit améunt per
state shows in the second column -~ for example, in
Alabama it is $90; Louisiana, $90; Wyoming, $95 and so

on. The average benefit in fiscal year 1976 is shown in the

-
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following qolumn.

In New York State, the maximum benefit is $95.

The Chairman. I think that is reasonable, frankly. I
do not have anything to quarrel about that.

Mind you, he might be making -- when you take taxes
into consideration, he might be making less, but if we say --
I think maybe we should put it ‘into the Committee Report.

We do not expect him to take a job that pays less than he
would draw in unemployment benefits, but we are not consider-
ing taxes on that, because the unemployment benefit is not

taxable.

You are just saying you would not expect him to take a

job paying less than he would make on unemployment bénefits.

Mr. Stern. Comparing the unemployment benefits with
t he gross wages, Mr, Chairman? Not ﬁaking d'deduction for
taxes? R

The Chairman. Looking at the two gross figures. That
is what you are looking for.

All in favor, say aye. = °

(A chorus of ayes.)

The Chairman. Opposed, no?

(No response)

The Chairman. The ayes have it.

I would suggest then, travel time, that you might check

into it. It seems to me if he can get to the job in one
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hour from where he is by the way the average person would
go there, that he could get there in an hour, that would
not be regarded as too far away.

Mr., Stern. Maybe you could pu: something in the
Committee Report that looks at travel time in the same
way as you look‘at wages for a particular type of job.
Look at what is typical in the community. If you are in
an area like New Yérk City where travel time might be
expected to be highef, you have a higher threshold than in
a place where travel time is low.

The Chairman. In those terms you could add a half an
hour to it. What a person could be expected to do in that
area, plus a half hour.

Mr. Stern. We will put that in the Committee Report.

Senator Curtis. Mr. Chairman, ﬁhen the other amend-
ments are through, I have two brief ones I would like to

call up at the request of Senator Griffin from Michigan.

Vﬁﬁr.“sfern. We have thrée more amendments we want to
bring up. They are fairly brief.

The first one relates to the duration of the emeééency
benefit period. Under the present law where the benefité
last for twenty-six weeks, once the state triggers into the
emergency benefit program, an emergency benefit period has
to be for at least twenty-six weeks.

Under the House bill, the period of emergency benefits

k1
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is reduced to thirteen weeks, but the minimum duration in
the states stays at twenty-six weeks. We would suggest that
you conform one to the other and also say that once the
state triggers in, the emergency benefit period would be
only thirteen weeks, the same as the lerngth of the benefits.

That would be comparable. ‘@ -

Senator Curtis. That is your tecommendation?

Mr, Stern. Yes, sir.

The Chairman. All in favor; say aye?

(A chorus of ayes)

The Chairmar.. Opposed, no? - —~

(No response)

The Chairman. The ayes have it.

;hr. Stern. I will let Mr. Humphreys explain the last

two.

Mr:’Humphreys. When the emergency program was enacted

in 1974, it was expected to be a temporary program. No

provision was made in there as to how long from’£he‘time a
person worked he could still continue drawing benefits if
he had interruptions in there.

For example, if someone became unemployed and drew
benefits for a couple of weeks and then went to school
or something like that when he was not even claiming the
benefit, he can then subsequently come back and draw his

benefits.
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z~1s This. is sort of an unusual situation. Tt requires
the states to keep their records open for an indefinite
perind of time as long as this program is in operation.

What we are suggesting is that you insert a rule that
says, no benefits will be payable under this program to any
individual beyond a point which is two years after the
end of the period in which he could get regular benefits
under the state law.

The state law has a benefit year and you work, you
become unemployed, you draw benefits, but not beyond the
end of a specified benefit year.

What we are suggesting for this emergency benefit program
is that you cannot go around téo years from that point, even
if you are in and out of the labor force.

The Chairman. 1Is there any discussion?

All in favor, say aye. . s

(A chorus of ayes)

The Chairman. Opposed, no?

{No response)

The Chairman. The ayes have it.

Mr. Humphreys. Tﬁe next point, the'generaluunempioymgnt
amendments enacted last year included a provision =--

The Chairman. What page?

Mr. Humphreys. Page 8 under the heading "Illegal

Aliens,.”
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-bast year's general unemployment amendments included

a provision that Entended to deny benefits to illegal
alients. It was phrased in terms of requiring people to
be permanent residents, legal permanent residents in order
to get benefits.

