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IMPACT OF THE FEDERAL BUDGET ON THE
FUTURE OF SERVICES FOR OLDER AMERICANS

THURSDAY, APRIL 1, 1982

U.S. HousE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SELECT COMMITTEE ON AGING,
AND THE U.S. SENATE,
SpEciAL COMMITTEE ON AGING,
Washington, D.C.

The committees met, pursuant to notice, at 9:20 a.m., in the
Sheraton Ballroom, Sheraton Washington Hotel, 2660 Woodley
Road, Washington, D.C., Senator John Heinz (chairman, Senate
Special Committee on Aging) and Representative Claude Pepper
(chairman, House Select Committee on Aging) presiding.

Members present: Senator Heinz of Pennsylvania, Representa-
g;rle;s Pepper of Florida, Ferraro of New York, and Shamansky of

io.

Staff present: Charles H. Edwards III, chief of staff, Kathleen
Gardner, professional staff, Marie Brown, executive secretary, of
the House Select Committee on Aging. John Rother, staff director,
and Michael Rodgers, professional staff, of the Senate Special Com-
mittee on Aging. John Vihstadt, minority staff director, Subcom-
mittee on Human Services, House Select Committee on Aging.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN HEINZ

Senator Heinz. Ladies and gentlemen, good morning. I am Sena-
K)r. John Heinz, chairman of the Senate Special Committee on

ging.

I am very pleased to cochair the hearing this morning with my
distinguished friend and former colleague in the House, a man who
has served in both the Senate and the House and who has been a
judge, and the chairman of the House Select Committee on Aging,
Claude Pepper of Florida.

It is an honor and a privilege to be here with you at the 82d
Annual Conference of the National Council on the Aging.

Let me say that, during my service in the House with Senator
and Congressman Pepper, I was very pleased to have a chance to
work to establish the Select Committee on Aging which Congress-
man Pepper now chairs. I have had a chance to work with him on
many occasions. I am pleased to say that much of our work has
been translated into positive programs to improve the well-being of
older Americans today.

Our hearing today represents the continued commitment of our
two committees to be vigilant in our oversight of proposals and pro-
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grams which will affect our older citizens. We are here to examine
the impact of the 1983 budget proposals on services for older
Americans. Specifically, we wish to review the effect of reductions
in the Older Americans Act and the social services block grants on
America’s elderly.

The Senate Committee on Aging has already assessed the effects
of many of these and other,proposals. We have held field hearings
in my home State of Pennsylvania on low-income energy assistance
and the proposal to count it as income in allotting food stamps. Let
me say candidly that this proposal is nothing less than an embar-
rassment to anyone knowledgeable about the program.

The elderly never see low-income energy assistance. It is paid di-
rectly to suppliers only when heating is about to be cut off. To have
to go hungry when you are already cold is insanity because it is
genuinely life-threatening to the elderly poor involved. A

At our recent Washington hearings on proposed reductions for
food stamps and the Older Americans Act we heard from both the
current and former heads of the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s
Food and Nutrition Service that 90 percent of the elderly poor
would be adversely effected by the food stamp proposals with the
poorest of the elderly poor to be cut the most and suffer the most.

I frankly find it hard to believe that the President fully contem-
plated the devastating consequences of this proposal on the elderly
poor, and I am today calling upon President Reagan to recall and
rescind the proposal.

It cannot be the intention of a President pledged to honor a
safety net to reduce food stamp benefits for 1,800,000 elderly poor
of the over 2 million elderly poor whose health and nutrition
depend on food stamps, but if this is the President’s plan, we have
no alternative but to reject and override it.

Our work in committee also includes our staff’s analysis entitled
the “Proposed Fiscal Year 1983 Budget: What It Means for Older
Americans”. Included in your packet of conference materials is our
newsletter, “Aging Reports,” which provides a summary of these
major budgetary issues.

