Public Welfare Amendments of 1962 gnud
Proposals for Health Insurance for the Aged

THE Public Welfare Amendments of 1962, which
became Public Law 87-543 with President Ken-
nedy’s signature on 5, 1962, represent the
most important change<’in the public welfare pro-
visions of the Social Security Act in that act’s
history. The amendments emphasize rehabilitation
services and the training of staff, liberalize pay-
ments, and provide States with significant new tools
for making welfare programs more effective.

The amendments, as passed, do not affect the
program of old-age, survivors, and disability in-
surance. The major proposals of the Kennedy Ad-
ministration for health insurance for the aged under
social security were, however, offered, debated,
and tabled by the Senate in the form of an amend-
ment to the public welfare bill. The legislative
history of the health insurance proposal is accord-
ingly included in the last section of this article.

The most significant of the amendments to the
public assistance titles are the following:

1. Seventy-five-percent Federal matching is
provided for State expenditures for defined social
services and training activities in the Federal-State
public assistance programs.

2. Federal sharing in State assistance expendi-
tures for the needy aged, the blind, and the disabled
is increased. IFederal sharing is also extended to
expenditures to meet the need of the second parent
when he is unemployed or incapacitated and is
living in the home with needy children.

3. The provision for aiding the dependent chil-
dren of unemployed parents is extended 5 years.

4. The provision for aid to certain children re-
ceiving foster-home care is made permanent; before
October 1, 1964, such children may be receiving
institutional care.

* 5. Protective payments in behalf of dependent
children are authorized.

6. Provision is made for demonstration projects.

7. Funds are authorized for the use of the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare in providing
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for the training of personnel, directly or by arrange-
ments with institutions.

The major changes in the child welfare provisions
(title V, part 3, of the act) are listed below:

1. The amount authorized for annual appropria-
tion is increased from $25 million to $30 million for
the fiscal year 1962-63 and, in steps of $5 million,
to $50 million for 1968-69 and thereafter.

2. Beginning July 1, 1963, State child welfare
plans must provide for coordinating their services
with the services provided for dependent children
under title IV, and they must also show by that date
that they are working toward making child welfare
services available by July 1, 1975, to all children in
the State who need them.

3. A portion of the Federal child welfare appro-
priations is to be earmarked for day-care services,
effective for the fiscal year 1962-63 and thereafter.

4. Specifie requirements with respect to day-care
services provided under the State child welfare
plans are added, effective July 1, 1963.

5. Grants to institutions of higher learning for
special projects for training in the field of child
welfare are authorized, beginning 1962-63.

6. The purposes for which grants to States may
be used are clarified and broadened through a new
definition of child welfare services.

Public Welfare Amendments of 1962

BACKGROUND AND LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

The Public Welfare Amendments of 1962 con-
stitute the most comprehensive and constructive
overhauling of Federal legislation relating to public
assistance and child welfare services that Congress
has ever made. Detailed study of the operation of
existing law, its weaknesses, and desirable modifi-
cations preceded the development of the new public
law.

After his election but before his inauguration,



President Kennedy established a task force on
health and social security for the American peaple.
This task force, which was chaired by Wilbur J.
Cohen, reported to the President on January 10,
1961, and made a number of recommendations re-
garding public assistance and child welfare.

The recession situation of the early months of
1961 suggested the need for immediate action, and
most of the provisions regarding public welfare
recommended by the Administration were sub-
sequently embodied in temporary legislation en-
acted that year, with most provisions scheduled to
expire June 30, 1962.! This legislation provided
for aid to dependent children of unemployed pa-
rents; for foster-family home care of certain chil-
dren removed from their homes by a court because
continuance in the home was contrary to their
welfare; for modification and extension of the au-
thority for training public welfare personnel; for an
increase of $1 in the amount of assistance subject to
Federal participation in the programs for the aged,
the blind, and the disabled; for assistance to Amer-
ican citizens returned from foreign eountries; and
for modest increases in the maximums on Federal
grants for publie assistance purposes to Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, and Guam.

In his testimony before the Committee on Ways
and Means of the House of Representatives on
February 15, 1961, when the bill to amend the pro-
gram of aid to dependent children was under con-
sideration, Secretary Ribicoff assured the Com-
mittee of his intentior to make a thorough study of
the public welfare programs. He also said that he
would return to the Committee in 1962 with what-
ever recommendations might evolve from this
study.

