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author of the Democratic resolution, that
House conferees on the spending cuts legls-
Iatlon be instructed to keep the minimum
beneft, even though both houses have voted
to eliminate it. However, the reaclutlon
makesa no reference to the conference, and
Demoeratlc budget leaders have sald they
favor separate legislatiom to relnstate the
benefit.

Far from silencing his Democratic critics,
Reagan prompted an In-kind responese from
House Speaker Thomas P. (Tip) O'Melll, Jr.
(D-Mnss.), who attacked both cllmination
of the minimum benefit and Reagan's more
far-reaching proposals to cut future benefits,

“The old age and disebllity benefit cuts
proposed by your administration are twice
a5 deep ma necessary to keep the system
solvent,” O'Nelll sald, “They are ill-advised
and unacceptable. It 18 ungonsclonsble to
créate and exploit fears about the fate of
the Boclal SBecurity system so0 as to make
deep cuts in benefit levels."

The Democratic Natlonal Committes also
made clear it didn’t think the president
was rislng above politics. The committee
called major television networks to say the
Democrats want time to respond If Reagen
getes time for an address on Soclal Security,
‘White House oMcials esld n specific time
will not be requested until after Reagan
returns from talks In Ottawa.

Meanwhile, Sen. Donsld W. Riegle, Jr.
(D-Mich.) yesterday Introduced an amend-
ment to the tax cut bill to retain the mini-
mum beneflt for those who recelve or qualify
for it this year, It will be voled on today.
A previous Riegle effort to retaln the bene-
fit fatled enrller this month, 53 to 45.

In conferences to resolve differences in the
nearly 240 bllllon worth of spending cuts
approved earlier by both houses, banking
committes eonferees agreed to retain Urban
Development Actlon Grants as 8 separate
program, sgainst Reagnn's wishes, They also
approved tighter restrictlons than House He-
publicans wnnted on small elties’ block
grants. Reagan's propoged block grants for
health services emerged as 6 stumbling block
in another conference.

Educatlon committee conferees mgreed to
2476 million for impact ald for school dis-
tricts with large numbers of federal em-
ployees; the Senate had proposed $500 mil-
llen, the House about §400 million. The pro-
Eram now costs about #2800 million. The con-
ferees mlso agreed to spllt the difference op
scaled-back funds to educate poor children,

[From the Washington Post, July 21, 1981)
‘TreE NUNS' STORT

Most of the people now recelving the Soclal
Securlty minimum benefit are not the sort
who can launch maselve letter-writing cam-
palgns or work the halls of Congress, Perhaps
a5 & result, an admintstration proposal
ellminating the minimum benecfit for people
with low earnings records moved with 1ittle
notice Into both the bhudget bills belng rec-
onclled In a Senate-House conference.

Now one group emong the 3 milllon people
potentially affected has been heard from—
about 14500 nuns and male cleries belong-
ing to religlous orders. Last week, spokesmen
for the nuns caused & good deal of squirming
nmong meémbeérs of Congress on both sides
of the alsle, lending strength to efforts by
House Majority Leader James Wright and
others who are sponsoring o resolution—
scheduled for & House vots today—calling
Tor retention of the minimum,

The appearance of the nuns and male
clerlcs came a8 a surprise to almost everyone.
Under the normal conventions of SBoclnl Sa-
curity and other social insurance ProOETRITS,
members of cloistered religlous  orders
wouldn't be ellgible. Blnee they hnve taken
a vow of poverty, they recelve no wages and
Pay no payroll taxes, relying instesd on the
orders they have jolned to provide them with
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room, board and other necessitles. Amend-
menla o the Soclal Becurity law In 1873,
however, allowed the orders to make con-
tributlons on behall of thelr members on
the sssumption that the banefits they re-
ceive have an income walue of about 8100 a
month, The Socisl Securlty beneft formula
15 weighted to glve s wvery high rate of re-
turn on low earnings, but in this case the
taxes pald are so 10w that the nuns benefits
would be very small without the minimum
floor, They would, bowever, retaln full eligl-
bllity for Medicare.

