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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Without objection, the nomina
tions w1l1 be considered and confirmed
en bloc.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I re
quest that the President be immediately
notified of the conflrmation of the nomi
nations.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the President
will be so notified.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Senate re
turn to legislative session.

There being no objection, the Senate
resumed the consideration of legislative
business.

ORDER OF BUSINESS
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Montana Is rec
ognized.

(The remarks' Mr. MANSFIELD made
at this point when he introducedS. 4001
are printed in the routine morning busi
ness section of' the RECORD under state
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint
Resolutions.>

ORDER OF BUSINESS
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. At this time, in accordance with
the previous order, the Chair recognizes
the distinguished Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHURCH) for not to exceed 15 min-
utes. " '. .

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a unanimous-con
sent request?

Mr. CHUP.CH. I yield. ,
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that Pamela Duffy
may be on the floor to assist me during
the time through the morning hour.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, It is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
wha t was the request?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. That a person named by the Sena
tor from California be allowed to stay on
the floor during the morning hour.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Chair
means through the period for the trans
action of morning busine.>s?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Through morning business.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I have no ob
jection.

MISLEADING THE PUBLIC ABOUT
SOCIAL SECURITY

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, an ad
ministration should be criticized when
ever it attempts to mislead the public.

And, when it plans to use public funds
for such a purpose, it should be prevented
from doing so.

Today I intend to offer a resolution
deal1ng with just such a situation.

The resolution is prompted by the

Nixon administration's intentions to
cloud the facts surrounding the enact
ment of a 20-percent social security in
crease this summer.

Social security checks now scheduled
for delivery on October3 will incorporate
that 20-percent increase.

But, along \vith the checks, the social
security beneficiaries will receive a
printed notice which will say:

HIGHER SOCIAL SECURITY PAYMENTS

Your social security payment has been In
creased by 20 percent. starting with this
month's check, by a new statute enacted by
the Congress and signed into law by President
Richard Nixon on July 1. 1972.

The President also signed into law a provi
sion which wlll allow your social security
benefits to increase automatically if the cost
of liVing goes up. Automatic benefit increases
will be added to your check In future years
according to the condition set out In that
law.

This message is a shameless attempt
to create the impression that somehow
the 20-percent increase is the result of
Presidential leadership.

Actually, the 20-percent increase was
enacted over vigorous and persistent ad
ministration opposition.

I see no reason at all why social secu
rity recipients shoUld be misled and I
urge the Senate to prevent this deception
upon the 28 million social security bene
ficiaries who will receive the announce-
ment. '

Throughout 1972 the Nixon adminis
tration persisted in attempts to keep a
lid of 5 percent on social security in
creases, despite growing congressional
sentiment for a raise that would deal
more adequately with the rising cost of
living.

The resistance of the administration
hardly came as a surpise. It was· in com
plete harmony with the administration's
record on social security. Instead of pur
suring realistic goals for adequate retire
ment income, the administration has
consistently tried to prevent sensible so
cial security increases from being passed.

In 1969, his very first year, President
Nixon threatened to veto the 15-percent
boost in social security which Congress
enacted. He was wllling, at first, to settle
for only 7 perc'3nt.

In 1971 Congress was again concerned
about the widening gap between social
security and the cost of living. Its mem
bers voted for a 10-percent increase, even
though the Nixon administration insisted
that 5 percent was enough.

And so the stage was set for 1972.
Would the Nixon administration finally
acknowledge the following facts:

That one out of every four older Amer
icans live in poverty?

That the cost of living has gone up by
more than 17 percent during the last
3Y2 years?

That among the worst increases in liv
ing costs are goods and services Vitally
needed by the elderly? MedIcal care, for
example, has gone up by 21 percent since
1969, and medicare now covers only 42
percent of all health care costs. And
property taxes-which hit so hard at the
incomes of those 70 percent of the elderly

who own their own homes--have gone up
by 32 percent.

That the number of elderly living in
poverty actually increased by 100,000
during the flrst 2 years of the Nixon
administration?

No, the Nixon administration shut its
eyes on such harsh realities. It kept in
sisting that a mere 5-percent increase
would be enough.

But in Congress, a different evaluation
of the situation was developing.

We knew that in 1971 an Advisory
Council on Social Security had looked
closely into the funding of our social se
curity system. That council, incidentally,
was chaired by Arthur Flemming, now
special adviser on aging to President
Nixon. .

The council' took a fresh look at the
actuarial assumptions upon which the
payment system was based and they saw
that those assumptions were outdated.

It soon became evident that an increase
of at least 20 percent coUld' be enacted
without a major increase in the payroll
tax and with no lll-effects upon the
soundness of the SOCial security trust
fund.

With that information in hand-and
with the vigorous support of national
organizations concerned about the Na"
tion's elderlY-I introduced legislation
calling for the 20~percent increase.
Senators of both parties joined me in
this effort. In all, 17 Republ1can Senators
and 43 Democrats cosponsored an
amendment o.f mine originally meant to
be added to H.R. 1.

When it became evident, however, that
action on H.R. 1 woUld be delayed or
even deferred beyond 1972, I decided to
offer the 20-percent increase as an
a.mendment to the debt ceiling bill, con
Sidered by the Senate late in June Here
again, Republicans joined the effort. The
final vote of 82 to 4 inclUded 34 Repub
lican votes. The House vote was 302 to
35.

In the face of such congressional re
sponse, what was the administration's
role? Outright opposition and misleading
arguments. The administration tried al
most to the moment of passage, to defeat
the amendment.

That. emissary was Clark McGregor,
then dll'ector of congressional liaison.
He now heads up the committee to re
elect the President.

Even after passage, the President
apparently could not accept the fact that
Congress had acted to make social secu
rity more adequate. He even went so far
as to charge that the money for the 20
percent increase would have to be taken
from other Government programs. He
ignored the fact that Congress had dis
played sound fiscal responsibility in en
acting my proposal. The amendment
contained not only the 20-percent in
crease, but also the necessary adjust
ments in social security taxes to pay for
that increase.

Why, then, did he pretend that Con
gress had acted irresponsible? And if he
so disapproved our action. why does he
now attempt to claim credit for it--
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through 28 million announcements now
ready for mailing?

In fairness, I would point out that the
practice of enclosing a Presidential no
tice with raised social security checks
began in 1968, during the Johnson ad
ministration. Perhaps, objection should
have been voiced then.

But there was neither deception nor
hypocrisy involved in President John
son's case, for he had requested the in
crease covered by the notice. Unlike
President Nixon, Lyndon Johnson was
not attempting to claim credit for a
raise he opposed.

Still, no one benefits-least of all the
elderly-when the social security mail
ing process is used for narrow, partisan
advantage. And this practice should stop
immediately to prevent social security
from becoming a political football.

President Nixon has no entitlement
whatever to try and grab the credit for
increases in social security benefits ap
proved by Congress. The truth is that
nearly 1.5 million older Americans would
have added to the poverty rolls if the
Nixon policies on social security had pre
vailed over the past 3V2 years.