Prelegislative Studies and Developments

On May 2, 1961, Secretary Ribicoff met with
representatives of the National Association of
Social Workers, discussing with them problems and
needs in the welfare field and receiving from them an
offer of cooperation and help in undertaking the
studies that he had announced. On Vay 10 a some-
what expanded group, representing public welfare
agencies, private welfare agencies, schools of social

! See the Bulletin, July 1961, pages 18-19, and September
1961, pages 8-9.

work, and others, was constituted as the Ad Hoe
Committee on Public Welfare and held its first
meeting. On May 14, in a speech to the National
Conference on Social Welfare the Secretary de-
scribed the limitations of existing welfare programs
and his determination to make substantial improve-
ments in the existing structure. On the same date,
he announced that a scparate study of possible
adminstrative and program changes would be
undertaken hy George Wyman, an administrator
who had had local, State, and Federal experience in
public welfare, as well as experience in the private
welfare field.

After the enactment on May 8, 1961, of Public
Law 87-31, the question of work relief came sharply
into focus, as Federal participation in assistance was
being provided for the first time to a group of indi-
viduals (unemployed parents) who were, by defini-
tion, employable. By midsummer the much broader
issue of arbitrary public welfare limitations reached
a boiling point, generally characterized in the public
press and elsewhere by the name ‘“Newburgh,”
referring to the New York community in which a set
of very restrictive regulations with respect to wel-
fare recipients had heen adopted.

On August 26 the Wyman report was submitted
to the Secretary, and on September 6 the Ad Hoc
Committee on Public Welfare submitted its report.
(Grants for staff services for both studies were
furnished by the Field Foundation.)

A number of other studies were also made avail-
able to the Secretary. One of these, Public Welfare:
Time for a Change, was a report by Elizabeth
Wickenden and Winifred Bell of the project on
public services for families and children, sponsored
by the New York School of Social Work of Columbia
University. Materials on needed welfare legislation
were also submitted by the National Social Welfare
Assembly, and less formal studies and advice were
received from numerous other groups representing
diverse interests in the public welfare field. The re-
ports of the Advisory Council on Public Assistance
and of the Advisory Council on Child Welfare
Services, both established under the 1958 amend-
nents to the Social Security Act, had been made to
Congress at the beginning of 1960 and were also
available.

To analyze the wealth of material available to
him, the Secretary appointed a task force in the
Department, which in turn established 12 work
groups, each dealing with a different aspect of the
public welfare programs. The groups considered
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categories of public assistance, services in public
assistance, child welfare services, project grants,
levels of assistance, work relief, exemption of earned
income of assistance recipients, various ways to
promote the constructive use of assistance payments
by recipients who have demonstrated their inability
to handle money, residence requirements, training
of publie welfare personnel, medical care for recip-
ients of aid to dependent children, and Federal
financial participation in the public assistance pro-
grams. The task force and its work groups sub-
mitted a consolidated analysis of the available
materials to the Secretary at the end of October.

Administrative Changes

Out of all these materials it was entire'y natural
that certain recommendations could be handled
administratively and that others would require
legislation. On December 6, 1961, the Secretary
announced 10 administrative changes. They dealt
with (1) location of deserting parents, (2) admini-
strative actions to reduce and control fraud, (3)
allowing children to conserve income for education
and employment, (4) safeguarding the children in
families of unmarried parents, (5) safeguarding
children in families in which the father has deserted,
(6) safeguarding children in hazardous home situa-
tions, (7) improving State staff training and de-
velopment programs, (8) developing services to
families, (9) encouraging States and localities to
provide more effective family welfare services, and
(10) coordinating family and community welfare
services.

On January 29, 1962, the Secretary announced
six additional administrative changes. They related
to (1) eliminating unnecessary paperwork, (2) ini-
tiating more effective services for children and
youth, (3) intensifying efforts to combat illegiti-
macy, (4) placing increased emphasis on research
and demonstration to reduce dependency, (5)
strengthening vocational rehabilitation services for
disabled recipients of public assistance, and (6)
planning more effective training of public welfare
personnel. Another administrative change, an-
nounced on March 5, provides for Federal partici-
pation in payments to patients of mental institu-
tions who are no longer actually in the institutions
but have moved into nursing homes, boarding
homes, or the homes of relatives.
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President’'s Message

On February 1, 1962, President Kennedy sent to
Congress a message concerning the public assistance
and welfare programs in which he said:

Public welfare, in short, must be more than a salvage opera-
tion, picking up the debris from the wreckage of human lives.
Its emphasis must be directed increasingly toward prevention
and rehabilitation—on reducing not only the long-range cost
in budgetary terms but the long-range cost in human terms as
well. Poverty weakens individuals and nations. Sounder
public welfare policies will benefit the Nation, its economy,
its morale, and most importantly, its people.

