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Secretary of Commerce, is authorized to carry
out in the most effective manner the pro
posal for Federal participation in the expo
sition transmitted by the President to the
Congress pursuant to section 3 of Public Law
91-269 (22 U.S.C. 2803).

(b) The President Is authorized to appoint,
by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate a Commissioner for a Federal exhibit
at the' exposition (as proVided in the pro
posal referred to In subsection (a» who
shall be in the Department of Commerce and
receive compensation at the rate prescribed
for level V of the Federal Executive Salary
Schedule. The Commissioner shall perform
such duties In the execution of this Act as
the Secretary of Commerce may assign.

SEC. 3. (a) The Secretary of Commerce is
authorized to obtain the services of con
SUltants and experts as authorized by section.
3109 of title 5, United States Code, to the ex
tent he deems It necessary to carry out the
provisions of this Act. Persons so appointed
shall be reimbursed for travel and other nec
essary expenses incurred Including a per
diem allowance, as authorized by law (6
U.S.C.6703) for persons In the Government
service employed intermittently.

(b) The Secretary of Commerce Is author
Ized to appoint and fix the compensation of
persons, other than conSUltants and experts
referred to In subsection (a), who perform
functions to carry out the provisions of this
Act, without regard to the provisions of title
6, United States Code, governing appoint
ments in the competitive service, and the
prOVisions of chapter 51 and subchapter III
of Chapter 63 of such title relating to classi
fication and General Schedule pay rates:
Provided, h.owever, That no person appointed
under this paragraph shall receive compen
sation at 110 rate in excess of that received
by persons appointed subject to chapter 61
of such title for performing comparable
duties.

(c) The Secretary of Commerce Is author
ized to enter Into such contracts as may be
necessary to provide for United states par
ticipation in the exposition.

(d) The Secretary of Commerce Is author
Ized to erect such buildings and other struc
tures as may be appropriate for the United
States participation In the exposition on
land (apprOXimately four acres Including
land necessary for Ingress and egress) con
veyed to the United States, In consideration
of the participation by the United States In
the exposition, and without other considera
tion. The Secretary of Commerce is author
Ized to accept title to such land or any in
terest therein: Provided, h.owever, That the
land or Interest may be accepted only If
the Secretary determines that It is free of
liens, or of any other encumbrances, restric
tions, or conditions that would Interfere
with the use of the property for purposes of
the United states or prevent the disposal of
the property as hereinafter set out. In the ac
ceptance of such property and the design
and construction of buildings and other
structures and facilities thereon, the Secre
tary of Commerce shall consult with the Sec
retary of the Interior, the Administrator
of General Services. and the heads of other
interested agencies to assure that such ac
tiVities w1ll be undertaken In a manner that
(1) minimizes to the greatest extent prac
ticable any adverse effects on the recreation,
fish and wildlife, and other environmental
values of the area; and (2) preserves and
enhances to the greatest extent practicable
the utll1ty of the property for governmental
purposes, needs, or other benefits following
the close of the exposition.

(e) The Secretary of Commerce is author
Ized to Incur such other expenses as may be
necessary to carry out the purposes of this
Act, including but not limited to expendi
tures Involved In the selection, purchase,
rental, construction, and other acqUisition, of
exhibits and materials and equipment there-

for and the actual display thereof, and in·
eluding but not limited to related expendi
tures for costs of transportation, Insurance,
Installation, safekeeping, printing, main
tenance, and operation, rental of space, and
dismantling; and to purchase books of refer
ence, newspapers, and periodicals.

SEC. 4. The head of each department, agen
cy, or Instrumental1ty of the Federal Govern
ment is authorized-

(1) to cooperate with the Secretary of
Commerce with respect to carrying out any
of the prOVisions of this Act; and

(2) to make available to the Secretary of
Commerce, from time to time, on a reim
bursable basis, such personnel as may be
necessary to assist the Secretary of Com
merce to carry out his functions under this
Act.

SEC. 6. The secretary of Commerce shall
report to the Congress within one year after
the date of the ofIlclal close of the exposition
011 the activities of the Federal Government
pursuant to this Act, Including a detailed
statement of expenditures. Upon transmis
sion of such report to the Congress, 8011 ap
pointments made under this Act shall ter
minate, except those Which may be ex
tended by the President for such additional
period of time as he deems necessary to
carry out the purposes of this Act.

SEC. 6. After the close of the exposition, all
Federal property shall be disposed of In ac
cordance With provisions of the Federal
Property and Administrative SerVices Act of
1949, and other applicable Federal laws relat
Ing to the disposition of excess and surplus
property.

SEC. 7. The functions authorized by this
Act may be performed wlthout'regard to the
prohibitions and limitations of the following
laws:

(1) That part of section 3109(b) of title 5,
United States Code, which reads .. (not In
excess of one year) ".

(2) Section 16(a) of the Administrative
Expenses Act of 1946 (ch. 744, August 2,1946;
60 Stat. 810; 31 U.S.C. 638a) to the extent
that It pertains to hiring automobiles.

(3) Section 3648 of the Revised Statutes,
as amended (31 U.S.C. 629) (advance of pUb
llc moneys).

(4) Sections 302-305 of the Federal Prop
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949
(June 30, 1949, ch. 288, 63 Stat. 393 et seq.)
as amended (41 U.S.C. 252-255) (competitive
bids; negotiated contracts, advances).

(6) section 322 of the Act of June 20,
1932 (ch. 314, 47 Stat. 412; 40 U.S.C. 278a)
(lease of buildings to Government; maximum
rental) .

(6) Section 3709 of the Revised Statutes,
as amended (41 U.S.C. 6) (advertisement of
proposals for competitive bids).

(7) Section 3710 of the Revised Statutes
(41 US.C. 8) (opening of bids).

(8) Section 2 of the Act of March 3, 1933
(ch. 212, 47 Stat. 1620; 41 U.S.C. lOa) (Buy
American Act).

(9) section 3736 of the Revised Statutes
(41 U.S.C. 13) (contracts llmlted to one
year) .

(10) Section 601 of title 44, United States
Code (printing by Government Printing
Office).

(11) Section 3702 of title 44, United States
Code (advertisements without authority).

(12) Section 3703 of title 44. United States
Code (rates of payment for advertisement).

SEC. 8. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated not to exceed $11 ,500,000. to
remain available until expended. to carry
out United States participation In the
exposition.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which the
bill was passed.

Mr. MOSS. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN PROP
ERTY IN CANANDAIGUA, N.Y., TO
SONNENBERG GARDENS
The bill (H.R. 13780) to authorize the

Administrator of Veterans' Affairs to
convey certain property in Canandaigua,
N.Y., to Sonnenberg Gardens, a non
profit, educational corporation, was con
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the bill was
passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

PROGRAM
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for

the information of the Senate, it is hoped
that it will be possible shortly to get to
the so-called equal education opportu
nities bill. It is hoped that, in pursuance
of the promise made by the leadership to
the Senate-the commitment made-we
will be able to dispose of the pending
business today, perhaps no later than to
morrow. But the Senate should be on
notice that the so-called antibusing bill
will follow, as soon as it is possible to do
so, and will become the pending business.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. JAVrrS. Mr. President, I wish to

interpose in the RECORD an objection to
any unanimous-consent requests on that
bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Senator.
I thank the Senator from Louisiana for

his courtesy and graciousness in giving
me this time.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1972

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1) to amend
the Social Security Act, to make im
provements in the medicare and medic
aid programs, to replace the existing
Federal-State public assistance pro
grams, and for other purposes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask that
during the consideration of H.R. I, my
assistant, John Scales, be granted the
privilege of the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I would
hope that during the next few minutes
Senators would show some consideration
to those who have important engage
ments and will be required to leave the
city. If Senators have an amendment or
two that are not controversial, which we
believe we could accept on behalf of the
committee, perhaps they can offer them
now. For example, the Senator from
Texas has an amendment which we be
lieve we can accept. Also, I believe the
Senator from Alaska has an amendment
he wants to offer, and I think we can
accept it.
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If we could dispose of the few matters
that can be agreed to almost unanImous
ly, then we could go ahead and debate
and decIde some of the more contro
versial matters that must be decided be
fore the Senate can pass on this matter.

I hope that the Senator from Texas
can be recognized, because he has other
pressing commitments, and that we can
consider his amendment and the amend
ment of the Senator from Alaska.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. This is fine, but I

asked to be recognized some time ago
on an amendment I have, which I think
is very important; and I would not want
to agree to a situation which might re
sult in interminable delay.

Mr. LONG. I would think we could
take up the amendment of the Senator
from Minnesota within an hour.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the following
members of the Subcommittee on Health
have the privilege of the floor: Stanley
Jones, Larry Horowitz, Lee Goldman,
and Philip Caper.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1700

Mr. BENTSEN. I thank the distin
guished chairman of the committee.

Mr. President, I call up my amendment
No. 1700.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.
. The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
STEVENSON). Without objection, it Is so
ordered, and the amendment will be
printed in the RECORD at this point.

The text of the amendment Is as fol
lows:

On page 338, llne 21, strike "December 31,
1972" and insert "June 30, 1973".

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the name of the dis
tinguished Senator from MInnesota (Mr.
HUMPHREY) be added as a cosponsor of
this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it Is so ordered.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I shall
be brief. Section 227 of H.R. 1 establishes
a new method for reimbursement under
the medicare program for supervisory
physicians in teaching hospitals. Under
present law, as the committee report
states, hospitals are reimbursed under
part A of the medicare program for the
costs they incur in compensating physi
cians for teaching and supervisory ac
tivities and in paying the salaries of res
idents and interns under approved
teaching programs. In addition, reason
able charges are paid under the medical
insurance program-part B-for teach
ing physicians' services to patients.

The committee bill changes the criteria
for reimbursement. Under the committee
bill services of teaching physicians would

be reimbursed on a costs basis unless the
patient is bona fide private or unless the
hospital has charged all patients and
collected from a majority on a fee-for
service basis.

For donated services of teaching physi
cians, a salary cost would be imputed
equal to the prorated usual costs of full
time salaried physicIans. Any such pay
ment would be made to a special fund
designed by the medical staff to be used
for charitable and educational purposes.

Mr. President, I do not intend· to dis
cuss the merIts of the committee amend
ment, although I have some serious
reservations about the merits.

Section 227 would go into effect on
December 31, 1972, less than 3 months
from the time we pass this bill.

Whatever the merits of the new provi
sion, that target date does not allow suf
ficient time for the States and the med
ical schools to provide for the new
arrangements and funding that will be
required.

I am informed that hospItals and
medical schools in San Antonio, Dallas,
and Houston, may face the loss of up to
$20 million. These are funds which
would have to be replaced by the State.

The thrust of my amendment is to
extend by 6 months-until the end of
the fiscal year-the time when this
amendment will go into effect.

I believe this is a reasonable amend
ment, one which will allow for the ad
justments necessary by hospitals, the
schools, and the State.

I have talked over my amendment
with the chairman of the Finance Com
mittee, and I hope that he will find It
possible to accept it during this colloquy.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, this amend
ment would change an effective date in
the commIttee bill whIch, as I under
stand from the Senator's argument,
would create a problem in his State. I
would be willing to accept the amend
ment. I thInk the ranking member of the
committee would also be willing because
I have had a chance to dIscuss thIs mat
ter wIth hIm.

I would hope, therefore, that the Sen
ate wlll agree to the amendment.

Mr. BENTSEN. I thank the Senator
from LouisIana very much.

Mr. President, I yIeld back the remaIn
der of my time.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield back
the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All tIme
on the amendment has now been yielded
back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment--No. 1700-of the Senator
from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN).

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I un

derstand that the distInguished fioor
manager of the bill would like to accept
some noncontroversial amendments and
I would therefore be willing to yield for
that purpose with the understanding that
when they have been handled I will be
recognized for the purpose of calling up
my amendment.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment and ask that It
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read the amend
ment as follows:

On page 575, change llnes 3 and 4 to read
as follows: "person's household and receiving
without reasonable payment therefor. sup
port and maintenance in kind from such
person, the dollar amounts".

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I have had
a chance to review the amendment and I
think it Is meritorious. In fact, It Is what
the committee Intended anyway. The
Senator from Iowa has clarified what I
think we had in mind. He seeks to say
that there would be no reduction for the
value rent where the aged, blind, or dis
abled were payIng for their rent.

Mr. MILLER. It Is not only rent, It
is also room and board. 'The way the bill
now reads, if a person wanted to move In
with another older person who saId,
"Fine, come on in, but you wlll have to
share expenses," and the person dId
share the expenses, they would still get
cut back.

I am advised by the director of our
State social program that If this Is not
amended as I have composed It In my
amendment, there wlll be a tremendous
increase In the load on nursIng homes,
although people would much rather live
with IndivIduals and they would be cut
back. This is in accordance with the best
approach to this. I understand that the
Senator has checked this, and the dis
tinguished Senator from Utah has, too.

Mr. LONG. It was my understanding
that the committee blll sought to do
what the Senator seeks to achIeve by his
amendment, but to be sure of the lan
guage, we will be happy to accept the
amendment.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yIeld
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. LONG. I yIeld back the remainder
of my time, Mr. PresIdent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. MILLER).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 1653

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 1653 and ask that It
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment wlll be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. PresIdent, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it Is so ordered, and the
amendment will be prInted In the RECORD
at this point.

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows:

On page 963, between lines 18 and 19, in
sert the following:

ALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION Foa CERTAIN EX
PENSES NECESSARY FOR GAINFUL EMPLOY
MENT

SEC. 535. (a) Section 162 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to trade or
business expenses) is amended by redesig.
nating subsection (h) as (i), and by insert
ing after SUbsection (g) the following new
subsection:

"(h) CERTAIN EXPENSES NECESSARY FOR

GAINFUL EMPLOYMENT.-
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"(I) IN GENERAL.-In the case of an indi

vidual who maintains a household which
includes as a member one or more of the
following qualifying individuals--

"(A) a chUd or stepchild of the taxpayer
(Within the meaning of section 152) who is
under the age of 15,

"(B) a dependent of the yl\xpayer who is
under the age of 15 or who is physically or
mentally incapable of cadnlt for himself or
herself, or

"(C) the spouse of the taxpayer, if he or she
is physically or mentally incapable of caring
for himself or herself,
the deduction allowed by subsection (a)
shall include the reasonable expenses paid
or incurred during the taxable year for
household services and for the care of one or
more individuals described in SUbparagraph
(A), (B), or (C), but only if such expenses
are ordinary and necessary to enable the tax
payer to be gainfully employed.

.. (2) MAINTAINING A HOUSEHOLD.-For pur
poses of paragraph (I), an individual shall
be treated as maintaining a household for
any taxable year only if over half of the cost
of maintaining the household during such
period is furnished by such individual (or if
such individual Is married during such peri
od, is furnished by such Individual and his or
her spouse).

"(3) SPECIAL RULES.-For purposes of this
subsection-

"(A) MARRIED COUPLES MUST FILE JOINT
RETURN.-If the taxpayer is married at the
close of the taxable year, the deduction pro
vided by subsection (a) shall be allowed only
if the taxpayer and his spouse file a single
return jointly for the taxable year.

"(B) GAINFUL EMPLOYMENT REQUIREMENT.
If the taxpayer is married for any period
during the taxable year, there shall be taken
into account employment-related expenses
incurred during any month of such period
only if-

"(i) both spouses are gainfully employed
on a substantially fUll-time basis, or

"(il) the spouse is a qualifying individual
described in paragraph (1) (e) of this sub
section.

"(e) CERTAIN MARRIED INDIVIDUALS LIVING
APART.-An individual who for the taxable
year would be treated as not married under
section 143 (b) if paragraph (1) of such sec
tion referred to any dependent, shall be
treated as not married for such taxable year.

"(D) PAYMENTS TO RELATED INDIVIDUALS.
No deduction shall be allowed under sub
section (a) for any amount paid by the tax
payer to an individual bearing a relationship
to the taxpayer described in paragraphs (1)
through (8) of section 152(a) (relating to
definition of dependent) or to a dependent
described in paragraph (9) of such section.

"(E) REDUCTION FOR CERTAIN PAYMENTS.
In the case of employment-related expenses
incurred during any taxable year solely with
respect to a qualifying individual (other
than an individual who is also described in
subparagraph (A) or (B) of paragraph (1)
of this subsection and who is under the age
of 15) the amount of such expenses which
may be taken into account for purposes of
this section shall be reduced-

"(i) if such individual is 15 or older and
is described in SUbparagraph (B) of para
graph (1) of this subsection, by the amount
by which the sum of-

"(I) such individual's adjusted gross In
come for such taxable year. and

"(II) the disablllty payments received hy
such indiVidual during such year, exceeds
$750, or

"(li) in the case of a qualifying indiVidual
described in suoparagraph (e) of paragraph
(1) of this SUbsection, by the amount of
disability payments received by such Individ
ual dUring the taxable year.
For purposes of this subparagraph, the term
'disablllty payment' means a payment (other
than a gift) which is made on account of

the physical or mental condition of an in
dividual and which is not Included in gross
income:'

(b) Section 62(c) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 (relating to trade and business
deductions of employees) is amended by add
ing at the end thereof the following new
subparagraph:

"(E) CERTAIN EXPENSES NECESSARY FOR GAIN
FUL EMPLOYMENT.-The deductions allowed
under section 162 which consist of expenses
allowable by feason of the application of
subsection (h) thereof, paid or incurred by
the taxpayer In connection with the per
formance by him Of boy her of services as an
employee."

(C) Part VII of SUbchapter B of chapter 1
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relat
ing to additional itemized deductions for in
dividuals) is amended·-

(1) by striking out section 214 (relating to
expenses for household and dependent care
services necessary for gainfUl employment),
and

(2) by striking out the item relating to
section 214 in the table of sections for such
part.

(d) The amendments made by this section
shall apply to taxable years beginning after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

Mr. 'I'UNNEY. Mr. President, the
amendment I offer today will, if enacted,
'amend the Internal Revenue Code to al
low a business deduction for household
and childcare expenses incurred by work
ing mothers and certain ether individ
uals to enable them to be gainfully em
ployed.

The time is long overdue, Mr. Pres
ident, to remove the inequity in our tax
laws which enables business men to de
duct "ordinary and necessary" business
expenses, yet denies to working mothers
a deduction for the most "ordinary and
necessary" business expense they incur
the cost of maintaining their households
and assuring safe and responsible care
for their children while they worle.

In 1971, 42 percent of the mothers in
the United states worked outside the
home. Of the approximately 12.5 million
mothers with children under 6, more
than one in every three is working today.
That means there were more than 4.3
million mothers with children under 6
who were in the labor force last year. Of
those mothers, 650,000 of them were sin
gle parents holding down a job.

!fa businessman can deduct the cost
of hiring a secretary to improve his ef
fectiveness in working-if he can treat
his entertainment expenses as a tax de
duction-if a retailer can deduct the ex
penses of a store manager to keep an
eye on things while he is away generating
new business or promotions--how can it
be said to be fair and just that a working
mother should not be allowed the same
sort of deduction for expenses which are
vitally related to her work?

It cannot be denied that the expense
we are talking about is fundamental in
enabling a parent to work to the full
extent of her capacities.

These child care expenses are not per
sona) p.xpenses, like doctors' bills. They
should not be classified with charitable
contributions as they now are. They are
ordinary and necessary expenses in
curred to enable an individual to be gain
fully employed.

The parents who would benefit from
my proposal simply cannot avoid paying
for the care of their children and for

other household expenses if they need
or desire work. Very often, they have to
relinquish a sizable portion of their in
come in order to secure these services.
Yet they are not allowed to take these
considerable costs as a business deduc
tion.