Mr. President, the following resolution
speaks for itself. It offers a means for
dealing with the present deception, while
preventing similar hypocrisy in the fu
ture. The resolution reads:

S. REs. 367

Whereas the Social Security system now
protects workers and their families from loss
of earnings because of retirement, death,
or disablllty;

Whereas 28 mUllon Individuals receive
Social Security benefits, Including 18 mil
lion Individuals age 65 or older;

Whereas the Social Security system helps
10 million Americans, who would otherwise
live In poverty, to live above the poverty
threshold;

Whereas 19 out of 20 Social Security bene
ficiaries would be unable to a.chleve a
"moderate standard of Hvlng without their
Soclal Security payments;

Whereas 94 million workers are engaged In
employment that Is covered under the Social
Security system;

Whereas 28 million Social Security bene
ficiaries will receive a 20 percent Increase In
their cash benefits payable under the Social
Security Act as a result of the enactment of
Public Law 92-336, which was enacted on
July I, 1972;

Whereas a notice of such Increase In
monthly cash benefits will be Included with
the October 3, 1972 payment;

Whereas the Inclusion In the notice of the
name of any candidate for public elective
office Is likely to Inject partisan politics Into
the Social Security system;

Whereas the Incumbent president strongly
opposed the passage of the 20 percent Social
Security cash benefit Increase;

Whereas any notice of such Increase that
makes mention of the Incumbent president,
who Is a candidate for public office, w11l result
In an erroneous Impression that he supported
the enactment of such Increase; Now, there
fore, be It

Resolved, That It Is the, sense of the senate
that: Whenever any official" notice Is given
to any Social Security beneficiary which an
nounces or explains any Increase In: the
amount of cash benefits payable under the
Soclal security Act as the result of enact
ment of Public Law 92-336, or any sub
sequent law, such notice shall not contain
the n'ame of, or refer to--

(1) any Individual who Is a candidate for

public elective office at the time such notice
Is given;

(2) any Individual who holds a public
elective office at the time such notice Is
given; or

(3) any public elective office.

Mr. President, I send the resolution to
the desk.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The resolution will be received.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a statement by
the Senator from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN).
in support of the resolution, be printed in
the RECORD.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BENTSEN

I am pleased that we are haVing this dis
cussion this morning to set the record
straight on Social Security,

The Social Security checks to be mailed
In October will reflect a 20% Increased voted
overwhelmingly by the Congress. Attached to
these checks the Administration plans to have
a message, signed by the President, reveal
Ing to the recipients that Richard M. Nixon
signed that Increase Into law, as well as the
earlier 15% Increase also voted overwhelm
Ingly by the Congress. The Implication Is
that the President, through forceful advo
cacy, has succeeded In channeling a more
adequate retirement Income Into the pockets
of millions of Americans.

The Republicans hope that message will
be translated Into m11l10ns of votes for their
party In November.

What are the facts? Has the Republican
Party been the champion of the elderly In
their efforts to achieve a standard of living
which at least approaches the poverty line?
The answer must be a resounding "No."

The Administration record on Social Se
curity, as on a myriad of Issues confronting
the elderly. has been to oppose, oppose, op
pose, and then to take credit when the Con
gress acts.

On June 25, 1971, President Nixon declared
that "the generation over 65 is a very special
group which faces very special problems-It
deserves very special attention. That Is why
we have been moving to Insure that our older
citizens get that special attention that they
deserve."

Mr. Nixon's leadership in providing "spe
cial attention" led him to oppose a 15%
Increase In Social Security In the last Con
gress, In fact. he threatened to veto the In
crease, suggested only 7 %, and then signed
the bill Into law only because the Congress
made It a part of the Tax Reform bill, which
he badly wanted.

When over 60 members of the Senate
Joined as co-sponsors of a 20 % Increase In
benefits this year. Mr. Nixon promptly la
beled It "Irresponsible." Was that the "spe
cial attention" he referred to In 1971?

Now. of course, the President Is trying to
sell the Idea that he was behind the 20%
Increase. but the American people are not
going to buy that kind of showmanship,

Getting adequate Social Security Increases
from Mr. Nixon Is like pUlling teeth; he
kicks and screams during the operation' and
then after It's over, he brags how good he
feels.

And of course, Social Security is not the
only ,field affecting the elderly . which has
received the Administration's hand of "spe-
cial attention." ,', '" .

It took three years for the President to
send Congress his message on the aging.

It took three years for the Administration
to end Its opposition to major funding In
creases needed for the Administration on
Aging.

It took two years for the Administration
to drop Its opposition to nutrition for the
elderly legislation.

And the Administration opposes to this
day my bl11 outlaWing discrimination in Gov
ernment employtl'lent despite an 86-0 vote
for It In the senate;

Indeed, Mr. President, the advances we
have made over the last several years for
elderly Americans have been achieved largely
through constant prodding from the Con
gress with the Administration supplying the
rhetoric and then stepping In to claim credit
for measures It has originally opposed.

Older Americans are too Intelligent to be
deceived by maneuvers like these.

They want to see action, and they are
seeing It from the Congress-from men like
Senator Church and Senator Eagleton and
Senator Wllllams--men who have not been
satisfied to reply with words but who have
produced meaningful legislation.

And no amount of Madison Avenue press
agentry can obscure that fact.

The Congress enacted a 20 % hike In So
cial Security benefits because we recognized
some hard facts.

We recognized that benefits, even with
the 10% rise enacted In March 1971, con
tinued to faU some $300 below the poverty
threshold for a single aged person.

We recognized that 25% of the 20 mU
lion older Americans are living In poverty.

We recognized that the ravages of Infla
tion had fallen most severely on people over
65 liVing on fixed Incomes.

Furthermore, we knew that the 20% In
crease would not be sUbstantlaUy Inflation
ary. In fact, the actuarial assumptions behind
the Increase had the unanimous support of
the 1971 Social Security Advisory Council,
Including Dr. Arthur flemming (Chairman
of the Social Security Advisory Council and
the President's Special ConSUltant on
Aging) .

No, Mr. President, the 92nd Congress owes
no apology to older Americans for Its per
sistent efforts to Improve the lives of our
elderly citizens.

But this Administration owes 20 million
Americans an explanation as to why It has
been so tardy to embrace Inltla.tlves by the
Democratic Party to give our elderly a decent
standard of living.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have a statement
by Sargent Shriver on the same subject
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SHRIVER STATEMENT ON SOCIAL SECURITY

For more than 18 million older Americans,
October 3 Is going to be an Important day. It
Is going to be a day of hope.

For 18 million older Americans, October
3 Is the day they will receive their monthly
Social Security checks. It Is going to be the
day their benefits will contain 20 percent
more than the month before. It Is going to
mean $161 a month for the average retired
worker who received only $100 a month In
1969. It Is going to mean $270 a month for the
typical retired couple who received only $170
In 1969. And It Is going to mean that almost
1Yo million persons over the age of 65 will be
lifted out of poverty.

Unfortunr.tely,October 3 Social Security
checks will also contain very misleading men..
sage; that message has been printed and 111
now being Inserted for mailing.

"Your Social Security payment has been
Increased by 20 percent, starting with this
month's check, by a new statute enacted by
the Congress and signed Into law by President
Richard Nixon on July I, 1972.

"The President also signed Into law a prOVI
sion which will allow your i Social Security
benefits to Increase automatically If the cost
of living goes up. Automatic benefit Increases
will be added to your check in future years
according to the condltioIlJ'l set out In that
law."
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With this single piece of paper, Richard

Nixon is trying to make mUlions of ,the na
tion's elderly think that he is r'esponslble for
bringing them the Income security which
they have needed for so long. He is claiming
credit for hard-fought Congressional battles
on which he has consistently been on the
other side. .

