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SERVICES TO THE ELDERLY ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 18, 1965

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FEDERAL, STATE, AND
' CoMMUNITY SERVICES
oF THE SpECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 1:30 p.m., pursuant to notice, in room
4200, New Senate Office Building, Senator Edward M. Kennedy
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Senator Edward M. Kennedy.

Committee staff members present: William E. Oriol, professional
staff member, and Gerald P. Nye, minority professional staff member.

Senator KennEpY. The subcommittee will come to order.

Today this subcommittee opens hearings on ‘‘Services to the Elderly
on Public Assistance.”

Within the next 2 days we will hear from witnesses who will help us
determine whether Federal, State, and local administrators have
made the best possible use of the Public Welfare Amendments of
1962 in their daily work with our older citizens.

The amendments of 1962 were advanced by the President and
endorsed by Congress because they seemed to offer hope that welfare
programs could be used—not only to pay out money to those in
need—but to offer social services that would help break the patterns
of dependence.

Congress and welfare experts gave much thought to the forms that
such services should take. :

They envisioned programs to help elderly in housing projects.

They wanted to help older persons who need services in order to
remain in their own homes instead of going to institutions, and they
wanted to help return the elderly from institutions to their own homes.

They foresaw that volunteers could provide services to the elderly,
and they made proposals that would bolster protective services to
individuals who, because of mental or physical condition, are in-
capable of managing their own affairs.

Here was a direct affirmation by Congress that the true meaning of
welfare is, as our dictionary tells us, “the state of faring or doing well:
thriving or successful progress in life.”

It was to be the task of our welfare administrators to give momen-
tum for “successful progress in life’” to those who, through neglect or
impersonal social change, need the assistance and undcrstanding of
their Government.

Three years later, we see some progress. But we must stop now
to ask whether that progress is sufficient, and we must ask other ques-
tions, too.

1



2 SERVICES TO THE ELDERLY ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

Are shortages of trained manpower stopping some programs before
they can really begin?

Are we taking full advantage of opportunities for coordination and
cooperation between local welfare programs and the community action
programs funded through the Office of Economic Opportunity?

Are States acting as quickly as they should to make full use of the
matching funds that will make the new services useful?

What attention is given to special needs of the elderly in crowded
central cities?

Can volunteer programs proposed under the 1962 amendments be
coordinated with volunteer programs activated by antipoverty
planners?

Has local leadership been adequately responsive to the new oppor-
tunities to provide services?

Now that we have an Older Americans Act on the books, we can
expect State agencies on aging to offer more comprehensive plans and
advisory services than ever before. Can we also expect that welfare
administrators will make the best use of such planning and consulta-
tion in their own planning for service programs?

The final question is basic: can we really expect social welfare pro-
grams to work if the assistance grant is so low that recipients can have
no real hope of self-advancement?

Any program to help elderly public assistance recipients to improve
their situations—and even to get off the relief rolls—is doomed to
failure if grants are insufficient to support a successful campaign
to restore self-sufficiency.

Inadequacy isnot the only problem. Aswelook around our Nation,
we also see inequities in different States—the monthly welfare check
is set by State legislatures in widely varying amounts.

In view of the wide latitude which States now have in determining
income, we may well ask whether we should establish some ‘“floor”
or “guide,” or ‘‘standard’’ to the consideration of income and resources.

We will, therefore, invite testimony on the adequacy of welfare for
the elderly, and we will ask for comment on the advisability of Federal
legislation to place a floor under old-age assistance.

Our Nation has now, more than ever, recognized that poverty is an
intolerable drain on our society and on our individual consciences.

By hearing from witnesses who are experienced and skilled in the
rendering of services to the elderly on public assistance, we will

-explore one neighborhood of poverty, and we will determine whether

legislative changes are needed to make our 1962 services provisions
more effective and helpful. If necessary, we will recommend new

legislation to take maximum advantage of services techniques sought

by Congress when it acted 3 years ago.

We are delighted to have as our first witness today Mrs. Ellen
Winston, Commissioner, Welfare Administration, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare.

Dr. Winston was sworn in as Commissioner on January 28, 1963,
and had been the commissioner of public welfare in North Carolina for
18 years before that date.

She is the former Head of the Department of Sociology and Eco-
nomics, Meredith College, in Raleigh, N.C., before becoming the State
Commissioner.
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She is the former president of the American Public Welfare Associa-
tion and is the current chairman of the National Conference on Social
Welfare.

Dr. Winston has really a unique background and experience in this
whole field, and this committee is very much in her debt for the time
she has taken to come and appear before us.

Accompanying her is Mr. Jules Berman and Miss Eunice Minton
of the Bureau of Family Service, and Mr. Charles Hawkins, legislative
reference officer, Welfare Administration.

Dr. Winston, you may proceed in your own way.

STATEMENT OF DR. ELLEN WINSTON, COMMISSIONER, WELFARE
ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION,
AND WELFARE; ACCOMPANIED BY JULES BERMAN AND EUNICE
MINTON, BUREAU OF FAMILY SERVICES, AND CHARLES HAWK-
INS, LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE OFFICER, WELFARE ADMINIS-
TRATION '

Dr. Winston. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, when President
Roosevelt signed the Social Security Act in 1935, he called it—

the cornerstone in a structure which is being built, but is by no means complete.

When President Johnson signed the 1965 amendments which in
cludes the historic Medicare legislation in Independence, Mo., on July
30, he called 1t—

the most important addition to that structure in three decades.

President Roosevelt’s pen established Federal programs created to
meet the urgent human need for financial aid that grew out of the great
depression.

President Johnson’s signature established pioneering legislation that
breaks new ground in providing medical care to the aged and other
needy persons.

Between these two historic events—the cornerstone laying and to-
day’s vast addition—our Nation’s social insurance and pub%ic assist-
ance structure has been expanded several times to strengthen its orig-
inal provisions, and to broaden its services.

Most important of these were the public welfare amendments of
1962. They constituted the most comprehensive overhauling of
public assistance and child welfare services that Congress had ever
made up to that point. For they broke new ground in providing
important social services—human resources development techniques,
you might call them, which help people achieve their potential.

When President Kennedy signed that legislation on July 25, 1962,
he described it as—

a new approach stressing services in addition to support, rehabilitation instead of
relief, and training for useful work instead of prolonged dependency.

Thus, three Presidents, supported by the Congress and the collec-
tive conscience of the electorate, extended the hand of broad Federal
aid into three crucial fields of human need—income maintenance,
social services, and health care.

Today, Mr. Chairman, I am very happy to be able to respond to
your request to give testimony on the Welfare Amendments of 1962
and future welfare programs for the elderly. .
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Much has been done for older Americans, and we rejoice at the
additional opportunities granted by the 89th Congress, but the human
need is great and growing.

But, first, I would like to give you a progress report on the Public
Welfare Amendments of 1962. Then I would like to discuss the
floor for public assistance to which you have referred

I have been in the fields of public welfare and of aging for 20 years.
I remember very well when we only talked about food, clothing, and
shelter, and very little else. Yet I can also recall starting back in
1945 to work with the North Carolina Legislature to get a bill enacted
that would provide enough of a legal basis to develop a program of
services for older people.

It is out of these decades—lean years of social services for the
elderly—that I report progress to you today.

I think, generally, public welfare has come very lately to the
realization of its responsibilities to provide services for older people.
It is perfectly true that we have been giving money payments to them
since the midthirties. But we haven’t done much beyond providing
money payments until rather recently.

This opportunity really was launched with the 1962 Welfare
Amendments. I might add that Public Law 89-97 offers Federal,
State, and local public welfare a magnificient new opportunity to
strengthen social, financial, and medical services for older people.
But that lies in the future. ’

Today, I want to report on the implementation of the 1962 Public
Welfare Amendments as they relate to older people. Let me say
that the response of the States to date is beyond expectation—as you
probably know, we are still in the “tooling up” stage and will be
until July 1, 1967—here are some highlights:

1. INCREASED STATE INVOLVEMENT

So far, 41 States have elected to provide increased services to public
assistance clients—actual or potential—in their programs for the blind,
the disabled, and the aged. They are now involved in the process of
fulfilling these commitments. Some of the remaining States also
have plans underway to take on these responsibilities.

We certainly hope that all States will follow suit. It is not difficult,
because, after all, as a result of the 1962 legislation the Welfare
Administration is ready, willing, and able to offer Federal funds to
meet 75 percent of the cost of special services.

I have discovered, however, that it is sometimes more difficult to
get $1 from State and local sources than it is to get. $3 from the Federal
sources. Right here we have a critical problem. Without State
financial participation, there can be no Federal program. The result
is human suffering. :

2. INCREASED STAFFING

Very few States had sufficient staff to assume the full scope of
potential services for older persons in mid-1962. But they have been
busy trying to close the gap. Specifically, I can report the following
encouraging facts and figures:

41 States have added a total of 2,721 caseworkers, with sub-
stantial numbers in Kentucky, 106; and Illinois, 298:
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29 States have increased salaries for caseworkers and super-
visors;
27 States have added 255 supervisors for service workers;
18 States have added 50 full-time and 20 half-time staff to
strengthen program planning and development of social services;
17 States have added 50 specialists to the existing 237 specialists
in aging, medical social work, and other areas;
9 States have upgraded their qualifications for casework and
supervisory positions. .

All States, therefore, have been deeply involved since July 1963 in
carrying out their commitments to build up staff to meet the national
standards of (¢) no more than 60 service cases per worker, (b) no
more than 5 workers per supervisor, and (¢) providing some service
on a statewide basis.

Naturally, there will be understandable variation and method
and timetable by which the States will fulfill these commitments.
But all States must reach these standards by the target date of
July 1, 1967. .

As further evidence of State concern, I can report their reaction to
the Welfare Administration’s recent 2-week training institute for
State public welfare specialists in aging.

I think it is extremely significant that 25 States sent 60 specialists
in aging to this training session. This institute, and the States’
response, is certainly a measure of growth of our interest in, knowledge
of, and professional approach to social services for older persons.