There are many reasons why mothers
go out to work. At the lower income
levels, it is a matter of compelling fi
nancial necessity. Whether or not they
prefer to be full-time mothers devoting
all their care and attention to the family
and the home, they do not really have
the choice, They must work, they must
produce a second income to keep their
family out of poverty and provide even
the basic necessities.

Others wish to work to improve their
standard of living, to withstand the cut
ting edge of infiation. And there are
those who wish to work as a matter of
self-fulfillment, to use their capabili
ties to the fullest extent possible.

And for the single parent who must
work to provide sustenance for herself
and her children, the nature of these
expenses is crystal clear. Whereas there
may be doubts about many of the ex
penses businessmen take as tax deduc
tions, especially in the area of enter
tainment, the expenses dealt with by my
amendment are absolutely necessary for
those families to be viable, self-support
ing economic units.

There are other income earners, both
men and women who must provide care
for a spouse or other dependent who is
incapable of caring for himself. The
amendment would extend to the ex
penses incurred in providing such care
as a necessary adjunct to employment.

Apart from the objection of principle
that genuine business deductions should
be treated as business deductions and
not as personal deductions, there is a
much more practical objection to leaving
the existing provisions as they are.

This arises from the fact that some
68 percent of the families with earnings
of $10,000 or less use the standard de
duction form and do not itemize their
personal deductions. As a result, they
do not get the benefit of the existing
child care deduction. Yet these are often
the people with modest to moderate in
comes. They are people who are doing
their best to be self-reliant and to im
prove their lot. They are often the peo
ple who need a second income in the
family to ward off the effects of infla
tion which others can bear with greater
ease. They are people who need help and
support, not discrimination against their
efforts in the tax structure.

My amendment does not create an
other loophole in our income tax laws.
It is not a soft subsidy for those who do
not need it. It simply is a correction of
a basic inequity whose burden often falls
heavily on those who have small ca
pacity to bear it.

Last November, I offered this amend
ment to the Revenue Act of 1971; it
passed by a vote of 74 to 1 but the amend
ment was eliminated in conference.
. When I reintroduced it as a bill, S.
3227, on February 24, 1972, 23 Senators
joined me in cOSpOnsoring it and many
others expressed their support. I am
therefore, resubmitting it now and ask-
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ing that the Senate reaffirm its belief in
fair treatment for working mothers.

FranklY, Mr. President, given the pro
visions already contained in H.R. I, I
think it would be a monstrous inequity if
we do not enact this deduction.

With that having been said, I am pre
pared to yield to the distinguished chair
man of the committee for his views.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
STEVENSON) . The Chair is informed that
part of the bill to which this amendment
addresses itself has been stricken from
the bill and therefore the amendment
will have to be redrafted.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amendment
be added at the end of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the wom
en's organizations have made a strong
case that it is not fair to let the business
man deduct the expenses of someone
who helps him in his business, and at
the same time to deny them the oppor
tunity to deduct the expense of hiring
someone to help them with child care
or domestic work so that they can take
work outside the home. The more one
thinks about it, the more discriminatory
and unfair it seems to be.

For example, a woman author points
out that she can be productive and write
a good book and do good work, but if
she cannot have someone available to
look after her children while she is
working on the book, it is totally im
possible for her to do that. She would
contend that the secretary that Mr.
Rockefeller has to have so that he can
do his job as president of the Chase
Manhattan Bank is not so essential to
him as a babysitter is to her so that
she can write that book.

I really believe that one of these days
we will realize this argument is such that
we should extend it even beyond that
the Senator is urging here.

When the matter came up before on
last year's tax bill, the Treasury people
said that something of this sort should
be on this bill, H.R. 1, and not on that
tax bill. And notwithstanding the Treas
ury argument, this matter was voted
upon by the Senate, and as I recall it
was agreed to by an overwhelming ma
jority on the tax bill that was before
the Senate.

In the area where we are trying to
provide a tax opportunity for poor peo
ple, it serves a useful purpose. It helps a
housewife who is productive to be free
from household responsibilities so that
she can go to work and do something
that benefits society as a whole, and at
the same time it tends to provide an
opportunity for a person to come into a
home and have a job. So it both helps a
playwriter or a professional woman to
realize her ambition and be productive,
and it also helps a working mother who
might happen to have that same skill to
do something to add to her income. I
point out that this would be something
which would be to the overall benefit
of society.

I am persuaded that the argument in
favor of the amendment is as good now
as it was at the time the Senate con
sidered the tax bill last year.

I hope very much that the Senate will
permit us to accept the amendment.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I would
have to object to the amendment because
I think it is very loosely drawn. It is so
loosely drawn that if a rich woman has
a maid and is making a fine living writ
ing books, she can decide that she can
deduct all of her household expenses.

The language of the amendment reads
in part: "shall include the reasonable ex
penses paid or incurred during the tax
able year for household services."

It does not say for child care. It says
"household services."

I continue to read from the amend
ment: "and for the care of one or more
individuals • • • only if such expenses
are ordinary and reasonable to enable the
taxpayer to be gainfully employed."

Mr. President, if she is presiding over
a household with half a dozen servants,
to her those may be ordinary and neces
sary expenses. There is not a thing here
about child care. For the first time we
are allowing individuals to deduct per
sonal expenses as business expenses.
This drives a hole into the Internal Reve
nue Code that a lot of things can be
driven through in the years ahead.

I think the amendment should be re
jected. If the author of the amendment
wants to tighten it down, that might
make it more palatable. However, I
think this is a dangerous amendment. It
does not benefit only the members of the
public who are on or near welfare, be
cause there is no limit.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I am
afraid I would have to disagree with the
distinguished Senator from Utah. The
whole thrust of my amendment is to as
sist a working mother. Section (h) (1)
reads as follows:

In the case of an Individual who maintains
a. household which Includes as a member
one or more of the following qual1fying in
divlduals-

(A) a child or stepchlld of the taxpayer
(within the meaning of section 152) who
Is under the age of 15,

"(B) a dependent of the taxpayer who is
under the age of 15 or who is physically or
mentally Incapable of caring for himself or
herself, or

(0) the spouse of the taxpayer, if he or
she is physically or mentally incapable of
caring for himself or herself,

When it talks about household serv
ices, we are obviously referring to the
care that is given to that dependent so
that the mother can go out and work.
It is not intended to provide for a staff
of servants for the working mother. It
is to provide for the care for that de
pendent and provide services that are
necessary for that dependent so that
the mother can work.

Mr. BENNETT. If that is the intention,
it does not come through in the-lan
guage. A millionaire could meet the quali
fication if she has a child in the house.
A person would not have to be on wcl
fare.

May I point out also that it does not
say. "expenses paid or incurred during
the taxable year for household services
or for the care of one or more individ
uals." It says "household services and
for the care."

So, it can COver any expense that this
woman can relate to her earning a living,

no matter what her income is or how she
earns it.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Utah has served on the Fi
nance Committee long enough to know
that the Internal Revenue Service would
not allow a staff of servants as ordinary
and necessary expenses for a working
mother, whether or not she is a mil
lionaire. Ordinary and necessary ex
penses means exactly what it says. It
means ordinary and necessary for the
purpose of taking care of that dependent.
And the same thing is true with a mil
lionaire that hires a secretary. That is an
ordinary and necessary business expense.
If it is not an ordinary and necessary
business expenses, then that businessman
cannot take that deduction.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will"
the Senator yield?

Mr. TUNNEY. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, may
I say most respectfully that a mil110naire
has a tax attorney to get around any
thing we are trying to do here in the Sen
ate. We are not talking about mil
lionaires. There are not too many of them
anyway. We are talking about a working
mother who wants to go out to try to
earn a living and who wants to work on
a clerical staff and who needs to have
someone in the household to take care of
dependents.

That is what this amendment is all
about.

May I point out to the Senator that if
one is in business, he w111 find a way to
get almost all of these people taken care
of.

I submit that those of us who serve in
this body have had to sign a little book
when we came into somebody's place or
we have had to sign a little book when
we went on somebody's boat. Why is
that? Is it because they want our auto
graph? Baloney. They want our signa
tures for the Internal Revenue Service. It
is not a compliment. But that is why it
happens.

Why do we not treat these people that
do not have certified public accountants
or tax attorneys the way we treat those
who do? This amendment is designed to
help someone work downtown, write a
book, work in the dramatic arts, or what
ever it might be to be able to deduct that
expense as an ordinary business expense.

It is a good amendment. We should not
worry about the milllonnaires. Perhaps
we could include in the amendment
something that says, "If you have a mil
lion dollars, it does not apply."

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I want
to point out that the amendment reads,
beginning on line 21 of page 2:

The deduction allowed by subsection (a.)
shall Include the reasonable expenses paid
or incurred during the taxable year for
household services and for the care of one or
more Individuals ... only if such expenses
are ordinary and necessary to enable the tax
payer to be gainfully employed.

That does not mean a maid or a half
a dozen servants in the house. It means
having someone to take care of a depend
ent who is mentally incapable of taking
care of himself or a child under the age
of 15.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
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Mr. TUNNEY. I yield to the Senator
from Indiana.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I appreci
ate the Senator's yielding.

I want to add one or two points. I point
out to my colleagues that I have the
privilege of being chairman of the Con
stitutional Subcommittee. I suppose that
that committee has held more hearings
on the subject of equal rights for women
than any other committee. I am the
principal sponsor of that Senate meas
ure. I have studied this matter with
great care.

I would like to make two points. First
of all, I thing there is a great disparity
involved if we worry about millionaires,
we discriminate between millionaires who
are men and millionaires who are
women. One can write off the expenses
if he takes his clients off to lunch and
fills them up with martinis if he is a man.
However, if it is a woman who is the
millionaire and she is at home, we do
not allow her to claim any expenses
covered by the Senator from California.
That is pOint NO,!.

Second, the hard fact is that if a
woman is a working mother and has to
work to help support the family, she is
not allowed to deduct those expenses
that are necessary.

Today 40 percent of all the women who
are working are the sole support of their
children. They are the sole support of
their children, so we are concerned about
the Impact of this amendment. We should
be concerned about not just the woman
involved but the children at home for
whom she is the sole support,

I supported the Senator earlier on the
other measure and I am happy to support
him again on this measure.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield?

Mr. TUNNEY. I yield.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I point out

to the Senator and to the Senate that we
put in the tax law, in order to try to help
provide jobs, and that is the only excuse
for his, a $3 b1l1ion investment tax credit
to encourage them to go out and buy new
equipment. If one wishes to talk about a
loophole, that is the biggest loophole in
the tax law. It is an incentive for some
body to do something; we gave them a
$3 billion tax credit; a tax advantage jus
tified solely because you would like them
to buy more equipment and modernize,
in the hope they would put more people
to work, even though many times by the
time they get through improving their
machinery they have less people working
rather than more people working.

Sometimes a tax credit is given to put
people out of work rather than to pro
vide jobs, but they were calling it a pro
vision to provide jobs. I have seen cases
where a man tells me they have a mod
ernization program going on and that
they are going to spend $100 million im
proving the plant. I ask, "How many
more jobs will be provided?" By the time
they get through they will have one-half
of the jobs that they had before but
they will have a better plant.

But here we are talking about provid
ing a deduction for a housewife who is
helping support a family so that she can
go out and take a job and someone can

come in the house to help her. I do not
think anyone disagrees that the ordinary
working mother should be able to deduct
the child care expense that is paid. Even
the House is willing to agree with us on
that. But the way it used to be, when
the mother brought someone In to the
house when she went out to be the bread
winner, the tax service would say, "How
much time did the woman spend wash
ing dishes?" So they reduced the reduc
tion for the time the woman spent wash
Ing dishes and separated it from the time
she went around the house with nothing
to do but care for the children.

Then they asked, "How much time was
spent using the vacuum cleaner?" Then
they deducted the time for the use of the
vacuum cleaner. Then they were asked,
"How much time did she spend cleaning
up the bathroom and putting things in
order around the house?" They reduced
the deduction for the time spent there.

Now, when a businessman rents a
strongbox down at the bank we do not
go into that strongbox and say, "How
many of these papers are business papers
and how many of these papers are per
sonal effects?" We do not do that to
him.

I understand the Senator Is not trying
to extend this to working mothers with
out children to support. Is that correct?

Mr. TUNNEY. The Senator is correct.
Mr. LONG. It would apply only to

working mothers with children to sup
port, and she is not privileged to leave
the dishes dirty until she gets back home
because she has a child that must be
cared for in that home; and if she is
going to bring someone in to look after
the home they might as well look after
the whole place rather than be idle.

Mr. TUNNEY. That is correct, and I
would like to point out that we have
tightened the amendment of last year.
Initially, I was not sure if I wanted to see
it tightened down as much as we did.
But later on, I thought that, in order to
expedite consideration on the fioor,
it would be appropriate to allow the de
duction only if both spouses are em
ployed substantially on a full-time basis.
I put that provision in with great reluc
tance, but was persuaded by the people at
the Treasury Department that it was
necessary. They felt it was essential. I
put it in to expedite consideration of my
propOsal. I wish at times I had not, but I
did put it in to give that working mother
an opportunity to get that deduction.

I feel It is absolutely essential that she
be given this right. We have been speak
ing during the last few days of this de
bate about how we want welfare
mothers to work. The Senate now has a
perfect opportunity to give welfare
mothers an opportunity to go to work,
make a decent living, and not have to
pay all of her earnings to someone to
take care of the children.

Mr. LONG. If the senate's view pre
vails on the minimum wage bill, we will
have extended coverage under the min
imum wage. In a great number of such
places people will no longer be able to
afford domestic help so they will have to
let domestic help go and therebY put peo
ple out of work; this will happen unless
we provide them with the deduction

which might make it possible to retain
the help they have.

Furthermore, if the senator's amend
ment prevails, and I am confident it will
since the Senate voted for it before, then
we will encourage mothers who are capa
ble of finding jobs to find more remune
rative jobs that pay $4 or $5 an hour.
Those mothers will be paying taxes on
their income, and if it a case where the
husband is also working, that puts them
in a higher tax bracket, and that will in
crease the overall tax being paid and the
overall income the country is receiving.
Those same people you would be hiring
to help this mother take the job may well
be people you will be taking off of welfare
rolls.

Mr. TUNNEY. Exactly.
Mr. LONG. So that you tend to do what

this Senator thinks you should do by
making work more attractive than wel
fare, and doing it in the most dignified
fashion, by allowing a working mother a
deduction which has a parallel exemp
tion in all sorts of businesses.

In the case of a businessman who has
a secretary who prepares personal busi
ness letters for him as well as business
affairs, we do not allocate to the extent
that the secretary took dictation and sent
out a personal letter, so why should that
rule be applied to working mothers? The
only way to justify that is on the basis
that the Treasury Department cannot.
afford the tax loss. But in this bill we
do so much for family people it is hard
to say you should provide for the other
situations that are provided for in this
bill and deny a working mother that type
consideration. As the Senator knows, I
did support his amendment when it was
offered on the tax bill. I think it is even
more appropriate that it be offered on
this bill. However, I do not speak for the
committee.

Mr, TUNNEY. I thank the Senator.
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield to me?
Mr. TUNNEY. I yield.
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, this

colloquy has created the impression that
now there is no relief, no tax relief for
a woman who has to go out and work.
The tax law now provides that if the net
income of the family is less than $18,000,
she may deduct the cost of child care.

That privilege is available to her now.
This bill takes off the $18,000 limit, so
it raises it, not necessarily to the mil
lionaire class, but to everybody with an
income above $18,000.

It does, also, one other interesting
thing. It says that In addition to taking
the standard deduction, the mother may
take this deduction on top of it, so she
can double her deduction. She can use
as much of that cost for the standard
deduction as she needs, and then put it
on top of that.

I realize that I am on the wrong side
of this issue emotionally, but I think to
create the impression that the people
who are going to go off welfare are go
ing to move immediately to an income
above $18,000, and that, therefore, the
existing law does not give these em
ployers a chance to deduct that from
their income, is fallacious.

The chairman and I do not disagree
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very often, but I do not agree with the
argument that under the present law the
Internal Revenue Service has to inquire
into the activities of the person who is
doing the child care in order to deter
mine the amount of the deduction that
w1ll follow under this law, because the
law does not say that this person would
come in and do anything that is assigned.

So I think the basic question here is,
Do you want to take the $18,000 limit off
and let anybody with an income above
that deduct for child care, and do you
want those people to get a partial double
deduction for the money they spend for
child care?

It is that simple, and I am not at all
impressed by the argument that under
the present law a person who came off
welfare would not be able to do that.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I am pre
pared to have a vote on this amendment.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, permit me
to say that people who have higher in
comes, to whom the Senator refers, do
not take the standard deduction anyway.
It is immaterial as far as those people are
concerned. They itemize, anyway. As a
practical matter, it is somewhat unfair
to deny this benefit, if we are going to
aJlow this deduction, to the low-income
people who take the standard deduction.

Mr. TUNNEY. Sixty-eight percent of
the people who have incomes of $10,000
or less take the standard deduction, and
as a result they are not able to take any
advantage of the law which now exists
to deduct the costs of child care. By
making this a deductible business ex
pense--and that is exactly what it is;
they would be able to take advantage of
this deduction.

I just do not understand how the Sen
ator from Utah can advocate disallow
ing the deduction for a mother who goes
out to work and needs a babysitter to
take care of her child, and yet allow it for
a mijlionaire businessman who hires a
secretary, in part to take personal dic
tat.ion, in part to pour him hIS drinks
after he has had a tough day at the office,
and in part to do his business affairs.

I am prepared to yield back my time.
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I would

like to make one more comment, and
then I will sit down. The inference is
that these thousands of people whohave
an income under $10,000 who use the
standard deduction are deprived from
being able to use anything else. They
have the same right as the millionaire
does to itemize their income tax forms.
So what we are really talking about now,
since the law provides this deduction
for couples or individuals whose earnings
are under $18,000, is to open this up to
anybody with an income above that to
have the same privilege.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TUNNEY. I yield.
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, my staff

and the staff of the Senator from Cali
fornia have discussed this amendment,
and I am pleased to be a cosponsor of the
amendment.

I would like to call attention to one
problem that is not covered by the
amendment, and hopefUlly secure an
agreement to modify the Senator's

amendment along the line of an amend
ment that I had intended to send to the
desk, which is to amendment 1653 of
fered by the distinguished Senator from
California (Mr. TUNNEY). Amendment
1653 is a highly beneficial amendment
which wlll permit the business expense
deduction of certain expenses, those in
curred for household services and de
pendent care. It accomplishes this by the
addition of a new subsection (h) to sec
tion 162 of title 26.

There is. however, one small group of
individuals who need similar care for
themselves. These are those taxpayers so
disabled either physically or mentally
that they must incur expenses for the
hiring of attendants, the purchase of
special equipment, and similar items in
order that they may be gainfully em
ployed. These individuals are among the
most courageous of our society. They re
fuse to become public burdens but insist
upon paying their own way through life.

The identical policy urging the adop
tion of the amendment of the Senator
from California (Mr. TuNNEY) also
strongly argues for the inclusion of my
amendment to assist these people. Just
as we wish to assist taxpayers who must
incur reasonable expenses for household
services or for dependent care, so should
we assist those people who must incur
reasonable expenses for their own care
in order to be gainfully employed. This
amendment will permit the deduction of
ordinary and necessary business ex
penses, such as special equipment and
medical attendants, if the taxpayer must
incur these costs to be gainfully em
ployed. The purpose is to insure that
these costs are deductible under this sec
tion as business expenses.