This message, paid for by the taxpayers,
is nothing more than one more misleading
piece of RepUbllcan campaign llterature.

Let's look at the record.
When Richard Nixon took oftlce he had an

unparalleled opportunity to review landmark
legislation for the elderly which a responsive
Congress had enacted over the years, to im
prove on what had already been done, and
to strike out in new directions.

He had the chance to give a powerful push
to the kind of new actions needed not only
to assure a secure old age but a satisfying
old age for 20 m1Uion Americans now 65 years
and older-and many mlUlons more to come.

Instead, Richard Nixon missed the boat.
In fact, it looks as if he wanted to sink it.

In 1969 he proposed a 7 percent increase
in Social Security. The Democratic Congress
enacted a 15 percent Increase over Richard
Nixon's vigorous opposition and threatened
veto.

In 1971 the Administration again proposed
only a 5 percent Increase whlle Congress
voted 10 percent.

For 1972 he proposed a 5 percent increllSe
in Social Security. The Democratic Congress
enacted a 20 percent Increase. And Richard
Nixon reluctantly signed the bUl call1ng it
"fiscally irresponsible" and "Infiatlonary."
Mr. Nixon falsely implied that the rise in
benefits would necessarUy draw funds from
other programs. The fact, of course, Is that
Congress prOVided for adequate funding with
a modest Increase in payroll taxes and new
accounting techniques.

At the same time, Richard Nixon pointed
out that Social security benefits have gone
up a total of 51 percent since he took omcs.
That is true when all the increases are com
pounded together. But if Richard Nixon had
his way the compounded total would have
been only 18 percent. The cost of liVing has
also gone up 18 percent under Richard Nixon.

If Richard Nixon had gotten his way there
would have no increase in real retirement in
come for the elderly at all.

The SOCial Security increases enacted by
the Congress have meant $400 more per year
tor the average retired worker than Richard
Nixon wanted him to have.

Yet now Richard Nixon has sent a message
to every Social security beneficiary trying to
take the 110n's share of the credit for the
20 percent increase. It certainly is strange
that the message doesn't list Senator
Church's name, or senator Long's, or Con
gressman MUls', or the name of any other
senator or Congressman who labored so long
for this landmark bUll

Older Americans shOUld not-must not-
be used as a political device. The elderly in
America resent that attitude.

They know that It was the Congress which
tought for their dignity and self-respect.

The Congress has consistently stood ready
to backUp its promises with performance
whUe the White House refused to meet Its
responsib1l1tles.

PBrttsa.n poUtlcs has found its place in
everyone's Social security envelope this
month.

It does not belong there.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I reserve
the remainder of my time.

Mr. RmICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a few questions?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.
Mr. RmICOFF. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent. that the time be
taken from·, the 15 minutes allocated to
me. .-

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. RmICOFF; Do I correctly under
stand the distingUished Senator from
Idaho that some 28 million social secu
rity beneficiaries will be receiving no
tices this October crediting President
Nixon with this 20-percent increase?

Mr. CHURCH. The Senator is correct.
Th~ clear inference is that the increase
not only was signed but also approved
by the President, when the facts are to
the contrary.

Mr. RmICOFF. I wonder whether I
could ask a series of questions of the
Senator from Idaho. Is it not true that
in 1968 the President, who was then a
candidate, promised to give priority to
the problems of poverty among the aging
and to generate solutions which are
thoughtful, workable, and effective?
Does the Senator recall him making that
statement?

Mr. CHURCH. I recall the statement
very well. It figured very prominently in
the campaign.

Mr. President, in order that the reso
lution be not referred to committee at
this time, I ask unanimous consent for its
immediate consideration.

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I object.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The clerk w1ll report the resolution.
The assistant legislative clerk read as

follows: .
A resolution (S. Res. 367) to prohibit any

notice or an increase in Social Security pay
ments from referring to any individual who
is 8 candidate for publlc elective omce.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection to the immediate
consideration of the resolution?

Mr. SAXBE. I object.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Objection is heard. The resolution
w1ll go over under the rule.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Is it not true that in
1970 the Democrats in Congress spon
sored a 15-percent social security in
crease?

Mr. CHURCH. That is true.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Is it not true that the

administration opposed this increase,
arguing instead for a 7-percent increase?

Mr. CHURCH. That is also true.
Mr. RIBICOFF. And later agreed to

raise it to 10 percent, which would have
been outstripped by rising prices at that
time because of inflationary pressures?

Mr. CHURCH. That is an accura.te
statement of what happened.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Is it not true that the
President threatened to veto, but later,
even in spite of the threat, signed the
bill for a 15-percent increase in 1970?

Mr. CHURCH. Yes. It was something
of a shotgun wedding.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Is it not correct that in
1971 the Nixon administration urged
Congress not to upset the delicate bal
ance by approving a social security in
crease exceeding 5 percent?

Mr. CHURCH. The Senator is correct.
Mr. RIBICOFF. And did Congress

again reject the President's suggestion?
Mr. CHURCH. Yes. Congress ultimate

ly enacted an increase of 20 percent.
Mr. RmICOFF. But in 1971 it was a

10-percent increase.
Mr. CHURCH. Yes,in 1971.

Mr. RIBICOFF. In 1972 we had the
same situation prevailing, with the Pres
ident recommending a 5-percent increase
and Congress recommending and actual
ly passing a 20-percent increase. Is that
not correct?

Mr. CHURCH. That is also an accurate
statement.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Is it not correct that
the President then labeled the action
of Congress highly inflationary and
fiscally irresponsible?

Mr. CHURCH. Yes. He made that
statement at the time he signed the bill,
clearly indicating that he st1ll opposed
it, even as he signed it. Yet,. he signed
it anyway, while castigating Congress
for taking action that he complained
was infiationary and fiscally irresponsi
ble. I found it hard to follow the Presi
dent's reasoning in labeling the measure
fiscally irresponsible, because it con
tained adjustments in the social security
tax that paid for the increase. So it con
tributed in no way to enlarging the Fed
eral deficit and amounted to scrupulous
fiscal responsibility, as that term has
always been used in the past, and there
fore the President's statement made no
sense to me.

Mr. RIBICOFF. If the President's po
sition had prevailed, is it not true that an
additional 1.5 million older Americans
would now be on the poverty rolls in this
country?

Mr. CHURCH. Yes. The senator states
the proposition correctly. If, during the
last 3Y2 years, since President Nixon be
came the Chief Executive, Congress had
followed his lead on social security, the
effect of the continuing inflation would
have enlarged the number of elderly peo
ple living beneath the poverty line by
1.5 m1llion persons.

Mr. RmICOFF. In other words, be
cause of the Democratic leadership in
this Congress, the average social secu
rity beneflciary w1ll receive $400 more
per year to buy food, medicine, and other
necessities. Is not that figure correct?

Mr. CHURCH. That figure is correct.
We actUally have been able to improve
the relative flnancial status of the elderly
by a modest amount, by virtue of the re
fusal of the Democratic Congress to fol
low the President's lead on social secu
rity.