3. SERVICES

We are relying heavily on several services that generally provide the
elderly with:
(a) Protection against hazardous living conditions;
(b) Security by enabling them to remain in their own homes
_or return to their home communities from an institution;
(¢) Help in achieving self-care and increased independence.
The spectrum of services includes casework, community planning,
group work, homemaker service, volunteer service, foster care, and
training for self-support or self-care.
Here are highlights of the progress of just two of these services:

HOMEMAKER SERVICE

The current national interest in homemaker services is strongly
reflected in public welfare. This is evidenced by the marked increase
in these services in public welfare agencies.

For example, since the 1962 amendments became effective the, -
number of homemaker service programs in public welfare agencies
has more than doubled; there were 93 such programs in October
1963, by July of this year, there were 194, about half of which include
services to the elderly.

And there is growing evidence of their value, as in the case of Mult-
nomah County, Oreg., where homemaker services resulted in savings
of $83,000 in public assistance costs by helping elderly persons live
in their own homes instead of institutions.
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Many agencies are interested in homemaker services not only for
the direct services it can fprovide to aged individuals, but also because
it is a potential source of employment for competent mature women
who might want to supplement their retirement income.

GROUP SERVICES

The development of group services in public welfare agencies is
still generally very limited. But awareness of its value in meeting a
need is growing rapidly. Group services are designed to help groups
of parents, teenagers, and older persons learn, get information, and
solve problems.

It may be extremely valuable for older persons who tend to become
socially isolated as their families and friends move away or become
less able to get about. Some 300 local public welfare agencies are
experimenting with group services. .

Recently, 6 States reported that they had developed 23 new group
services. Several counties employ specialists to develop group
services,

I think that part of the progress we will have to make in reducing
individual caseloads will result from the skills we develop in dealing
with groups of older people. Counties which have tried group
orientation of older people applying for public assistance are favorably
impressed. Not only do group meetings help clarify questions of
recipients, they report, but they also help public welfare workers
make better eligibility decisions in far less time.

Another area where we are expecting to make progress is in demon-
stration projects. In the past 2 years, we have placed considerable
stress on funds available to the States under section 1115 of the
Social Security Act. This provides Federal funds, up to 100 percent,
to encourage States to try new methods and approaches in giving
services to older people.

I am convinced that the considerable increase in the numbers of
specialists in aging has been due, in part, to these project grants.

In the current year, we expect to do more with demonstration
projects. We want to encourage State public welfare departments to
use these funds for protective service projects for the elderly. Once
States provide this service to their older citizens, we feel they will
continue them as part of their ongoing programs.

. The Federal project grants, in other words, will help States sample
the good they can do. Once they try, they’ll buy, we are convinced,

4. INCREASED FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

Several provisions of the 1962 amendments were designed to lift
some of the economic burdens borne by the elderly. Under the new
formula for Federal matching funds, for example, the Federal share of
the cost of old age assistance was increased enough to permit an
average of $4 more per month in payments without any increase in
the State’s share of the cost.

I am happy to report that in general this increase in Federal funds
has gone into the pockets of the needy aged; moreover, State con-
tributions have been added so that the national average payment to
recipients of old age assistance in May of this year (the latest month
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for which we have State data) was $62.30—a $4.16 increase over the
average monthly payment of $58.14 for May 1962.

Counting vendor payments for medical care as well as money
paynt}e:nts, the increase is even greater—$6.54 per recipient per
month.

Another provision designed to give the aged more money for their
daily living permitted them to keep up to $30 a month in earnings
(the first $10 plus half of the next $40) without having their assistance
check reduced.

By the end of fiscal 1965, in 23 jurisdictions, these exemptions were
permitted and 3 other States, Massachusetts, South Dakota, and
Wyoming had enacted State legislation to permit their public welfare
agencies to make these exemptions.

A third liberalizing provision made it possible for States to use
Federal funds in vendor payments for medical costs incurred up to 3
months prior to the time a recipient applied for public assistance.

Since an accumulation of heavy medical expenses is often the reason
why elderly persons apply for assistance, you can readily appreciate
the importance of this provision. :

By the end of fiscal 1965, there were 26 jurisdictions that had acted
upon this provision.

To sum up my progress report on the implementation of the Wel-
fare Amendments of 1962, let me make these points:

1. Federal funds are available to States for social services on a 75
percent matching basis. That means 3 Federal dollars for every
State dollar. It means that the State dollar has doubled its power
to help poor people. Unfortunately, the State dollar is hard to come
by. And without it, there is no progress. The great promise of the
1062 amendments as a new departure in human development and
social rehabilitation will not be realized by older citizens in many
sections of the country unless all States participate.

2. The participating States are actively engaged in making progress
as measured by the legislation’s target dates. We plan to measure
progress, you may be interested in learning, through a State-by-
State review of service programs. This review already beginning
will be completed in December 1966. It will help us determine
where States still need help in reaching goals for providing statewide
services by July 1, 1967.

3. Regarding specialists in social services for the aging, I do not
think it is enough by any means to have them in the State offices.
I feel that in the immediate future we must have staff with this
responsibility in every local department of public welfare, or at
least serving s group of departments.

We made substantial progress in the 1962 amendments by requiring
that by 1975 there must be a child welfare specialist available to
every jurisdiction in these United States. We now have them in
80 percent of the jurisdictions—10 years ahead of the deadline. I
think the aged deserve no less than having a specialist in aging
available to them wherever they may live in this country.

4. Some progress has been made in meeting the financial needs
of the aged. Most recipients of old-age assistance now have a dime
or so more to spend on their daily living than they had 3 years ago.
But a little extra change cannot really alter the deprived conditions
under which so many of them live.
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So much for progress. Now for the problem. And I think the
major problem which overshadows all others is adequate payments for
ublic assistance to the elderly and others. As I travel this broad
and of ours, I continually hear the concern of thoughtful and respon-
sible Americans.

The Welfare Administration’s Advisory Council on Public Welfare,
which was appointed under section 1114 of the 1962 amendments, has
been having hearings around the country. :

In New York City, Chicago, Atlanta, Washington, D.C., Oklahoma
City, and San Francisco—again and again—they have heard
rumblings from people in all walks of life: clergymen, businessmen,
public welfare administrators, community leaders, labor leaders.
The majority stress the importance of a floor under the income
maintenance payments of older people, so that the aged have enough
money for food and rent, and the electric bill and the gas bill, and
decent clothes, and a few bus tokens.

I may add that the temper of the testimony our Advisory Council
has been hearing is strong. Such graphic expressions as ‘‘shockingly
inadequate,” ‘‘utterly indecent,” ‘“inhuman,”’ are not unusual.

And, after all, it is not surprising that any compassionate person
would react this way. For the most important service of all, in my
opinion, is providing aged people with cash when their own income
and resources are insufficient.

This is the primary function of the old-age assistance program.
As President Roosevelt said in his first fireside chat, it was intended
“to provide sound and adequate protection against the vicissitudes of
modern life.” There is serious question as to whether the objective
is being met. I am afraid it is not being met in many parts of the
country. :

We would like to call the committee’s attention to the inadequate
assistance provided in many States and to the wide variation between
sections of the country.

For example, as I mentioned earlier, the national average money
payment in old-age assistance for May 1965 was $62.30. But that
figure includes a range of payments from a high of $96.60 in California
to a low of $30.75 in Wisconsin. The Commonwealth of Massachusetts
provided an average payment of $70.02 a month.

No matter what level of living is used, these payments are too low
to be consistent with our traditional concept of what life should be
like in this affluent land. Even recognizing that some of these old
people have help from relatives or receive some income from OASDI
and other sources, so that “average’” payments are not synonymous
with the actual sums they live on, 1t is still true that the payments are
so low as to make it impossible for many of them to maintain a decent
level of living. :

Indeed, some of these older people are sentenced to an existence
halfway between the ‘“poverty Ene” and absolute destitution.

As one woman from Georgia puts it:

When I get through with the immediate bills, I have about $6 or $7 for food
for a month, and I have a problem trying to make ends meet * * * my biggest
problem is money, period; just money. I just don’t have enough to live on.

We are pleased to note the interest of the Congress in this matter
in the form of liberalizing the formula determining the Federal share
of assistance payments under the 1965 social security legislation.
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This amendment permits the States to increase the payments for
old-age assistance about $2.50 a month. This will be welcomed by
the aged, but is hardly an answer to the crushing load of poverty
which these people are carrying.

We believe that there is a need for careful consideration of the im-

lications of this level of assistance for so many needy aged of the
ation. Obviously, some further steps should be considered.

One possibility, which has been suggested with increasing frequency
in the past several months, is a national minimum standard. I recog-
nize the difficulties of developing one which will, on the one hang,
protect the aged in the lowest paying States and, on the other hand,
does not serve as a ceiling on payments.

This is one of the most serious problems facing the needy aged and
one that needs full attention. It will be given the most careful study
by the Advisory Council on Public Welfare.

We are pleased to have an opportunity to appear before this sub-
committee on this subject. We will look forward to your report of
these hearings on the results of State implementation of the 1962
Public Welfare Amendments.

It is important, at this halfway mark, for us and for States admin-
istering the defined services for the older adults in the public assistance
program to take a look at progress States have made in achieving
social goals of self-care and prevention and reduction of dependency
for the aged. »

Where States need to do more, we stand ready to assist them in
any way we can. If more is expected from the Federal Government,
then this is the point at which we should know it.

We shall be glad to answer any questions which members of the
committee may have on the testimony which has been presented
or on the current status report which the Department has made
available to the Chairman.

Senator Kennepy. Dr. Winston, your statement was excellent.
It was both comprehensive and knowledgeable and will be extremely
helpful to this subcommittee. :

I did have a few questions I would like to ask.

First of all, I am deeply interested in the concept of establishing
a floor under income for our senior citizens. In light of your ex-
perience, as indicated in your testimony, of the difficulty in having
all the States comply with the standards which have been established
in the 1962 Welfare Amendments, do you feel that there would have
to be an increase in matching formulas by the Federal Government
to support a Federal plan guaranteeing a minimum level of income
to the elderly?