There was .a problem because of certain agreements,
particularly witg Canada, where people are not permanent
residents but legally do come in and work and under agreement
cooperative agreements, could draw unemployment benefits.
The House made a technical amendment to correct that, but
we think that there is a technical problem with their
technical amendment in that it relates to whether the person
was permitted to be in this country for working purposes
at the tiﬁe he was drawing benefits.

We think that it should be amended to say that it is
all right to pay benefits if he were permitted to be working
here at the time that he was working here.

Senator Bentsen. Do you mean he was legally here
when he developed his eligibi{ipy?

.M:.:Humphreys. That is what we are suggesting. It is
essentially a technical change.

Senator Hansen. What are-you suggesting?

Mr., Humphreys. The suggestion is to make this House
provision read so that it allows for benefits to be paid

if the individual was legally present for working purposes in
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this country at the“time that he was working here rather
that at the time that he was drawing benefits.

Senator Curtis. In other words, it has to be based on
legal work?

Mr. Humphreys. That is right.

Senator Ribicoff. What happens if that person could
get a job by goin§ back to Canada or Mexico? He does not
have to do that?

Mr. Humphreys. He would still be subject to all the
other rulés of having to be seeking work and availble for
work.

Senator Ribicoff. How do you work it? Say somebody
crosses over and is working in Michigan. Then they go back
and work in Toronto in an automobile plant across the river,
across the lake. P

How do they check? It is hard enough to check in this
country. - How do you:check about whether there was a job .,
available in Canada or Mexico for them?

Mr. Humphreys. There are some cooperative agreements.
I do not know the details, |

Mr. Ruben, can you explain how that:weorks where we are
paying benefits to Canadian nationals, how they guarantee
that they are seeking employment?

Mr. Ruben. We have a reciprocal agreement with Canada

. forwhich Canada, for the purposes of unemployment insurance

EE
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is treated in effect the same way we would treat claimants
with respect to a state.

An individual may not be denied by reason for filing
a claim for Canada or for residing in Canada. It is’'to
ease the movement between the borders that this was estab-
lished.

Senator Bentsen. By that, you mean if we had a United
States citizen on that side amd he is out of work, he can
apply for Canadian unemployment compensation? It is a
reciprocal deal?

Mr. Ruben. Yes.

Senator Bentsen. If you have a green card carrier on
either side?

Mr. Ruben. That is my understanding. E

Senator Ribicoff. Are there anf statistics of how
many Americans work in Canada’ or Mexico legall& or how

many Mexicans and Canadians work in the United States? Any

. Eigures on that? T

Mr Rubed. I do not have detailed figures with me.
There are many more Canadians who work in the United States
than Americans who wori in Canada.

Senator Ribicoff. Many*moré‘Canadians?

Senator Bentsen. ~Thersame:would be true on the

Mexican border. Mény more Mexicans would be working legally

in this country than U.S. TitiZens would be working in
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Mexico.

The Chairman. It seems to me that we are going to
pay them, these illegal aliens,, unemployment benefits, we
ought to make a condition that they go back and receive it
) 5 in the country where they came from. They do not have

6 jobs here. '

7 Senator Moyhihan?'

8 - Senator Moynihan. One of the important aspects of the
9 Canadian-American border, it is quite porous economically.
10 The economic regions across the border, and people move back
1 a nd forth in:a-way that I think is important to our rela-

12 tions and is good for everybody involved.

13 There is no suggestion, I think, that the Canadians

14 have ever sought to abuse this arrangement. Their unemploy-

; - 15 ment benefits are good; they are comparable to ours. They

'
S8 16 talk the same language. s
o B
- 17 The Chairman. Does this inveolve the situation down in
L i
= boyg Mexico? It seems to me that if they are going to be drawing

- 19 the benefits, they should go back ta Mexico where they came
20 from and draw the benefits. Whether it serves our purpose
21 where we have a tight labor market to encourage the people
[ e A AT N . .
22 to stay here, illegal‘@Jﬁ?ﬂi&n“competlng for jobs.
. 23 Senator Bentsen. We are talking about legal aliens.:
24 The Chairman. I see.

.. - 25 Senator Hansen. Do I understand, Mr. Ruben, the test
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that 1s applied is to ask the legal alien if his country,

say~Zanada, reciprocates -- and I gather from what you say
that Canada and the United States have rather reciprocal
laws -~ this would not be true vis-a-vis of the U.S. and
Mexico.

Would I be right about that?

Mr. Ruben. An individual, a Mexican national who
worked in the UnitedfStates, could not file a claim in
Mexico because we do not have the same reciprocity with
Mexico that we have with Canada.