Spokesmen for the rellglous orders pressed
Tor o specin] exemption from the minlmum-
benefit termination. They arguc that thelr
members do not have avallable the welfare
alternative suggested by David Stockman as
the proper recourse for the needy, since they
have taken & vow of poverty. Since welfare
nnd Soclal Becurlty are, as far as we know,
pald in the same currency—and since wel-
fare benefits are typloally B8t &0 &8 Lo make
sure that reclplents stay In poverty whether
they want to or not—this seems & curlous
argument. Moreover, since other minimum
beneficlaries actuslly sacrificed imcome to
galn covernge while the nuns and clerles
did not, special treatment is hard to justify.

Futting a spotlight on the religlous ordars
has, however, drawn uselul attentlon to the
plight of mll the elderly for whom adjust-
ment to & sudden reduction in clrcumstances
will be even more diMeult. While ending the
Boelal Becurity minimum for future bene-
Delaries can be Justified—under current law,
the benefit s already scheduled for a gradual
phase-out—eabruptly changing the rules for
people already relylng on the bencfit does
not, Of the group st risk, 1.5 milion are
over the age of 70, close to 100,000 are aver
80. Two mllllon stand o lose AN AVerage
of 40 percent of thelr currett benefits and,
according to the C onal Research
Barvice, 800,000 mre potentially without al-
tornative sources of income., Gradual dis-
clogure of one sad case after another caused
by an Blmost unexamined budget declsion
{5 not a happy prospect for Congress or this
country.

[From the Washington Post, July 20, 1681)
OMB MovES AcAarvsT EFFORTS BY DEmMOCRATH
70 RESTORE MINTMUM S0CIAL SECURITY

BeweEFIT

(B¥ Nicholas D, Eristof)

The Ofice of Management and Budget ves-
terday moved to derall efforts planned by
congressional Democrats this week to reatore
the 8123-p-month Social Beeurity minimum
now récelved by 3 milllon beneficlaries,

A statement issued by OMB eald the min-
lmum, which ls slated to be dropped under
the House and Senate spending cut bills, Is 6
“pure ‘windfall’ for reciplents” that would
coet 87 billlon over the next five years. The
additional cost would make “the Soclnl Se-
curlty financing crisls that much more acute
and jial»lflpardlm benefits of those who earned

At Issue 18 only whether the minimum
should be preserved for those who now re-
celve it. Fven House Demoecratz have pro-
posed ellminoting it for future reclplents.

Becpuse the minimum is received by those
who would earn less by the conventlonal
formuln, OMB termed it "an unearned bene-
fit." Among those who recelve the minimum
OME sald, 300,000 would feel the effect of tho
cutback. Even those could not fall below s
“safaty net” of supplementary securlty In-
come, food stamps and medieald that stands
at about 810.600 per couple per year, OMB
Bald.

Orf the other 2.7 milllon reclplents of the
Boelal Securlty minimum, OMB sald:

1.7 milllon would be unafected bocause
they recelve more than the minimum
through an accounting technlealfty, because
they earmn sn amount nearly equal to the
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minimum by the standard formuls, or be-
cause they recelve supplementary security
income benefits that will make up the money
last from Soclal Security.

BOO000 recelve pensions or have spouses
who work or recelve penslons, The OMB
siid the average of these people's total io-
comes 1s above §20,000,

200,000 are college students or children
below Lthe age of 1B whosa families have
outside incomea,

Housa Majority Lesder James Q. Wright
(D-Tex.}, who led the move Thursday to re-
Instate (heé BSoclal Becurity minimum In
pending legislation, responded, “The mathe-
matical gyratlons of the OMB never cease to
amaze mea. The fact remalns thet most of
the people edvergely affected are nmong the
pooreésl and the oldest and the most pollt-
leally defenscless in our soclety.”

Wright sald that if o many peopls would
be unaffected, the resulting savings would
not bo large. "You can't bave it both ways,”
he said. "If the government saves money at
the expense of these elderly Americans,
then the elderly Americans obviously must
lose the money that 1a saved."g

@ Mr MITCHELL. Mr. President, last
month the Senate rejected, on a 53-to-45
vote, an effort to make savings in the
minimum benefit of the social security
system by eliminating it prospectively.
beginning on August 1, 1981. Instead,
the majority of 53 voted to eliminate the
minimum benefit retroactively, to take
it away from people now receiving it, to
take it away from a group which has
been receiving it in many cases for over
10 wears, 15 years, and 20 years.