Dr. WinsTon. I don’t think there is any question but what if we
were to move toward some type of minimum floor there would have
to be readjustments in the way in which we match non-Federal funds.

We have a number of States which are making a very great effort
even to provide the present inadequate payments for older people.

We have great variation among the States in the percentage of
older people who fall within the oid-age assistance clussification.

So unquestionably, in my mind, there would have to be some
basic changes in our fiscal arrangements with States for such a proposal
to be given serious consideration.

Senator KennEDY. I would gather from your observation that you
feel there would be a serious drain on the financial resources of the
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States if such an undertaking were to be seriously considered and
enacted without higher Federal matching formulas.

Dr. Winston. Correct.

Senator KENNEDY. I assume as well, that you feel that the greatest
initiative should be forthcoming from the Federal level for the creation
of programs in this area.

r. WinsToN. Yes. Of course you realize, Senator, that we have
wide variations among the States in their ability to provide funds
and, consequently, we long ago accepted the principle in our public
assistance programs that there must be some kind of equalization
provisions in ordexr to at least begin to level out some of the differences.

Senator KenNEDY. But this does not seem as an insurmountable
challenge?

Dr. Winston. I would not think so, in terms of our present afffuent
situation.

Senator KenNEDY. I know you are very familiar with the figures
which indicate the incomes of our senior citizens in this country.
You refer to inadequate incomes in your testimony.

I think when we consider the median income levels of married
couples in 1962 with at least one member over 65, or the low median
annual income for unmarried persons over 65, the fact that one-third
of all couples over 65 had incomes of less than $2,200 a year, or that
one-third of all unmarried persons over 65 had incomes of less than
$810 a year, we can readily see the magnitude of the problem before us.

This is, I think, a situation which is shocking, to say the least.
And, when we consider that the recent Federal welfare payment
increases are on the order of from $2 to $4 in assistance payments,
it seems to me to be only really barely scratching the surface. Would
you not agree?

Dr. Winston. Of course, this is simply an increase in terms of
amount. It does not take into account the creeping up of cost of
living so that you really need to adjust this in terms of how much
more money it means. When you divide it by 30 days in the month
you begin to see, in perspective, how little 1t really is.

Senator Kennepy. I was wondering if you could tell me what kind
of coordination there is between the OEO and the projects such as
the. homemakers projects, in the area of community planning?

Dr. Winston. Well, actually, we have a great deal of interrela-
tionship with the Office of Economic Opportunity. As you know, we
administer directly title V which consists of the work and training
projects, and these projects have priority in communities where there
are community action programs.

We also have been very much interested in, and have provided
consultation on some of the proposals of the Office of Economic
Oplf)ortunity that have to do with special projects, so that there is
daily back and forth on all of this.

I think that it is important, when one talks about relationships
between two Federal programs, both of which are very large in scope,
to realize that not only are there differences in basic legislation but
there are a good many other differences.

By law, a public welfare program must be carried out in every
jurisdiction which means you have the program in all counties. In
contrast, the OEO programs are on a project basis and are in a large
number of communities but they do not have overall coverage.
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Then you have the fact that the public welfare programs are
administered by States or are superviseg by States and administered
locally, which is a difference in pattern of administration so that you
have a good many administrative as well as financial differences, all
of which have to be taken into account.

On balance, I think that the extent of the coordination and coopera-
tion really has been quite remarkable at all levels of government.

Senator KENNegDpY. I have just one or two other very brief questions.

The subcommittee, however, will stand in recess for 4 or 5 minutes
due to a Senate vote. I have to vote and I will be right back.

(Whereupon a brief recess was taken.)

Senator KenneDpY. The subcommittee will come to order.

Mrs. Winston, why have so few rural communities adopted the
service programs?

Dr. Wins10N. Actually, what happens is that a State adopts, in
its State plan, a particular service which it then agrees to make
available throughout the State. By and large, States have adopted
a relatively small number of such statewide services and we have had
project developments in our larger communities.

I think it takes a real selling job in rural communities. We also
have the fact, of course, that there are certain of the problems of older
people that are accentuated when they live in large urban communities.

It is our belief, however, that there should be workers who are
especially trained and skilled in providing whatever types of services
are needed across the State so that regardless of where an old person
may live, if he has need for a speciai type of service, that type of
service can be made available to him.

Senator KennEDY. What, if any, indications do you have that
services to improve capacity for self-support help to keep elderly
recipients off the welfare rolls?

Dr. Winston. I would like to answer that question with regard to
older people in terms of their characteristics because there is a great
deal of misinformation or, at least, misplaced emphasis on this.

As far as the people on old-age assistance are concerned, you really
can’t talk in terms of capacity for self-support. There is tremendous
potential for helping people who are older to become more independ-
ent, to increase their capacity for self-care, but let me just give you a-
few of the statistics here.

As far as the old-age assistance caseload is concerned, the median
age is 764, years. Two-thirds of the persons on old-age assistance are
elderly women, so that what we really have is a concentration of rather
old people in terms of our ordinary definitions of aging and a concentra~
tion of women, many of whom have never worked.

Then when we look at their physical condition, we find that 20
percent of all the old-age assistance recipients are confined to_their
homes, 8 percent are bedfast or chairfast. About half of this latter
group, by the way, are living in institutions.

Of those who are not confined to their homes, 1 in 9 needs actual
physical help to get arcund outside the home,

We also have the fact that in terms of the present old-age assistance
caseload, they have been on assistance for quite a long period of time,
relatively, and the longer they are receiving assistance, dependent
upon it, the less likely they are to be able to be restored to self-support.

The average old-age assistance recipient has been receiving assist-
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ance for 6}, years. The period is less for those who are also the
beneficiaries of old-age insurance.

For those who do not receive old-age insurance payments, the
average time on old-age assistance is 7%, years. So I think here we
must be realistic and place our emphasis on helping people to live °
more comfortably, in greater dignity, free from fears of insecurity, to
belp maintain their independence as long as possible and to relieve
them of the necessity for care from others to the extent possible.

It is true that we have a few people, younger recipients of old-age
assistance, who are coming on our work training programs under the
title V projects but, by and large, there just is not much potential
here for self-support.

Senator KENNEDY. I am wondering what your experience is with
programs designed for the elderly helping other elderly people? Do
you think this can be done? _ »

Dr. Winston. Well, this depends, of course, first on how you define
“elderly.” We start with people 65 years of age and older. ~Certainly
there is very great potential for the mature worker in many ways.
I have always been surprised that we find caseworkers in the full age
range from the very young to the older workers providing excellent
services to older people, but there tends, perhaps, to be some emphasis
on the more mature worker serving older people.

Sometimes the contact is a little easier to establish, and so on.
So there is opportunity there simply in terms of older workers working
with the older group.

I mentioned in my testimony ‘“homemakers service.” Here there
is real opportunity for the mature woman to provide much-needed
services. There is a great range of possibilities for volunteer services
by older people to older people. .

I don’t think we have begun to exploit the possibilities that we
have here. :

Senator Kennepy. Could I ask, Dr. Winston, if you could submif
for the record a profile on the individual who is recerving these benefits?

Dr. WinsToN. Yes, we would be very glad to.

(The information follows:)

CHARACTERISTICS OF OLD-AGE AssiSTANCE REcrerients (Basep oN 1960
’ STupY) :

Their median age is 76.4 years—4.3 years higher than the median for the total
population aged 65 and over.

Women comprise two-thirds of the persons receiving old-age assistance.

Marital status of the male recipients: 46 percent are married, 30 percent are
widowed, 11 percent are divorced or separated, and 13 percent were never married.

Marital status of the female recipients: 18 percent are married, 67 percent are
widowed, 8 percent are divorced or separated, and 7 percent were never married.

Because of physical or mental conditions, 20 percent of all recipients are con-
fined to their homes, and 8 percent are bedfast or chairfast; half of the latter
group live in institutions. Of recipients not confined to their homes, 1 in 9 needs
help to get around outside the home.

Almost two-thirds of the recipients live in quarters maintained as their own
households, 16 percent live in the homes of sons or daughters, and 9 percent are
in institutions; the remainder have other living arrangements.

k% A majority-—57 percent—of all recipients live in nonmetropolitan counties.

The median time since most recent opening for old-age assistance is 6.1 years.
For those who receive old-age, survivors, and disability insurance benefits the
median is 3.9 years; for those not receiving such benefits it is 7.2 years.

B4 Of all recipients having nondependent children, almost a fourth receive contri-
butions from the children.
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Old-age, survivors, and disability insurance benefits are received by about 3
out of 10 recipients—38 percent of the men and 25 percent of the women.

Senator KenneDY. I think it would be very helpful for us to study
that in some greater detail.

I want to thank you very much for coming and for your patience.
1 also wish to thank your good associates for joining you this afternoon.
You have certainly been most responsive to all the questions and
extremely helpful in providing material.

I would say that the Department of HEW is extremely fortunate to
have you in your capacity supervising these programs. I want’to
thank you very much for appearing.

Dr. WinstonN. Thank you. '

If, in the course of your hearings, there is additional information
that we can supply, we will be glad to.

Senator KeNnEDY. Thank you very much.

Our next witness will be Mr. Leon Keyserling, president of the
Conference on Economic Progress, a nonprofit, nonpolitical organiza-
tion dealing solely in economic research and publication of economic
studies within the United States.

Mr. Keyserling.

STATEMENT OF LEON KEYSERLING, PRESIDENT, CONFERENCE
ON ECONOMIC PROGRESS, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. KEYsERLING. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
I very much appreciate this opportunity to talk about some of the
problems of our older people. 1 must confess that, although I have
been interested in this matter since my participation 30 long years ago
in the preparation of the original Social Security Act, I am not
today as familiar with some of the details and intricacies of the various
specific programs and amendments which have been discussed so
competently by Dr. Winston and will be by others.

So I want to deal only with three basic questions which it seems to
me are fundamental to any examination of the problems of our
senior citizens.