Mr. RIBICOFF. So the purpose of the
resolution offered by the distinguished
Senator from Idaho and joined in by
many others, inclUding myself, is to make
it clear that a President who does every
thing that he possibly can to keep social
security payments down, who actually
opposed the Increased social security
payments authored by the Democratic
Congress, should not be entitled to take
credit for that increase.

Mr. CHURCH. That is the purpose of
the resolution. I think the Nixon case is
particularly flagrant. It may have been
a bad practice in the past for any Pr~esi

dent to enclose a notice of this kind. It
did not really become objectionable, how
ever, until a President did so who actual
ly opposed the increase and therefore
lacked any entitlement whatever to the
credit he seeks to grab.

I think the element of hypocrisy here
is so shameless that it calls out for a
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resolution of this kind to stop the prac
tice, not only for the incwnbent Presi
dent. but for future Presidents as well.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I commend the dis
tinguished Senator from Idaho, who has
always been in the forefront of congres
sional efforts to aid the elderly. It would
seem to me that the senior citizens in
this country, some 28 million social secu
rity beneficiaries, owe a debt of gratitude
and appreciation to the Senator from
Idaho for his continued leadership, un
derstanding, and compassion for the
problems of the elderly of America. As
one Senator, I pay tribute to the Senator
and thank him for all he has done over
the years. . '

Mr. CHURQH. I thank the Senator
from Connecticut for his kindness. He
joins as a cosponsor of the resolution. He,
of course, has been consistent in his sup
port for more adequate social security
payments through the years. ,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. At this time, in accordance with the
previous order, the Chair recognizes the
distinguished senior Senator from Cali
fornia (Mr. CRANSTON) for not to exceed
15 minutes. , '

Mr. CRANSTON. 11;11'. President, as an
original cosponsor of the 20-percent
social security increase passed by Con~
gress in June, I should like to add' niy
support to the comments and actions
taken today by the distinguished., /Seri
ator from Idaho; and I should like to
join the distinguished Senator' ~rom
Connecticut in praising the Senator
from Idaho for the lead,ershiphe h,as
provided over so lorig ljl. period of tillJ.e
on this and related issUes. "

Evidence of the duplicity of.the~d-'
ministration is seen by Members' of
Congress every day and its effects. are
increasingly felt by the Amer~canpeo
pIe. How many times have we beentold
by representatives of the Nixon admin
istration that the President w111 not
support this employment program, or
that poverty bill, or that legal assistance
agency-only to pick up the paper the
next day and read fallacious rhetoric
about what the President allegedly has
done for unemployed Americans, for
poverty-stricken Americans, and for law
and order in America.

The statement to be mailed to social
security beneficiaries, in which the Pres
ident seeks to take credit for something
which, in fact, he opposed, is the latest
and perhaps most transparent example.

It is evident that Mr. Nixon's Amer
ica is one in which only the needs of the
favored few are represented. There
seems to be no place in Mr. Nixon's
America for the poor, the aged, the ill,
the lonely, and the hungry.

Men and women who are eager to
work and well qualified to work but who
cannot find work, because of an inflated,
jobless economy; people who cannot
break out of the recurring cycle of pov
erty, because of the distorted priorities
of this administration; the aged who
have given their productive lives to the
Nation's economy-all these people seem
not to exist in Mr. Nixon's America.

This administration is very responsive
to ITT and corporate finance, but not
to the needs of ordinary people.

Congress has tried again and again to

convince the present administration to
be responsive to the needs of Ameri
cans--all Americans--and again and
again Nixon has refused to act.

It is incredible that the present ad
ministration, which called this 20 per
cent social security increase "inflation
ary" and said that it would endanger the
"integrity of the trust fund" should now
try to dupe the public into believing that
this increase is the result of the Presi
dent's efforts. In point of fact, this in
crease had to be pressed upon him by
Congress.

Two and a half months ago, while Sen
ator CHURCH was arduously pursuing the
20 percent increase in benefits, adminis
tration representatives were walking the
Halls of Congress telling Members that
the President would not support more
than a cost of living increase of 5 per
cent. When we pointed out that property
taxes alone have risen 14.3 percent in
the last year, food prices and medical
carll have risen nearly 6 percent and 4.7
million elderly persons live in poverty
with a median income of ,about $37 a
week, the President nonetheless said,he
would oppose anything over 5 percent be
cause, he said, it would be inflationary.
Now he wants to claim credit for a20
percentincr,ease. The ,American people
will not be fooled by this administration
sleight-of-hand.:

It is fortunate for social securityre
cipients that this increase was enacted
by Congress before the election. Other
wise, it might well have been still an
other item on the long list of positive,
responsible, legislation, enacted, bY Con
gress which was v~to,ed by, Presiden,t
Nixon. '" , ',' ,,:, ',;

This same admlriistration indifference
to the interests ofthe,elder)y is :refle\lied
in other capital Citi,~S, nO,',t,~91YJ~"S.acra
mento. Only after hilndredso! elderly
citizens threatened to Inarch to the very
doors of the Executive Office did theGov
ernor of California begrudingly sign leg
islation--enacted by a Democratic State
legislature-to pass along $12 of this flO
cial security increase to recipients of old
age pensions. The Governor's represent
ative in Washington has informed Sen
ator TUNNEY and me that under no cir
cumstances would the Governor support
either of the bills we have offered to en
sure that social security beneficiaries re
ceive the increase intended for them by
the Congress.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Railroad Retirement, I flied on Septem
ber 14 the report of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare recommend
ing a similar 20 percent increase in rail
road retirement beneflts-an increase
which will undoubtedly be enacted by
Congress. Based on his behavior in the
case of social security, I suspect that the
President may well try to take credit for
this increase as well.

I would like to clear the record now.
At no time, as railroad retirement bill

proceeded through Congress, did the
Nixon administration lend any support
whatever to the 20 percent increase in
annuities for railroad retirees. In fact,
in an August 9 letter to the committee
while we were considering a 20-percent

increase, the Executive Office of Man
agement and Budget stated.

WewoUId recolIlIIlend: that the Congress
provide a 5 percent cost of living increase.

The same pOsition the administratIon
took on social security.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
in the Senate to join with me in sup
port of the resolution offered by Senator
CHURCH which would prohibit partisan
misrepresentation in social security an
nouncements.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the dis
tinguished Senator from California yield
to me?

Mr. CRANSTON. I am delighted to
yield to the Senator" from Michigan.

TRUTH IN SOCIAL SECURITY

Mr. HART. Mr. President, on October
3 more than 27 million persons will re
ceive, social security checks reflecting a
20-percent increase in payments.

They may well receive in the same en
velope a notice reporting that President
Nixon signed the law granting this
increase.

Tha notice probably will not reflect the
fact that the administration opposed the
20-percent increase, just as it had op
posed other increases in the past 3 '12
years.

For the record, let,'us compare the ad
ministration's ,', positions'. and congres
sional action on 's()cial s!l~uf1ty.

In 1969, the J'residen~ asked for a 7
percent increasean,d threatened to veto,
but did not, the 15-percent increase voted
by Congress.

In' 1971, the administratIon, ignoring
the sharp ~~cr~ase ~~~lle ,C()st of living,
advocated only~:7.-~erce*~ l'l;Ioii>e in social
security. The,Corigress voted a 15-per-
cep.t'1ncrease. ' ",',::'"" ,; , ;

,And in 1972"the'Presldent pressed to
limit the increase to 5 percent and then,
in signing the 'bill, charged that the 20
percent inci'ease W'as "f!scally irrespon-
sible." , , , . " '

OLcourse; ,'no sttcll waining will be
in,cluded in'the notice accompanying the
October social security checks, and for
good reason. Congress made the neces
sary changes in social security taxes to
cover the added costs.