This cut In an existing beneflt has
been defended on the grounds that we
must save money, that the minimum
benefit is not sufficlently closely tied to
earnings and contributions to the sys-
tem, that thoze who suffer an income
loss will be able to make it good through
welfare, that a GAQ study of 1877 en-
trants into the system showed that most
were sufficiently well off not to rely on
the minimum benefit as their prime
source of income. The cut has been de-
fended on the grounds that this is one
of those welfare-like provisions which
has crept into the system over the dec-
ades, and which must be rooted out if
we are to retain its flscal stability and
to reorient it toward its appropriate
goals.

The minimum benefit has been an in-
tegral part of the system since its crea-
tion. It was particularly necezsary in the
earlier years, when short periods of cov-
erage and very low incomes would have
left some beneficlaries with truly insig-
nificant benefit checks. And as we added
new cabtegories of workers to the sys-
tem—farmers, domestie workers, mem-
bers of religious orders, as late as 1973—
the minimum benefit gave these people
& small income to make up for the fact
that the system had excluded them from
full coverage. S0 those who claim to
want to rid the system of recently
acquired welfare characteristics should
look elsewhere than at the minimum
benefit,

The 1877 GAO study that 1s touted so
often was precizely that: a study of peo-
ple entering the system in 1877, It made
no claim to being a study of those al-
ready in lt. Congress responded to that
report by freezing the 1977 minimum
benefit and preventing it rislng above
$122 a month, GAQ estimated that 15
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percent of current minimum benefit re-
cipients correspond to the popular no-
tlon of the well-off retired bureaucrat
with a Government pension and a social
gecurity benefit gained through minimal
work in the private sector. So we are
seeking to rectify a loophole used by 15
percent by penalizing the other 85 per-
cent.

Those arguments to ellminate the
minimum benefit were not compelling
last month and have gained no credence
sinee. The adminizstration has been un-
able to produce any more information
than that which was available last
month about the beneficiaries under the
system or thelr prospects in life if this
benefit is ended than was available then.
The only added information consists of
Mr. Stockman’s contention that the min-
imum benefit represents a $7 billion
“windfall* to undeserving people who
do not really need the money.

The facts of the situation ought to
dizpell that vicious canard: Three mil-
lion Americans today receive the mini-
mum benefit. Three-quarters of them
are elderly women—elderly women who
spent their earlier lives in a society
where women worked less often and had
fewer professional opportunities to earn
an adequate wage.

Half these people, men and women,
are over 70 vears of age. They are peo-
ple who retired years ago and who based
their retirement decisions, at least in
part, on the calculation that the mini-
mum benefit of $122 per month—just $30
per week—would be a source of income
to them.

Nine hundred and fifty thousand of
theze people are over 75 years old. They
retired at legst 10 years ago. Half a mil-
lion of them are over 80—they retired
more than 15 years ago. In 19686.

Eighty thousand of these people are
over 90 years of age: People who left the
work force hefore 1961—not healthy, rel-
atively young people with recent work
experience who can find some other
source of income.

Of the 3 million wha receive the bene-
fit, 1.2 milllon fall below the poverty line.
These are not middle-class Government
warkers who have worked a few short
years just to top off a nice pension with
the minimum social security benefit. Al-
most half these people now live on In-
comes that the Federal Government it-
self concedes place them in dire poverty.
Yet, the argument has been made that
this is & windfall benefit, unearned, un-
deserved, and unfair to working people.

It 15 claimed that these beneficiaries
will make up the income loss. Well, the
Soclal Security Administration has some
information on that: 1.2 million may be
able to make up the income loss and will
not suffer, because their spouses’ hene-
fts will rise, or because thelr earned
benefits are equivalent to the minimum,
One million people may be able to turn
to the supplemental security income
Drogram: Some 80,000 will become newly
eligible when we eliminate their current
income. Some half-milllon not now in
the program will be able to enter.

But the best caleulations of both OMB
and the Social Becurity Administration
still leave unanswered the fate of 800,-
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000 of these people. We will impoverish
80,000 people sufficiently to make them
ellgible for welfare. We will force another
half million who have been too proud
to take welfare or too old to understand
their eligibility, to go down to their local
welfare offices and put themselves on
public assistance for the remainder of
their lives.

But for 800,000 human belngs. We are
legislating in a vacuum. We simply do
not know if these are wealthy people tak-
ing advantage of the system, or the very,
very elderly who began recelving bene-
fits many years ago and have not been
in touch with the system since then. We
simply do not know.