First, what their income problems are; second, how much they
need to be genuinely helped; and third, where the money can come
from. :

I share, entirely, Dr. Winston’s views that this is basically an
income problem. Old people certainly need services of various kinds;
they need help, and to a degree, they can help one another. Some of
them can get jobs. But, basically, what most of them need is to have
enough money to buy an American standard of living in the framework
of our current productive capabilities and a fair allocation of a share
of our total national product. This would also be good for the whole
economy for reasons which I will disclose.

All T can do here is to run very quickly over some of my charts.
First of all, we see down at the bottom of chart 1, as indicated by the
bars (see p. 23), that about 19 percent of the families in America
are poor, and about 441 percent of the unattached individuals.

This is based upon the criterion which the administration has ad-
vanced as to what constitutes a poverty level of income. If we take
the families and the unattached individuals together, and allow for
the larger size of the families, the total comes to somewhere in the
neighborhood of one-fifth of all Americans.

53-484—65——2
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On chart 2 (see p. 24) we see the extraordinarily higher concentra-
tion of poverty among those families whose principal family member
is over the age of 65. Here, as against the 19 percent figure I cited,
we have 47 percent of our senior families with incomes under $3,000
a year.

The other bars, which we don’t need to go into now, show the
very much lower percentage of families with incomes under $3,000
a year as the age of the principal family member is lower.

It may be claimed that an older family needs somewhat less to
live than a younger family. This is true to a degree. But when we
recognize how far below $3,000 most of them are, which is shown on
the chart, the adjustment that would have to be made for this claim
is rather slight, and, as we know, the $3,000 figure is a low figure,
anyway.

The same kind of thing is shown by the median income comparisons
on the chart, to which the chairman referred a while back, showing
the comparisons between the average family incomes of those 65 and.
over, and those of other ages.

Turning to chart 3 (see p. 25) and I am merely indicating these, as
I think they may be more helpful to the committee when it has more
chance to examine them—this chart deals with unattached individuals
rather than with families, in other words, single person families, and
shows that among those 65 and over, 63 percent-plus live in poverty,
as against the 44.5 percent shown on the first chart among all indi-
viduals living in poverty in America.

Of course, the 44-percent figure includes the high concentrations
of poverty among the old people, so that the figure excluding the
old people would be much lower than 44.5 percent.

On charts 4 and 5 (see pp. 26-27) we come to the question of how
highly this poverty among the old people is concentrated among those
recelving payments of one kind or another either under the old-age
survivors and disability insurance program or under the welfare
programs or under both, ‘

I want to stress, in connection with the earlier charts, that the
incomes which I show for these families and the number of people
living in poverty include income from all sources.

In a study which I prepared not long ago, called “Progress or
Poverty,” I trace in detail that the preponderant part of the actual
income received by these old people is from public programs. For
the most part, they don’t have much other income.

Among those receiving OASDI payments among married couples,
as I read it here on chart 4, about 58 percent live in poverty by the
definition that we have come to accept, among the unattached men
about 58 percent, and among the unattached women, 64 percent.

To state it more graphically, about two-thirds of all the unattached
women in the United States aged 65 and over, live in poverty, accepting
the definition as “‘incomes under $1,500.” Let’s remember, if they all
have incomes under $1,500, their average income, as I stated before,
may only be $700 or $800. '

This chart shows, for example, how many fall below a thousand
dollars a year.

The bottom part of the chart shows as of April 1964 (it has changed
some but not much since), the average OASDI payments to retired
workers. On the right side, I have stated my belief that these
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benefits should approximately be doubled by 1970 and I will come to
the reasons for that later on.

Chart 5 deals with the income situation among recipients of public
assistance as distinguished from recipients of OAS%)I payments. Iam
not laughing—it is a sardonic laugh—almost 100 percent of the married
couples, where the principal family member is over the age of 65, are
below $3,000, about 96 percent below $2,000, and about 20 percent are
below $1,000.

With respect to the unattached men, the situation is a little better,
but not much. Three-quarters of them are below a thousand dollars.
Among the unattached women, 72 percent are below a thousand dol-
lars. There, again, in the lower part of the chart, I demonstrate
my('i own views as to how we should move on this problem between now
and 1970.

Now. this is a quick portrayal, but I believe an accurate one and also
a comprehensive one, as to what the income situation actually is
among our older people in the United States.

I would be glad to be interrupted at any time now as distinguished
from later, if you have a question, Senator.

Senator KENNEDY. Could you clear up—on this chart here, it
represents the number of married couples who are over 65 years of
age and have an income of under $3,000 who do not received the

OASDI; is that correct?

Mr. KevseruING. That is correct.

Now, as to the other chart, among those receiving OASDI, if they
receive additional payments besides OASDI, that is included in the
figures which are used as the basis for the chart.

Senator KENNEDY. Isn’t that exclusion primarily because of State
regulation?

r. KEysERLING. You mean why these don’t receive OASDI?

Senator KENNEDY. Yes.

Mr. Keyseruing. No, I don’t think so, Senator. I think the
reason they don’t receive OASDI is that when the Social Security
Act was passed, there were some who were already too old or already
retired, and therefore they could not make the payments which would
have brought them under OASDI. That is why the pension system
was set up. :

In consequence, OASDI is becoming more important and the
welfare payments relatively less important, although they are still of
very substantial importance. '

The ultimate ideal would be for everybody gradually, and especially
the elderly, to be under some kind of OASDI system.

My chart 6 (see p. 28) 1s entitled: “The Extent of Poverty Among
Groups With High Concentration of Poverty.” Here we see, looking
at the middle square in the second cross-section and taking those
aged 65 and over as of 1962, that about 47 percent of the families, and
about 63 percent of the unattached individuals, were in poverty.
This repeats what was on some of the previous charts but has the
additional value of comparing that with the concentration of poverty
among other groups.

Aside from household workers and unemployed people who ob-
viously have very little income, the concentration is higher among the
old people than anywhere else.

Coming to chart 7 (see p. 29), this looks at it in a different Wa,ﬁi

Instead of looking at the concentration of all poverty among the o
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people it looks at what percentage of the poor people are old. Here,
looking at the lower half of the chart, we see that about 27 percent
of all the poor people in the United States are over the age of 65.

The top bar shows that the highest concentration of poverty is
among those who have education below a certain level. But if I had
time, I would argue the point that lack of education cannot be isolated
as a cause of poverty as clearly as inadequate income payments to
our senior citizens can be so isolated. In other words, both the
uneducated and the old are poor because they have too little income,
‘but the remedy for too little income among the old is not nearly so
complex as the remedy for too little income among the uneducated—
since lack of education may or may not be the main reason for their
having too little income.

I would say my own view is that the old people constitute the largest
single group of the poor in the United States for whom a single specific
program could be related effectively to the removal of their poverty.
I might dramatize this a little bit, but I think justifiably: If the
national conscience were awakened to the point where, through estab-
lished programs which would involve no new committees, no new
local organizations, no new types of administrative costs, we simply
built on the OASDI system and the welfare systems, and brought
them up to levels representing the changes in the price level since
1935 and the greater per capita productive capacity of the Nation—
in other words, if we brought these programs over the next 5 years to
the levels where they ought to be, we would be making a full-scale
g’ctack on about 27 percent of the whole poverty problem in the United

tates. :

Chart 8 (see p. 30) brings us to a different phase of my discussion
because the next question really is, if all these old people are poor,
what do we do about it?

Senator KeEnnEDY. Excuse me. Just before we move off this last
chart, is it not true that those who lack an adequate education are
probably the largest percentage in this chart?

Mr. KevsErLing. That is correct.

Senator KEnneDpY. Then what is the second group? They live
in the South, I believe.

Mr. KEYsERLING. Live in the South.

Senator KenNnEDY. And the third? .

Mr. KeysEruING. Of course, those who live in the South have
- multiple factors bearing upon their poverty: some are old, some are
Negroes, some are unemployed, et cetera. Living in the South is not a
category in exactly the same sense as the aged are in a single category.
That is to say, poverty among the aged could be dealt with almost
entirely by improving the OASDI and welfare programs which pro-
vide most of their income But getting rid of the poverty in the South
involves practically every program that has any bearing upon poverty
anywhere in the United States. , :

Coming over to the next question, after all, everybody in the
United States wants to get rid of poverty and everybody wants to do
justice to the old. Everybody recognizes that a large percentage of
the poor people in the United States are old. The real issue is how
fast we can move and, how. This is a matter of resources related
to the wealth and power of the country. On chart 8 I have projected,
through 1975, 10-year goals for the reduction of poverty in the
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United States. These goals are not picked out of thin air. I would
like to do it in 10 minutes, I would like to do it in 1 year rather than in
10 years, but these goals correlate with my examinations of the
strength of the American economy, the resources of the American
economy, and the cost factors.

In other words, I have made a complete economic budget—which
the Council of Economic Advisers, incidentally, ought to do, but
doesn’t—as to what our resources are available to meet the priorities
of our national needs, and how these resources will grow further under

. appropriate cultivation On the basis of this, I reach the hopeful, but
I think justifiable, conclusion that we should reduce the amount of
poverty in the United States to nominal figures within a 10-year
period, and that is shown on this chart 8—I won’t go into the details
at this point.

Coming more specifically to the means, some of what I have to say
now which relates to policy will not meet with the concurrence,
perhaps, of the majority of economists and might not even meet with
the concurrence of the majority of people in the Government, but this
does not bother me, because 5 years from now they will be writing
monographs in support of what I am saying now. I base this com-
ment on 35 years of experience in observing the persistent lag of the
body of the economics profession behind the needs and realities of the
times.

The main reason why we as a Nation are not thus far allocating
enough resources to the removal of poverty among the old, nor to the
removal of poverty among other groups, is that we have made a
partial but serious misappraisal of what the country most needs by
way of national policies and programs.

This misappraisal extends not only to the ultimate social objective
of serving the needs of our people, which is the ultimate purpose of any
economy, but also extends to the economic front as more narrowly
defined.

In fact, when we analyze the matter properly, what is best to do
in economic terms and what is best to do in social terms is really the
same thing, because in the final analysis in a country like the United
States what we can afford to do in economic terms determines what
we should do in social terms. We want to get a balance which
measures our social efforts per se against. their effects on the economy,
and how they are paid for out of the resources of the economy. This
has led me to say that, if we made a sufficiently comprehensive list
of what we need to do to get rid of poverty in the United States and
what we need to do to have full economic growth and full employment
these two lists would come to practically the same items.