For instance, I know of one young lady
who is entirely incapacitated from the
shoulders down, as a result of polio. She
has a brilliant mind. She has, in fact,
written books. Although she types with
a wand that she keeps in her mouth, she
hires someone to get her out of bed in
the morning, take care of her home, type
her final manuscript, and she is doing
quite well. She does not want to be on
welfare. She has the capability of pro
ducing, but she must hire three people
to enable her to do her job.

The amendment I had intended to of
fer would permit the deduction of certain
expenses for the physically or mentallY
disabled, along with the people the Sen
ator has suggested would be included in
the Senator's amendment, which I have
cosponsored.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I have
seen the amendment of the Senator from
Alaska. I agree with him that a person
who is disabled and who can only work
if she or he is attended is deserving of
the same of business deduction, because
it is for that person an ordinary and
necessary business expense.

So I accept the amendment, or if the
Senator prefers, I will modify my amend
ment to include his language.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
quite agreeable to having that done, and
I send the amendment to the desk. It
would extend the deduction to people
who are disabled phYsically or mentally
and who cannot work unless they can

hire people to do necessary work, such
as is true in the case of the YOlUlg lady to
whom I referred, who must hire people
in order to be able to do her work at
home.

I am most gratified that the Senator
from California has agreed to accept my
amendment. My staff and I have been in
contact with groups representing dis
abled taxpayers and I am informed they
strongly support this amendment. I know
they will be most grateful also.

I ask unanimous consent that Sena
tors GRAVEL and HUMPHREY be added as
cosponsors to amendment No. 1653, as
modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I modify
my amendment by the language of the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Alaska.

The PRESIDENT OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modified.

The modification is as follows:
On page 6, 11ne 19. strike the closing quota

tion mark. On page 6, between 11nes 19 and
20, insert the following:

"(4) Expenses of individuals physically or
mentally dlsabled.-In ·the case of an in
dividual 'who Is physically or mentally dis
abled, the deduction allowed by subsection
(a) shall include the reasonable expenses
paid or Incurred during the taxable year
such as tor the services of attendants if such
expenses are ordinary and necessary to enable
the taxpayer to be gainfully employed."

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, in order to

expedite the business of the Senate, I
ask unanimous consent that the yeas and
nays be ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? If there is no objection, it is
so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Cali
fornia, as modified. The yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that the

Senator from West Virginia (Mr. ROBERT
C. BYRD), the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH), the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EAGLETON), the Senator from Mis
sissippi (Mr. EASTLAND), the Senator
from Louisiana (Mrs. EDWARDS), the Sen
ator from South Dakota (Mr. McGov
ERN), the Senator from New Hampshire
(Mr. McINTYRE), the Senator from Mon
tana (Mr. METCALF). the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PELL) , the Senator
from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN), the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS), and the
Senator from Virginia (Mr. SPONG) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE) is absent
on official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PELL) , the Senator from Louisiana
(Mrs. EDWARDS), and the Senator from
New Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE) would
vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT). the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER).
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the Senator frp;fo Delaware (Mr. BOGGs),
the Senator fl~P5 Arizona (Mr. GOLD
WATER), the Sel'i\t..1r from Oregon (Mr.
HATFIELD), the Seiiutor from Ohio (Mr.
SAXBE), and the SenMor from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South .Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because 6, illness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Delaware (Mr. BOGGs), the Sena
tor from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), and
the Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER)
would each vote "yea."

The result was announced-yeas 71,
nays 8, as follows:

[No. 523 Leg.]
YEAS-71

I am proud that I was a cosponsor of
the 20-percent social security raise. I
know that the Congress intended the full
raise-every penny of it-to go to every
one receiVing social security.

Because I think these elderly people
should get every penny of this raise.
I think our action to protect the raise
should cover all benefits. We should pro
tect the elderly who receive food stamps
and public housing benefits as well as
those receiving old-age assistance and
medicaid. It is unjust and unfair that
any of these other benefits should be
reduced because of the 20-percent social
security increase.

On Friday the Senate acted to meet the
danger that old-age assistance and
medicaid benefits would be lost as a re
sult of the 20-percent increase. Senator
CRANSTON'S amendment, which was ac
cepted by the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. LONG), will protect these
types of benefits. Under the terms of the
amendment, almost all social security
beneficiaries in Minnesota will continue
to get their old-age assistance benefits
and will retain medicaid eligibility. This
is very important.

But the Cranston amendment does not
protect 15,000 elderly Minnesotans
against an increase in public housing
rents. Only passage of the amendment
I am offering today will do that.

There is also a major problem of the
erosion of food stamp benefits. Approxi
mately 35,000 Minnesotans could either
lose eligibility for food stamps or find
their food stamp benefits cut, because
of the 20-percent social security raise.
For many of these people, this could be
a disaster. A large chunk of their small
social security raise would be swallowed
up immediately by the rampaging rise in
food costs.

My colleague from Minnesota (Mr.
HUMPHREY) raised this food stamp ques
tion on the floor of the Senate when the
Cranston amendment was accepted. The
amendment on this subject which we are
offering today would take care of this
problem. I hope it can be accepted
immediately.

Taken together, the rent increase, the
loss or erosion of food stamp eligibility,
and the loss of other benefits which may
follow the 20-percent increase could
make the whole 20-percent raise largely
me~ninglessfor many among the elderly.
ThiS must not be allowed to happen. My
amendment completes the work of the
Cranston amendment which was ac
cepted on Thursday. It will guarantee
full protection for the 20-percent in
crease. I urge that the whole of this
package be approved by the Senate.

Now I am going to yield to the Senator
from Connecticut In a moment. but, first,
I ask unanimous consent that there be a
time limitation of 1 hour on this amend
ment, to be divided equally between the
proponents and the opponents.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. MONDALE. I yield to the Senator
from Connecticut.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I com
mend my distinguished colleague for this
amendment.

the general Increase in benefits under such
program provided by section 201 of Publlc
Law 92-336 or any subsequent cost-of-livlng
increase in such benefits occurring pursuant
to section 215(1) of the Soclal security Act.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, In the case of any Individual who
is entitled for any month after August 1972
to a monthly benefit under the insurance
program established by title II of the So
cial security Act, any part of such bene
fit which results from (and would not be
payable but for) the general Increase in
benefits under such program provided by
section 201 of Public Law 92-336, or which
results from (and would not be payable but
for) any cost-of-livlng increase in such bene
fits SUbsequently occurring pursuant to sec
tion 215(i) of the Social security Act, shall
not be considered as income or resources or
otherwise taken into account for purposes
of determining the eligibility of such indi
Vidual or his or her family or the house
hold in which he or she llves for partici
pation In the food stamp program under
the Food Stamp Act of 1964, for surplUS
agricultural commodities under any Fed
eral program prOViding for the donation or
distribution of such commodities to low
income persons. for admission to or occu
pancy of low-rent public housing under the
United States Housing Act of 1937, for sub
sidized mortgages or rentals under title II
of the National Housing Act, or for any other
benefits, aid, or assistance in any form un
der a Federal program, or a State or local
program financed in whole or in part with
Federal funds, which conditions such eligibil
ity to any extent upon the income or re
sources of such individual, family, or house
hold.

(c) The amendments made by subsection
(a) of this section shall apply with respect
to annual income determinations made pux
suant to sections 415(g) and 503 (as in effect
both on and after June 30, 1960) of title
38 United States Code, for calendar years
after 1971. The amendment made by subsec
tion (b) shall be effective with respect to
items furnished after August 1972.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, this is
a simple amendment, which says this:
The 20-percent social secmity increase
that we granted recently cannot be taken
away from senior citizens who are pub
lic housing tenants by rent increases, nor
can food stamp ellgibility be affected by
the increased income deriVed from the
social security increase.

On Thursday. September 28. I intro
duced a somewhat longer amendment to
the social security bill to guarantee that
the elderly receive the full benefit of the
20-percent social security increase.

Part of this serious problem was solved
on Friday, when the Senate accepted
modifications to the social security bill
to prevent drastic cuts in old age assist
ance and medicaid-as a result of two
programs-the 20-percent raise.

The amendment I am calling up today
is meant to complete the work of pro
tecting the 20-percent increase. It does
this by preventing housing authorities
from raising rents and the Department
of Agriculture from cutting food stamp
benefits as a result of the 20-percent
increase.

We have all heard the terrible stories
of how many of the poorest of our senior
citizens are being cheated out of their
long overdue social security raise. They
are losing this raise because as their so
cial security income goes up, other ben
efits-which they desperately need-are
being reduced.
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Jordan. Idaho
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Harry F" Jr.
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Fang
Fulbright
Gambrell

So Mr. TUNNEY'S amendment (No.
1653) , as modified, was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Min
nesota.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered; and, with
out objection, the amendment will be
printed in the RECORD.

The amendment is as follows:
At the bottom of page 615, Insert the

following new section:
DISREGARD OF 20-PERCENT-INCREASE pROVISION

ENACTED IN PUBLIC LAW 92-336

SEC. 306. (a) In determining the annual
income of any person for purposes of deter
mining the continued eligibility of that per
son for, and the amount or, pension payable
under the first sentence of section 9(b) of
the Veterans' Pension Act at 1959, the Ad
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs shall disre
gard, If that person Is entitled to monthly
benefits under the Insurance program estab
lished under title II of the SOCial Security
Act, any part of suchbenellts which results
from (and would not be payable but for)
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I wonder whether I could ask a few
questions.

Do I correctly understand that the pur
pose of this amendment is to assure that
as a result of the 20-percent social secu
rity increase, the recipient of that 20
percent increase is not worse off under
the food stamp program, public housing
program, and veterans programs than if
he or she had not received that increase?

Mr. MONDALE. That is correct. But
my amendment also goes further and
insures that the 20-percent social secu
rity increase which Congress voted to
protect the elderly from inflation-to
give them a needed improved income
will actually go to those social security
recipients and not be diverted to public
housing rent increases in a sort of pe
culiar and cruel revenue-sharing pro
gram.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I wonder whether the
Senator has some examples of situations
in which the recipients could be worse
off with a 20-percent increase than if
they had not received it in the first place.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I will
submit for the RECORD an article pub
lished in the Minneapolis Star of Thurs
day, September 1, and other articles
which demonstrate how much people all
over the country on social security were
looking forward to this 20-percent in
crease. Instead they found that all or
most of it is being taken away from them
in many ways, and many times they end
up worse off than they were before the
increase.

This article in the Minneapolis Star
cites one example. Mrs. Mary Freed will
get a 20-percent increase in her social
security on October 3. "Big deal," says
the reporter.

Mrs. Freed's monthly check will go up
$27, to $162, but because of that increase,
her rent will rise from $26 to $33 on
her efficiency apartment administered by
public housing. Her disability payments
of $22 a month will decrease. She will be
over the limit set by the State as a maxi
mum financial aid level. The medical
assistance program will drop her. She
will be reinstated, however, as soon as
she spends $80 in medical costs. Then
she would go on Medicaid again, but
only for 6 months. She should spend that
amount quickly, because she takes
medication. In any event, her total ex
penses are going to run at least $42 a
month because of a $27 increase in social
security. That is the kind of example
referred to by the distinguished Senator
from Connecticuit.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I am sure it was not
intended-I know that in voting for the
20-percent increase in the Finance Com
mittee and on the floor, I certainlY did
not intend-that the recipients of
other social services or other programs
should be deprived and be worse off as a
result of our 20-percent increase in social
security. This is certainly a situation we
have an obligation to remedy, and I com
mend the Senator for bringing it to the
attention of the Senate. I certainly shall
vote for the Senator's amendment.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator
from Connecticut.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the RECORD the article

to which I have referred, together \\ith
an article published in the New York
Times of October 3, entitled "Social Se
curity Rise Becomes a Nightmare to
Many ElderlY."

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

SOCIAL SECURITY RISE BECOMES A NIGHTMARE
TO MANY ELDERLY

(By David K. Shlpler)
Like mlllions of other aged Americans,

Marie Nashlf of Denver wlll receive a 20 per
cent increase In her Social Security check
this month. But un11ke most, she will not
welcome the extra cash.

Mrs. Nashlf Is among the 187.000 or so
elderly for whom Congressional election-year
generosity has become a nightmare. The
Social Security rise, voted by Congress June
30, has pushed her Income Just high enough
to make her Ine11glble for the welfare and
Medicaid benefits that she needs so desper
ately.

Mrs. Nashlf, a small, alert, 74-year-old
woman, suffers badly from arthritis. UntU
now, her heavy medical b111s have been paid
fully by Medicaid. But when her monthly
Social Security check rises from $138.40 to
$166.10, it w111 surpass the $147 figure that
Colorado uses to divide those who are e11gible
from those who are not.

In exchange for her $27.70 additional from
Social Security, Mrs. Nashif wlll have to pay
$5.80 a month In medical Insurance premi
ums, 20 per cent of all doctors bllls. the first
$68 a year in hospital expenses. $17 a day
after 60 days In the hospital, and the total
amount of prescription drugs.

Further, she wllliose $7 a month In welfare
payments, she wlll probably become Ine11
glble for food stamps, and her rent w111 rise,
since she 11ves In Federally subsidized hous
ing where rents are tied to Income.

"When I take all this Into consideration,"
she said. "I'll be a darn sight worse off than I
aln now."

Congressional action could ellmlnate such
hardships, and several bills addressed to the
problem are now pending. Last Friday, the
Senate voted a solution for welfare recipients
by passing a measure that would force states
to raise the e11gible income limits for welfare
by the same dollar amount as the Social
Securl ty Increases. Prospects for the blll In
the House are uncertain.

Even If the blll becomes law, It wlll not
help people who now collect Medicaid and are
not welfare recipients, and there are thou
sands of those In New York City alone who
risk losing their medical benefits. The blll
addresses itself only to welfare recipients.

AcnoN BY STATES

Some states have already taken action on
their own. Gov. WU11am T. Cah111 of New
Jersey has ordered Medicaid benefits con
tinued for 4,000 elderly who would otherwise
become Inellglble.

Delaware has allocated $l-mUllon to raise
the eligibility income maximums. Gov. Win
field Dunn of Tennessee has changed admin
Istrative regulations to keep 7,500 people on
the welfare rolls. Nebraska, Missouri, Iowa,
Florida and Wyoming are among the states
that have increased the income levels that
detp.rmlne ellglb1llty.

No action has been taken In New Yo'k.
The state's Department of Social Services
contends that It has no power to make the
necessary changes without approval from the
Legislature, whose regular session begins in
January.

New York City has already sent letters In
forming 6,000 elderly people that their wel
fare benefits wlll be halted. This means that
they wUl have to begin paying 20 per cent of
their medical expenses.

In addition, many aged New Yorkers who
are not on welfare and are not addressed

by the Senate b111 wlll be ~rt.. by the Social
Security increases. G1;','

The city's Ofllce For mVAging estimates
that 14,696 persons wh:l' AOW receive flO per
cent of their medical expenses trom Medicaid
w1ll be cut off altogether. In addition, 22,434
who are not on' welfare but are fully covered
by Medicaid will have until they have spent
all their Intbme above the welfare maxi
mum on medical bUls. At that point Medic
aid wlll pick up the fUll burden again. This
totals about 43,000 elderly affected adversely
In New York City alone.

The figures elsewhere are smaller, ranging
from about 10,000 in Callfornla to 400 In Ver
mont. The United States Department of
Health, Education and Welfare calCUlates
that nationwide, 187,000 people wlll become
Ineligible for welfare aEd 93,000 wlll lose
Medicaid.

Even many who do not lose wlll not gain
from the Social Security increase, since some
states apply Social Security income against
welfare payments. As Social Security rises,
welfare decreases; the beneficiary Is not the
individual, but tha state.

"I'm all for the Increase," said John Maras,
administrator of the Wyoming Division of
Publlc Assistance. "The more Social Security
they get the less public assistance is needed,"
The State of WaShington estimates that It
wUl save $2.3-m1llIon In welfare payments by
next June 30.

"The average pensioner in Alabama won't
!lain a dime as a result of the increase," said
Ruben K. King, Alabama director of pen
sions and secur: ~y.

BAN UNDER SENATE BILL

"This Is a form of psychological deceit
practiced upon senior citizens," said C.
Christophor Brown, head of the law reform
unit of the Baltimore Legal Aid Bureau. "The
government Is giving with one hand and tak
ing away with the other."

This cannot happen If the blll passed by
the Senate is approved by the House and
signed by President Nixon; Under the meas
ure states would be prohibited from reducing
welfare payments in response to the Social
Security increase.

The blll would also cost the states addi
tional money by requiring them to raise the
income limits for ellgib1llty, not merely for
those welfare recipients who are on Social
Security. but for all disabled, aged and blind.
In New York, many in the disabled category
are narcotics addicts.

In most states, elderly people on Social
Security receive only small amounts of money
from welfare, and their removal from the
rolls is less of a hardship in terms of direct
welfare payments than it is in terms of the
services that are corollaries to a welfare
status.

In many states, for example, Medlcald
whose cost is shared by the Federal and state
governments-is available only to those
whose incomes are low enough to qualify
them for welfare, even though the Federal
guidelines allow Medicaid benefits for those
With incomes up to 133 per cent of the wel
fare maximum.

Other benefits, such as food stamps, legal
help and home-making services, are also
often tied directly to welfare.

BRONX WOMAN HIT

Mrs. Elesabeth Miles of 1365 Finley Ave
nue, the Bronx, for example, faces the loss
of a valuable homemaker because the Soctal
Security rise wlll make her ineligible for
welfare. She is 62.

"The letter came last Wednesday," she
said, "and now I have nothing. I have been
a widow for 29 years and am completely
blind in the right eye and partially blind in
the left eye. My son is unable to take care ot
me because he has eight chlldren of his
own."

Her monthly Social Security check, to rise
trom $133.10 to $159.70, will have to cover
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her $70.40 a month rent, as well as her food
and other exIYCl!lses.

"They say tlilit'"they are giving me a 20 per
cent increase, but they been taking every
thing back and all I get is nothing," Mrs.
Miles said. "We worked hard to take care
of ourselves and they just don't care If we
live or die."

In a small, sad room on West 86th Street,
Joseph Wolfson, 80, a frail, asthmatic man
spoke with fear. "Most of the time I am
in the hospital because of asthma," he said.
"I feel all right now, but who knows what
can happen next week? I just can't live
with that little amount of money and no
Medicaid."

Eva Estelle Jackson, 70, lives alone In
Montgomery, Ala., and has suffered from
tuberculosis and ulcers. She now receives
$132 a month in Social Security and $24
in welfare, but she has been told that the
Social Security increase will raise her a few
dollars above the welfare maximum she will
therefore lose Medicaid, which paid several
thousand dollars for three weeks she spent
in hospitals last year.

"It's gonna hit me hard," Miss Jackson
said. "If they'd just left me with a pen
sion of $1 or $2, and Medicaid, I'd have been
a lot better off. If I had some illness, I just
don't know what I'd do. I'd just be in bad
shape, because I've got nobody to fall back
on."

Miss Jackson discovered that she will also
have to pay a $2-a-month garbage collection
fee to the City of Montgomery. Only those
on welfare are exempted from the fee.

Another Montgomery resident, Emily
Shepherd, 76, is now In the hospital, being
treated for emphysema. When her $137-0.
month Social Security check rises to $164,
she will lose $66 In welfare from the state,
ending up with $39 less a month than now,
and no Medicaid.

At that point, her choices will be "either
to go into a convalescent home or just go
back to my apartment and die," she says. "It's
the most ridiculous thing I ever heard of.
They should have had a little forethought.
They're just a bunch of meatheads In Con
gress."

In Las Vegas, the Social Security check of
Henrietta G. Oberg, 78, will rise from $163
to $183 a month, but her $23 welfare pay
ment will be eliminated as a result, leaving
her $7 ahead, but without Medicaid. She is
being treated for cancer. "What am I going
to do?" she asked.