If 'the President's positions over the
past 3 years had prevailed, almost 1.5
million older persons would have been
added to the welfare rolls.

The unhappy fact is that as of this
year, one out of four older Americans
live in poverty.

The unhappy fact is' that while the
cost of living has risen 17 percent in the
past 3'12 years, the costs of food, medical
care, Itnd property taxes, items which
hit older citizens particularly hard, have
risen even faster.

It is the unhappy fact that the number
of older citizens living in poverty in
creased by 100,000 in the first 2 years of
the present administration.

No wonder the administration is not
anxious to publicize those flgures and its
record on social security.

But that record and what the adminis
tration may try to indicate in the notice
to accompany the October social security
checks should remind all of us of the
advice from a former high official of this
administration:
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One would be better informed, if Instead

of listening to what we say, watch what we
do.

That is turning out to be better advice
than anyone feared.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I re
serve the remainder of my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. At this time the distinguished Sen
ator from California (Mr. TuNNEY) is to
be recognized.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be recognized
out of order.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. What disposition will be made of
the time of the Senator from California
(Mr. TuNNEY)?

Mr. MONDALE. That the Senator from
California follow me.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

The Chair recognizes the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE)
for not to exceed 15 minutes.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the distin
guished Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
MONTOYA) be added as a cosponsor of
the pending resolution.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join the distinguished Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) and other
Senators in supporting the Senate res
olution to keep narrow partisan politics
out of the social security program. I
have long served on the Subcommittee on
A~ing under the chairmanship of the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH). It is
typical of his leadership that he success
fully guided the 20-percent social secur
ity increase through Congress and se
cured its adoption on June 29, 1972. I was
privileged to be a cosponsor of that
much-needed social security increase.
Without this long overdue increase,
elderly Americans would continue to see
their standard of living decline in the
face of inflation.

Unfortunately, the President is using
public funds to create the misleading
impression that this 20-percent increase
is the result of his leadership.

For when the first social securlty
checks containing this increase are de
livered to 28 million beneficiaries on Oc
tober 3, 1972, they will be accompanied
by the following printed notice:

Your Social Security payment has been
Increased by 20 percent, starting with this
month's check, by a new statute enacted by
the Congress and signed into law by Presi
dent Richard Nixon on July I, 1972.

The President also signed Into law a pro
vision which w1l1 allow your Social Security
benefits to Increase automatically If the
cost of llving goes up. Automatic benefit
increases w11l be added to your check in fu
ture years according to the condltlons set out
in that law.

Mr. President, if we had a Federal Po
litical Commission as we have a Federal
Trade Commission, it would be forced to
issue a restraining order on this state
ment because it is false and misleading:
The President not. only had nothing to
do with the. 20-pereent increase but, in
fact, opposed it. He supported an in-
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crease so much lower that it would hardly
have been enough to cover the infiation
which had eroded the incomes of senior
citizens since the previous social security
increase in 1971.

No one political leader should claim
credit for the 20-percent increase. It was
strongly supported by a bipartisan coali
tion of 82 Senators and 302 Representa
tives. But even more Important, It Is ex
tremely misleading for the same Presi
dent who vigorously opposed this vital
legislation to claim credit for its enact
ment now.

The record is clear. President Nixon
foug.ht against a 20-percent increase,
holdmg out until the end for a mere 5
percent; In doing so, he opposed his own
White House Council on the Aging.

When he reluctantly signed this leg
Islation on July 1, 1972, he described the
20-percent increase as "inflationary" and
"fiscally irresponsible"-despite congres
sional provision for adequate funding
with only a modest increase in payroll
taxes.

That Is consistent with his economics.
His idea Is that a dollar spent for health,
for education, for adequate social secu
rity, or for legal serviceS for the poor, is
always Inflationary, but a dollar spent in
Vietnam or on a space shuttle or on an
unneeded aircraft carrier or on a com
pletely and wholly inexcusabl~ tax loop
hole for the rich is sound and fiscally re
sponsible. And I think the people of this
country will see that as this campaign
goes on.

In 1969, the President proposed only a
7-percent social security Increase and
strongly opposed the 15-percent increase
enacted by Congress.

In 1971 the administration proposed
only a 5-percent increase while Congress
approved a 10-percent Increase. It has
been the consistent view of this adminis
tration that it Is somehow "fiscally irre
sponsible" to make life decent and bear
able for millions of elderly Americans.

In light of this record, there is no jus
tification for President Nixon claiming
credit for the increase they will find in
their social security envelopes in October.
I hope, therefore, that the Senate will
support Senator CHURCH'S resolution. In
doing so, It will show that It finds mis
leading partisanship unacceptable In
connection with the social security pro
gram.

Mr. President, there are other aspects
of this social security matter which need
clearing up at this time. The way the
social security increase is working the
Congress Is voting an increase for social
security recipients who are desperately in
need, but the money is being taken away
from them at the local level. This Is hap
pening particularly In public housing and
much of the responsibility for what is
happening lies at the doorstep of the
President.

As the Senators know, there Is a ceil
ing on the amount which public housing
authorities can charge public housing
tenants: It is 25 percent of their income.

When the increase in social security
was adopted, social security recipients
throughout the country, who are public
housing tenants, assumed they would
get the full 20 percent as an addition to
their incomes. This is what Congress in-

tended. Instead, public housing tenants
started to receive notices within a few
weeks from housing authorities saying
that their rents would go up, taking as
much as 25 percent of the increase.

Mr. Nixon is largely responsible for
the public housing authorities raising
rents in this manner. This is so because
Congress has appropriated $130 million
to help the local public housing authori
ties reduce the cost of operating their
housing projects. But Mr. Nixon refuses
to spend that money. Instead of spend
ing the money, he encourages the local
public housing authorities to take 25
percent of the increase. These moneys
have been appropriated by Congress,
and he has refused to spend them.

This is an inexcusable strategy which
gives social security recipients money
with one hand and takes it away with
the other.

Another problem is that in most
States, those who receive old age as
sistance will lose dollar for dollar any
increase they receive in their social se
curity benefits. For example, a widow
getting $100 a month from social secu
rity and $60 a month in old age assist
ance benefits will get no benefit from
this increase. Since the 20-percent In
crease in social security will add $20
to her social security Income, her old
age assistance in these States will be re
duced by the full $20.

For others, the social security in
crease will mean that they are no longer
eligible for old-age assistance. Losing
this eligibility Is critical, because it will
mean that these senior citizens will also
lose all or part of their medicaid and
food stamp benefits.

In Minnesota, the terrible problems I
have just described are not limited to a
few. Sixty percent of the 23,000 elderly
citizens who receive old-age assistance
about 14,000 senior citlzens--will be in
danger of losing all of their social secu
rity increase. These are the poorest of
the poor-living in small apartments,
often alone, faced by soaring inflation
which hits them much harder than it
does other people.

Another 2,000 elderly Minnesotans will
lose all entitlement to old-age assistance
as a result of the 20-percent social se
curity increase-and will thereby lose all
or part of their medicaid and food stamp
benefits.