We all know, and I will not linger on the point, that we are not using
our resources fully now. After 12 years of efforts since the end of the
Korean ‘war, and more extensive efforts within the past few years
which I applaud, we still have 4% to 5 percent unemployment measured
in one way, and more than 8 percent measured in another way. We
now have i5 to 20 percent unemployment among our young people,
and 10 to 12 percent among our Negroes. My chart 9 (see p. 31)
indicates, 1953-1964, the idle manpower and idle productive power
which we have suffered and are still suffering on into 1965.

The problem of economic growth is intimately connected with the
problem of meeting our social needs because growth provides the
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means, and, looking at it the other way, providing better incomes to
the people who are in want would stimulate economic growth because
the economy is stimulated basically by demand for the goods and
services that people buy with their incomes. Chart 10 (see p. 32)
sets forth our inadequate growth record, 1953-64.

The main big error we have made is that we have put too many
resources into reduction of taxes and not enough into meeting our
great needs. Even the Congress, and certainly the average informed
person, seldom stops to think that, since 1962 alone, not taking into
account what we did in 1954, we have enacted or otherwise initiated .
tax reductions having an annual value of about $20 billion. Of this
$20 billion, a large part of it has been useful; but a large part of it,
I estimate about $10 billion, has gone to those who really didn’t need
tax reduction on social grounds and who didn’t need it for investment
purposes either and, therefore, it went overseas to increase our balance-
of-payments difficulties, or went to bid up the stock market, and so
forth and so on.

This is not crying over spilled milk. I am looking to the future,
we cannot repeal the past. We should begin now to think of using
in far more constructive ways the increased revenues or most of the
increased revenues which result automatically from economic growth.

The usual estimates are that economic growth will give the Treas-
ury $6 to $7 billion more a year in tax collections of current tax rates.
We should use this not for further tax reductions responsive to the
clamor of those who obviously always like to have tax reduction, but
to serve our national needs.

If we don’t do this, no matter how much the economy grows, and
no matter how much tax revenues increase, we will never have the
money to do these high-priority things because we would be using the
money for other purposes. .

Let’s examine a bit more closely why we have fallen so far short of
maximum economic performance; why, even according to the estimates
of the Council of Economic Advisers—which I think probably much
too low—we have about a $30 billion production gap between what
we are actually producing annually and what we could produce,
which is the same thing as a $5 or $6 billion tax collection gap at
existing tax rates.

The main reason for the default is that we have allowed the growth
of our productive facilities to run far ahead of the demand for ultimate
products. This is not a new idea, but it is just as valid as it was
when it was first advanced. The demand for ultimate products
takes two forms, what do 195 million people spend individually and
what governments spend for the priorities of our national needs.
Chart 11 (see p. 33) shows the long-term shortfalls in private consumer
outlays and their significance. Chart 12 (see p. 34) shows the down-
trend in the Federal budget, realistically measured, which has added
to the shortfall in ultimate demand. What chart 13 shows (see p. 35)
without going into it in detail, is that, during every period when the
economy has been moving upward as it is now, investment in plant
and equipment which adds to our productive capabilities has tremen-
dously outrun the joint expansion of private consumption and public
demand for goods and services.

The only way to cure this and thus to bring the whole economy
into better balance, would be to enlarge faster the demand on the
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part of 195-odd-million people, and to expand faster the demand on
the part of the Government for products which people need and
cannot buy individually. This is the heart of the whole economic
problem.

It is also the heart of the whole social problem, because this same
approach which would help the economy more would meet our great
national needs more, even if it would be argued that the two methods
were equally valuable from the viewpoint of stimulating the economy.

Of course, it would be theoreticalf)y possible—I do not believe that
it would be feasible in practical operations—to stimulate the economy
enough to use our resources fully, even while allocating these resources
in ways not responsive to our great national priorities. But the
essence of translating the quality of the Great Society into the quanti-
tive measures which Wﬂ? bring it to fruition are to apply enough
quantitatively to the greatest national needs and in accord with our
resources.

The avalanche of tax reductions of all kinds since 1962 has been
economically wrong and socially indefensible. I submit charts 14
and 15 (see pp. 36-37), which analyze the 1964 tax cuts, and chart 16
(see p. 38), an older study which shows that our tax system is far less
progressive than most of us realize. Chart 17 (see p. 39) presents a
balanced picture of the types of expansion we need tﬁrough 1970 and
1975. The only part of it I want to concentrate on at the moment
is this last square on the right, in the middle section [indicating],
which shows that we ought to increase our transfer payments about
$30 billion by 1970 and about $48 billion by 1975 above the current
levels. Again, this is not pie out of the sky; this is reconciled with all
of our other national objectives and needs, in terms of our current
resources and potential for growth.

Very simply, this means that since transfer payments constitute
some of the payments to agriculture by one device or another, and
the transfer payments embodied in welfare programs and payments
embodied in the old-age survivors, and disability insurance programs,
it follows that one of the biggest catalytic factors in helping our
economy and helping our people would be a long-range, broad-scaled,
properly rationalized and integrated program to do much more for
our older people whether they are receiving OASDI benefits or whether
they are receiving welfare payments.

This finding as to transfer payments, is reconciled with my earlier
chart which indicates within the same tableau that it is feasible and
proper and therefore desirable to move on a long-range plan approxi-
mately to double these payments in terms of recipients within a
5-year period.

Charts 18 and 19 (see pp. 40—41) contain my estimates as to the
- role of the Federal budget in meeting those needs which it should
properly serve both on a per capita and percentage of GNP basis.
These charts include estimates in the fields of all of the types of pro-
grams most relevant to the subject matter under consideration today.
I will not go into any more detail, except to say that these charts in
the Federal budget are reconciled with all of my other charts, and
are an integral part of my ‘““American Economic Performance Budget.”

Now, I want to refer, lastly, to a few of the questions raised by the
chairman since I have been here.

First, the reasons why the Federal Government needs to assume a
large relative responsibility as against the States and localities, are
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very plain. First, over the last 10 or 20 years, or any way you want
to figure it, both the debts and the expenditures of the States and
localities have increased enormously, running up to 100 or 200 or
300 percent, while we are all familiar with the fact that Federal outlays
have increased relatively slightly, and on a per capita basis or in
ratio to GNP have actually declined. .

Senator KenneEpY. Let me ask you on that: you take a position
generally with regards to Federal programs, that there should not be
a matching formula?

Mr. KeysErLING. | think some matching formula has value, but
I think it needs to be greatly reconsidered.

For example, the Federal Government now does not make any
contribution in the general welfare category, and I think it should,
because it is from the general welfare that a significant part of the
aid in one form or another reaches old people, and also broken families
and others in need.

I think that the matching formulas with respect to many welfare
programs and pensions should be changed, with a larger Federal
relative contribution, which would also provide a stimulus to the
States and localities.

Senator KEnNEDY. Would that include the use of general revenues
for social security?

Mr. KeysErRLING. | think the Federal Government should make a
larger contribution in the case of old-age pensions. The old-age
insurance system, of course, is not on a matching basis. It is on a
payroll tax basis. My own view, increasingly shared by others, is
that if the old-age insurance benefits were brought up to the levels
they should be, we should no longer continue to rely entirely on pay-
roll taxes. In part, they are a bootstrap operation. They take the
money from the same people that need help most. They are regres-
sive. I am not saying they should be abandoned. But as the bene-
fits are increased, a larger portion of the costs in my view should be
by general Federal contribution, which would enable the financing
of these contributions through the general progressive income tax
system, which I think we still need to rely heavily upon, other people
to the contrary notwithstanding.

Actually, getting back to what I said before, if we had used half
of the $20 billion annual value tax reduction for all these different
programs I am talking about, if we had used $2 or $3 billion of it as
a Federal contribution to increase the benefits under the QASDI
system, we could have rendered a powerful assist to that program.

Certainly, I think that in the future we should use the increased
Federal tax revenues derived from economic growth for these types
of high priority programs,

Another reason why enlarged Federal contributions are necessary.
with respect to the old-age insurance system, and why the increased
Federal contributions are also necessary in the welfare payments
field, is the equalization principle, which is a basic principle of all
government.

I happen to come from the South, and Mississippi and Louisiana
are paying more for education and for welfare relative to their per
capita wealth than New York or Massachusetts or Illinois or a lot
of the more prosperous States.
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My chart 20 (see p. 42) indicates some of the trends in welfare
outlays over the years, and indicates again their inadequacy.

Exactly the same principle which justifies within a State the use
of government to equalize county situations justifies in my view the
use of the Federal Government to equalize nationwide situations,
p&éticularly with respect to the types of programs we are discussing
today.

Thyese are the main elements of what I have wanted to say.

I appreciate the opportunity to be heard.

I think the charts will be helpful to you. I hope that our Govern-
ment someday may get from a specialized and particular consideration
of problems to the consideration of the total picture, which means
looking at problems all together and seeing how they fit into one
another.

Thank you very much.

Senator KenneEDY. I want to once again commend you for your
presentation today.

I would like to ask you what your suggestion would be for a mini-
mum income standard? What would be your estimate of the mini-
mum income that would be necessary for a person over 65?

Mr. KevseruinGg. Well, T am very much in favor of floors under
many types of incomes in the United States. They have been used
in some other well advanced countries.

In a sense, the old-age insurance system, so far as it goes, is a floor,
because if at any time it provides a benefit of so much, that benefit
is a floor.

What I am really saying as to that particular program, is that the
floor should progressively be raised through enlarging the benefits
under the old-age insurance system, because we now have the wealth
and the economic power to do this.

As to my specific recommendation, I believe that by 1970 we should
approximately double the average benefits under the OASDI and
public assistance to the aged programs.

The consequence would be that the floor 5 years from now would be
twice as high as it is now. It would still not provide a majority of
these people with an income much above the poverty level. It would
not provide them with a truly American standard of living, which is
very far above the poverty ceiling.