In Cedar Rapids, Iowa, Mary Wright also
lost Medicaid. "It will take it all away from
me," she said of the Social Security Increase.
"I can't afford It. I'm having It all canceled. I
got to pay my rent, clothes and feed myself.
There's nobody else to do It for me. You can't
get any glasses, can't get any teeth-any
thing you need you can't get."

The ditllcultles have also affected some
younger people. Lennell Frison, 40, a father
of 10 In Portland, Ore., Is a former foundry
worker whose arthritis put him out of a job
two years ago. He and his wife, who has dia
betes, were told recently that the Social Se
curity rise would mean the end of welfare
and the end of medical payments.

"Without that aid to the doctor, man, I
don't know how we're going to make it." His
wife, he says, works sometimes as a janitor
at night, making about $100 a week. They
had planned to try to bUy the six-room house
they now rent, he said, "But we're probably
gonna lose it."

Mr. Frison has considered sending his 17
year-old son to work, but he is torn by power
fUl doubts. "I hate to take my oldest boy out
of school, because then he'd be where I am
I think I'd go back to work and punish my
self Instead. I can't stand up too long. My
legs won't hold me. BUJt it gets you. A man
ain't nothln.g if he can't feed his children."

In Hazelwood, Mo., a suburb of St. Louis,
Mr. and Mrs. Russell French face similar dlf-

ficulties. Mr. French suffers from heart dis
ease and diabetes, she from arthritis and
rickets. Two of_their children, Charles, 15,
and Lorraine, 12, have rickets, and a third,
Russell, is diabetic.

"It's the Medl~ald that counts," said Mrs.
French. "I figure It would cost us $100 a
month just to keep my husband supplied
With medicine." Neither she nor her husband
can work; their Social Security comes to
about $400 a month.

The family's physician, who asked not to be
ident1fl.ed, confirmed that the French family
needed constant medical attention. "Of all
my families, this is the one that is probably
the most In need," he said.

When Mrs. French was 10 years old and
liVing In Corning, Ark., she recalled, her
mother died because she could not get medi
cal help. "If anyone thinks things have
changed, they haven't," she said, "because
the same thing probably will happen to us."

SOCIAL SECURITY: WHEN A RAISE
Is NOT

(By Joe Blade)
Along with 29 ml1lion other Americans,

Mrs. Mary Freed wlll get a 20-percent In
crease in her Social Security payments Oct. 3.

Big deal!
Mrs. Freed's monthly check will go up $27

to $162.40. Because of that increase:
Her rent wUl rise from $26 to $33 on her

etllclency apartment administered as public
housing In an old bUilding at 1706 Stevens
Av.

Her ald-to-the-dlsabled payments of $22
a month w1ll cease. She will be over the limit
($78 plus rent) set by the state as the maxi
mum financial aid level.

The medical assistance (Medicaid) program
wlll drop her. She w1ll be reinstated, however,
as soon as she spends $80.40 on medical costs.
Then she would go on Medicaid again, but
only for six months.

She should spend that amount quickly be
cause she takes medication for diabetes, a
heart condition, pains In her legs, a steel ball
in her shOUlder and, not surprisingly,
"nerves." Her total expenses are going to
run at least $42.80 a month more because of
that $27 Increase In Social Security.

"Why In hell when a person gets to 66 and
no good don't they take a person out and
shoot him Instead of torturing him to
death?" she said. "I would if I was running
things."

Mrs. Freed is a 65-year-old widow. She is
one of millions of Americans who will bene
fit only slightly or not at all from the largest
Social Security Increase in history.

The reason: When an electioneering Con
gress approved the 20-percent boost with an
eye on the elderly vote, It faUed to make ad
justments In other assistance programs.

It is the poorest of America's elderly who
face tragedy as a reSUlt. It is they who most
need extra Income from Social Security as
well as aid from other programs.

But because those benefits are based on
income, they will lose much-or all-of that
20-percent boost. Some will lose the other
assistance as well. It works like this:

Old Age Assistance such as aid to the dis
abled and to the blind must be cut virtually
dollar-for-dollar as the recipient's Income In
creases.

In 1970 Congress exempted $4 of that year's
Social Security raise from cuts In Old Age
Assistance. There was no such action this
year. And that $4 exemption expires on Dec.
31 of this year.

Food stamps wl1l be lost by 1,269 of Hen
nepin County's 4,359 Social Security reci
pients who now purchase them. Their In
come will rise above the maximum of $180 for
a single person and $246 for a couple.

Another 2,297 persons will pay more for
their stamps. For example, one 72-year-old
man whose Social Security Is going up $30

to $178.60 a month will pay $26 for $36 worth
of stamps. He had been paying $24.

Public-housing rent is fixed at 25 percent
of income after deductions for certain ex
penses. When a tenant's income goes up,
a quarter of the increase is added to the
rent.

Some tenants may be pushed above maxi
mum Incomes of $4,300 for single persons
and $5,200 for couples, again figured after
certain deductions.

But the extra Income will not be a basis
for eviction untll the tenant's regular two
year eligiblllty review, promises James Lem
ley, director of management at the Minne
apolis Housing and Redevelopment Author
ity.

Medicaid, or medical assistance for the
poor, will be lost by about 700 of 1,700 Hen
nepin County Social Security recipients who
now receive it.

Almost all of these persons w1ll be re
turned, welfare department oIDclals believe,
after a "spend-down." If six months' income
over maximum levels-$145 for individuals
and $202 for couples plus a $4 "pass
through"-goes for medical expenses, they
become eligible for the next six months.

Veterans pensions for impoverished vet
erans and their dependents also are reduced
as income Increases. However, the reduction
Is less than dollar for dollar and Is least for
recipients with the lowest Incomes.

Furthermore, none of these pensions will
be changed until the end of the year, giving
Congress time to act.

The buck stops with Congress If the rules
are to change. The state Legislature could
raise the outdated standards in Old Age As
sistance, but the Legislature does not con
vene until 1973.

A variety of bills have been introduced In
Congress to eliminate taking back money
through one program that was handed out
through another.

Minneapolis Rep. Donald Fraser is one of
65 co-sponsors of a bill that would require
the entire Social Security increase to be dis
regarded by other programs.

The problem Is that the November elec
tion, which was a major cause of the prob
lem, now is so near that Congress may ad
journ before cleaning up the confilcts.

SOCIAL SECURITY

(By Robert T. Smith)
Well, for those on Social Security we have

good news and bad news today. First the
bad news:

As you may know, President Nixon, who Is
up for reelection, ordered a "rent watch"
the other day on housing of senior citizens
on Social security.

He said he wanted to make sure rents were
not "Illegally" raised because of the 20
percent Increase In Social Security benefits
that was to show up In checks Tuesday.

But it doesn't affect the 9,679 older people
who live in public housing In the Twin CIties.
Housing controlled by federal, state, or local
governments Is specifically excluded from the
"rent watch."

Those In pUblic housing, the poorest of the
senior citizens. wlll have to live with the
raise In rent that went Into effect with their
first check that Incl~lded the raise In Social
Security.

It doesn't make any sense, but those In
pUblic housing are in the minority and,
therefore, aren't going to tip any elections
one way or another.

Now for the good news:
It does affect the 106,000 elderly who live

In private housing In the T\vin Cities. That is
65.000 In Minneapolis and 41,000 In St. Paul.

If any of you feel your rents have been
raised llIegally, you can complain to the
Internal Revenue Service (ma). Just call:
726-7124.

The IRS has been ordered to check any
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rent complaints of SocIal Security people
throughout :Minnesota. Said Richard C. Vos
kull, IRS district director.

""Ve are urging landlords not to raise rents
unless they are certain such Increases are
legal. In many cases landlords already have
raised rents this year and must walt until
12 months have elapsed since that Increase
before raising rents again."

This does not Include landlords with less
than four units.

Landlords cannot raise rents beyond a
maximum of 2.5 percent a year, unless there
are Improvements or increased taxes or serv
Ices. A tenant must receive a detailed 30
day notice of any Increases.

So what can the IRS do? They can order
that Illegal rents be stopped, that overpay
ments be returned and that the landlords
be fined. The fine can be up to $5,000 under
earlier wage-price stabilization guides.

Although anyone can be the victim of
an Illegal rent Increase, the IRS Is giving
priority to those on Social Security.

Sen. Walter Mondale, who's also up for
reelection has proposed a bill to Congress to
prevent rent raises for Social Security recip
Ients In publiC housing. But that may take
some time.

Daphne Krause, director of the Minne
apolis Age & Opportunities Center, long a
tighter against giving the elederly raises and
their taking thelU away, said:

"It's excellent that something Is being
done to protect those In private housing.
Now let's get to work on the public hous
Ing. All a raise does for those people Is he1p
catch them up on the rising cost of living"
Amen.

'Mr, MONDALE. I also ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
a series of pathetic letters from Min
nesotans that show the cruelty of a
situation in which elderly people ex
pected the social security increase and
then found that because of the way the
law is written public housing rents went
up, the food stamp entitlement disap
peared, veterans pensions were reduced,
they became ineligible for medicaid, and

, old age assistance was reduced. In one
way of another, they found that all or
most of the increase was taken away
from them; and many found, as in the
example I cited, that they end up losing
a great deal of money through this
increase. It becomes the cruelest form
of revenue sharing-the money going
through the hands of these old folks and
being siphoned off by local governments.

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

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.,
July 28, 1972.

SENATOR MONDALE: I am very thankful to
get our raise In Social Security. But I think
when we get this raise that some of us will
not be able to buy any more food stamps,
and I think the Minneapolis Housing will
raise our rents.

So I don't know If the raise will do some
of us senior citizens any good. And the young
people that are working will have to pay so
much more taxes from their wages and I do
not think they should have to pay any more
taxes.

Let some of the rich people pay more taxes.
Why all the loop holes for some. And I want
to ask you some questions please answer
these. Where do you stand on amnesty? The
rights of the homosexual? And what do you
think about the people who want to legalize
marihuana? Please answer soon.

Sincerely,
Mrs. E. M. HAND.

U.S. SENATE,
Wash.ington, D.C., Au.gmt 17, 1972,

Mrs. E. M. HAND,
Minneapolis, Minn.

DEAR MRS. HAND: Thank you for your mes
sage concerning the DFL platform.

As you may know, I have expressed my res
ervations about this platform on several oc
casions. In addition, I am concerned that
because of the struggle over the controver
sial planks, the DFL was unable to take a
position on many of the vital Issues affecting
most Minnesotans and most Americans. For
example, I believe the Con\'entlon shOUld
have focused Its attention on such crucial
Issues as tax reform, health care, environ
mental protection, housing, jobs, preserva
tion of the family farm, financial security
for the elderly, and consumer protection.

When the DFL Central Committee meets
In the near future, I am hopefUl that we
will clearly state our party's position on these
and other crucial Issues.

In the meantime, I will continue to speak
out on what I believe to be the most urgent
concerns and needs of the people of Minne
sota.

I am proud to have been a cosponsor of the
20 percent Increase In Social Security bene
fits, which passed t,he Senate on June 30th
and has now become law.

This measure, which also prOVides for reg
ular cost-of-llving Increases to protect social
security recipients from the destructive ef
fects of Infiation, shOUld greatly improve the
situation of elderly and handicapped citizens
In Minnesota and throughout the nation.

With warm regards.
Sincerely,

WALTER F. MONDALE,

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.,
September 1, 1972.

SENATOR WALTER MONDALE: I 'have already
read my notice. That my rent Is to be raised
$8.00 a month starting Oct. 1st. So I will
have to pay $41.00 a month for my one room
efficiency. I would be better off With out the
Social Security raise. I have been getting
$122.90 SS less $5.80 for Medicare. Then [ need
$34.53 pension. Now I will be receivIng $147.20
SS.

That Is what the Minneapolis Housing
wrote In my letter when they wrote to tell me
my rent would be raised and I will receive my
$34.53 pension but I will be losing my food
stamps. As one Is only allowed an Income of
$78.00 a month to be able to buy Food
Stamps. So the way I figure it I would be
better off without ,the raise when I moved
Into this building. I paid $30.00 rent, Then
when we received our last SS raise my rent
was raised to $33.00 and now to $41.00. At
first I paid $18.00 for $28.00 worth of Food
Stamps. Then I paid $22.00 for $32.00 worth
I think It was. But the last time I paid $22.00
and received $36.00 In FS. And I can do the
same for Sept, But II don't think after Oct,
that I will be able to buy F.S.

Sincerely,
MRS. E. HAND.

SEPTEMBER 7, 1972.
Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SIR: To identify myself. My husband
was known In Crosby-Ironton. as "Charlie"
the Telephone Man. He passed away sept.
8th 1970. We had four daughters. Minnie.
Annie. Evelyn, Fern, who attended school
& graduated from high school there except
Fern.

I am writing you concerning the Increase
in social security. Which actually Is no In
crease at all. It was a great shock to me to be
Informed that the Increase would be de
ducted from myoid age assistance.

I have been receiving $115.10 In social se
curity. And $30.00 In old age assistance.
GiVing me a total of $145.10.

My expenses Is rent $80.00. Telephone $7.13,
groceries $25.00, personal needs $25,00, in
surance $5.00.

I understand that there Is just one phase
that. Makes this necessary to deduct from
old age assistance. Or a veteran's pension.

This makes the most ridiculous joke of
something that Is so Vital to the life line of
our elderly. Who are In need.

Respectfully,
Mrs. LYDIA M. TRIERWEILER.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.,
August 7, 1972.

Senator W. F. MONDALE,
Old Senate Office Bu.ilding,
Wash.ington, D.C.

HONORABLE SENATOR W. F. MONDALE: Why
when you get a raise In Social Security does
housing or "welfare" takes It from you, or If
housing leaves your rent, off It comes from
welfare. As It stands now I'm worse off than
before the Social Security gave the 20% raise.
I'm on A.D.

Figure up 70.40 and 58.00 leaves 128.00.
Have been paying 45.00 rent. Takes most of
the $58.00 "stamps." Clothing shoes are so
expensive. I don't get. a paper, no TV. No
Radio. No Phone. I can't afford them. Hous
Ing offers trips to Duluth, Winona, I can't
go they are to expensive, I hope and pray you
can stop welfare from taking the 20% off.
God Bless you, If you can work out some way
to prevent the taking away of the small
amounts we get In Social SecurIty.

I thank you most kindly,
Miss CORNELIA M. ELLIOTT.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.,
August 8, 1972.

SENATOR MONDALE: Thank ybu for answer
Ing my letter. The raise we will get In S.S.
will do some Senior Citizen some good but for
me I am not so sure. As I think It will put me
just a few dollars over the limit for buying
food stamps or our rent will be raised again
I am sure. Please do not write to the Mgh.
Housing but the last raise we got In SS we
had our rent raIsed. My rent was only raised
$3.00 a month but this $36.00 a year would
buy me a new dress. And I sure wish I could
buy Food Stamps after we get the Oct. raise
in SS. But thanks anyway.

Sincerely,
Mrs. E. M. HAND.

CAMBRIDGE, MINN.,
September 17, 1972.

SENATOR MONDALE: I am much disappoint
ed With what is taking place with our raise
in S.S. My husband Is 90 yrs. and a patient
at a nursing home. I am 80 and living In
a small apt. at pUblic housing. Our S.S. for
the two of us will amount to $310.30. I was
paying $60.90 to the home In order that he
would get some medical assistance. Begin
ning Oct. 1st I'll be paying $100.30. I am
now paying $55.00 rent here and will be
raised $11.00. So When I used to have $147.00
left I'll have $136 left if my figures are cor
rect, What Is the government doing to us
old people? I appreciate what you are trying
to do for us.

Sincerely,
ELLEN BIRCH.

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 mUllan authorized by Congress to meet
the operating costs of public housing. The
delay In releasing such funds has forced
local pUblic hOUSing agencies to raise the
rent of housing for the elderly,

But the biggest problem Is lack of coor
dination among the agencies that are nib
bling away at the elderly. Medicare, Old
Age Assistance, the Minneapolis Housing Au
thority, the U.S. Department of Housing and
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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 confused and
disappointed when they see their raises eaten
up before they can buy an extra can of
soup.

CUSHING. MINN.,
September 5, 1972.

Senator WALTER 1\IONDALE.
DEAR SIR: I am enclosing the notice we got

from the Morrison County Social Service of
fice, Little Falls, Minn. Our social security
checks are, Mr. Oothoudt $90.60, mine $61.90
and we each get $40 from welfare, Now we
;>.re advised that our Oct. payment wUl be
reduced in the am't equal to the Increased
benefits. Senator I just haven',t been able to
keep up as it Is and now to get a cut in our
checks. Living is so terrible high, every thing
is so very high, we pay taxes, insurance. We
have payments.

We don't begin to have what Is needed.
Mr. Oothoud't Is 79 yrs. old. A cripple from
arthritis, can not do one thing, with a
walker and wheel chair all to gather, for my
self I am 69 yrs. and have a heart condition
which means we have to hire so much work
done and far more expense than one planned
or expected. We have a 1961 Ford which is
our only means of transportation and the
car too needs repairs. Every week I take Mr.
Oothoudt into Little FallS for shots for his
legs which is llidded expense, instead of a
decrease we need an increase in our checks.

I just cannot make the checks reach, not
through no fault of ours. I am behind on my
bills. Weare two people that just don't llke
to beg or be on welfare, we have no other in
come, just our Soc. Sec. checks 'and welfare.
I understand by this enclosed notice it
would do us no good to go to our county
welfare board about this matter.

I am taking this way in writing you for
advice and what can be done, if our soc Sec
checks were more in the first place and than
a raise but we are in lower paym't of Soc Sec
& I just don't know how I can manage-for
us we aren't getting no raise give more on
Soc Sec checks & taking less on Welfare-
I would like to have this notice returned to
us.

Thanking you so very much for your time
& would appreciate any help you can give
us.

Sincerely,
Mrs. V. A. DOTHFUDT.

IMPORTANT NOTICE, AUGUST 31, 1972
If you are receiving a Social Security pay

ment, this Notice is to inform you that your
October Publlc Assistance payment wlll be
reduced in an amount equal to the increased
benefit you receive from Social Security.

Public Law 92-336 which increases the
Social Security benefits does not provide that
these benefits can be passed along to the
recipients of Public Assistance.

The County Welfare Board has no au
thority in this matter and must reduce Pub
Hc Assistance payments in the amount of
the Social Security increase.

JAMES A. ATKINSON,
Director, Morrison County Social Serv

ices.

ST. PAUL, MINN., September 15, 1972.
President RICHARD 1\1. NIXON,
The White Hottse,
Washington, D.C.

lIIR. PRr:SIDFNT: I am a 67 vear old handi
~a"ped wido'.'.' subSisting on 'Social security
Rnd a railroad pension. My husband worked
for 3a years for the Northern Pacific Rall
way a:ld paid a high price for what he be
lieved would be our nest egg, our guarantee
that we w0uld be comfortable and self

,sllfficien t in our later years. This was to be
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separate and in addition to Social Security.
"ly husband died at age 51.

When I became old enough to apply for
Social Security, I immediately took a 33 ~~ %
cut in my railroad retirement benefits. Now
we are to receive a 20% increase in Social
Security. Because of this increase, I am to
be penalized by a further cut Ll my railroad
retirement benefits. I understand that this
raise in Social Security does not have the
same effect on other pension plans such as
that received by the telephone workers.

Should we who believed our wages were
being taken for our own benefit and welfare.
now be penalized again? Is this to happen
again and again untll our hard worked for
nest egg is entirely gone?

It is a meager living as is with rising
taxes, medical expenses going up all the
time and promised rent raises. The 20%
increase is eaten up and I wlll certainly not
gain, but lose again!