As I have said, rolling back increases
in public housing rents the President can
do himself by simply using the money
which Congress has appropriated. But
Congress itself must act to make-It man
datory for the States to pass through the
20-percent social security increase by
preventing cuts in old-age assistance,
medicaid, and food stamp programs.

Mr. President, two recent articles by
Robert T. Smith, of the Minneapolis
Tribune, point out the poignant human
side of the problem I have just been
discussing.

Mr. Smith describes what happened a
year ago when the last social security
increase was passed. A man in Min
neapolis received a $9 per month in
crease--only to see his rent for public
housing go· up $6, his medicare jump
$1.40, and his old-age assistance decrease
by $5 a month. Thus, he actually lost
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$2.40 instead of receiving any social se
curity increase.

Both the Congress and the President
must act now to insme that this 20-per
cent increase will not be illusory for mil
lions of Americans.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that two articles by Mr. Robert T.
Smith appearing in the Minneapolis
Tribune on September 8, 1972, and Sep
tember 15, 1972, be inserted at this point
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

EDITORIALS

(By Robert T. Smith)
You say you live In a high-rise apartment

for the elderly operated by the Minneapolis
housing and Redevelopment Authority.

You say that you and the others In the
apartment house were all excited over the
20-percent rise In Social Security benefits
that Is to begin With your Oct. 3 check.

You say that the other day you went to
your mallbox and found a note from the
Housing and Redevelopment Authority an
nouncing your rent wlll be raised-Oct. 3.

You say you watched the faces turn to
gloom as others came for their mall and their
Uttle anouncement.

You say you now are going to have to pay
5 percent more for the same apartment and
you add: "What kind of a deal Is It when
they give you a raise and then take part of
It back?"

Well, lady, that's just the kind of deal It Is.
The Housing Authority people are sur

prised that you are surprised. They feel you
should have known this all along. But after
trying to get the Information from the local
Social Security people and the Housing
Authority folks, I understand why you might
not have known. I called the Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) , a
federal agency, and nobody answered the
phone.

The buck-passing Is wondrous. "I know,
but you'll have to call Charlie," was the
usual response. And CharUe Is out of town.

I contacted the Social Security head
quarters In Baltimore, Md., and was told
that there Is no rent raise Involved With the
new law increasing your money. "That's a
local option," the spokesman said.

A man with the local Housing Authority,
who said he wasn't supposed to talk, said
it Is mandatory that you and the others In
publ1c housing pay 25 percent of your Income
for rent. Thus if you get a raise In Social
Security your rent Is automatically raised.

The agency that made this rule Is HUD,
he said, and the local Housing Authority has
nothing to say about It.

Of course, the reason you're in pubUc
housing is that you didn't have much money.
And therefore you need a raise more than
most. Along with the other Increases in the
cost of Uvlng, you wlll find the 20-percent
Social Security raise may disappear quickly.

But, what the heck, that Winter coat with
the hole In it ought to last another year.

An elderly MlnneapoUs man received a $9
a month raise In Social Security benefits
about a year ago, And then:

Because he lives In pubUc housing his rent
went up $6 a month.

His Medicare cost rose $1.40 a month.
The Old Age Assistance people gave him $5

less a month. They would have eaten the
whole $9 but for the "pass-through" law that
prevented them from taking the first $4 of
the raise.

It didn't prevent the other from taking It,
however.

Thus John Stenen, 82, of 1920 4th Ave. S.,
ended up paying $2.40 more than the $9 raise
for the same benefits. And this doesn't count
three years of the rising cost of living,

So don't talk to Senen about a raise in So
cial security. And that goes for many, many
of the elderly In this area, the ones classi
fied as "disadvantaged." That Includes an
estimated 80 percent of the aged.

This year's 20-percent raise In SOCial Se
curity w1ll cost Stenen again. He will get
$6.40 more a month, and because the "pass
through" law no longer applies. Old Age As
sistance w1ll give him $6.40 less a month.

Since he will have no gain In Income his
rent will not rise, but there's that cost-of
living Increase for another year to cope with.

"It's a cruel hoax for our senior citizens
who are the most disadvantaged," said
Daphne Krause, executive director of the
MlImeapoUs Age and Opportunity Center.
She urges that something be done to awaken
public Indignation. Amen.

Sen. Walter Mondale this week sent a let
ter to President Nixon urging the federal
government to qUit taking back "With one
hand what we have given with the other."
Specifically, Mondale called for release of
$130 million authorized by Congress to meet
the operating costs of public housing. The
delay In releasing such funds has forced
local publlc housing agencies to raise the
rent of housing for the elderly.

But the biggest problem Is lack of coordi
nation among the agencies that are nibbling
away at the elderly. Medicare, Old Age As
sistance, the MInneapol1s Housing Authority,
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, state medical assistance, all are
more or less operating as If the others didn't
exist.

It's a terribly complicated mess, and
there's no wonder that the elderly are con
fused and disappointed when they see their
raises eaten up before they can buy an extra
can of soup.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, These
two impressive articles from the Min
neapolis Tribune by Mr. Smith, describe
what it is like to be a recipient of public
housing and social security beneflts and
who sees his long awaited increase taken
away. I think this whole problem could be
expressed most honestly by the President
If the letter he sends recipients reads as
follows:

DEAR RECIPIENT: Your social security has
been Increased 20 percent over my dead body.
However, a good deal of it w11l be taken away
from you anyway by the local housing au
thority because I have refused to spend the
money which has been appropriated for
Congress.

I wish you a Merry Christmas.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the distinguish
ed assistant majority leader's name (Mr.
ROBERT C. BYRD) be added to the list of
cosponsors of the resolution I submitted
today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Under the previous order, the Chair
recognizes the distinguished junior Sen
ator from California (Mr. TuNNEY) for
not to exceed 15 minutes.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I could
not help but listen with amusement to
my very distinguished colleague as he
was talking about the message that would
be in the envelopes of the social security
recipients. If it were not so tragic, it
would be clearly hilarious. However, it
is tragic. And one of the most tragic
aspects of all is the ability of the ad
ministration to twist reality. The theory
of relativity in science suggests that time
bends through space. Our theory of rela-

tivity in the cmrent administration sug
gests that truth bends through time.

It is unbelievable to me that truth
could be so blatantly distorted. I think it
Is increasingly apparent that the ad
ministration twists the truth in order to
alter reality.

First we had the situation in Vietnam
in which they describe as a realinement
of forces the pulling out of our troops.
When the South Vietnamese at various
times have proved themselves mcapable
of handling the battle in the fleld and
are forced to retreat, press releases
emanating from Saigon follow saying
that this was a realinement of forces.

When there is a bombing attack against
North Vietnam, It becomes protective
reaction strikes. Apparently when the
United States sent drones in against
North Vietnam which were thereafter the
object of attack on these drones, we would
mo'Ve in and bomb Whatever targets were
originally planned to be bombed. Ap
parently this was a protective reaction.

The Commander in Chief's secret plan
for ending the war becomes, instead, a
plan for escalating it.

A former Attorney General denies
knowledge of the ITT $400,000 pledge to
the Republicans. However, according to
the Republican Lieutenant Governor of
California, he did know about it. The
Justice Department Whitewashed a
U.S. attorney for failing to report a bribe
offer.