Now, with regard to the welfare payments as applied to the old
people, T don’t think there is any way, taking history into account, for
the welfare payments to the old people quite to catch up with the
old-age insurance payments. They have a different history. How-
ever, they are far behind now, and there ought to be & partial catching

up.

pThis should also involve the concept of a floor. In other words,
what is the average welfare payment that old people through Federal
and State action, with appropriate variations based on family size
and other factors, should receive? Here also my proposal is that over
a b-year period we should take as & rough gage the approximate
doubling of these welfare payments, with appropriately expanded aid
through the Federal budget.

This would absorb only a part of the increased tax revenues resulting

g'om economic growth. So this is how I would attempt to set these

00TS.
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Now, there are other welfare payments besides the old-age pension
systems which enter into the incomes of the aged. The people who
receive old-age assistance in the form of pensions, also receive pay-
ments by the States in the general welfare category, and various
nther types of aid that Mrs. Winston referred to.

I think we need to set standards or floors for these payments also,
and as I said, I think the Federal Government should contribute in
the general welfare category, which it has not done yet.

Senator KenNEDY. Do you see any inconsistency between the
concept of social security as a public insurance program and welfare
programs? If we were to follow your recommendations, and Dr.
Winston’s, it seems an individual would be drawing funds from two
different kinds of sources.

Do you see any problems, such as motivational problems, if a person
is going to be assured that one way or the other he is going to have a
guaranteed income after age 65?

Mr. KevsErRLING. I see problems, for all worthy efforts require
problems, but I don’t see insuperable problems.

Theoretically, as I said before, we ought to have an old-age insurance
system, and not a welfare system for the aged. I see no way of
blanketing under the OASDI system the millions under the welfare
system. In time they will die off, and the new people coming up
from the lower years will be under the old-age insurance system, but
I d(in’t t(lilink, pending the time when they die off, that they should be
neglected.

There are too many of them. They are going to live too long. It
is not good for the whole economy that they be neglected. Therefore,
one has to reconcile the two systems. One has to take the two floors
into account, and get a reasonable relationship between them.

In one sense, this is nothing novel. We have gotten results that
are too low, but all along we have been trying to make the two match,
in one way or the other. We did from the beginning.

Senator KENNEDY. And you don’t anticipate a problem in moti-
vation?

Mr. KevsErLiNG. Frankly, Senator, talking about the people over
65, I am really not very much worried about their motivation.

We are going to have a hard enough task to find jobs under the new
technology for the people coming up from the bottom. I am not
worried too much about a person 66, and soon going to be 70, not
having enough motivation.

This problem of motivation may apply in random cases, to 10,000
or 20,000 people, but I don’t think it is a general problem in the case
of our senior citizens.

Senator KENNEDY. I want to thank you very much, Mr. Keyserling
for coming.

I have had an opportunity of hearing your testimony before Senator
}(lﬂark’s Subcommittee on Manpower. I appreciate your appearance

ere.
(Transcript resumes on p. 43.).

(Mr. Keyserling’s 20 charts, referred to in his testimony, follow at
this point.)
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CHART 1

AMERICANS LIVING IN POVERTY, 1963

Annual Incomes, Before Taxes. In 1962 Dollors_—"

NUMBER OF FAMILIES AND UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS
( In Miltions )
FAMILIES UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS

Under 0~
$3,000 $1,000 $1,499 $1,500
{comeletive} {comalative)

N
Under $,000- §
$,000  $,999  $2.99

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION
FAMILIES UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS
BB Percent of All Families 2B Percent of All Individuals
Share of Total Income of All Families Share of Tota! Income of All individuals

@ o445

$1,000-  $2,000-  Under
$1,900 2000  $3000

. $3000
‘ (cxmuiotive)

= The income distribution analysis is stated in 1962 dollars because the original determination

‘ Dota: Based on Census Bureau pt of money i
of poverty income levels was mads in terms of 1IS62 dollars.
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CHART 2

AGE AS A FACTOR IN
POVERTY AMONG FAMILIES, 1962

All Families Grouped by Age of Family Head,and Percent in Each Group Living in Poverty

Age 65 and Over Age 55-64 Age 45-54
6.8 Million 7.3 Million 9.9 Million

471%

Under Under Under Under

Under Under Under

$1,000 $2,000 $3,000 $1,000 $2,000 $3,000 $1,000  $2,000 $3,000
Age 35-44 Age 25-34 Age 14-24
11.4 Million 9.1 Million : 26 Million

Under Under Under Under Under Under Under Under Under
$1000 $2,000 $3,000 $1,000  $2,000 $3,000 $1,000  $2,000 $3,000

MEDIAN ANNUAL MONEY INCOME OF FAMILIES

Grouped by Age of Family Heads

e

Age
25-34

65 and Over 55-64

Data: Bureau of the Census.
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OHART 8
AGE AS A FACTOR IN
POVERTY AMONG INDIVIDUALS,1962

All Unottoched Grouped by Age,And Percent in Ecch Group Living in Poverty
Age 65 and Over Age 55-64 Age 45-54
4.18 Willion 2.27 Nillion (57 Miltioa
36.8% ' 371%
298%
%

r
$1,000

Under

Under Under

Under Under
$1500 $1,800 $1,500 $1,000 $1,500
Age 35-44 Age 25-34 Age 14-24
50 Millioa 103 Killion 106 Mitlion
398%
25.1%
15.5% 19.2%

Under
$1,000

Under
$1,500

Under
$1,000

Under
$1,500

Under
$1,000

Under
$1,500

MEDIAN ANNUAL MONEY INCOME
OF UNATTACHED IND!VIDUALS

_ Grouped by Age of Unattached Individugls

Age 65 Age
ond Over 55-64

Dato: Bureau of the Census.
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POVERTY AMONG OASD!I BENEFICIARIES
AGED 65 AND OVER, 1962

SERVICES TO THE ELDERLY ON

~ AVERAGE OASDI BENEFIT, RETIRED WORKER

26
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CHART §

POVERTY AMONG RECIPIENTS OF PUBLIC
ASSISTANCE, AGED 65 AND OVER,

WHO DO NOT RECEIVE OASDI! BENEFITS, 1962

Percent af Indicated Money incomes From All Sources

MARRIED COUPLES UNATTACHED MEN
96% almost 100%
87%
73%
20%
Under Under Under Under Under
$1000  $2000  $3000 $1000  $1500

UNATTACHED WOMEN,
INCLUDING WIDOWS

72%

Under
$1,000

86%

Under
$1,500

AVERAGE PUBLIC ASSISTANCE BENEFIT

TO THE AGED

$6l.46
(Ann. rate, $73752)

APRIL, 1964
{Monetary Payment)

$125

Data: Dept. of Health, Edui:uﬁon, and Welfore. Projection, CEP.

27
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CHART 6

EXTENT OF POVERTY AMONG GROUPS
WITH HIGH CONCENTRATION OF POVERTY
1962 AND 1963

U.S.A.(1963)

Families Unattached Individuals

PRIVATE HOUSEHOLD
WORKERS“(1962)
73.5%

N .. N

FARM LABORERS AND
FOREMEN*(1962)

55.5%

L no

Femilies Unattoched individucls

Fomilies Unottgched Individuals

IN ARMED FORCES OR NOT IN
CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE*(1962)

49.5%

3 na. i

AGE:65 YEARS AND
OVER*(1962)

A4T1%

SEX: FEMALE”(1962)

Fomilies Unottoched Individuols

Families Unattached Individuals

Fomilies Unattached Individucls

FARMERS AND FARM
MANAGERS"(1962)

446%

N n.a.

COLOR: NONWHITE (1963)

43.40%

Fomilies Ungttached Individuals

Fomilies

UNEMPLOYED IN CIVILIAN
LABOR FORCE“¥(1962)

33.5%

Uncttached trdividuals

Fomities

EDUCATION: 8 YEARS OR LESSY

(1959)

{1963)
33.7%

Families UngHoched Individuals

REGION: SOUTH (i962)

55.2%

SERVICE WORKERS,
EXCEPT HOUSEHOLD*{1962)

219%

. n.a. X

Families Unattoched Individuals

Fomilies Unattached Individucls

L/ For families,the characterization applies to the family head.

2/This dota,based on unemployment at time of survey,does not include those wl

ho suffered substantiol unemployment

ot some time during the year but were employed at time of survey,nor those who were not in the Civilian Labor Force
because of inodequata job opportunities, and therefore underesti i

Data:Bureau of the Census

between and poverty.
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(CHART T

WHO LIVE IN POVERTY IN THE U.S.?

OF ALL FAMILIES LIVING IN POVERTY IN 1962:¥

55.6% Hod heods with 8 gols
of less education £/

4.9% Lived in the South

4.2% Had heads aged 65 ysars ond over
246% Hod female heads

2.5% Were nonwhite

About 20% Had heads who suffered substontia!
unemployment af some time during tha year, or
were ol in the civilion lobor force because of

.7% H%?, heods  inadequate job opportunities

who were
farmers or form manogers
6.3% Had heads who were service workers, excep! household

1% Hod heods in civilian fabor force who were unemployed
af time of survey &/

3.1% Hod heads who were farm laborers of foremen

2.7% Had heads who were privote household workers 3/

|
OF ALL UNATTACHED INDIVIDUALS LIVING iN POVERTY lN'Gf{

54.3% Were aged 65 years
6nd over

A00%Had B years or less educationd/
38.2% Were in civilion lobor force ond

were unemployed of fime of survey 3/

32.2% Livedin the South

{Note: Some of the catagories shown for families are nof avsilsble
or it )

5.4 % Were nonutite

15.0% Lwved on forms

were unzmployed ot fime of survey -

OF ALL PEOPLE LIVING IN POVERTYZIN 1962:¥

43.8% Lived in the South

About 40% Were in cansumer units whose heods suffered substantiol

28.6% Were in consumer units with femele heads

27.1% Were in consumer units with heads oged 65 and over

1.0% Were in consumer unils whose heads were in the civition lcbor force end

51.8% Were in consumer units whose heods had 8 years or less educotion

unemployment at some time during the year, or were nolin
the civilion fabor force because of inadequate job opporfunilies

171962 used becouse 1963 data too fragmentary for these comparisons.