This was the first Presidential message ever to be
devoted exclusively to public welfare.

House Action

On the same day that the President sent to Con-
gress- his public welfare message, the Administra-
tion’s proposals for extending and improving the
programs of public assistance and child welfare
services under the Social Security Act were trans-
mitted to Congress. The Administration bill (H. R.
10032) was introduced in the House by Represen-
tative Wilbur D. Mills, Chairman of the Committee
on Ways and Means. The bill provided for—

1. Increased Federal participation in services
designed to promote self-support and self-care and
to strengthen family life and in expenditures for
training of public welfare personnel.

2. Demonstration projects that States could un-
dertake without having to meet all the conditions
of the Federal act.

3. Progressive extension of child welfare services,
with higher Federal authorizations.

4. Earmarking part of child welfare services
funds for day-care services.

5. New authority for training child welfare per-
sonnel.

6. Community work and training projects, as
part of the program of aid to families with depend-
ent children.

7. As an incentive for recipients to accept em-
ployment, requiring the States to consider, in deter-
mining the amount of the assistance payment, all
expenses reasonably attributable to work.

8. Protective payments when inability to manage
money had been clearly demonstrated.

9. Counting, for Federal matching purposes, as a
recipient of aid to families with dependent children



not only the single adult caring for the child but the
husband or wife of that adult.

10. Extending the 1961 provision for aiding
dependent children of unemployed parents, making
permanent the 1961 provision for certain children
receiving foster care, and temporarily broadening
the latter provision to include children receiving
care in private child-care institutions.

11. New training provisions for public welfare
personnel.

12. Limiting to 1 year the maximum residence
requirement that States can impose under Federal-
State programs and increasing slightly the amount
of Federal participation for States that abolish all
residence requirements.

13. Permitting the States, on an optional basis,
to combine their plans for the aged, the blind, and
the disabled.

14. An advisory council on public welfare.

15. Extending the temporary $1 increase in as-
sistance payments for the aged, the blind, and the
disabled, made in 1961.

16. Making permanent the program for aiding
Americans repatriated from abroad.

17. Removing the dollar limitations on Federal
assistance payments to Puerto Rico, Guam, and the
Virgin Islands.

18. Changing the name of the program from “aid
to dependent children” to “aid to families with
dependent children.”

The proposals also included a number of techni-
cal amendments.

The Committee on Ways and Means held hear-
ings on February 7, 9, and 13, at which Secretary
Ribicoff and other witnesses from the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare and many publie
witnesses were heard. In executive sessions held
March 1, 5, 6, and 7, the Committee agreed to a
number of modifications in the bill. The Chairman
then introduced a “clean bill,”” H. R. 10606, on
March 8, which was ordered to be reported the same
day.

The Administration’s recommendations were
changed in a number of respects, listed below.

1. The Secretary was authorized to provide ser-
vices to those persons who have been or are likely to
become recipients of public assistance only upon
their request.

2. Authority for financial participation in the
cost of services provided under contracts between

the State agency and nonprof't private agencies was
deleted.

3. Specific language was introduced to avoid any
possible duplication of services of public welfare
ageneies and of vocational rehabilitation agencies.

4. A number of minor amendments to make more
explicit provisions for day care and for community
work and training programs were included.

5. A new section, 107 (a), which was to become
perhaps the most controversial in the bill, was
added. This section authorized a State agency, in
the best interests of the child, to provide counseling
and guidance and to advise the relative caring for
the child that failure to use the payments for the
child’s benefit might result in any one of a number
of specified actions or in any other action authorized
by State law, other than denial of payments while a
child is in the home, avithout State loss of Federal
funds. The language used in the bill, “any other
action authorized by State law,” clearly authorized
voucher payments (that is, direct payments to
grocers, landlords, ete.) and any other type of re-
striction or control. Such authorization would have
represented a substantial departure from the usual
pattern of the relationship between the Federal
Government and the States.

6. The limitation in the Administration proposal
on the ratio of protective payments to all other
payments was increased from 1/2 of 1 percent to 5
percent.