The ease with which people are go-
ing to make up the lost income is some-
thing on which we have litile Informa-
tion. Current law requires that no B8I
benefit go to any person with liquid as-
zets of 21,500 or more. Simply stated,
that means the elderly person who has
managed to set aside $2,000 or $1,700 for
a decent funeral will be forced to spend
some of that money before the 831 pro-
gram will recognize & need, Bimply put,
we are willing to ask a million old people
who have worked, paid into the system,
most at very low wages, and many in
jobs for which social security coverage
came late, to lve out their lives on wel-
fare, to spend their small nest egg if they
have one, to give up their right to self-
respect, to stop being able to proudly
write—as 30 many Maine people have
written me—"1 never took & nickel from
the Government"—we are asking them
to do this because we are simply unable
budget or in the social security system
itself.

That is not believeable. As a Member
of the Senate who has voted for spend-
ing cuts that this administration did
not want—for cuts In such guestionable
priorities as the Clinch River Breeder
Reactor, the tobacco subsidy program,
the Ineredibly bloated self-promotion
budgets of every Cabinet department
and agency—I reject the contention that
our economic plight is so desperate—
that our budget has been so closely
pared—that no other course remains
open but to sacrifice the dignity and the
self-respect of 3 million retired Ameri-
cans.®

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise
in strong support of the pending amend-
ment that would restore and maintain
the minimum soclal security benefit for
those persons who currently recelve it
and those who will be ellgible to receive
it through the end of this year. The
administration's proposal actually takes
away social security benefits from peo-
ple who are already receiving them,
thereby abruptly terminating this bene-
fit for people who were relying on it as
part of their retirement income, It will
establish & dangerous and unfortunate
precedent, namely that social security
benefits can be cut back and taken away.

The termination of the minimum
benefit and the other recently proposed
wide-ranging cuts that the administra-
tion has put forward regarding our soeial
security systern have caused deep con-
cern, anxiety, and fear among the Ameri-
can people. Such action by the adminis-
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tration repudiates the commitments
made by the Government to our citizens
and places those citizens who have re-
lled upon promises with respect to their
retirement years in & very difficult and
unfair situation.

This particular proposal of the admin-
istration to terminate the minimum
benefit strikes many of those least able
to afford any reduction in their already
low income. The minimum benefit, cur-
rently $122 & month, was specifieally
established to assist citizens with very
low earnings to obtain a basic minimum
retirement income from social security in
order to improve the possibility of their
economic independence, Should the ad-
ministration's recommendation be en-
acted into law, 3 million elderly persons,
half of them already below the poverty
line, will find their monthly benefits
drastically reduced or completely elim-
inated. Fifty percent of these recipients
are over T0 vears of age and 80,000 are
above the age of B0. Many are receiving
the minimum benefit as their sole source
of inecome and would be forced to turn to
welfare if this benefit s terminated.

It is of great Importance to our soclety
that every individual have dignity, self-
sufficlency, and self-respect. A major In-
gredient for self-sufficiency and there-
fore dignity, is economic independence.

-Soelal security benefits are provided to

more than 90 percent of our older citizens
and are usually thelr most important
single source of income. It has been esti-
mated that the soclal security program
has cut the incidence of poverty among
the aged by two-thirds. Yet, even with
these benefits, the incidence of poverty
among the elderly iz inecreasing. A re-
cent report shows that the percentage of
the elderly below the poverty line
climbed from 14 percent in 1878 to 15
percent in 1979, after having decreased
for & number of years,

We must recognize the importance of
the stability and reliability of the social
security system and oppose the proposed
reductions in beneflts. Social security
rests on a pledge between our citizens
and our Government, a pledge which has
been honored since the ineeption of the
system. Retired people and those about to
retire in the near future should not be
treated in an arbitrary and cavalier
manner. They deserve better for a life-
time spent working to bulld cur country,

MOTION TO TADLE AMENDMENT WO. 503

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to
table the amendment in the first degree.
I refer to the amendment in the first
degree.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The year
and nays have been ordered.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, this is &
tabling motion. Have the yeas and nays
been ordered on the tabling motion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The vote
occurs on the tabling motion, The yeas
and nays were ordered on the tabling
motion last night.

Mr. DOLE. That s the tabling motion
on the amendment in the first degree.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
the tabling motion on the amendment in
the first degres.

The clerk will call the roll.
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