Then the Watergate bugging affair
broke in the news. The Republicans
denied any .knowledge of this, even
though two former White House aides
are under indictment.

Now we have another example of the
administration's blatant double-think.
And that is the remarkable attempt by
the administration to take credit for the
20-percent social security Increase that
It, in fact, opposed.

Once again, the administration is at
tempting to mislead the American peo
ple.

And it is attempting to do so in the
most cynical and provocative way.

It is trying to capitalize on the ex
pectation of our senior. citizens for an
increase in their social security bene
fits.

The increase becomes effective with
the checks that will be mailed to 18
million social security recipients on Oc
tober 3. Incredibly enough, inserted in
those envelopes is a misleading message
about how the social security increase
was signed into law bY the President.

Inferentially, he tries to take credit
for the increase. It appears to the reader
that if it had not been for the President
of the United States, the increase would
not have been forthcoming.

The fact is that the President did
everything within his considerable power
to kill the increase.

He opposed the legislation as it went
through Congress every step of the way.

Even in signing the legislation, the
President attacked it as "fiscally irre
sponsible" and "inflationary."

The distinguished Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHURCH) was working on thatlegis
lation and fighting for that increase. He
knows how he had to battle every inch
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citizens. Their courageous leadership, I
think, has been an example to us all of
what can be done. Certainly there are
millions of senior citizens who go to bed
at night deeply appreciative of the lead
ership they have shown. But why is it
necessary for the leadership to occur in
the Congress? Wby cannot this same
leadership be demonstrated by the
Executive branch?

I personally find it very difficult to
believe that in this day and age the
American people are going to be gullible
enough to swallow double-think of the
1984 variety in 1972. I sit in front of my
television set; I read my newspaper, baf
fled at the campaign style of the ad
ministration. The idea apparently is not
to go out to the hustings; to sit in Wash
ington, to send administration officials
out for speechmaking. This is done, ap
parently, because the administration
does not want to have to answer the very
tough questions that Americans, not only
senior Americans but all Americans,
should be asking and will be asking.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator's time has expired.

At this time the distinguished senior
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCOTT),
will be recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, due
to the fact that the distingUished Re
publican leader is not here because of a'
leadership meeting at the White House,
I ask unanimous consent tha,t the acting
minority leader be recognized at this
time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
The Chair recognizes the distinguished
Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE).

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, some time
ago in this body a group of Senators, of
which I was one, working with coopera
tive leadership on both sides of the aisle,
dissatisfled with some of the proceedings
on the fioor, pushed, for the considera
tion of the body, certain changes which
had to do with the utilization of our time.
It resulted in allotting 15 minutes to be
reserved for speeches at the beginning of
the session, so that it would not interfere
with the business of the day; permitting,
however, at the end of the day unlimited
time for those who wished to talk.

In hearing the speeches this morning,
I cannot but reflect on how sensible we
were to do this, because in the final days
of a political campaign I can see--and
this is my first time to be here during
the final days of a national political cam
paign-where we would have Senators
from both sides of the aisle tryine: out
their campaign speeches on the floor of
the Senate.

Regardless of the merits of the
speeches from either side, I can see also
how this would take up most of the time
of the Senate, which was trying to com
plete its business, and receive, I would
assume, the attention from the press that
would be allotted to any other campaign
speech.

So this morning in hearing these state
ments--and I am sure that there are
ready replies to all of these that will be
given at an appropriate time in political
meetings where they belong-I see how
wise we were in setting these rules, be
cause these political speeches can be In-

or 3 years to enable us to give the kind
of increases necessary for senior citizens
to live on.

I am deeply concerned about this state
of affairs. It should be of considerable
concern to senior citizens who are look
ing toward the November election to de
termine who they are going to vote for.

Just since the last increase was voted
in 1971, prices have increased agoniz
ingly. The cost of medical care has gone
up 5.7 percent. In part, that means that
for fiscal 1971 the elderly paid almost as
much in average, out-of-pocket expenses
for medical care-$225-as they had in
the year before the medicare program
went into effect-$234.

Food prices increase 5.9 percent for
the year.

For those senior citizens who owned
their homes, property taxes increased an
average of 14 percent.

Presently one out of every four older
Americans lives in poverty. Is that not
a great thing for this rich Nation of ours
to be able to say at this point in our
development.

I have toured a number of California
nursing homes housing senior citizens.
I have not been proud of what I have
seen. I realized as I visited those homes
that life is a movable feast, and every
single one of us, if we are not hit by a
car or die of a heart attack, will, in all
probability, end up in some form of
nursing home. I hope the citizens of our
country, the executive officials and legis
lators, will have a sense of charity in
future years that extends beyond what
is now extant by the time I end up in
a nursing home because, frankly, condi
tions there are pretty terrible.

We have a President who is making an
appeal to senior citizens. Yet, if he just
took a tour of nursing homes in his own
State of California, he would realize how
desperate their need is, not only for this
20-percent increase-which, thank the
Lord, Congress mercifUlly enacted-but
for a whole panoply of necessary services.

If he had had an opportunity to take
that tour I cannot see how he could have
opposed this 20-percent increase.

If the President's opposition had pre
vailed, senior citizens who live in little
walk-up apartments would have had to
reduce their diets further-maybe one
hot meal a day. Fortunately, the Presi
dent did not prevail; Congress did when
it increased social security 20 percent.

In so many ways this administration
has been as progressive as a dinosaur.
It has stood as a barrier to needed assist
ance to our senior citizens.

The present administration has never
taken the lead to improve social security,
housing, medical care, and other initia
tives clearly imperative for older Amer
icans. The incentive invariably has been
with Congress. The Senate partiCUlarlY
has been the crucible of concern for the
problems of the elderly. It has spurred
a wide range of actions.

Personally, I have sensed the abiding
commitment in the Senate, and I have
been very pleased to join the distinguish
ed Senator from Idaho (Mr. CHuRCH),
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MON
DALE), and others who have introdUced
legislation to improve the lot of senior

of the way to get the legislation ap
proved by the Senate.

But there is a far more significant prob
lem here than partisan"attempts to claim
credit for the recent social security in
creases. For the fact is that many of
our elderly are not going to get this 20
percent increase unless Congress and the
President take further action.

As an aside, I wonder how much it will
cost the taxpayers to put that little mes
sage from the President in with each of
the 18 million social security checks. I
do not suppose it is very mUCh. I would
not blame the President for sending such
a message if he had supported the social
security increase. But to call the measure
fiscally irresponsible and then to use
more taxpayer dollars to trumpet infer
entially his own support of the increase
is, in my mind, more unbelievable than
we would have reason to suspect even
from this most unbelievable adminis
tration.

The President proposed only a 5-per
cent increase for social security for 1972.
In 1969, he proposed a 7-percent increase
crease. In 1971, he suggested as-percent
increase and Congress voted a 10-percent
increase.

In total, the increases he has proposed
since taking office would not even offset
the 18-percent increase in the cost of
living since 1968.

Under his policies our senior citizens
would have been spared the opportunity
to have an increase commensurate with
the cost of living. In fact, they would
have been speared on his policies if Con
gress had not taken bold incentives to
increase it substantially above what the
President requested.