Sincerely,
Mrs. PEARL LAGERSTEDT.

DULUTH, MINN., September 23,1972.
Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SIR: With the increase in Social
Security we thought we would be able to
keep up with the rising cost of grocery, fuel,
garbage, and other necessities, but now we
get a letter my husband's Old Age Assist
ance will be cut-maybe entirely-because of
the raise in Social Security.

My husband gets a low social security. We
sold our home years ago and live in an old
trailer on some land we had left.

I am 61 but too ill to work anymore.
We do hope our democratic laWTllakers

will help us. A person hates to say too
much-they might take everything away.
I'm sending this clipping from the paper.

We hate charity, but we have worked
hard all of our lives and paid our bills.

This social security boost was to help pay
for the increase in living. I can't understand
what they are trying to do to old people.

I trust you, Mr. M9ndale and hope you
wlll try your best to see that they won't cut
us off this help.

Sincerely,
Mrs. HAROLD STARK.

KARTH SAYS ELDERLY BEING SHORTCHANGED
(By Lee Egerstrom)

WASHINGTON.-A 20 per cent increase in
social security benefits approved by Congress
this summer and a 10 per cent increase
approved a year ago w1ll mean no increased
income for the elderly under several state
welfare programs, a Minnesota congressman
charged this week.

Rep. Joseph Karth, D-Minn., and fellow
members of the House Ways and Means Com
mittee have been besieged by senior citizens
wondering what went wrong.

"All too often the Congress has found that
when it raised the level of benefits for senior
citizens the increase was eliminated by re
duced state benefits," he said.

"It is totally contrary to the will of Con
gress and the will of the people for state
legislatures to require their state welfare
departments to reduce old age assistance
benefits as the federal government raises
them."

States that have de-escalating old age
assistance benefits pull back state services as
federal payments increase. In several states,
including Minnesota, senior citizens can
actually lose more in state benefits than the
federal increase Congress intended to provIde.

Karth said Minnesotans have informed
him that the additional income from this
summer's 20 per cent increase has pushed
elderly people into higher income brackets.
causing them to lose food stamp and state
assistance benefits.

It has also required elderly persons to pay

higher rents in federally assisted housing, he
said.

"This is contrary to the purpose of the
20 per cent increase," Karth added. "Minne
sota, I regret to note, is all unfortunate ex
ample of this kind of irresponsible action,"

Karth and Rep. Donald Fraser, D-l\1inn.,
have introduced legislation with others that
would direct both state and federal assistance
programs to ignore the new sociai security
hike.

The intent of the new legislation was to
improve social security benefits and not offset
other state or federal assistance reductions.

The Ways and Means Committee will hold
hearings on the legislation next week, and
committee members are confident that Con
gress will hurriedly pass correcting legislation
before adjournment sometime this fall.

Aides of Chairman Wilbur Mills, D-Ark.,
are currently compiling a list of states where
the 20 per cent increase Is resulting in a re
duction of state benefits and increased
charges of other federal assistance programs.
The list, as the committee checks around the
nation, is growing longer.

Most states with old age assistance pro
grams th,at are a prerequisite for medicaid
benefits will jeopardize medicaid payments
to senior citizens whose incomes are in
creased by the hike.

A Minnesota Welfare Department spokes
man said his state's program, more liberal
than in most states, won't jeopardize the
medicaid benefits for most senior citizens on
old age assistance.

But he acknowledged that Minnesota, like
many states with county-administered old
age assistance, wUI reduce county payments
of ,assistance in ration with the social
security increase.

"The unjust part is that persons with in
comes high enough so they aren't on old age
assistance will in fact get a social security
raise," he said. "But persons on old age as
sistance, who really need the increase, will
find that their total income has stayed the
same."

Karth said his proposed legislation would
require states to maintain current levels of
assistance to senior citizens.

This provision would be, in governmentese,
a "hold harmless" or "pass through" provi
sion "grandfathering" in state benefits simi
lar to program grants protected in the
newly-passed federal revenue sharing bill.

A second part of the Karth legislation
would protect the elderly from losing bene
fits or haVing increased charges in federally
assisted programs.

Karth, who is as outspoken as Chairman
Mllls, said the senior citizen "Is given an in
crease by one hand and has it taken away
by another."

In a slap at Minnesota state legislators, he
said that "many states apparently cannot be
trusted to pass on the same level of benefits
to their senior citizens when federal benefits
are raised."

While Karth was unhappy about the effect
on the social security increase in his state,
the Ways and Means Committee reports that
checks with the Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare (HEW) would indicate
states that do not have medical programs
would most adversely affect senior citizens.

RICHFIELD, MINN., September 25, 1972.
Hon. RICHARD M. NIXON,
White House,
Washingtoll, D.C.

DEAR PRESIDENT NIXON: I am enclosing the
column of Robert T. Smith, Minneapolis
Tribune. dated September 15, 1972.

As many others are, I am greatly concerned
over the plight of the senior citizens in our
great country-you will note, John Stenen,
referred to in the article, received a $9. a
month raise in Social Security benefits about
a year ago-then liVing in public housing his
rent went up $5. a month-Medicare cost
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rose $1.40 0. month-The Old Age Assistance
people gave him $5. less 0. month-they
would have eaten the whole $9.00 but for the
"pass-through" law that prevented them
from taking the first $4 of the raise. You will
note the article further states "It didn't pre
vent the other from taking It, however."

Further-this man ended up paying $2.40
more than the $9 raise for the same benefits.

We are now on the threshold of another
raise In the Social Security benefits-please,
for goodness sakes, let everyone have the
proper compassion for our elderly citizens
and let them experience the joy of having a
RAISE-people in Government employ get
their substantial raises without having It
systematically taken away from them-with
0.11 the pious attitudes of doing more for SO
c1o.1 Security recipients-let those In the po
sition to do so make it possible for them to
keep the little extra-in some cases It Is
perhaps the only joy they have.

Sincerely,
DORA M. KNUDSON.

ST. PAUL, MINN., September 25, 1972.
DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: I read in the St.

Paul Dispatch of the blll you were Introduc
ing to assure that all Social Security recipi
ents received the full benefit of the 20 per
cent increase in benefits. I certainly com
mend you for this.

That same day my mother Who is receiVing
0. small monthly allowance of $9.00 from Old
Age Assistance, received a letter from their
office stating her monthly allowance would
cease as of October 1st as her Income would
otherwise be Increased.

I hope you wlll be successful In getting
this legislation passed.

Sincerely,
Mrs. ROBERT O'BRIEN.

PAYNESVILLE, MINN., September 28,1972.
Hon. SENATOR WALTER MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: I would like to call your
attention how Senior Citizens are being
treated now that we get a 20% raise on
Social Security. Other benefits are cut off,
now, why do you not watch that the other
benefits are kept up, we need much in our
old age, as we are on a fixed income. Of years

. back our expenses and living is in this
bracket. How do you think we keep going?
If we would have an income like you folks
high wages, we would not complain at all.
Now in my own case I was in the hospital
this spring about 3 weeks. Medicare cut me
olf on some of what they should pay because
It was based on 1971 scale. This was a doc
tor's bUl that raised their charges In 1972.
But Medicare only paid on 1971 bases, so It
cost me an extra $75.00. Now why can the
doctor charge more after the scale was set.

See how we get beatl Hope you w1ll look
Into this matter.

Sincerely,
EDWIN MANZ.

ALBANY, MINN., September 9, 1972.
Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Wasntngton, D.C.

DEAR MR. MONDALE: This Is urgentl Unless
congress acts at once, those Senior Citizens
on Old Age Assistance who .get the 20% In
crease In Social Security on their October
3rd. check, wlll have that amount taken olf
their October 1st. Welfare Check. This Is a
deplorable situation for our elderly!

Unless the law Is changed during this ses
sion, the Veterans on pension will also lose
this 20% increase on their pension checks In
January, 1973.

Any help you can give our Senior Citizens
In regard to this, will be greatly appreclo.ted.

My sincere thanks for all you have done
for our elderly. Best wishes for your success
in the coming election, I am,

Sincerely,

Mrs. WARREN WEBER,
Stearns County Coordinator on Aging.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., August 1972.
Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE.
U.S. Senate, Old Senate Office Building,

Washington. D.C.
DEAR Sm: W1I1 our grants be lowered when

we receive our 20% Increase In Social Secu
rity. They have always taken away before,
was wondering If they wUl now-I hope not.

Also I'm In a Mpls Housing Project for
Senior CItizens and I'm paying more than y..
of my Total Income for Rent. I thought v..
was the limit. Can anything be done to cor
rect this. Thanking you kindly for your
trouble.

I remain,
Miss CORNELIA ELLIOTT.

COON RAPIDS, MINN.,
September 13, 1972.

Mr. MONDALE: W1ll you help With the b1l1
Don Fraser Introduced in Congress to help
us keep the small emergency help & our
small S.S. raise we'll get Oct. 1st, Anoka Co.
welfare wants to cut off my $12 assistance,
my State & County Health card (food
stamps), snow removal from my roof & drive
way In winter. I fell olf my roof trying to
repair space between chimney block and
tHe. I hurt my left arm badly. Then last Feb.
I 'fell on Anoka St. & Injured my right arm.
It ached all last nlte. Medicine for my aching
arms are very expensive & I need my health
card for this. Nixon asked for this cut on
the older people (I'm over 72) who can lease
afford these cuts. With S.S. raise I'll be
ge~tlng $156 which Isn't enough Ito keep up
home pay ihlgh taxes & taxes on my fuel 011
light iblll & many of Life's necessities. I hope
you, F1raser, Frenzel & Humphrey will get
busy & pass Fraser's b1l1 so we can keep the
llttle assistance ($12) I get & our small S.S.
raise too. I'm wrIting these other Congress
men. Will you answer the $164 question for
me? If the Fed Gov',t donates % toward my
assistance, the State gives \4 & Anoka Co.
donate only \4 of assistance, why a.re they
allOWed to put a lien on my home for the
full em't.?

My home Is badly In need of repairs; I
haven't had a refrigerator for 3 yrs, have no
kitchen lIghit or a decent bed to sleep in,
they (A.C.V.) knows these facts but won't
go over 0. certain State budget. This budget
Is so miserably low one can hardly exist on
It. It's sub standard Hvlng. I have to hitch
hike 5 miles to Anoka to get groceries.

Why can't we have a home program here
like Sargent Schriber was head of to get
1leople here to go help people, all over
the world. I can't think of name of It right
now. Why couldn't something Hke this be
organised here to help older Sr. citizens keep
their homes repaired and help them In many
ways they can't alford Ito pay for this? This
help has to pass and reach us before Oct.
1st.

When an older person needs to bUy a home
under Federal Housing program What, are
some of the requirements to bUy one? I'd
rather be dead than live here this winter, the
house is damp. Plaster or wall board Is off
ceiling of both bedrooms & heat goes out
thru roof. I use too much fuel 011. Have
no heat In kitchen so can't use bathroom.

Water pipes In kitchen froze up twice In
last two years.

Please work with Frazer's b11l, with Hum
phrey & Frenzel to help us forgotten Sr.
citizens keep this little help we get & our
S.S. too. Pres. Roosevelt said were all en
titled to freedom from want & worry &
agree with him.

That was Peace Corps which Sargent
Schriver heads. He was asked to give up
his job opportunity position as he held two
Govt. jobs and he refused & kept both
jobs for a long time.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.,
September 20, 1970.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: Why does every
one write to you, because you at least try
to do something about things.

Here's my problem. The 20% increase to
old people. Because of It many are forced to
pay it right back, plus losing perhaps bene
fits from old age assistance or medical.

I plead with you to try to do something
about it.

My Mother is one, she had security till now
knowing her medicines and all her Doctor
& Hospital would be taken care of by Medical
Assistance. When she went on It she had too,
as her savings of around $9,000.00 were all
gone. She had liver cirrhosis was tapped
aro\lnd 85 times by Dr. Proshek. Medical
records show this. She desperately needs all
her medicines. pain pills, ucler & etc. She
lives with us and thank God my Husband Is
good to her, but I only have an upstairs room
no bathroom, meaning a commode' to take
care a necessity. She's on a speCial diet which
means special food, so this totally runs to
quite a bit.

We charge her $100.00 now but she was
going to give us $125.00 Which hardly takes
care of her needs. The druggist totaled her
acct. It runs around $25.00 or $28.00 a month.
So she Is to get $152.00 deduct that there's
nothing, she was told to drop Mlnn Blue
Cross when assistance took over. Now she
doesn't even have that. She has around
$225.00 in a savIng after my Dad Died. What
can she and other do.

Because she Is $7.76 over she can not get
medicine. I think this very unfair. Please
bring this up and do something for these
Dear old Senior C1ts, and Country folks.

Certainly Congress could do something be
sides let them worry themselves to death.
Ive had to give her nerve pillS every day
and thank God 1m here or I dont know, but
what of those that are without anyone to
love them.

It seeIllS the young get all and old get
nothing but bare necessities.

Please ans. somehow.
Sincerely,

Mrs. S. ANDERSON.

SEPTEMBER 18, 1972.
DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: You know I got

the letter receiving a increase In Social Se
curity which Is real good, but also they
raised my rent & food stamps are less.

Now Saturday I received 0. notice from the
finance Department of Welfare which I'm
lln Medicare. I was just getting ready to
have my teeth extracted on account of when
I had the cardiac arrest my mouth was 50

closed 50 tight that they broke off all my
bottom teeth & my upper are nothing but
roots.

Now they say I won't be eligible for
Medical assistance & my case wlll be closed
starting Oct. I, 72 & I have heart medicine
which Is I suspect & asthma wlllter pills &
valium I got to take protein on account of
clogging In my blood.

Also certain Medicine from the Dermstol
oglst for my legs that my vein's broke &
Itch & I have had blood clots & ulcers. I
need this medicine badly. If I pay for all this
I won't be able to eat. I need boots & shoes
50 badly for winter. Also I have a bad upper
respiratory trouble & Christian Weber de
scribes which at the time Is no cure. What
are they trying to do to us? We get a little
raise & all this comes up. I don't know what
todo,

I have to have my medicine. I carry it
where ever I go In case If I get short oi
breath & can't breath.

This raise does not seem to help matters
its going to make things worse.

President Nixon should be in some of
our shoes. Please tell me What to do.

Thank you so mUCh. God bless you & I hope
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we go all the way I mean democratic way
In Nov.

Please as soon as possible. I haven't had
any rest Just worrying what IS ahead of us.
from Mae E. Nulsen, 2728 Franklin 55406
over apt. 2003.

I'll get $151.10 In Oct. 'My rent raised 6.00
& less food stamps. I also pay for like aspirin
& vaper rub, Llsterene & all other medicines
except what the Dr. prescribed & it has upset
my health.

I'm so nervous which hasn:.t helped my
asthma any.

My medical bill runs pretty high especially
the heart medicine. I'llhave less money then
I ever did to get along oh.

Thank you for listening.
Mrs. MAE NULSEN.

SEPTEMBER 26, 1972.
Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
Ola Senate Office BUilding,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: The Minneapolis
Senior Worker's Association, a group of pro
fession Social Workers serving the elderly of
greater Hennepin County, wish to express
our wholehearted support of the current
efforts to disregard the recent Social Secu
rity Increases when computing ellgiblllty for
and benefits from other Federal programs.

We can't believe the Intent of the recent
Social Security Increase was to work to the
detriment of the poorest and most needy of
our population.

Please exercise whatever infiuence you can
to right this injustice being perpetrated
against those who built this great country.

Sincerely,
MINNEAPOLIS SENIOR WORKER'S Assso

elATION,
(Representing over 50 agencies prOVid

ing services to older adults).

SEPTEMBER 23, 1972.
DEAR Sm: I think the elderly should be

able to buy Food Stamps because of the In
crease in S.S. lot of people won't be able
to buy them.

And on medicare they should get glasses
and dentures, also reduced rates on travel
like the students get they have these whole
life ahead of them.

The unwed mothers get A.C.D. all medical
blll paid and care buy food stamps.

Sincerely,
F. A. NIVALA.

CITY OP MINNEAPOLIS,
September 28,1972.

Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
Old. Senate 0 fJice Build.ing,
Washington, D.O.

My DEAR MR. MONDALE: The Mlnneapolls
Board of Publlc Welfare, at its meeting Sep
tember 22, 1972, unanimously concurred in
the attached resolution adopted by the Mln
neapolls City Council September 22, 1972,
urging the Congress of ,the United States, the
Mlnneapol1s Housing Authority and other
involved agencies to change any pollcles
Which tend to negate the recent increase In
Social Security benefits.

Further, the Board of Publlc Welfare di
rected Its Secretary to cOmmunicate this
Board action to all U.S. Congressmen from
the State of Minnesota and to the members
of the Minneapolls HousIng AuthorIty.

Sincerely yours,
ROBERT S. ERVIN, secretary.

RESOLUTION
Urging the Congress of the United States,

the Housing Authority and other Involved
agencies to change any pollcles negating the
Increases In Social Security benefits.

Whereas, Social Security benefits were re
cently raised to help keep pace with the
hIgher cost of living; and

Whereas, as a result of these small in-

creases In Social Security the rent In publIc
housing Is being raIsed; and

Whereas, a large number of persons receiv
Ing the higher Social Security benefits will
lose other benefits such as Medicaid and
Ald-to-the-Disabled; and

Now, therefore, Be it Resolved by the City
almost exactly the same amount as the in
come was raised by Social Security; and

Whereas, the end result is that a great
number of Social Security recipients wUl ac
tually lose more than they gained from the
recent lflncrease";

Now, therefore, Be It Resolved by the City
Councll of the City of Mlnneapolls:

That the Congress of the UnIted States, the
Housing AuthorIty in and for the City of
Minneapolis, and any other involved agen
cies be strongly encouraged to take immedi
ate action to change their policies which
would unfairly negate the small increases in
Social Security whIch were Intended to keep
step with the cost of living.

Be It Further Resolved that a copy of this
resolution be sent to each member of the
U.S. Congress from the State of Minnesota
and to the members of the Minneapolis Hous
ing Authority.

Adopted by the Minneapolis City councll.
September 22, 1972.

CATHOLIC CHARITIES OF THE ARCH
DIOCESE OF ST. PAUL AND MIN
NEAPOLIS,

Minneapolis, Minn., September 25, 1972.
Re: Program for aging.
Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
U.S. Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: I" am writing to
urge you to do What you can to assist the
elderly Soclal Security recIpient In reallzlng
a real gain in his most recent increase.

Currently, the increase wlll have an ad
verse effect on many who are borderline
eligible for food stamps, Medicaid and a.A.A.
They w1ll also have their rent raised If they
reside in subsIdized housing.

Please do what you can to enact legisla
tion to prevent this Injustice.

Sincerely,
RICHARD A. FLESHER, ACSW,

Ooord.inator, Program for the Aging.

MINNEAPOLIS INTERNAL MEDICINE
ASSOCIATES, P.A"

Minneapolis, Minn, September 22, 1972.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building,
Wash ington, D .0.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: Much has been
written In the newspapers recently regard
ing the inequities experienced by our senior
citizens as a consequence of a raise In their
social security benefits. In our practice we
have many such patients. Enclosed Is a copy
of a letter written on behalf of one such
patient. She wUl be penallzed by being de
prived of certain benefits and thus this so
called raise turns out to be no raise at all.

I would like to add my voice in protest
against this injustice and I hope that the
members of the legislature will tackle this
prickly problem now and not postpone it
until after the elections.

Yours truly,
WILLIAM B. TORP, M.D.

MINNEAPOLIS INTERNAL MEDICINE
ASSOCIATES, P.A.,

Minneapolis, Minn., September 21, 1972.
Re: Mrs. William (Ellen) Hall.
HENNEPIN COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT,
Minneapolis, Minn.