7. The provision for aid to the spouse of the rel-
ative with whom a child is living was narrowed
slight'y to apply when the relative is the child’s
parent and the child is eligible because of a parent’s
unemployment or incapacity.

8. The provisions for training of public welfare
personnel were somewhat modified.

9. The provision for payments under the depend-
ent children program for children receiving foster-
home care was made permanent, and the expiration
date for provision of aid to children o” unemployed
parents was extended to June 30, 1967. An expi-
ration date of June 30, 1964, was placed on the pro-
vision for assistance to repatriated American citi-
zens.

10. The section on residence provisions was dele-
ted entire y.

11. The proposal to elim nate the dollar ceilings
on grants to Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and
Guam was eliminated, but modest increases in these
cei’:ng were made.

12. The public ascistance formua or Federal
participation in the programs for the blind, the aged,
and the disabled was modified so that additional
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Fedgral funds of somewhat more than $4 per re-
cipient, in addition to those available under the
temporary formula scheduled to expire June 30,
would have become available on July 1, 1962.

13. The temporary exceptions that had been
made for the programs of aid to the blind in Mis-
souri and Pennsylvania since 1950 were made per-
manent, and the provisions for the optional com-
bined State plan were modified so that, in States
where aid to the blind is administered by a separate
ageney, these agencies could continue to administer
the part of the program for the blind.

On March 13, the Rules Committee granted a
rule providing for 4 hours of debate with a motion
to recommit but no other amendments. Some of the
minority members of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee attempted a motion to recommit, with in-
structions to delete the revised matching formula,
when the bill was debated in the House on March
15. This motion was defeated by a voice vote. The
House then went on to pass H.R. 10606 by a vote
of 319 to 69.

Finance Committee Action

At the time that H. R. 10606 passed the House,
the Senate Finance Committee was not able to take
up the welfare bill immediately but held public
hearings on May 14, 15, 16, and 17 and executive
sessions on June 6 and 7. The Committee made a
number of amendments in the bill.

1. It concluded that the requirement that a
State provide minimum services prescribed by the
Secretary in order to qualify for any Federal par-
ticipation under a program was too drastic. It
modified this requirement to provide that, if the
State did not make the minimum prescribed serv-
ices available, Federal participation in administra-
tive costs would be reduced to 25 percent but that
Federal participation in assistance payments would
not be affected.

2. It adopted language clarifying the language in
the House bill concerning the relationship between
State public welfare agencies and State vocational
rehabilitation agencies and stating more explicitly
the circumstances under which services could be
provided and reimbursement made.

3. It adopted the formula in the House bill for the
$4 increase in payments to the aged, the blind, and
the disabled but made the effective date Qctober 1,
1962. The $1 increase that was scheduled to expire
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June 30, 1962, was extended through September 30,
1962.

4. It adopted an amendment to the section on
protective payments, under which a State would be
permitted to use such payments for those cases
that, under the State’s usual standards, would have
their needs met in full even though the operation of
some other feature, such as a statutory maximum,
prevented all recipients of aid to families with
dependent children from having needs met in full.

5. It eliminated section 107 (a) of the House bill,
which would have permitted voucher payments and
any other action authorized under State law.

6. It adopted an amendment exempting pay-
ments for work on community work and training
programs under title IV from Federal income tax
and withholding liability.

7. It deleted the provision in the House bill that
would have expanded foster care under the depend-
ent children program to include Federal partici-
pation in payments for otherwise eligible children
who were placed in private child-care institutions.

8. It adopted the “Baldwin amendment’ for a
1-year period ending June 30, 1963. This provision
would authorize Federal participation in foster-care
payments when the placement and supervision were
the responsibility of another public agency (such as
the probation department of a juvenile court), if the
other agency had in effect an agreement with the
welfare agency assuring that the objectives of title
IV would be carried out.

9. It revised the training provisions to authorize,
within the dollar limitations established by the
House bill, a program of direct Federal training and
grant activity and of scholarships and stipends for
those persons who are preparing for employment in
public welfare agencies. The existing provisions of
law that would have been made permanent, within
dollar limitations, by the House bill would thus have
been repealed. Under the House bill, provisions for
training would have been handled entirely through
grants to the States.

10. It raised the dollar limit on grants for public
assistance to Puerto Rico from the House figure of
$9.8 million to $10.5 million and for the Virgin Is-
lands from $330,000 to $400,000.