I am amazed to see a man run for
reelection as a fisCal conservative and at
the same time, be responsible for approx
imately 20 percent of the total debt that
this country has. Since President Nixon
has been in office, our debt has gone up
almost $100 billion, which is approxi
mately 20 percent of the total debt we
have. And yet, he is running as a fiscal
conservative.

As I have indicated, we have suffered
!tn 18-percent depreciation in the value
of the dollar since he has gone into office.
Based upon this record, if the President's
policies had been followed by other ad
ministrations since World War II, we
would probably have a debt of a couple
of trillion dollars hanging around our
necks, and the value of the dollar would
probably be worth 3 or 4 cents compared
to whatit was in 1940.

Thank the Lord we had administra
tions, both Republican and Democrat,
that did not follow these irresponsible
fiscal policies. I just do not know how
we are going to be able to take another
4 years of the same. The people who are
going to suffer the most are the senior
citizens.

It was fortunate we did have a sur
plus in our social security trust fund so
that we were able to give tne 20-percent
increase this year, and it was fiscally re
sponsible to do so. However, if we con
tinue with the kind of infiation that this
administration has allowed to be perpe
trated on the American people, it is pos
sible that we will not have the surplus
in the social security fund in another 2
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traduced in the RECORD as the various
Senators wish them to, without unduly
interfering with the work of this Senate.

I yield back the balance of my time.
Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I commend

the distinguished Senator from Idaho for
submitting his resolution.

I supported the 20-percent increase in
social security benefits and am pleased
to associate myself with the remarks he
has made here this morning.

The only thing consistent about this
administration's approach to social se
curity benefits has been its consistent
resistance to improving the lot of the
millions of our senior citizens who de
pend on their social checks for the bare
necessities of life.

I think it entirely appropriate that
President Nixon's sorry record on this
score be kept absolutely clear.

I was particularly interested to note
the administration's plan to include a
printed notice with each of the increased
benefit checks scheduled to go out Oc
tober 3.

Such a reminder that the President
signed the legislation providing the ben
efit increase could surely create the im
pression that the President supported the
increase-and would be grossly mislead
ing.

The President opposed the Congress
on the measure with all the resources at
his command. And the social security re
cipients should not have to suffer this
kind of electioneering at Government ex
pense.

The administration's plan recalls an
experience I had recently with the Social
Security Administration over this mat
ter of "check stuffing."

Earlier this year the fraud detail of
the Reno, Nev., Police Department called
my attention to a serious fraud being
perpetrated against some of our senior

. citizens by persons posing as bank ex
aminers.

As reported to me, this bunco scheme
usually follows a pattern. The intended
victim receives a phone call from some
one representing himself to be a bank
examiner or a police officer.

The caller states that examiners have
found bank account irregularities and
asks the victim to read over the phone
the correct balance in his bank account.

The con man then tells the person he
will check the records and call back.

In the second phone call the victim is
told that someone is stealing from his
account, and the person is asked to co
operate with the authorities in appre
hending the thief.

If the unsuspecting citizen agrees, he
is asked to make a withdrawal of funds
and to turn them over to a bank examin
er who calls at his home.

Secrecy is stressed. And the end result
is that a bogus bank examiner or bogus
police officer takes and absconds with
the money.

The indication is that older people
many of whom are on social security
are prime targets and likely to be easy
prey for this kind of fraud.

I was informed that not too long ago
in Reno four such victims-all over 66
years of age--were bilked for more than
$46,000.

Such phony schemes can rob their
victims of a lifetime of savings.

In an effort to combat this sort of
thing-and at the suggestion of the Reno
police--I contacted the Social Security
Administration to explore the possibility
of having warning notices included peri
odically with social security checks. An
effective way, I think, to alert our senior
citizens to the hazards.

By way of response, the Social Secur
ity Commissioner deplored such frauds.
But he cited a number of administrative
problems-including stringent staff lim
itations and the increased workload such
a "check-stUffing" operation would en
tail.

In fairness to the Commissioner, he
did indicate that other means are avail
able for publishing such fraud warnings.

But the suggestion that printed warn
ings accompany the social security checks
was clearly resisted-and went for
naught.

Now, Mr. President, how does the ad
ministration justify stuffing the recipi
ents' checks with the kind of notice now
being planned. A n,otice that is likely to
create a completely erroneous impression
concerning the President's real attitude
of opposition to the recent increase in
benefits?

Have they suddenly found new staff?
How have they overcome the admin

istrative and workload problems?
Or is this a conscious elIort to make

it appear to many of our senior citizens
in this election year-that the President
supported the benefit increase?

I SUbmit, Mr. President, that if notices
are to accompany social security checks
the taxpayers' money would be better
spent by warning our senior citizens of
the hazards of the kind of bunco scheme
and con men I have just described. If
they are a problem in Reno, Nev., I
daresay they tJ,re a problem all across the
Nation.

This resolution serves a highly worth
while purpose, and I am pleased to give
itmy support.

NIXON ATTEMPTS TO DEFEAT DRUGS
UNDER MEDICARE BILL

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, much
has been said here today about the Nixon
performance versus the Nixon rhetoric
as it relates to social security and the
aged.

Just last week, Mr. President, I was
informed of a communication from the
Nixon administration to the members of
the Finance Committee requesting that
several new social security benefits now
included in the Welfare Reform Bill
(H.R. 1) be dropped. Specifically, the ad
ministration requested the dropping of
the amendment which I introduced, and
which was modified by the committee, to
medicare provisions to cover outpatient
drugs.

As the Members of this Body well
know, this proposal has been in the mill
since 1965 and has been studied and re
studied. In 1969, the administration sug
gested yet another stUdy, so Secretary
Finch of HEW appointed a task force
on prescription drugs, the so-called Dun
lop committee.

Mr. President, every single recommen
dation made by this task force was in-

elUded in the proposal which I intro
duced and which became S. 936.

To further appease the administration,
the Finance Committee modified my pro
posal by limiting the coverage to "main
tenance drugs," or those drugs used in
the treatment of chronic conditions.

This modification has resulted in the
cost of the proposal being reduced to $700
million, thus eliminating the adminis
tration's main argument that the cost
was too high.

It seems clear, Mr. President, that this
latest effort of the Nixon administration
to torpedo this outpatient drugs pro
posal is but another example of how
Nixon rhetoric is not matched by Nixon
performance. The concern which he ex
presses for the plight of our country's
aged is not matched by efforts or per
formances aimed at alleviating the many
economic problems faced by the elderly
who, more than anyone else, feel the
brunt of rising cost-of-living figures.

ORDER OF BUSINESS
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Do all Senators reserving time yield
back their time? All reserved time is
yielded back.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE MORN
1NG BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. In accordance with the previous
order, there will be a period of not to
exceed 15 minutes for the transaction of
routine morning business, with speeches
by Senators limited to 3 minutes each.

Is there morning business to be trans
acted at this time?

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TODAY,
WEDNESDAY, THURSDAY, AND
FRIDAY
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

with the approval of the distinguished
majority leader, I ask unanimous con
sent that when the Senate completes its
business today, and Wednesday, Thurs
day, and Friday, it stand in adjourn
ment until 9 a.m. on tomorrow, and
Thursday, Friday, and Saturday, respec
tively.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C, BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION TODAY

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Armed Services; the Subcom
mittee on Small Business of the Commit
tee on Banking, Housing and Urban Af
fairs; the Committee on Foreign Rela-
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