2/ Estimate based on 1963 data.
| 2 This does not take account of those who suffered

ial of

civilian labor force because of inadequate job opportunitiesond therefore under

unemployment and poverty.
2/ Estimote based on 1959 data.

during year, or were not in

X an people living in families with incomes under $3,000, plus olf unattached individuals with incomes under $1,50Q

53-484—85——38
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CHART 8

GOALS FOR REDUCTION OF POVERTY IN U.S.
AND FOR OVERALL INCOME GAINS, 1970,'75"

FAMILIES IN POVERTY smmm FAMILIES ABOVE POVERTY LEVEL pum

In Millions In Millions

1963, Actual
1970, Goal %

558 1975, Goal

0.7

Under $2,000 Under $3,000
POVERTY -| DEPRIVATION DEPRIVATION- COMFORT and
COMFORT  AFFLUENCE

UNATTACHED INDIVIDUALS UNATTACHED INDIVIDUALS
) - IN POVERTY - ABOVE POVERTY

In Millions In Millions

1963, Actual

V1970, Goal ﬁ

Bea] 1975, Goal

Under $1,000 Under $1,500 $1,500-32,499 $2,500-$4,999 $5,000and Over
POVERTY DEPRIVATION COMFORT  GOMFORT and
AFFLUENGE

Y Annual Money Income Before Toxes, In [962 dollars.

Dota: 1963, Bureau of the Census. Projections, CEP.
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CHART 9

CHRONIC RISE OF UNEMPLOYMENT AND
OF IDLE PLANT, 1953 -1964"

TRUE LEVEL OF UNEMPLOYMENT
(Mithions of Workers}

UNEMPLOYMENT AS PERCENT-OF
_ CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE%

(Total True Lave!, 1953-1964
67 Million Man Years2/}

Contealed Uumpluymeulél

Trua Unemployment

DEFICIENCIES AS PERCENT OF
_ MAXIMUM PRODUCTION . *

DEFICIENCIES.IN G.N.P.
(Biltions of 1963 Doltars) * .

( Total Deficiency: 1953-1964
$590.4 Billion)

Maximem

Production34. 635 6 -

Deficiency

1953 1955 1959 1962 1963 1964 1953

Y Except for the base year 1953, no year during which  recession was in process is included.

2/about 33 million man-years of unemployment (true level) would have been consistent
with maximum employment.

Yesti d as the dit b the officiaily reported civilian labor force and its likely size
under conditions of moximum employment.

5’ll'u deriving these percentoges, the civilian labor force is estimated as the officially reported
civilian lobor force plus concealed unemployment.

S/Bosed upon sufficient annual rate of growth in G.N.P. to provide full use of growth in labor force,
plant and productivity under conditions of i employ and p! i
Nate: In 4th Quarter 1964, ity adj True L % was 6.2 million workers, or 8.1% of the

Clvilion Labor Force; the GNP deficiency wos $87.2 billion,or 12.4% of maximum production.

31
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CHapr 10

GROWTH RATES, U.S. ECONOMY, 1922-1964

Average Annual Rates Of Change In Gross National Product
In Uniform 1963 Dollars

LONG-TERM RECORD,1922-1964 "

é: ""ﬁi -lu':?;j::-': Post Post Period of
Vorld Warl WorldWarIl  Peace Post Korean War

(Excluding
Depressions And War
And War Eras)

4.8%

4.0%

“Historic"

3.7%

64

19€0

[3
{Exct.1923-47
and 195052 )

2nd Qtr. 1960
Ist Qtr. 1961

(Seasonaily Adj
Annual Rate)

8.1%

istQiv 1961~ 20 Q17 1961~ 3rd Qi 1961 4th Ot I96I- 15t Ot 1962~ 21 Qty 1962~ 3ed Qtr 1962- 4th Qir 1962- 53 Qtr 1963~ 2nd Qtr 1963~ 3ed Oty 1963- 47 Qitr 1963
190t 1962 nd Qv 1962 3rdQtrI962 4MQNI9G2 ItQITIFE3 2ndQHIF63 3aIQM 1963 AMQIrIIE3 IsQriI64 20dQri964 3rdQi 1964 41hQtr 1964
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OmaAxr 11

DEFICIENT RATE OF GROWTH IN PRIVATE

CONSUMER SPENDING, 1953-1964

Rates of Change in 1963 Dollars

B2 Needed Rote of Growth

Actual Rate of Growth

1953-1964

Annuol Averoge

THE PRIVATE CONSUMPTION DEFICITS
DOMINATE THE DEFICITS

IN THE TOTAL ECONOMY

Billions of 1963 Dollars

1953-1964

1961 1962 1963 1964

1958 1959 1960

Annual Average 1956

i

I
endi

Deflciency in Priva
.- Consumer Expt

Public Outfays for
and Sarvices

Osficiency-in
Goods

7

/
/' Deficiency in Gross

PO
ot cl

Private Investment

{Inc. Net Foreign)
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CHART 12

FEDERAL BUDGET HAS SHRUNK RELATIVE
TO SIZE OF ECONOMY AND NEEDS, 1954~-'66

Fiscal Years

BUDGET OUTLAYS AS PERCENT OF TOTAL NATIONAL PRODUCTION

Percent
25

20 Total Budget -

- " " National Secﬁr~i}y “and International x
10k * (including space research ond technology) . -

(:954 ) 1955 1956 .|957 1958 ‘;959 71960 19~6I >96.2‘ 1963 196 ”1965 i966y
BUDGET OUTLAYS PER CAPITA
In 1963 Dollars
$558.19

$476.06

$186.37

$180.01

Total  Nat'l Security All Domestic Total Naf'l Security All Domeslic Total  Not'l Security All Domestic
and Internat!  Programs and infernat’l  Programs ond internat  Programs

1954 1965 1966+

Y Administration’s proposed Budget as of Jon. 25, 1965; G.N.P estimated ot $675.0 billion, CEP,
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CHAERT 13

INVESTMENT IN PLANT AND EQUIPMENT WAS
DEFICIENT -1953~-1964 AS A WHOLE

AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH RATE AVERAGE ANNUAL
1953-1964 DEFICIENCY
In1963 Dollars 1953-1964

Billions of 1963 Dollars

NEEDED ACTUAL 5.0

BUT INVESTMENT IN MEANS OF PRODUCTION
AT TIMES OUTRAN DEMAND;
HENCE INVESTMENT CUTS AND RECESSIONS

V£ Investment in Plont and Equipment
. 1
N Ultimate Demand: Total Private Consumption Expsnditures Plus Toto! Public Outlayi" For Goods and Services

Ist 3 om 55- | 3nd OQr.:.'ﬂ- It Half 59 Ist Holf 60- Int on.'el- 4th on."ss-
m 3 om '57 “svu Qfr. 53.. m Half 60 m Halt ‘61 4nth anr 24 4:b Qtr. 8:
"Boom" Recession “Boom" “Recession” Boom Boom
Up Up
up 12.3% " H8%
P
93% 178% . "
Up 4
Up U : 40% 0%
% 25% 3% 2% .:"g % §
Down
6.0%
Down
233%
AVERAGE ANNUAL RATES OF CHANGE
in 1963 Doflars

-"cheml.smh and local.
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CHART 14

1962 and 1964 TAX CUTS: ESTIMATED DIVISION
BETWEEN CUTS FOR INVESTMENT PURPOSES
AND CUTS FOR CONSUMPTION PURPOSES

(Including-Tax Cuts of 1962)

fox cuts

Tox concessions
fo investors .
made in 1962 ~

TOTALTAX CUTS, -

Proposed personal

Billions of Dollars

“ESTIMATED ALLOCATION -~
. TO-INVESTMENT:PURROSES .

Portion of proposed
personal fox cuts &

Proposed corporate
tox cut

Tax concessions
1o investors .
made in 1962

" ESTIMATED ALLOCATION
- T0 CONSUMPTION PURPOSES

6.4

Portion of proposed
personal fax cuts ¥

24 Porfion of proposed
3 personl tox cuts &/

v Through COngres'sionul and Executive action.

2/Estimated portion of personal tex cuts, for those with incomes of $10,000 ond over,
which they would save for investment purposes.

3/Estimated portion of personal tax cuts, for those with incomes of $10,000 and over,
which they would spend for consumption.

2/ personol tax cuts for those with incomes under $10,000.

Note: Estimates of division, CEP.
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CHART 156

1964 TAX ACT, PERSONAL TAX CUTS

Percent Tax Cut And Percent Gain In After-Tax Income
Married Couple With Two Children At Various Income Levels Y

$3.000 Income $5.000 Income $7.500 Income
1000%

20% 16% 21%
Percent Percent Gain In Percent Percent Gain in Percent Percent Ggin In
Tax Cut- After-Tax Income Tax Cut After-Tax Income Tax Cut After-Tax Income
$10,000 Income $15,000 income $25,000 Income

16.9%

Percent Percent Gain in Percent Percent Gain In Percent Percent Gain in
Tox Cut After-Tax income Tax Cut After-Tox Income Tax Cut After-Tax income
$50,000 Income $100,000 Income $200,000 Income ¥
9
144% 1€ 16.0%

23

Percent Percent Gain In Percent Percent Ggin In Percent Percent Gain In
Tox Cut After-Tax Incoms Tox Cut After-Tax Income Tax Cut After-Tox Income
-VAdiusted gross income levels. 2 Estimated

Note: Standard deductions for $ 3,000 income level. Typical itemized deductions
for other income levels.