DEAR Sm: Mrs. Wllliam Hall told me that
she recently received a letter from you
stating that her medical assistance for drugs
will be discontinued as of October 1st. She
states that this letter indicated an Increase
In social security was the reason for this.
I do not know the amount of money involved

in her increase In social security but I do
lm.ow that along with this she Is also getting
an Increase In her rent.

Mrs. Hall uses a large amount of medicine
each month, the amount of which exceeds
the amount of her social security increase.

I respectfully request that you reconsider
the patient's case as I think she should be
eligible for aid to cover her prescription
drugs.

Yours truly,
WILLIAM B. TORP, M.D.

PAYNESVILLE, MINN., .
September 29, 1972.

Senator MONDALE.
DEAR Sm: Please work hard to defeat any

bill that will deprive 'lower Income senior
citIzens of their right to receive low income
housing, food stamps, medicare, etc., etc.,
which they now have.

Thank you,
Respectfully,

Mrs. HORACE SHELDON.

:MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.,
September 15, 1972.

Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: I am a World
War I veteran's widow, which allows me a
wldow's pension according to my income.

As you are aware, beginning October 3
there Is an increase In Social Security which
I desperately need in the face of the infla
tionary cost of living; and naturally have
been happily anticIpating.

But there Is a cloud over the picture, be-,
cause of the underlying fear that much of
that increase will be lost unless the income
allowance for veterans widows Is increased
accordingly.

r w1ll be most grateful if ytoU w1ll please
give this matter your attention.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Mrs. HAZEL E. BRUHN.

STATE OF MINNESOTA, COUNTY OF HENNEPIN
RENT UP $10

Rudy Boesel', being first duly sworn, de
poses and says the following:

My name is RUdy Boesel' and I live at
3125 Orand Avenue, South Minneapolis, Min
nesota. I am 65 years old. I believe I am
affected by the recent 20 % Increase In social
security benefits in the following way:

Oross Income before increase, $143.00; after
Increase, $171.00.

Rent before Increase, $108.00; after In
crease, $118.00.

State Medical Assistance Program before
Increase, yea, all medical bills paid; after In
crease, none, untll I spend down $26.00 per
mo.

Estimated medical expenses per month be
fore Increase, $63.00; after increase, $63.00.

Net income, before increase, $35.00; after
Increase, $27.0o-net loss, ($8.00).

In addition I have been notified that I wllI
lose my Medical Assistance identification
card that assures vendors of medical goods
and services that they w1ll be paid. I fear
I w1ll have diffiCUlty obtaining some medical
goods and services In the future without thIs
Identification card.

The social security increase as it now oper
ates will take money away from me. not give
me more money. The increase under these
circumstances constitutes a taking of my
property without due process of law. I there
fore request the Soclal Security Administra
tion cease and desist from taking money from
me by giving me this Increase.

RUDOLPH F. BOESER.

RENT Up $10
Hilda Sherf, being first dUly sworn, de

poses and says the followIng:
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My name is Hilda Sherf aud I live at 2019

16th Avenue, South Minneapolis, Minne
sota. I am 85 years old. I believe I am affected
by the recent 20% increase In social security
benefits in the following way:

Gross Income before increase, $148.00; after
Increase, $162.00.

Rent, before increase, $33.00; after increase,
836.00.

State Medical Assistance Program, before
increase, none, until I spend down $3.00 per
mo.; after increase, none, until I spend
down $17.00 per mo.

Estimated medical expenses per month,
before Increase. $18.00; after increase, $18.00.

Net income, before increase, $112.00; after
Increase, $109.0o-net loss ($3.00).

In addition I have been notified that I w1l1
lose my Medical Assistance identification
card that assures vendors of medical goods
and serYlces that they will be paid. I fear I
will have diffiCUlty obtaining some medical
goods and services In the future without this
Identification card.

The social security Increase as it now oper
ates will take money away from me, not give
me more money. The increase under these
circumstances constitutes a taking of my
property without due process of law. I there
fore request the Social Security Administra
tion cease and desist from taking money from
me by giving me this increase.

Dated: September 22,1972.
HILDA N. SHERF.

REN'r Up $7
Grace Mulroy, being first duly sworn, de

poses and says the follOWing:
My name is Grace Mulroy and I live at 2728

East Franklin Avenue. Minneapolis. Minne
sota. I am 62 years old. I believe I am af
fected by the recent 20% increase in social
security benefits in the following way:

Gross income, before increase. $146.20; af
ter increase, $175.00.

Rent. before increase. $33.00; after increase,
$40.00.

State Medical Assistance Program, before
increase. yes, all medical bills paid; after in
crease. none. until I spend down $30.00 per
mo.

Estimated medical expenses per month.
before increase. $40.00; after increase, $41.00.

. Net income, before increase. $113.20; after
increase, $105.0o-net loss, ($8,20).

In addition I have been notified that I w1ll
lose my Medical Assistance identification
card that assures vendors of medical goods
and services that they wUl be paid. I fear I
wUl have difficulty obtaining some medical
goods and services in the future without this
identification card.

The social security increase as it now op
erates w1l1 take money away from me, not
give me more money. The increase under
these circumstances constitutes a taking of
my property without due process of law. I
therefore request the Social Security Admin
istration cease and desist from taking money
from me by giving me this increase.

GRACE L. MULLOY.

Dated: September 22,1972.

REN'r Up $7
Helen Lohmar, being first duly sworn de

poses and says the following:
My name Is Helen Lomar and I live at 1700

East 22nd Street. Minneapolis, Minnesota. I
am 67 years old. I believe I am affected by
the recent 20% Increase in social security
benefits in the following ways:

Gross income, before increase, $148.00; af
ter increase, $185.00.

Rent. before increase. $35.00; after in
crease, $42.00.

State Medical Assistance Program, before
increase, yes. all medical b1l1s paid; after in
crease. none, until I spend down to $40.00 per
mo.

Estimated medical expenses per month,
before increase, $38.00; after increase. $38.00.

Net income, before increase, $113.00; after
increase, $103.0o-net loss ($10.00).

In addition I have been notified that I will
lose my Medical Assistance identification
card that assures vendors of medical goods
and services that they will be paid. I fear I
will have d11ficulty obtaining some medical
goods and services In the future Without this
identification card.

The social security increase as it now op
erates will take money away from me, not
give me more money. The increase under
these circumstances constitutes a taking of
my property without due process of law. I
therefore request the Social security Admin
istration cease and desist from taking money
from me by giving me this increase.

Helen J. LOHM.'R.
Dated: September 22. 1972.

EFFOR'r To ASSIST SENIOR CITIZENS

Daphne Krause, being first dUly sworn, de
poses and says the following:

I am the Executive Director of the Minne
apolis Age and Opportunity Center, Inc., lo
cated at 1715 Stevens Ave., Minneapolis, Min
nesota 55403. Our organization's purpose is to
assist Senior Citizens to remain living inde
pendently by providing to them medi-sup
portive services. Our services are presently
classified In eleven elements:

Home Delivered Meals Program;
Employment Services;
Homemaker Services;
Chore Services (Handyman);
Transportation Services;
Legal Services;
Counseling Services;
Information and Referral;
Volunteer--8oclal-Educatlon;
Health Services; and
Advocacy.
Virtually all the Senior Citizen" ..e serve

have gross Incomes below recognized poverty
levels under both State and Federal stand
ards. This being so they have qualified for
assistance under various assistance programs
inclUding the Federal food stamp program,
the State oid age assistance program. State
and Federal subsidized housing programs,
Aid to the Disabled, and Aid to the Blind.
and the State medical assistance program.

Many of the poorest Senior Citizens will
be adversly affected by the 20% increase in
social security benefits the Social Security
Administration proposes to force upon them.
The eliglbllity requirements for the above
mentioned programs are not the same nor do
they dovetail. This being the case the present
20 % increase w1ll In many instances make
individuals no longer eligible for some pro
grams and reduce benefits from others result
Ing in a net raise In Income of less than 20%
or no net change in income at all-a dollar
given by one hand, a dollar taken away by
another hand-or an actual loss in net in
come.

Those Senior Citizens receiving State Old
Age Assistance grants are finding that the
State law requires the amount of the raise in
Social Security benefits be deducted from
their Old Age Assistance grant starting
October 1, 1072. In addition, the $4.00 Senior
CItizens were allowed to keep (exempt from
State determination of gross income) from
their last Social Security raise through the
"Pass-Through" bill w1ll also be deducted
nfter December 1972 when the effect of that
bill expires. It should be noted that the
standard of need of this assistance is now two
years old, In spite of the increase In the cost
of liVing.

Because of the Social Security raise Senior
Citizens living in Minneapolis Housing and
Redevelopment Authority highrises or other
subsidized housing are now receiving notices
that their rents w1ll be increased by slightly
less than one-quarter of the Social Security
raise effective October I, 1972.

There are apprOXimately 4,200 Senior Citi
zens receiving Food Stamps in Hennepin

County. With the Social security raise ap
prOXimately 1,400 of those Seniors already
on Food Stamps in Hennepin County w1l1
find they are no longer eligible.

The State Medical Assistance program' 15
available to Senior Citizens with incomes
of less than $145.50 a month for a single
person or $202.00 for a couple. Medicare does
not cover many Of the costs of obtaining
health care, and in effect prevents many
Senior Citizens from seeking all the health
care they need because of its requirement
that Senior Citizens pay the first $68.00 of
hospital costs and the first $50.00 of doctor's
and out-patient costs in any given year and
to pay percentages of other costs. For Senior
Citizens without the ab11lty to pay these
small, but to them significant sums, thls
becomes a barrier towards obtaining medical
care. The result of the social security in
crease is to make many Senior Citizens now
ineligible for medical assistance.

The state administered aid to the blind
and aid to the disabled programs have their
own requirements. These social security in
creases w1l1 raise the Income of some per
sons so as to make them inel1gible for these
programs.

A typical Senior Citizen who will actually
lose money as a result of the social security
Increase has the follOWing circumstances.
He lives alone in subsidized housing. His
previous income (social security only) was
$140 per month; his rent was 25% of that or
$35.00; he qualified for medical assistance
and all his medical b11ls were paid thereby;
hls·.medical expenses were about $23.00 per
month; With the 20% social security in
crease his income will be $168.00; his rent
will be $42.00; he will not qual1!y for medi
cal assistance until he has "spent down"
his gross income over a period of time to
below $145.00. His net cash situation since
he now is "able" to pay all his medical
bill is worsened by $2.00.

Aside from the harsh blow this decrease In
net Income has to Senior Citizens in gen
eral, those who lose their medical assistance
eliglbll1ty w1ll lose their identification cards
that enabled them to obtain medical goods
and services from vendors without question
as to payment. Now many vendors w1ll be
wary of providing goods and services know
Ing the Seniors may not be able to pay and
knOWing they 'have no legal recourse if that
turns out to be the case.

Since these increases have the effect on
some individuals of actually reducing their
net incomes and in decreasing the avallabll
ity of medical assistance to others we feel
there is a taking of property without due
process of law.

DAPHNE H. KRAUSE.

Dated: September 22,1972.

Mr. MONDALE. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I as
sociate myself with what the Senator
has said.

Mr. President. I am pleased to join
Senators MONDALE and HUMPHREY in co
sponsoring amendment No. 1675 to H.R.
1, the "Social Security Amendments of
1972."

On June 30, the Congress upheld its
obligation to 28 million Americans who
had 1'ound that social security was not
providing them security. We rightly
spuno!f the social security increase from
the measure before us and enacted a 20
percent across-the-board social security
benefits increase.

Those who benefited have expressed
their gratitude in thousands of letters I
have received and I think in the hun
dreds and thousands of letters that many
of my colleagues have received.

Yet many beneficiaries rightly point
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out that the Federal Government is tak
ing away with one hand what it is pro
viding with the other.

Elderly beneficiaries who need old-age
assistance to supplement their meager
social security check, find that tileir OAA
payments are cut back propor5ionally to
this increase. The intent of Congress to
provide additional security was thus
threatened, but last Friday we headed
off this threat with the adoption of Sen
ator CRANSTON'S amendment--for those
who live in public housing and, as my
colleague from Minnesota has just
pointed out, who pay rent under the so
called Brooke amendment formula who
find that their increased benefits are
eroded by upward revision in their rent.
Senators will recall that that amendment
set a 25-percent limitation on rents, as
we found persons who had been paying
as much as 50 to 60 percent of their in
come for rent.

Enlightened legislation was reported by
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs, on which my colleague
serves as a very distinguished member
and who is very much interested in and
has performed a great service in this
field, to protect those paying more than
25 percent of their income for rent. But
now, social security recipients are being
assessed more money as a result of the
increase in social security, which cer
tainly is contrary, I think, to the spirit
if not the letter of the law.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, we have
had many examples of such rent in
creases where housing authorities have
been under heavy financial burdens,
partly because the funds appropriated
under the Brooke formula have not been
released by the Office of Management and
Budget to the housing authorities who
produce the housing. As a resUlt, the
housing authorities rush to raise rents
and many of the public housing recipients
receive notices increasing their rent be
fore they receive the check increasing the
social secUlity. This is the cruelest form
of revenue sharing that I have ever heard
of, to take money from the poor that way.
As the Senator knows, they use the
Brooke amendment as an excuse to take
the maximum rent rather than the mini
mum, which is totally wrong.

Mr. BROOKE. The Senator is right.
Many charges are made in the mail that
I receive, and I am sure the same is true
of other Senators in this field, that we are
giving with one hand and taking back
with the other.

Let me say that I commend the admin
istration for initiating its "rent watch"
to prevent landlords from taking advan
tage of the social security increase.
Should not we in the Congress conduct
our own rent watch and make sure that
local housing authorities do not take ad
vantage of the few extra dollars their
elderly tenants are now receiving? The
answer is clear: I think that we should.

For veterans, who now receive assist
ance based on their service to our coun
try, the dilemma is the same. What ex
tra income they receive under social se
curity will be undone by a decrease in
their veterans' pensions.

Those who now receive food stamps
are threatened with a loss of eligibility
for this essential assistance. In effect,

they may lose more than they have
gained by the increase in social security.
So it is a net loss to them rather than a
gain, as we had expected when we voted
the social security increase.

The amendment proposed by the Sen
ators from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE and
Mr. HUMPHREY) , which I am privileged to
cosponsor, expands on the earlier amend
ment of Senator CRANSTON. It simply
seeks to canoy out the previously ex
pressed intent of Congress to increase
the monthly cash incomes of social se
curity beneficiaries. Our amendment pro
poses to disregard for the purposes com
puting veterans' benefits, Brooke amend
ment rent levels, and food stamp eligi
bility, the individual income derived from
the social security increase. That is a
simple amendment which I think is clear
and should be well understood.

Mr. President, this amendment is con
sistent with and necessary to carry out
our intent to increase the incomes of
28 million Americans. Without this
amendment, millions will find the wide
ly acclaimed benefits increase was, in
effect, an empty promise. I urge Sena
tors to favorably consider this amend
ment, and I commend the distinguished
Senators from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE
and Mr. HUMPHREY) for proposing it.

Mr. MONDALE. I appreciate the very
fine comments of the Senator from Mas
sachusetts. They are most helpful.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield?

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. HARTKE. Is the provision for the

veterans still in?
Mr. MONDALE. I will shortly move to

modify my amendment to delete that
provision because, as the Senator knows,
under the leadership of the Sen!litor from
Indiana, the Veterans' Committee has
reported an alternative measure. With
that in mind, I will modify my amend
ment accordingly.

Mr. HARTKE. I want to pay my re
spects to the Senator from Minnesota
for bringing this up. The only reason the
Veterans Committee preferred to work
in a different fashion referred to the ad
ministration of veterans pensions, where
the method by which we will provide is
somewhat different.

Let me address myself to the basic
concept. The whole reason for the 20
percent increase in social security was
to provide more money for those on so
cial security.

Mr. MONDALE. Precisely.
Mr. HARTKE. It was not the inten

tion at this time to penalize anyone. In
fact, it was not the intention to put any
one in a worse ~ituation. We were trying
to make sure that everyone would be ade
quately provided for and that we would
have the increase in the cost of living
also taken care of.

Now here we find a paradoxical situa
tion, which recurs time and time again,
because of a worn out welfare system, and
a worn out housing approach. The whole
system of social programs created in the
1930's are now out of date and worn out,
They do not serve their purpose any
more. They are not breaking the welfare
cycle. Here we see a situation where a
social security amendment is being uti-

lized to put these people back further be
hind than they were before.

I want to congratulate the Senator and
all those who have joined in this meas
ure. There will be some opposition to it
because they will say we are amending
some other law. The law needs a lot more
amending than being amended by this
amendment, including our housing laws
and food stamp laws-and anything else.

What we should do is that those peo
ple in charge of these projects should
review the situation and come back at
the next Congress and give us an up-to
date system which makes those who are
presently on welfare, against their
wishes, have some dignity.

The trouble with this bill-and I re
peat it to the distinguished chairman of
the Finance Committee-H.R. 1, is that
it does not break the welfare cycle. No
wonder people are fed up with it. The
people paying the bill, they are mad at
it. The people receiving the money un
der the bill, they are mad at it. That is
just about everyone. When everyone is
fed up, it is very much time for a change.
So I endorse the Senator's amendment
and oommend him for his efforts.

Mr.' MONDALE. I thank the Senator
from Indiana for his leadership on this
issue.

I now yield to my colleague, Mr, HUM
PHREY.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, this
amendment is simple, elemental justice.
The case for it has been stated bril
liantly and poignantly by my colleague,
Mr. MONDALE, and the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr, BROOKE) .

What we did in the interest of social
security was to offer with one hand a
20-percent increase and what we be
lieved would be cash benefits for literally
hundreds of thousands and millions of
Americans. We took out the 20 percent
and more by denying them under pres
ent rules and regulations benefits which
they could get under medicaid, benefits
which they could get under public hous
ing, benefits which they could get under
food stamp programs.

Congress has nO intention of doing
that. As has been stated here, this whole
series of assistance programs for the
needy needs to be reviewed.

Social security comes to people as a
right.

It is an insurance program, and that
insurance program ought not in any
way to diminish the assistance which we
give the needy, the sick people, the peo
ple that are disabled.

I joined the Senator from California
(Mr. CRANSTON) in his amendment which
applied to those on old age assistance,
to the disabled. the blind. and the deaf,
so that benefits that they deserve
would be coming to them without having
those benefits diluted or removed be
cause of rules and regulations in the
fields of medicare, medicaid. housing,
and food stamps.

What we are seeking to do here is t.o
help those on social security, as distin
guished from those on old age assistance,
to see to it that those who are to get the
20-percent increase that was legislated
by this Congress will get it and that they
wUl not lose in the process.

Frankly, I got to the point where I
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thought, In view of what was happening,
that we ought to give people who ar~ on
social security a chOIce as .to whe.her
they want the 20-percent IDcrease or
whether they want to reject that in
crease. The f:lct is that many who would
get the 20-percent increase would be
much worse off than if they had never
received it at all.

My senior colleague has made the case.
He has called our attention to several
articles and has had them printed in the
RECORD, so I shall not ask that it be
done.

The New York Times article to which
my colleague referred is very revealing
as to what the 20-percent increase has
done to so many older Americans. The
article in the Minneapolis star reveals
a story of hardship and of disillusion that
took place in the State of Minnesota
when our people thought they had a
20-percent increase in social security
and ended up by being worse off.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, in the
case of Mrs. Freed, who received a 20
percent increase in social security:

Her total expenses are going to run at least
$42.80 a month more because of that $27
Increase In Social Security. .