Senator Hansen. M& next question is, would an 7-1ega1
Alien from Canada, in so far as unemployment compensation
goes, be treated differently than a legal alien from
ﬁexico? -

Mr. Ruben. To the extent that the Canadian may file
a ¢laim in Canada on thé basis of his work in the United
States and collect benefits, a Mexican may not file a claim
in Mexico on the basis of his work in the United States.

If he files a claim in Texas, he resides in iexas, he
ﬁoul& be eligible and traditionally Texas has paid Mexican
< itizens who have worked elsewhere in the country.as well
as in Texas. |

Senator Bentseh. I do not see the equity. We do not

have the same agreement with Mexico?

Mr. Ruben. No, sir.

I
[




10

n

12

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

1-67
Senator Bentsen. Yet, if we.have a green card carrier
in ‘Texas who is a legai alien working in our country and
we have the kinﬁ of unemployment rate we have in our country

today, if he happens to get out of work, who would be paying
the SOmPEnsation?
Mr. Ruben. If he is residing in the United States,
not Mexico.
Senator Bentsen. I understand. A green card carrier --
Mr. Ruben. Hewwould:. be eligible.
Senator Bentsen. I Ao not see the justice in that.
We have unemployment in this country -- I know they have
it in Mexico today. We have - no .reciprocal agreement,
then we turn around and we have this green card carrier in
this countfy and then he gets out of work and we pay him
unemployment compensation. |
The Chairman. Do we do that now?
Senator Bentsen. That is what we are doing.
Mr. Ruben. If he.is residing in Mexico, no. He:would
not be eligible for benefits.
The Chairman. If he were in Mexico, he could not be?v
Mr. Ruben. He could not file a claim in Mexiégﬁagainst
the United sStates.
The Chairman. If he is: residing here, he would be?

Is that correct? .

Mr. Ruben. Yes, sir.
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~ The ghairman.. It seems to me it ought to be, if he
1§ not IégaIIy;in the Unitéd States.

Senator Bentsen. He is a legal alien.

The Chairman. He is legally 'in the United States. °*

Senator Talmadge. With a permit to work in the
United States. Yqu have to have two of them.

- Senator Curtis. What are-the-civil rights of a legal,
resident alien? The same as a citizen?

- SenatorT.Banforth. “¥Yes.-

-Fhe~€hairman. It seems to me, if he is legally in the
United States and out of work, we really should not get
invoived in trying to do something about that, before we
do something about. all of those who are illegally in here
looking for jobs.

It seems to me, by way of taking first things first,
I would think we would be well-advised to see what we can
dofabout the illegal ones first, which my point of view
would be to say to try to solve that problem, I think we
are gbing to need somé way to help find some jobs down
there, frankly, to put those peopie to:work back in their
own country. .

If you are going to move them out, how about those
who are legally here? Is that what you are talking about?

Mr. Humphreys. Legal aliens. The House bill said

it was okay if they were legally here at the time they are
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claiming benefits. They really meant to say, if the work'
that qualified them for benefits was done while they were
legally pemitted to do the work. We are just suggesting
that you make that change. to say that the thing to be
looked at is whether they were legally here at the time that
they were doing the work, because they may be back in Canada
getting these benefits through these reciprocal agreements
at the time the benefits are paid.

The Chairman. All in favor, say aye?
(A chorus of ayes)

qye Chairman. Opposed, no?

Senatse BeBtseh. TNG.

The Chairman. The ayes have it.

Senator Curtis. -; have a cogplg pf.small amendments
from Senator Griffiﬁ;‘oné‘pertéinsviéfﬁiabama, Connecticut,,
ﬁaléﬁafé;’Kéntucky,:ﬁaryléhgy Nevada, and N;;‘Hampshire. )
Last year when we extended unemployment compensa-
tion, local and state officials -- it included school
eﬁployees. We specifically took out'summerﬁime, that they
did not draw unemployment during the summer.
We failed to have that lanéuage included custﬁmary‘
vacation periods and holiday recesses. That is the one
amendment.

I am told that that cost Michigan $15 million-last year.

There are eight states involved. We have already taken action
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that the teachers cannot draw unemployment compensatioh
in the summer months and this would apply the®same rule to
customary vacation periods and holiday recesses.

Senator Moynihan. With great respect to Senator
Griffin and to the'ranking Minority Senator, I would like
to say .that this is not a technical change. We feel that
this is a substantive change and one for which there ought
to be hearings, or it might be referred to the National
Commissién on Unemployment Cbmpensation; if it is the wish
of the Committee to é; ahead and -do so, but to do so to the
great distress of the National Education Association, the
American Federation of Teachers that asked for a hearing
on the matter. |

Senator Curtis. Mr. Pritts, ‘have I stated it correctly?
Is there anything you would like to.add?