CHART 16

TAXES PAID BY SPENDING UNITS”
AT VARIOUS INCOME LEVELS, 1954

38 SERVICES TO THE ELDERLY ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
| Taxes-¥Shown As Percent Of Income?

0-$2,000 Income _ $2,000-$2,999 Income
: 234% 25450/0
| 13.7%
| 9.8%
3 2.7% PRI
; o7 1 XXX
| Fed.Pers.  TotalFed. Total Stote  Total Taxes Fed.Pers.  TotalFed. Total Stale  Total Toxes
Incoms Tox Toxes 8 Local Toxes All Levels Income Tox Taxes 8 Local Toxes All Levels
$3,000-$3,999 Income $4,000-$4,999 Income
| 26.2% 26.8%
| 17.3% 18.0%
64% % 85 % 76% 8.8%
) v
i Fed.Pers.  TotolFed. TotelState Tota! Taxes Fed.Pers.  TotolFed. TotolState Totol Toxes
Income Tax Toxes 8 Local Taxes All Levels Income Tox Toxes 8 Local Toxes All Levels
$5,000-$7,499 Income $7,500-$9,999 Income
28.9% ¢ 308%
20.5% 22.6%
10.6% 13 2%
84% 8.2%
'd
W)
Fed.Pers.  TotalFed. TotolState Total Taxes Fed.Pers.  TotalFed. Total State Totol Tazes
Income Tox Tazes 6 Local Toxes All Levels Income Tax  Taxes 8 Local Taxes All Levels
$I0,000 And Qver Income All income Brackets
39.2%
| 30.4%
’ 22.0%
14.0%
99% X 8.4%
Fed.Pers.  TotalFed. Total State  Total Toxes Fed.Pers.  TotalFed. TotalState Totol Taxes
Income Tox Taxes 8 Local Taxes All Levels Income Tax Taxes 8 Local Taxes All Levels

—'/Spending units include fomilies plus unattached individuals.

2/Federal taxes include personal income, corporate profits, excises and social insurance
taoxes. State and local taxes include personal income, excise, sales, and property taxes.

¥ Adjusted money income and non-money income.

Doto: Estimates by R. Musgrave, in Nov. 9, 1955 publication of Joint Economic Committee.
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EMPLOYMENT

(in millions of man-years)

Up
3 18.7
v

up

CHAErT 17

GOALS FOR 1970 AND 1975, PROJECTED
FROM ACTUAL LEVELS IN 1964Y

Dollar Figures in 1963 Dollars

TRUE UNEMPLOYMENT

{in millions of men-years}

1970

FULL-TIME RECORDED
UNEMPLOYMENT
1975

1970

TOTAL PRODUCTION

ittion

uP
$266.8 Billion

39

CONSUMER
SPENDING

; up
$317.0 Blllion

up
$171.0 Billion

1970 1975 1970 1975 1970 1975
FAMILY INCOMEZ § WAGES and SALARIES NET FARM INCOME TRANSFER
{Avarage) PAYMENTS
e
up
$259.7 Billion
upP
$ 48.1 Blllion
fon

up up
$18.4 Bitlion $25.4 Billion

isto

1970 1973 1970 975 1975 1970 1975
BUSINESS ond GROSS PRIVATE RESIDENTIAL PUBLIC OUTLAYS FOR
PROFESSIONAL INVESTMENT NONFARM GOODS and SERVICES
INCOME {nc. Net Foreign} CONSTRUCTION {Catendar Years)

870
1964 estimoted on basis of first 11 months,
/For comparability with other family Income dota.this is in 1962 dollars.

1975

up
$97.8 Billlon

1970 1975

Y $360
$ 21.5 Billion

1970

EDERAL
uP

uP .
$25.8 Billion $418 Billlon

1975

1970

STATE and LOCAL |

an
ur

1970

1975
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TOTAL FEDERAL
OUTLAYS

% of Totol $Per
Year Output  Capits
1966 AdmY14.764476.06
1970 Goal 1538 63860

CHART 18

GOALS FOR A FEDERAL BUDGET GEARED
TO ECONOMIC GROWTH AND PUBLIC NEEDS

19686, Fiscal Year; 1970 and1975, Calendar Years
Per Caopita Outlay in 1963 Dollars

NATIONAL DEFENSE
SPACE TECHNOLOGY
AND AU
INTERNATIONAL

%.of Totol §Per
Year Output Copite
1966 Adm8.99 $289.69
1970 Goal 934 38789

EQUCATION

% of Total §Per
Yeor Output Capife
1966 AdmY 39, 12.72
1970 Goal .80 33.1I

HEALTH
SERVICES
AND RESEARCH

% of Total § Per
Outpu!  Capita
1966 AdmY 32 1046
1970 Goal 55 227

Year

1975 Goal 14.18 677.08 1975 Goal 8.82 421.00 §i975 Gool .90 39.06f 1975 Goal 64 30.38

PUBLIC LABOR, MANPOWER)  HOUSING AND ALL DOMESTIC

ASSISTANCE ~ \AND OTHER WELFIRE\  COMMUNITY Pﬁggg%f,gﬁ'ﬂ
SERVICES DEVELOPHENT

% of Totol §Psr
Yaor Output Capite
1956 AdmY¥ 52
1970 Gea! S1 2129
1975 Gool 49 2344

16.71 1i966%AdmY 19

% of Tolal $Per

% of Total § Por

Yeor

Outpat Capita

6.8 §
1970 Goal

1875 Goal

$1,346 million in the 1966 Budget.

.23 946 11970 Gool
20 955 JI975 Geal .35 16.49

Y administrotion's proposed Budgst as of Jan 25,1965
This itam does rot includs the outlays for the Economic Opportunity Act progrom,

Yeor

1966 AdmY 001 05
28 1561

Output  Gopite

=

v

g
e
l wg e
¥
',

(Includes ciso
Agriculture:
Notural Resources;
Vaterans; Commercs;
Interest; General
Government, stc)

W

% of Totul $Per
Yeor Output  Capite
1966 AdmY'5.78 186,37
1970 Gool 6.04 250.71
1975 Goal 5.36 256.08
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TOWARD A FEDERAL BUDGET CONSISTENT
WITH MAXIMUM EMPLOYMENT AND THE
PR!ORlTIES OF NATIOCNAL PUBLIC NEEDS

Bllllons of Dollars

Interest

General Government ¥/

Commerce

\Nutfmxl Resources
Agriculture

Labor and Welfore?

Veterans

Internotional Affairs
and Finance |
Housing and Community

Development
——Nationai Defense
and Space Technology

e Tleee 10 1975

Actual Proposed U} Goal Goal
Fiscal Years Calendar Years
(Current Dollars) {1963 Dollars)

BURDEN OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS IN A
FULLY GROWING ECONOMY WCULD BE
LOWER THAN IN RECENT YEARS

',. 0%41 EEDERAL ORTUAYS A5 PERCENT.OF . ';“{ WATIONAL-OEBT AS PERCENT OF.

TOTAL Mdf IOMM PRDOU_.V,,I’OA/ { GA/P} - - I' oTaL; Mdf /0///4[ PRODUCF‘IO:U { G/VP) B "

(1954 - 1966; 1966, Fiscc! Years;

Goals 1970 8 1975, Calendor Years.) ( Calendar Years)

6l

(CONVENTIONAL BUDGET)

163%  1ag% 154% 142%

1954-(966 (966 1970 1975 1953-1964 1964 1970 (975
Av.Annugl Proposed Goal  Goa! Av.Annual  Actual  Goal  Gool
Actual Actual

1/ As of Budget Messoge of Jan. 25, 1965,

2/inciuding sducation cnd heolth services

¥ Including contingencies and less interfung tronsactions

41
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CHART 20

PUBLIC SOCIAL WELFARE OUTLAYS, U.S.¥
PER CAPITA, CURRENT DOLLARS

{ Fiscal Years )

$214.59

$18034

e |

1962 1963

1929 1935 1945 1950 1985 [

PUBLIC SOCIAL WELFARE OUTLAYS, U.S.”
PER CAPITA, CONSTANT 1963 DOLLARS

{ Fiscal Years)

PUBLIC SOCIAL WELFARE OUTLAYS, U.S.V
MEASURED AS PERCENT OF G.N.P.

(Fiscal Years)

8.7%

%
1929 1935 1945 1950 155 1260 1961 1962 1963

Y includes public aid, health and medical services, other welfare services, veterans programs, and education.
Data: Dept. of Health, Education, and Welfare.
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(Transcript continued from p. 22.)

Senator KENNEDY. The next witness this afternoon will be Mr.
Norman Lourie, who’is representing the American Public Welfare
Association.

Mr. Lourie is the executive deputy secretary of the Pennsylvania
Department of Public Welfare. e is vice president of the APWA,
the former president of the National Association of Social Workers
and president-elect of the American Orthopsychiatric Association.

Mr. Lourie.

STATEMENT OF NORMAN LOURIE, AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE
ASSOCIATION, HARRISBURG, PA.; ACCOMPANIED BY ELIAS S,
_COHEN, COMMISSIONER, OFFICE FOR THE AGING, PENNSYL-
VANIA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE

Mr. Lourit. Thank you very much, Senator.

I am very pleased to be here. I have with me Mr. Elias S. Cohen,
who is commissioner for the Office for the Aging in Pennsylvania, and
also representing the association, who will be available to answer any
questions.

I have a prepared statement; I hope you will spread it in the record.
I shall not read it all. I will try to touch the highlights of it.

The association is very pleased that you invited us to appear to
talk for services of all the people. We are interested in the develop-
ment of such services, particularly from public welfare programs,

We have developed a set of Federal legislative objectives which we
re-do each year.

For a number of years, the association has been engaged in a special
project on aging which has been aimed at the improvement of services
and grant programs to older persons through public welfare depart-
ments.

It has developed guide materials and has been conducting staff
training programs, organized and participated in seminars, including
some on protective services for the elderly, and administration of
programs for the elderly, and on the casework services, and the like.

Our testimony is based on experience in these fields.

Services for the elderly are quite widespread, and they vary. As
was pointed out by Commissioner Winston, and we agree with her,
they are still insufficient.

The 1962 Public Welfare Amendments sought to take advantage
of an important characteristic of public welfare; that is, the fact that
there is a public welfare office in every county in the United States.

Within this unusual system, matched only by our vast educational
system in scope, there lies the potential for creating a complete
social welfare service system for the aged.

Now, the potential which existed when the 1962 Public Welfare
Amendments were passed by the Congress still exists, and is being
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developed. However, we belisve that its potentials will not and

cannot be realized until some probl