11. It adopted an amendment that would pro-
vide, in programs of aid to the blind, for exempting,
in addition to present exempted amounts ($85 a
month in earnings plus one-half the balance), other
amounts of income or resources necessary to fulfill a
State-approved rehabilitation plan for a blind indi-



vidual. The additional exemption would not be
available for more than 1 year for one individual,

12. Tt adopted a clarifying amendment with re-
spect to day care, indicating that families with
ability to do so would be expected to pay reasonable
fees for such care.

13. It restored Administration-proposed lan-
guage, not included in the House bill, that would
modify the existing authority for research and
demonstration projects in child welfare to include
grants to institutions of higher learning for special
projects for training personnel for child welfare
services.

14. It amended the House provision authorizing
the Secretary to appoint advisory committees by
limiting to 10 the number of such committees and to
15 the number of members in each committee.

Where appropriate, conforming changes were
made in the combined title under which States
could merge their programs for the aged, the blind,
and the disabled. Some other, essentially technical
amendments were made, and the bill was ordered
reported to the Senate.

Senate Floor Action

H.R. 10606 was taken up by the Senate on July 3,
with Senator Kerr managing the bill for the Senate
Finance Committeé. The Committee’s amend-
ments were adopted, as was an amendment pre-
sented by Senator Kerr for the Committee. This
amendment provided- that authority for Federal
participation in payments for work on community
work and training programs operated as a part of
the program for dependent children would be retro-
active to July 1, 1961, for States that had operated
such programs. Certain requirements in the Com-
mittee bill would be waived until October 1, 1962.
The Senate also adopted on that day an amendment
by Senator Williams of New Jersey, providing an
additional authorization under the child welfare
services program of $750,000 a year for the day care
of children of migrant agricultural workers.

In accordance with an announcement that had
been made earlier, Senator Anderson on July 5
called up his amendment, which would have pro-
vided health insurance for aged persons. This
amendment was sponsored by 21 Democrats and 5
Republicans. Most of the debate on the bill from
July 5 to July 17, when the Anderson amendment
was tabled by a 52-48 vote, was devoted to that
amendment and to substitutes for and amendments

to it. On July 9, a unanimous-consent agreement
was adopted under which, beginning July 11, time
for debate was controlled and equally divided be-
tween the proponents and opponents. The agree-
ment provided that a vote on the motion to table
the Anderson amendment was to occur at 3 o’clock
on July 17. (Details on congressional consideration
of the issue of health insurance for the aged are
presented later in this article.)

During the debate on the Anderson amendment,
the following additional amendments to the welfare
bill itself were approved.

1. An amendment by Senator Saltonstall elimi-
nating the reduction in Federal sharing in admini-
strative costs required in the Finance Committee
bill if States did not provide the minimum services
prescribed by the Secretary. .-Under the Saltonstall
amendment, beginning July 1, 1963, States would
have to provide such minimum services in order to
be eligible for 75-percent Federal participation in
any of their services or training costs, but failure to
provide the services would leave them with 50-
percent matching in all administrative costs, as in
the past.

2. An amendment by Senator Douglas permit-
ting the States to exempt up to $25 of the earned
income of old-age assistance recipients. The pro-
posal was modified on the Senate floor and the
figure raised to $50 and then approved.

3. An amendment by Senator McCarthy and
others restoring language similar to that in the
House-passed bill concerning Federal participation
in payments for foster care under the dependent
children program when the child was placed in a
private child-care institution.

Two amendments were defeated during this
period. One by Senator Moss would have prevented
States from considering the ability of relatives to
assist persons receiving aid to the blind. The other,
also offered by Senator Moss, would have put a
provision into the statute requiring that additional
Federal funds going to the States because of the
change in the formula for old-age assistance, aid to
the blind, and aid to the permanently and totally
disabled would have to be made available in full to
the individual recipients. (The reports of both the
Ways and Means Committee of the House of Repre-
sentatives and the Senate Finance Committee in-
cluded language making clear that this result was
expected to occur and thatthe Committees believed
it would occur.) The amendment was defeated on
the basis of the technical problems involved.
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After the tabling of the health insurance amend-
ment on July 17, three additional amendments to
the welfare bill were adopted and two were offered
and withdrawn. The Senate adopted the following
changes:

1. An amendment by Senator Hartke permitting
Federal participation in payments made directly
to suppliers of medical care when the services were
rendered within the 3 months preceding the month
of application for assistance.

2. An amendment by Senator Long of Louisiana,
permitting policemen in that State to be covered
under old-age, survivors, and disability insurance
through the provisions for coverage available to
policemen in certain other States.