"Why In hell when a person gets to 65 and
no good don't they talre a person out and
shoot him Instead of torturing him to
death?" she said. HI would If I was running
things."

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
cannot help feeling that the Senate will
overwhelmingly support the amendment.
I realize that there is a jurisdictional
problem. Some will say that it should
have gone to another committee. The
public does not care about tlmt. What
the public wants is simple justice. The
public wants us to do what is right and
does not want us to worry about com
mittee jurisdiction.
. I compliment my senior colleague on
the diligent work he has done with re
spect to this matter as he has with re
spect to so many other matters that are
related to the needs of our people.

Mr. President, last week I offered my
amendment that would exclude the 20
percent social security' incl'case given to
recipients of both social security and
food stamps from being counted as in
come when calculating the amount of
bonu:, stamps a recipient cau rcceive. In
order to eXj:edite action on this iml:or
tant matter I have joined with my col
league Senator MO}['JALE in cosponsoring
the amendment.

Mr. President, when I was tack home
in Minnesota, some of my constituents
contacted me about the cCocial ;,ecl1l'ity
increase-an increase that faded away
due to ru18s and regulntions that con
sumed every dollar of increase in social
security payments. Here is why:

Rent increased;
Disability and old age payments were

dropped;
People became ineligible for food

st.;.mps, te:::ause they now had too much
money;

Some tenants in the public housing
and elderly housing were pushed above
the maximum incomes;

IVledicaid assistance \vould be lost;· and
Veterans pensions reduced.
Mr. President, no matter how you cut

it-getting a social security increase for
some and then seeing overall benefits
reduced for others is wrong and cruel.

The least we can do is to provide that
the social securtty increase will be passed
through-without affecting eligibility for
other critical programs.

Mr. President, many newspaper arti
cles in recent days have described the
predicament of older Americans result
ing from this so-called social security in
crease. These articles clearly show the
plight of our elderly. For example, just
in Hennepin County alone, 1,269 of the
county's 4,359 social security recipients
who purchase food stamps will lose the
right to purchase these stamps. Another
2,297 elderly persons will pay more for
the stamps.

I am aware that the Senate Finance
Committe's bill has a social security dis
regard provision-increasing the bene
fits to old age, blind, and disabled recipi
ents. I applaud the committee in taking
this step. And I also joined with the dis
tinguished Senator from California,
Senator CRANSTON, in an amendment
that provides for increasing the standard
of need for aged recipients of both pub
lic assistance and social security.

However, we are faced with a hard,
difficult problem. The social security in
crease goes into effect now-the Senate
Finance Committee's bill and the Cran
ston-Humphrey amendment will come
into being at a later date-sometime
after the first of next year.

Mr. President, I believe that we simply
must act now-to preserve the recipients
rights to purchase food stamps, to pro
tcct the reality of his social security in
crease, and to show our faith and trust in
elderly Americans.

Some have argued that it is inequitable
to have different standards of food stamp
purchase pric~s for social security old
age recipients, and other welfare recip
ients. Mr. President, that is a problem.
But, it is a problem that I believe can be
solved easily by the Department of Agri
culture if thcy would only use a little
imagination and move with speed to
m'"~t a serious problem.

The Department of Agriculture can
adjust its purchase requircments--it
docs co all the tim,". And, we here in the
Cengress have just given the Department
a hO'~Sl; in its frrd f,t"mps budget, So I
,my, ta\(') some of that money, and make
the ne,~.f~;·;Ul·" adjustme~'ts to cover the
elded", '1"<)' lind, and discbl~d I am t:>.lk
bg about here.

Mr. President, I say that we must do
thL;, 1Ne fln1lld ask our~;"lves--if we do
not do it, then \ve at least ought to give
those social S2cUlity and old age assist
::tnce redpients tbe right to refuse a so
cial securit.y increase.

After all, it is not their fault that we
passed a s'xbl security increase. It is
not their fault that we are penalizing
them.

How ironic it '.';culd te--an increase
that really is pot. An attempt to lift some
of the financial burden off thc elderly
only puts more of a flnanci::>J burden on
them.

I say let us place the bmden on the
agencies that can and should respond.
Let us place the burden in the depart-

ments that have the means and ability
to solve this problem. '

I ask that the Senate support this
amendment to allow older Americans to
keep their food stamps.

Mr, MONDALE. Mr. President, I· am
most gratefUl to my colleague.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Maine and will then yield to the
Senator from Wisconsin.

The PRESIDmG OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Maine is recognized.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I com
pliment the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota for offering this amendment.
I have listened to the debate. I think the
issues have been eloquently and fairly
covered. I suspect, from the examples
that each of these Senators has brought
to the attention of the Senate, as well
as the examples which exist in my own
State, that what we are talking about
are not isolated cases. We are talking
about the results of this increase that
spreads across the country and hits tens
of thousands of elderly people.

Three basic points have been made this
morning that bear repeating. First of all,
it was the intent of the Congress to in
crease the income of these. elderly peo
ple. The increase resulted, in many in
stances, in a decrease. The second point
that needs to be made clear is the point
raised by the distingUished junior Sena
tor from Minnesota,. nam,ely that these
people are given no choice as to whether
they will get the benefit. of an increase
that resUlts in a net increase. I think
that is unconscionable.

I would then like to touch upon the
other point. It is said tha.tthis amend
ment will be opposed, and I gather that
it will be opposed because of the legisla
tive and statutory action and the juris
dictional problems involved.

While we preoccupy ow'selves with
this problem of legislative neatness and
work out all the entangled jurisdictional
lines that result from the social secu
rity increase, thousands of elderly peo
ple will suffer. That was not the intent
of Congress. Why do we not act together
to straighten out these tangled legal
and jurisdictional lines with a view to
daing that which was expressed by the
Senator from Minnesota. We need to
take all possible steps to assure justice
for the elderly who have been disillu
sioned by the action cf a generous Con
gress.

The article in the New York Times to
which the SenateI' referred has this
st:Jtement:

"This Is a form of psychological deceit
practiced upon senior citizens," said C.
Chrlstophor Brown, head of the law reform
unit of the Baltimore Le::;;l.l' Aid Bureau,
"The government Is giving with one hand
and taking away with the other."

Yesterday I visited briefly in a com
munity center in BUffBlo, N.Y.,
wh'?re I spoke with many senior citiz~ns.

All of them looked forward to the social
security increase whi~h Congress has
legislated. Many of them will now be
bitterly disillusioned by the consequences
of that generous act of the Congress. I
say it is the respon"ibiiity of Congress
to right this injustice whkh has been
unwittingly and unintentionally visited
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upon so many thousands of our elderly
citizens.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield to the distin
gUished Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, we are
not talking about welfare recipients. We
are talking about people who have
worked all of their lives and put aside
some little portion of their income as
savings in the hope that as they got
older they would be able to enjoy some
of the necessities of life. They had no
idea that we could be in a period of in
flation, as we are at present.

What has happened is that as prices
have increased, the cost of food, rent,
clothing, and other things has escalated,
while at the same time the value of a
dollar has gone down. So the people who
are most affected by this are those who
are living on fixed incomes, mainly so
cial security, pensions, and the rest.

So we in Congress recognized that
we did not have any way to provide
a built-in cost-of-living increase. So we
finally came up with a 20-percent in
crease in social security. These people
had every reason to believe that if they
got a 20-percent increase in social se
c1uity, it would mean that they would
have a little more money to pay for the
increase in rent, food, clothing, and the
other things.

These people never really get the lux
uries of life, b~cause they have precious
few, if any, luxuries of life. They are
barely living.

We come along and say, "All right. We
will give you a 20-percent increase in
social security. However, at the same
time we will increase your rent and cut
back on the other benefits that you can
possibly get." As has been well pointed
out time and time again, this results in a
net loss rather than in any increase.

I am sure that when the junior Senator
from Minnesota suggested that he was
even thinking of an amendment which
would give them an opportunity to accept
or reject the 20-percent increase, he
thought it would be a good suggestion,
because at least those who would lose by
virtue of receiving a 20-percent increase
could reject it. That suggestion was not
facetious at all. It makes a lot of sense.
Unless we correct these inequities, we are
compounding the problem for the very
people that we have been trying to help
by the 20-pel'cent increase. Is that not
basically what t:lis is about, no more, and
no less?

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, what we
have done-unwittinglY as I said be
fore-is not to realize that there will be
an inflationary pressure that \"ill nov' ex
plode bec~1,Use of this increase and there
will be an increase in the cost of housing
and food, against which we were hoping
to insulate them by our action. The Sen
tor is so right. I can see that there is not
a neat legislative answer to the problem.
However, there is an answer, :md that
answer is the amendment of the Senator
from Minnesota.

:Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? I have a committee meet
ing that I am scheduled to attend.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I had

promised to yield next to the senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. NELSON. That is all right. The
senator may proceed.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, it seems
to have been my day to be Don Quixote.
And I know that I will probably get run
over again on this amendment. However,
I think the RECORD should show that the
amendment has a very interesting effect.
Even though public housing rent under
the present law is increased as a per
son's income increases, since the rent
paid for public housing is determined
not by the space a person occupies, but
by the relation of income to that value,
this amendment provides that if a per
son is in public housing on September I,
then this social security increase of 20
percent cannot be reduced to reduce the
rent, which would be possible under pres
ent law. That is very interesting, and I
can understand the humanitarian rea
sons for supporting it.

But if one was not in public housing
on September 1, but moved in on Septem
ber 2, then the present law applies.

Those who were in public housing on
September 1 are forever free of any in
crease in their rent because of an in
crease in social security; and since there
will be automatic increases in social se
curity, there will be no decrease in their
rent because of food stamps.

So we are setting aside one group of
people in public housing because they
were lucky enough to be there on this
date and we say, "Your rent cannot be
reduced, but if you moved into public
housing thereafter, the present law ap
plies and your rent can be reduced."

This has another interesting side ef
fect. There are not enough public hous
ing units to go around for everyone. This
is going to say to those lucky people,
"You stay in there, no matter how high
your income goes, so long as it comes
from these two sources you will not be
required to leave public housing because
your income exceeds the maximum." But
the man who was not there that day and
his income does exceed that amount, he
can be required to move out.

So we will be saying these people who
were so fortunate to be in public hous
ing that day will be able to stay there,
while others who have not been able
to get into public housing, and their
need may be much greater, and there is
no room, can be kept out.

Mr. President, that is the statement I
want to make. I know the amendment
will be accepted, but the RECORD should
show it is creating an interesting situ
ation for a very fortunate group of in
dividuals, who were fortunate to be in
public housing on that date.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I must
say that is not my understanding of the
amendment. I have a different under
standing of the meaning of the amend
ment. The amendment states:

(b) Notwithstanding any oth.er provision
of law, in the case of any i~ldi\idual who Is
entitled for any month after August 1972 to
a monthly benefit under the insurance pro
gram established by title II of the Social
Security Act, any part of such benefit which
results from (and would not be payable but

for) the general increase in benefits under
such program prOVided by section 201 of
Public Law 92-336, or which results from
(and would not be payable but for) any
cost-of-llving increase in such benefits sub
sequently occurring pursuant to section
215(i) of the Social Security Act, shall not
be considered as Income or resources Jr
otherwise taken into account for purposes
of determining the ellgib1l1ty of such indJ
vidual or his other family or the household
in which he or she llves for p~.rtjclpatlon In
the food stamp progr'1m under the Food
Stamp Act of 1964, for surpl1;s agricUltural
commodities under any Federal pr('gram pro
viding for the donation or distribution of
such commodities to low-incume persons,
for admission to or occupancy (If low-rent
public housing under the United States
Housing Act of 1937.

It is clear this amendment applies not
to date of occupancy of a public housing
unit, but the treatment of money given
by way of a social security increase.

Mr. HUMPHREY. If the Senator will
yield, and the date of increase in social
security. From that time, the 20 percent
and cost of liVing shall not be considered
for other public assistance programs pro
vided under the law. That is the point of
the amendment.

Mr. MONDALE. In other words, it is
not the date of public housing occupancy.
That date is in there solely to identify
increased social security money that can
not be taxed for public housing rent in
creases, or to reduce food stamps.

So I disagree with the Senator.
Mr. President, how much time do I

have remaining?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 3 minutes remaining.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, it was once

by privilege to serve on the Committee
on Banldng, Housing and Urban Affairs,
and to serve on the Subcommittee on
Housing. Back at that time I suppose I
could be expected to be an expert on
housing problems. I regret that was some
time ago. It was at least 10 years ago and
probably more like 20. This Senator has
not had the opportunity to be an expert
on housing problems, as are those who
serve on the committee. From time to
time he protested to the Committee on
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs
when they were proposing to act on
something that appeared to come under
the jurisdiction of the Committee on Fi
nance; and he has protested to the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare
when they proposed to go into a matter
that appeared to come under the juris
diction of the Committee on Finance.

In this case, if I had my preference,
or as the saying goes, if I had my druth
ers, I wou".Q like to stay alit of the juris
diction of other committees.

In other words, I would say, "If you
will get your committee together and
your people on the Committee on Bank
ing, Hou::ing and Urban Affairs and
agree what you think should be done
about a housing problem, for lack of a
better answer I will agree to it on the
face of it, with the prima facie presen
tation," such as has been made here. In
the case of the Committee on Agliculture,
which initiated the food stamp program
and would like to get it agreed to on a
bill from the Committee on Finance, I
would say. "Just tell us what you want
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to do about food stamps." If they want
to come back on top of our bill, that is
all right. "Tell us what your committee
wants to do about this, and we will try
to cooperate \\>ith you. If you want to use
the Finance Committee bill to solve that
problem, we will cooperate." For lack of
a better answer I would say the same
thing with respect to the Veterans'
Committee, whose jurisdiction once was
in the jurisdiction of the Committee on
Finance.

Here is our problem, Mr. President.
When we undertake to raise the income
of people under social security, of course,
a great deal of the purpose is to eliminate
poverty and to lift people out of need,
so they will not find it necessary to seek
publi:: welfare assistance, and so they
will not find it necessary to seek some
of the other need-related programs for
the poor.

For example, it was the Senator from
Louisiana who proposed to the com
mittee that we should say for all the old
people who have been working under
social security coverage that they would
get at least $200 a month. Just because
they were poor all of their working years
does not mean they have to be poor all of
their lives. Many people live a long life
between now and the time that God
calls them home and hopefully they
would be out of poverty at some point.
Hopefully a man and his wife would be
able to get $300 a month. Sometime be
fore the good Lord caUs them home the
grandfather should be able to take the
grandmother out to a steak dinner, or in
some other area perhaps a lobster dinner
or perhaps a chicken dinner, the Senator
from Arkansas suggests. The Senator
from Arkansas seems to think that is the
best of all.

But in any event, provide enough in
come so that even if someone never did
have a job providing good wages, at some
point in his retirement years he would
be able to live beyond the poverty level
and enjoy those things we would like
to have for all Americans at a minimum.
When we do that we lift people out of
poverty, and we do that in this bill.

Included in this bill are people 65 years
of age and over. We will move almost all
of them out of poverty under this bill,
and leave it to the capability of every
State in the Union if they want to, with
the windfall they will have under their
State budgets, to take care of the small
proportion that we failed to move out of
poverty with this bill. With their wind
fall that the States will receive when this
bill is in operation, there is no reason
why any aged person in America should
be left in poverty. It costs a lot of money
to do that.

But then we get into other problems
that arise. For example, here is a family
in public housing. We proceed to lift that
family up to the point where they are no
longer eligible for public housing. But if
we are going to disregard their social
security increases, they will remain elig
Ible.

When we do that, then we are being
asked to disregard the income that those
people receive by the additional social
security and social security-related ben
efits to the point where they would re
main in the public housing area and

would continue to get food stamps, even
though they are no longer in poverty.

UP to now, for example, we do have
people who cannot get public housing
benefits even though they are entitled
to them, because there is only so much
public housing to go around. There are
not enough public housing units to go
around, and it is only the relatively
fortunate who are able to get public
housing.

One of the problems this would tend
to create is that of increasing the bene
fits of the needy and increasing the ben
efits of the low-income beneficiaries. It
would ignore those increases so that
those who would be eligible because they
do not have that much income could
not move into public housing units be
cause those who have more income will
stay there, even though their income
has been advanced to the point where
they no longer need it, by the definition
of the law. In other words, we would be
asked to disregard the income of these
people.

This is a matter that I would cheer
fully relinquish to the Committee on
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs,
which has the jurisdiction to solve this
matter. How would the distinguished
Senator from Alabama, chairman of that
committee, for example, solve it? If he
and his committee can get together, even
by a margin of one vote, I, for my part,
would be willing to go along with the
answer the Senator's committee would
suggest.

Would the Senator care to comment?
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I was

just getting up to say that this is a com
plicated problem. I do believe that some
thing ought to be done, but just what it
ought to be, I do not know. However, let
me say that I have had many complaints,
and I am sure all Senators have, to the
effect that the 20-percent increase in
social security really did not help because
it was immediately taken away in other
charges. It is true that it increases the
income measured by dollars, but, as a
matter of fact, if I understand it cor
rectly, most of the Increases in social
security-I think this applies to the 20
percent; certainly it applies to the cost of
living-have been put in because the cost
of living has gone up, and it does not be
come an increase in income if immedi
ately these benefits that have been ex
tended to them in other programs are
taken away or if the charges are in
creased.

I do not know what the solution is, but
I have had a great many complaints. I
have had some people tell me-I am sure
they were not correct, but nevertheless
they had the feeling-that they would be
better off without the 20 percent increase.
I do not think that that is correct.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Let me just finish.
I am not sure that the Senator from

Minnesota has the solution, but I do
think there is some good in what he
proposes. I just wonder if it could be
possible for the manager of the bill to
take this amendment to conference and
get his experts to try to work out these
complications and decide on it in the
conference committee.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if that is
what those on the Banking, Housing and
Urban Affairs Committee want us to do,
I suppose I will go along with that, but
all I want to say is, please understand,
Senator, this is a matter in your com
mittee's jurisdiction.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Only in part. That
is what I say it is so complicated, because
it involves so many different things.

Mr. LONG. I just want to to be under
stood, if we accept the amendment-and
I cannot speak for the Senator from
Utah; I think he may be opposed to it
as far as I am concerned, if we agree to
the amendment and the Senate goes
along with it, that there is at least a mild
protest on the part of those of us who do
not have jurisdiction of this matter that
those who have jurisdiction have not
studied it and have not found the an
swer and are asking us to take it and for
us to try to find the answer for them.
Ordinarily, as committee chairman, I
would oppose having someone else take
a matter over which we had jurisdiction
and try to find an answer for us.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Let me say, as chair
man of the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing and Urban Affairs, that I certainly
am not raising the question of jurisdic
tion. I am not protesting. I think the
Finance Committee has jurisdiction
more than any other one, because that
committee has complete jurisdiction over
social security payments and social se
curity benefits.

I repeat, it is complex, it is compli
cated, but I should think that the very
able staff that is available to the Finance
Committee and to the House Ways and
Means Committee can work out some
thing that will be fair.
. Mr. LONG. Let us be clear that, as far
as I am concerned, I am willing to go
along with the amendment and try to
work this matter out in conference be
tween the Senate and the House; but I
want to make it clear that this is a hous
ing amendment. If this were introduced
as separate legislation, it would not go to
the Finance Committee. It would go to
the Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs
Committee, for a very good reason-that
committee has jurisdiction over public
housing legislation and over legislation
that would provide terms and conditions
under which a person would be eligible
under the public housing program. If
they were to bring out a bill, the Senator
from Louisiana probably would not even
ask a question. He would probably ask
the chairman of that committee what he
intended to do, and it would not even be
on the record, but in a private conver
sation, and he would go along with it,
because there have been many confer
ences on this matter. The Senator from
Louisiana once served with the Senator
on the Housing Subcommittee, long be
fore the Senator served as chairman of
the committee, and he knows how fair
the Senator from Alabama is on these
matters, and he would be happy to ac
cept his jUdgment.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
would like to say that our committee has
brought legislation to the fioor from time
to time that has dealt with rental pay
ments in public housing. We adopted an
amendment, which was sponsored by
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the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
BROOKE) that provided for a payment
of not more than 25 percent of the in
come of those low-income people in pub
lic housing. But now comes another
phase we do not have jurisdiction over,
and that is welfare payments. Undoubt
edly, there are others. I did not follow
all that the Senator from Minnesota in
cluded. That is what has complicated the
matter.