Mr. Pritts. You stated-it correctly.

Senator Curtis. It seems to me that if we make a policy
decision that they were not to get it for summer recesses,
that it would follow that their contention that this was
an oversight, we did not include customary periods or
holiday receéses - |

The Chairman. I would be glad to hear them. This seems
to me like a lot of other things. When it is offereé on

the Floor we have to vote for it one way or the other,

whether you like it or not.
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I do not believe I will change my view, but I will
be happy to hear them. It might change my view.

Senator Ribicoff. Is mnot the difference in this thing,
Senator Moynihan -~ this is my first impression ~~ if a
teacher is legitimately out of work so that it is not like
a teacher who has her pay from September until Christmas
and then she does not get paid for the Christmas period --
or they do. I guesg they get paid for the Christmas
period or the Easter recess or the spring recess.

A person who is out of work has nothing to go back on,
*‘so they need ghat money during the continuaticn of the
normal fear. I would go along with Senator Moynihan.

The.Chairman. Let me explain the way I look at it.
We in Louisiana go before these schoolteachers and make
speeches hoping that we will pick up.a few votes. I want
you to know I am in favor of paying the teachers on‘a year-
round basis; they ought to have a year's salary. If they
want to, they can go out and get some work during the
summertime; that is noét required.

They make a salary on an annual basis where they can
devote themselves exclusively to being a school teacher.

You cannot fault the ambitious, industrious up and
coming types who insist on working"through the summer or
take courses during the summer to improve their skills.

More pawer to them.
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But on the other hand, the job was such that they

have a vacation as a part of it. You can'either pay them

a salary month by month that takes care of it, or you can
pay them on an annual basis. But we had solved this problem,
I thought, in last year's bill by saying that if a éeacher
teachers for nine months and they are out for three months
vacation with thé reasonable expectation they will be
working on that job again come the fall, then they are

not out of ‘work.

Now you are talking dout the same p;oblem with regard
to, let us say,-a lengthy Christmas recess or lengthy
Easter-recess or between two semesters, or something of :
thatisort. I do not think that makes any difference in
Louisiana, but I would think that if the states take the
view that they are paying them a saléry adequate for the
whole year -that the vacation, .which. iszbasically: sort of:
like a vacation with pay, the pay is adequate to take care
of the year.

I do not think the program' should require unemployment
insurance during a long recess.

Senator Ribicoff. I do not think that is the problem
involved, T will say:that-the problem involved, seeing
New York's financial difficulties, they have had to cut
b;ck on the number of teachers that they have so it is not

a question of a teacher being out from June to September.
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The teacher has no job beginning in September.

Normally I think the Griffin Amendment will prevent
that teacher for getting on Unemploymént Compensation_from
December 15th to January 6th =-- is that not what the Griffin
Amendment would do? o T

Mr. Stern. The Griffin Amendment would not do that,
whefe a teacher really does not have a job. I believe it
arises from a sitqgtion where the teacher's contract reads
in terms of teéching a certain number of days a year, so the
teacher takes a position ﬁhat during the Christmas vacation
that not being a day that he is hired for, he is out of work
for that day and therefore during the Christmas vacation, he
has no ﬁork for that week.

This is the kind of situation that the Griffin Amend-

ment is dealing with. |
" The Chairman. Mr. Pritts?

Mr. Pritts. The Griffin Ameddment is identical.to the
sitﬁation in the summer if a teacher has an expectation of
teaching in the fall -- the same with the Christmas receés -
if he has an expectation of teaching in January, the Griffin
Amendment would cover -that situation.

If he is unemployed in December, he would be entitled
to the unemployment campensation.

The Chairman. It seems to me that we in Louisiana

are not asking the Federal government to help us pay for
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Christmas recesses for our teachers. I would be willing
to agree that any state, if they want to, could pay their
teachers unemployment for the Christmas recess, but they
ought to pay for it.

If New York wants to pay them for the Christmas recess,
it seems to me that New York cught to pay for that.

.SenatortRiﬁicoff. That is different.

Do I understand from the staff that this is where a
teacher is working and has a job all year round. If they
do not work for a month's period when schools are closed
normally, Christmas, Easter recess, they put in for
unemployment compensation during the normal recess ‘periiod?