3. An amendment by Senator Clark and others
permitting adherents of certain religious groups
to file a waiver of participation in the old-age, sur-
vivors, and disability insurance system if their
teachings forbid acceptance of such benefits. (This
amendment was concerned with members of the
Amish group.)

One of the two amendments offered and then
withdrawn was proposed by Senator Javits. It
would have made explicit provision in the statute
for judicial review of certain actions of the Secretary
relating to State plans for their welfare programs.
The other, proposed by Senator Wiley, would have
reinstated section 107 (a) permitting voucher pay-
ments and other unspecified actions under State
law.

The Senate approved the bill by a voice vote
approximately an hour after the tabling of the
Anderson amendment.

Conference Action

The conferees of the House and Senate met on
July 18 and made the following significant changes
in the Senate-passed bill:

1. The Williams amendment making separate
provision for day care of children of migrant agri-
cultural workers was eliminated.

2. The Senate Finance Committee amendment
exempting payments under community work and
training programs from liability for income tax and
income-tax withholding was eliminated.

'3. Section 107 (a) was restored, in a limited form;
the House language permitting “‘any other action”
(in the interest of the child) that might be author-
ized under State law was limited to advice that
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civil or eriminal penalties might be imposed upon
determination by a court of competent jurisdiction
that the payment was not being used for the benefit
of the child.

4. The Finance Committee limitation on the
number of advisory committees that the Secretary
might appoint and the number of members of each
committee was eliminated, and a provision sub-
stituted that the Secretary should report annually
to Congress on the number of advisory committees
and their members and activities.

5. The provisions of the House and Senate bills
concerning the training of public welfare personnel
were included, with the same total dollar limitation
set by each bill, and with the Secretary authorized
to use a part of the appropriated funds for direct
training activities and grants and the remainder
to be allotted to States as provided in the House-
passed bill.

6. The House version of the language on pay-
ment of foster care under the dependent children
program when the child is in a private child-care
institution was adopted with a beginning date of
October 1, 1962, and a terminal date of September
30, 1964.

7. The ceilings on public assistance grants to
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands were reduced to
the House figures, $9.8 million and $330,000,
respectively.

8. The Douglas amendment permitting exemp-
tion of earned income for recipients of old-age as-
sistance was modified to permit the exclusion of the
first $10 of earnings and up to one-half the remain-
der of the first $50.

9. The two amendments affecting the old-age,
survivors, and disability insurance system—the one
permitting coverage of policemen in Louisiana and
the other permitting members of certain religious
groups to withdraw from the system—were con-
sidered inappropriate for inclusion in a welfare bill
and eliminated.

Final Action

The House of Representatives on July 19 ap-
proved the Conference Committee report by a vote
of 357 to 34. Later the same day the bill was ap-
proved by a voice vote in the Senate and was thus
cleared for the President.

On July 25, the President signed the bill, which
then became Public Law 87-543. In a statement



concerning the new legislation the President said,
in part:

I have approved a bill which makes possible the most far-
reaching revision of our Public Welfare program since it was
enacted in 1935.

This measure embodies a new approach—stressing services in
addition to support, rehabilitation instead of relief, and train-
ing for useful work instead of prolonged dependency. This
important legislation will assist our states and local public wel-
fare agencies to redirect the incentives and services they offer
to needy families and children and to aged and disabled people.
Our objective is to prevent or reduce dependency and to en-
courage self-care and self-support—to maintain family life
where it is adequate and to restore it where it is deficient.

IMPROVEMENT IN PUBLIC ASSISTANCE SERVICES

Beginning with the President’s Welfare Message
of February 1, 1962, the entire legislative history of
Public Law 87-543 emphasizes the importance of
the rehabilitative factor in the public assistance
programs. The State-administered and State-super-
vised programs of public assistance provide income
maintenance, medical.care, and social services to the
needy aged, the blind, the disabled, and families
with dependent children. Services to applicants for
and recipients of assistance provided by the staff of
the welfare agency are an essential component of
program administration.

Services and Other Administrative Costs

Costs of services provided under the public as-
sistance programs have been shared equally by the
Federal Government and the States. Effective
September 1, 1962, Federal matching in certain
services and in the cost of staff training is increased
from 50 percent to 75 percent. Thus, the new law
offers an incentive to the States to offer more
rehabilitative services and to increase the number
of skilled public welfare personnel to provide the
services.

The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
is to prescribe the minimum services necessary 