I want to make it clear that I shall be
very glad to abide by what comes out of
the joint conferen\¥! on tms matter, be
cause I know the Senator has experts
there to work that matter out, and that
it can be worked out by them on a fail'
basis.

Mr. LONG. I wish I had as much confi
dence as the Senator has in those of us
who would try to work this matter out in
conference, but as far as the Senator
from Louisiana is concerned, if those who
have jurisdiction of this matter seek to
do this, I would be willing personally to
agree to the amendment and hope that
we could work it out. I want it clearly
understood that I do not guarantee that
we can work it out. I would cheerfully
suggest to the Committee on Banking,
Housing and Urban Affairs and to the
members of it that they ought to assume
jurisdiction of tms matter and look into
is as expeditiously as they can, and try
to provide us the best answer that they
can to the problems that have been dis
cussed here, because those on the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing and Urban
Affairs have jurisdiction that I do re
spect. I respect the competence, the
ability and integrity, and the devotion
to public service of those Senators, and
their interest in these people.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. I have just heard

from the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Banking, Housing and
Urban Affairs (Mr. SPARKMAN) and the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
BROOKE), who is one of the key mem
bers on the Housing SUbcommittee, on
whleh I serve. I think it is clear that we
all believe action must be taken now on
this bill.

I do want to say one other tmng: I
have been around my State a great deal
recently, and I have not heard anything
that has caused more comment, more
resentment. or more bitterness than this
problem we are discussing. These social
security recipients who are public hous
ing tenants are being preyed upon and
their few dollars of social· security in
crease is being cut up. That is what is
happening. Senators ought to read the
letters. Here is a lady who writes and
says:

I don't get a paper, I don't have teleVision,
I can't afford a radio, I don't have a phone,
I can't afford any of It ...

And we are going to say, "Let's take
~ight bucks from her."

I say we certainly have the ingenuity
to act now to help these people, and that
if we cannot hold this kind of measure
in conference with the House of Rep
resentatives, if we cannot keep the re
spect of decent Americans like that, try-

OXVIII--2136-Part 26

ing to live off their social security checks
in those pathetic circumstances, then I
do not know how we explain our situa
tion.

I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin.
Mr. NELSON. First. I ask unanimous

consent that my name be added as a co
sponsor of the amendment of the Senator
from Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NELSON. I just want to make one
observation: I do not think anyone in
either House of Congress has addressed
himself more thoughtfully and with
more dedication to the problems of chil
dren and youth and the problems of the
elderly than the Senator from Min
nesota (Mr. MONDALE). I want to com
mend him for his thoughtful proposal
here, which seeks to do something about
a very serious problem.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator.
I ask unanimous consent that the names
of Senators MONTOYA, RANDOLPH. KEN
NEDY, CHILES, MUSKIE, McINTYRE. and
TuNNEY be added as cosponsors of tms
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFICER. Without
objection. it is so ordered.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.
Mr. MONDALE. I had promised that I

would modify my amendment, and if the
Senator from Louisiana will yield me a
minute, I will do so.

Mr. LONG. Yes.
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, did the

Senator include my name as a cospon
sor?

Mr. MONDALE. I thought the Sena
tor had alreadY asked. I ask unanimous
consent that the name of the Senator
from Wisconsin again be added as a
cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I mod
ify my amendment by deleting the lan
guage appearing on page 2 between lines
3 and 15, inclusive, dealing with veterans'
benefits, and the language appearing on
page 3, beginning on line 17 and ending
with the period after "1971" on line 21.
That is the veterans' pass-through
amendment, which we are deleting reluc
tantly, but because the Veterans' Affairs
Committee has acted and has an amend
ment pending.

Second, I modify my amendment by
deleting the language appearing on page
3, beginning with the phrase "or for any
other benefits" starting on line 11, and
ending at the end of line 16. This is a
"catch-all" phrase which might create
confusion so I want to take it out. .

I modify my amendment to that ex
tent. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TUN
NEY). The Chair informs the Senator
that to modify his amendment requires
unanimous consent.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, wiII
the Senator yield me 1 minute?

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. HUMPHREY. The distinguished

Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. COT
TON) spoke to me in reference to modify
ing the amendment on page 3, line 5, by
adding the word "or" at the end of the
line, so as to make it read "or for sur-

plus agricultural commodities," and so
on.

Mr. MONDALE. Yes. I accept that
modification, and I ask unanimous con
sent to modify my amendment accord
ingly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays. Have the yeas
and nays been ordered?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have not been ordered.

Mr. MONDALE. I withdraw the re
quest.

Mr. President, I move the adoption of
my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sen
ators yield back their time?

Mr. LONG. I yield back the remain
der of my time.

Mr. MONDALE. I also ask unanimous
consent that the name of the Senator
from New York (Mr. JAVITS) be added
as a cosponsor of my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. Does the Sen
ator from Minnesota yield baclt the re
mainder of his time.

Mr. MONDALE. I yield back the re
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TuNNEY). All remaining time having'
been yielded back, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment (No. 1675)
of the Senator from Minnesota, as modi
fied.

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I

move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MONDALE. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, wiII the
Senator yield?

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield.
Mr. STEVENS. We have an amend

ment wmch was to precede the Mondale
amendment. I would like to have unani
mous consent that ours may follow the
Kennedy amendment. I refer to our
amendment No. 1676, as modified. I ask
unanimous consent that the considera
tion of that amendment follow the
amendment of the Senator from Mas
sachusetts, that we have a half-hour
time limit, to be equally divided between
the Senator from Louisiana and myself.
and that that limitation apply to all
amendments, and that no amendment
not germane to our amendment be con
sidered.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I do not be
lieve we can agree to that at tms point,
because there may be a proposal to
amend the amendment.

Mr. STEVENS. I will be happy to agree
to any time limitation. but I want an
agreement that we have our amendment
follow that of the senator from Mas
sachusetts.

Mr. LONG. I am happy to agree to
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that, but what would the Senator do
about amendments to the amendment?

Mr. STEVENS. I would leave it to the
Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. Then I would suggest that
there be a half-hour on each amend
ment to the amendment.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I have been standing
here for an hour and a half waiting to
have a brief colloquy. I object to Sena
tors walking in here and taking up their
amendments ahead of me, when I have
been waiting an hour and a half. So I
ask unanimous consent that my 3- or
4-minute colloquy may precede the re
quest of the Senator from Alaska, at
least. I do not care when, but I do not
want to wait another 2 hours on top of
the time I have been waiting around
here.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if the Sena
tor has an amendment, can we agree
on a time? Does the Senator want to
offer it after this amendment?

Mr. NELSON. That is all right with
me, but I have been here an hour and
a half, and everyone is coming in, in
succession, and getting the floor, and get
ting agreements for consideration of
their amendments. I object to that. I
want to get the floor a few minutes at
some point. It will only take about 4 min
utes, and I do not want to spend another
2 hours around here while another
amendment is debated waiting for 4
minutes.

Mr. LONG. Will the Senator tell us
what amendment he wants to offer, and,
if so, ask that that amendment might
be considered next?

Mr. NELSON. Yes, I have an amend
ment on the 20-percent full payment
requirement on behalf of those who get
health care and are not required to go
to the hospital for 3 days. I believe the
Senator has looked at that amendment,
and has no objection to it.

Mr. LONG. Well, could we gain unan
imous consent that the Senator could
offer his amendment?

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
would be g"lad to-I know the Senator
from Wisconsin has been here. I was in
here right after the cloture vote, too,
when Senator MONDALE had indicated
that they had some amendments that
were supposed to be agreeable. Then
Senator MONDALE was here, and I think
all of us were trying to get the floor. But
I will be glad to yield.

I have probably three amendments,
each cosponsored by 15 or 18 Senators.
I would be glad now to let the Senator
from Wisconsin and the Senator from
Alaska proceed. Since my amendments
are related, I would like to take them
one after the other, I will be glad to do
that and try to gain the floor in 45
minutes or so and then take up those
amendments, because they are related,
rather than take up one and then pro
ceeding to another Senator's amend
ment.

If it is acceptable to the membership,
I would like to do that, rather than hold
up the Senator from Wisconsin and the
Senator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Ours was one of the
two amendments to precede the Mondale
amendment; but because of something

that developed, we stood aside to let
Senator MONDALE proceed.

I want an understanding. I understand
that the amendlnent is going to be ac
cepted. I say to the Senator that I have
been waiting 3 days to have this
amendment called up, and we have
worked it out with the manager of the
bill. I just want to get in line. I will be
happy to arrange any circumstance that
the two Senators want to arrange. I
think we have an agreement with respect
to unanimous consent on time and every
thing else.

Mr. LONG. I suggest this: I believe
that the Senator from Massachusetts has
indicated that he would be willing to let
us take up the amendment of the Senator
from Wisconsin, and we could do that,
and then we could agree that after the
Kennedy amendment has been disposed
of, we could consider the amendment of
the Senator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. That is perfectly agree
able to me.

Mr. NELSON. I just do not want to
stand here as other agreements are
reached and wait here 2 or 3 hours, when
I can do something else. I do not mind
proceeding after the Senator from Alas
ka, if we are going to have unanimous
consent agreements.

(At this point Mr. ROTH assumed the
chair,)

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield to the Senator,
without losing my right to the floor.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I have
noticed that during the course of the day
there has been a sign-up for recognition
at the Chair, and there are quite a few
names of Senators who have signed up,
asking to be recognized in a certain
order. When I was occupying the chair,
I read the list, and the reason why I rec
ognized the Senator from Massachusetts
is that his name came up on the list.

If we are going to start asking unani
mous consent to be recognized, it would
be my hope that we would recognize that
other Senators also have a desire to have
the Chair's recognition in order to offer
amendments, the Senator from Califor
nia being one of them.

I do not know why the regular order
could not be that if Senators have
amendments they want to offer, they go
to the Chair and indicate to the Chair
that they have such a desire, and sign
up, and then we can proceed on an
orderly basis.

Mr. STEVENS. We relied on the state
ment made on the floor that we would
precede the Mondale amendment, and
we did not put our name on the list.

When the Senator from Minnesota told
me that a question had been raised about
our amendment, we agreed that he
should go ahead and that we would eli
minate the question. We have now elimi
nated the question; it is now a noncon
troversial amendment.

I did not go to the desk to put my name
on a list. I relied on the arrangement
we had with the manager of the bill. I
just want to see that we get back in order
somewhere, in terms of having this
amendment called up.

Again, I am willing to enter into any
kind of unanimous-consent agreement as

to order, but I wish to see that we get
back in order. My colleRgue and I from
Alaska, as the chairman of the Finance
Committee knows, have been working
with him and the staff for at least 3 days
on this matter, and it has been worked
out.

I am grateful to the senator from Mas
sachusetts for allowing us to get into this
colloquy. I again renew my request. I
ask unanimous consent that following
the amendments of the Senator from
Massachusetts, the amendment of the
Senator from Wisconsin be taken up, and
that following the Senator from Wiscon
sin's amendment, our amendment No.
1676 be in order.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object-and I probablY will
not object, because the Senator from
Alaska has stated that he had some sort
of understanding with the Senator from
Minnesota regarding the Senator from
Minnesota's amendment--it would seem
to me to be far more orderly procedure,
if Senators choose to be recognized, to
sign up at the desk, and not come in with
unanimous-consent requests and move
ahead of Senators who have been on the
floor since the Senate went into session
this morning.

Mr. STEVENS. I have been here every
minute since the Senate went into ses
sion this morning.

Mr. TUNNEY. I will not object, but 1
will object in the future.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator.
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I will

wait until the end of the bill to call up
my amendments.

I should like to make this response to
the Senator from California: The rule
is that the Senator who is flrst on the
floor is recognized. The list at the desk
means absolutely nothing. We cannot
run the Senate by having Senators come
in here at 9 or 10 in the morning and
putting themselves on the list. The first
Senator up on the floor is the one to be
recognized.

Mr. TUNNEY. I would agree with the
Senator on that point. However, when
several Senators are seeking recognition
at the same time, it seems to me that a
Senator who has been on the floor for
4 or 5 hours deserves to be recognized
before a Senator who has just come in
from lunch.

Mr. NELSON. I was standing there
longer than anyone else.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator from Alaska make his request?

Mr. STEVENS. I thought we had an
agreement to my unanimous-consent
request that following the amendments
of the Senator from Massachusetts, the
Senator from Wisconsin may call up his
amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY. As I mentioned, I
would much prefer to let the Senator
from Alaska call up his amendment. I
understand that his amendment is going
to be accepted. I have three amendments
\vhich are related to each other, and I
would like to consider them one after
the other. I would prefer to proceed that
way, and I am prepared to wait, if that
is agreeable.

Mr. STEVENS. That is a very gracious
offer. It is agreeable.

Mr. KENNEDY. Do I correctly under-
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stand that it is the intention of the Fi
nance Committee to accept the amend
ment?

Mr. LONG. It is the intention of the
manager of the bill to vote for the
stevens amendment, if I understand the
amendment correctly. The Senator said
that he had modified it. He has not modi
fied it drastically.

Mr. STEVENS. The modific;,ltion was
checked out with the staff.

11,1[1'. LONG. Then. the answer is "yes."
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that after the con
sideration of the amendment of the Sen
ator from Ahska, the Senator from
Massachusetts be recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its read
ing clerks, announced that the House had
passed the joint resolution (S.J. Res.
251) to designate the week which begins
on the first Sunday in March of each year
as "National Beta Club Week," with
amendments, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the amendments of
the Senate tei the bill (H.R. 9676) to au
thorize' the conveyance of certain lands
of the United States to the State of Ten
nessee for the use of the University of
Tennessee. ' ,

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 14424) to
amend the Public Health Service Act to
provide for the' establishment of a Na
tional Institute of Aging, and for other
purposes, with an amendment, in which
it requested the concurrence of the Sen-
ate. ")11

The message also announced that the
House had passed a joint resolution (H.J.
Res. 1274) designating October 8-14,
1972, as "Newspaper Week" and Octo
ber 14,1972, as "Newspaper Carrier Day,"
in which it requested the concurrence
of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED
The message further announced that

the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the enrolled bill (S. 1475) to authorize
the Secretary of the Interior to provide
for the restoration, reconstruction, and
exhibition of the gunboat "Cairo," and
for other purp03es.

The enrolled bill was subsequently
signed by the Acting President pro tem
pore (Mr. Moss).

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION RE
FERRED

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 1274)
designating October 8-14, 1972, as "News
paper Week" and October 14, 1972, as
"N'ewspaperCarrier Day," was read
twice by its title and referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF
1972

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1) to amend
the Social Security Act, to make im
provements in the medicare and medic
aid programs, to replace the existing
Federal-State public assistance pro
grams, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 1670

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TUN
NEY). The Senator from Alaska is rec
ognized.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 1676, as modified.

The PRESIDL~G OFFICER. The
amendment, as modified, will be stated.

The amendment, as modified, was read,
as follows:
SAVINGS PROVISION REGARDING CERTAIN EXPENDI

TURES FOR SOCIAL SERVICES

SEC. . (a) In the admInistratIon of sec
tIon 1130 of the SocIal Secmlty Act, the
allotment of each State (as determined un
der subsection (b) of such section) for the
fiscal year ending June 30. 1973, shall (not
withstanding any provisIon of such section
1130) be adjusted so that the amount of
such allotment for such year consists of the
sum of the followIng:

(1) the amount of the total expenditures.
not to exceed $50.000.000. Incurred by the
State for servIces (of the type. and under
the programs to whIch the allotment, as de
termIned under such subsection (b), Is ap
plicable) for the perIod commehclng July 1.
1972, and ending on the date of enactment
of such section 1130. pIus

(2) an amount which bears the same ratio
to the allotment of such State (as deter
mIned undcr subsection (b», but wIthout
application of the provisions of thIs section
as the remaInIng perIod (as defined In sub
sectIon (b», bears to a perIod of twelve
months. Provided, however, That no State
shall receive less under this section than the
amount to Which It would have been entitled
otherwI!Je under sectIon 1130 of the Social
Security Act.

(b) The term "remaInIng period" means a
twelve-month perIod reduced by a number
of days equal to the number of days In the
period commencIng July 1, 1972. and ending
on the date of enactment of section 1130 of
the SocIal SecurIty Act.

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, w1ll the
Senator yield?

Mr. STEVENS. I yield.
Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that after the Sen
ator from Massachusetts finishes his
three amendments. I be permitted to call
up my three amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the
modification we have made in this
amendment, which is a proposed amend
ment to the social services sections per
tp.1ning to the revenue-sharing bill, will
make certain that the effect of this
amendment will not decrease the
amounts that have been expended by any
State prior to the date of the Social Se
curity Act amendments in the revenue
sharing bill, and at the same time it will
protect those Stqtes who are entitled to
more.

This matter has been discussed with
the staff of the Finance Committee, and
I am hopeful that the chairman of the

committee will be able to accept it.
What this amendment does is this: It

says that in terms of the impact of the
limitations in the Revenue-Sharing Act
on social service, those States that have
in fact spent more money than they
would be allocated under the b1ll-the
new bill-would be treated fairly, and
they would be permitted to obtain 75
percent matching funds for those serv
ices up to the date of the new revenue
sharing bill. After that date they will be
entitled to a pro rata share of 'the
amount they are entitled to under the
population formula. This, we think, is a
matter uf equity in dealing with a State
such as ours in this field. Our State, for
instance, has spent in excess of $6 mil
lion of the quota preceding adoption of
the new act. Our allocation under the
new act is $314 million. We would ac
tually owe the social services fund ad
ministered by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare money. We
would not be entitled to anything until
that accrued indebtedness had been
theoretically repaid. We have a limita
tion in this, that no State will receive in
excess of $50 million under this con
cept, except that no State will be re
duced from the amount they are actually
entitled to under the new formula.

The Presiding Officer now in the chair,
the distinguished Senator from Califor
nia (Mr. TUNNEY) is from a State that
is entitled to more money under the for
mula than $50 million. That provision
in the revised aniendnient as we have·
modified it is to protect States such as
California and New York, so that their
amounts allocated are not reduced by the
amount we are seeking to put a limita
tion on, so that any small State could
come in and all of a sudden spend more
money. I am hopeful that the chairman
will accept this amendment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the names of Senators BOGGS.
GURNEY, and ROTH be added as co
sponsors of this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. I am most pleased that
my colleague (Mr. GRAVEL) and I are
able to present this amendment.

I yield now to my colleague (Mr.
GRAVEL).

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, my col
league, Mr. STEVENS has put the case'
very well. It is not the intention of the
committee or any Member of this body
to impose an unfair burden upon any
State in the area of social services. But
the result of the action taken in the
revenue-sharing bill does hurt Alaska.
The immediate impact would be to ter
minate 100-plus programs now in exist
ence and to layoff immediately 2,000
people. I know that is not the intent of
the bill, and I am very happy that the
chairman of the committee will accept
the amendment. I realize that it does no
harm to any other State.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD sev
eralletters which I have received on this
subject.

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