Mr. Pritts. VYes. I

Senator Ribicoff. -That is differgnt. I did not under-
stand it that way. |

« Senateor.Curtis. If the Committee wants to adopt it
and make any further inquiry on it? ‘

Senator Hansen. I would like to vote on it.

The Chairman. I think we ought to agree on this.

Senator Curtis. It involves Alabama, Connecticutt,
Kentucky, Michigan, Maryland, Nevadad and New Hampshire.

The Chairman. It does nét involve Louisiana.

All in favor, say aye.

(A chorus of ayes)

The Chairman. Opposed, no?
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(o response)

The Chairman. The ayes have it.

What is the next point?

Senator Curtis. The next one is that they are asking
if they have a substitute teacher that the benefits not
be extended, but it has a limit there. If‘sb;ebddy is a
regular substitute teacher and they were out, they would not
be affected for a substitute teacher who would qualify
for coverage, they would have to work forty-five days out
of the year.

Is that correct?

Mr,., Pritts. Yes, sir.

Senator Curtis. Do you have any further explanation?

Mr. Pritts. It is intehded to reach a substitute
teacher who teaches lesg than forty-five days a year. They
would not be entitled for unemployment compensation. Any
substitute teacher who was employed more than forty-five
days out of é 185-day school year would continué to be
entitled to compensation.

Senator Curtis. ' Someomei:teaching’lessithan forty~five
days a year would have the same rules as casual emplofment,
would not have eméloyee rights?

Mr. Pritts. That is true.

Senator Ribicoff. Would that be put definitely in

the report, because there are some substitute teachers who

-
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are employed for practically the full year. They skip from
5bh061 to school. You are not affecting those teachers?

Mr.-PritEs: «iNo. ! ..

Senator Curtis. I think the report should include it.
It is a narrow group, when they teach less than forty-five
days out of the year.

The Chairman. Without objecFion, agreed.

Are you ready to vote on the bill?

Those in favor of reporting the bill, say aye?

(A chorus of ayes)

The Chairman. Opposed, no?

(No response)

The Chairman. The-bill is accepted.

Senator Curtis. I ask that the absentees be recorded.

The Chairman. Why do we not call the roll on reporting

the bill? Anyone we do not know about can record himself

subsequently. ¢

Mr. Stern. Mr. Talmadge?
Senator Talmadge. Aye.
-Mr. .Stern. :Mr. ?hibicoff?
Senator Ribicoff. Aye.
Mr. Stern. Mr. Byrd?
Senator Byrd. Aye.

Mr. Stern. Mr. Nelson?

The Chairman. Aye.
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Mr, Stern. Mr. Gravel?
(No response)

Mr. Stern. Mr, Bentsen?
(No response)

Mr. Stern. Mr. Hathaway?
Senator Moynihan. Aye.
Mr. Stern. Mr. Haskell?
Senator Moynihan. Aye..
Mr. Stexn. Mg. Matsunaga?
Senator Moynihan. Aye.
Mr, Stern. Mr. Moynihan?-:
Senator Moynihan. Aye.
Mr. Stern. Mr. Curtis?
Senator Curtis. No.

Mr. Stern. Mr. Hansen?

Senator Hansen. No.

Mr., Stern. Mr. Dole?

{N’o:;;tespﬁn’se), NN A A R T e 13

Mr. Stern. Mr. Packwood?
(No response)

Mr., Stern., Mr. Roth?

(No respdnse)

Mr. Stern. M¥. Laxalt?
(No reéponse)

Mr. Stern. Mr. Danforth?
.

1-77
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Senator Danforth. Aye.

Mr. Stern. Mr, Chairman?

The Chairman. Aye.

The vote is ten ayes and two nays. I will ask that
the absentees be contacted and be put on the record.

Senator Danforth. Mr. Chairman, may I make one
thirty second comment for the record in case this transcript
is read by the members of the National Commission?

I hope they wixl address themselves as to what the
ﬁahure of this program is. I§ it really an insurance
program? To what extent is Et_@wtransfer of payments?

I voted against the needs test; I would have voted
against Senator Moynihan's proposal for financing out of
general revenue on the theory that both of those would be
indicia of a transfer kind of payment program. I am not
willing to concede, at this point, that that is what
unemployment compensation:should be;

Maybe it is what it should be, but I think Ehat the
i ssue should be faced squarely. ,

Senator Moynihan. That is a fair point.

The Chairman. There being no further business, we
will stand in recess until the next scheduled meeting, or
at the call of the Chair.

(Thereupon, at 11:00 a.m. the Committee reéessed to

reconvene at the call of the Chair.)