In addition to food stamps, we have found the following. A $37.7
million reduction for funding of congregate and home-delivered
meals would eliminate over 69,000 meals served per day and could
very well end up with that number of people going into nursing
homes who are not now institutionalized.

A suggested 30-percent decrease in low-income energy assistance
would mean severe impairment for 2 million households in paying
their soaring heating bills.

The planned elimination of the senior community services em-
ployment project would cut over 54,200 jobs now held by seniors
and virtually eliminate the community service programs they staff
nationwide.

I believe it is time to be very clear as to our Government’s re-
sponsibilities to our older population. We are the advocates, as
members of the Committees on Aging in both Houses, before Con-
gress for all older Americans. We cannot and we will not allow
Congress or the administration to balance the Federal budget at
the expense of our elderly poor. The fact is that they cannot afford
the sacrifice.



The unvarnished reality is that our elderly poor have nowhere
else to turn, and their plight is self-evident to anyone who cares to
look and to see. We will argue the case of the elderly poor to the
Appropriations Committee, on the Senate floor, and on the House
floor. We will take the case to the Office' of Management and
Budget and the agency heads, and we will go to the mat with the
President himself, if necessary, to insure that the basic needs of
the elderly poor continue to be met.

I look forward to hearing the testimony we are about to receive
and promise you that the messages you bring will be heard where
they count on Capitol Hill and along Pennsylvania Avenue.

With that, let me turn to my beloved and distinguished col-
league, Claude Pepper of Florida.

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE CLAUDE PEPPER

Mr. PeppEr. Thank you very much, Senator Heinz, for your very
gracious and kind words of introduction.

I am always delighted to work with you, as I was when we were
working together in the House. It is always an inspiration for me
to see the activity of a man of your age.

I want to tell you that you are an inspiration to us all. I hope
you will for a long, long time retain that wonderful vitality and
vigor which you have.

As I look out over this fine audience today, it reminds me of the
great audience which was assembled in this room when we had,
not long ago, the White House Conference on Aging. As I said to
the press at the conclusion of that conference, I just hope, with all
respect, that the White House will support us in the implementa-
Zion of the recommendations of the White House Conference on

ging.

I want to take this opportunity to thank especially the National
Council on the Aging for inviting our committees to convene this
hearing today.

By the way, the Senator and I are contemplating—I believe it is
in July—going to Vienna to the World Assembly on the Aging. I
believe it is the first world organization of that sort which has ever
been held. The Senator and I, if I may say so, had something to do
with the passage of the supporting resolution from our Congress,
which induced the United Nations to set up that assembly of world
scoplccai. We hope it will be meaningful to the elderly people of the
world.

It is inspiring that NCOA makes it possible for so many out-
standing leaders, who share a particular sensitivity to our older
Americans, to come together each year to discuss current issues in
the field of aging.

Also, I want warmly to thank my distinguished co-chairman and
colleague from the Senate for joining me in calling this joint hear-
ing which will focus on the impact of the Federal budget on the
future of services to older Americans.

Many of you may recall that on January 26, 1982, President
Reagan delivered his state of the Union address. At that time, the
President admonished those of us who dared to suggest that his
budget would impose extreme hardship on the elderly. He said:
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“Don’t be fcoled by those who proclaim that spending cuts will de-
prive the elderly, the needy, and the helpless.”

I wonder whether or not those encouraging words of the Presi-
dent, which meant so much to elderly people by way of assurance,
are today the factual situation in our country. Have the cuts of last
year, which so many of us so vigorously opposed and which we pre-
dicted would impact very severely the elderly of the country, had
the predicted effect, or have they not?

Incidentally, reference has often been made by the President and
by the Director of the Office of Management and Budget to the
safety net. In the language which I just quoted, we were given as-
surance that the pending cuts would not unfavorably affect the
needy and the helpless. What is the definition of a safety net? Who
is at the bottom of it? Who are the needy?

They often add a modifying word, the really needy. How low does
your income have to go? How low does your nutrition have to go?
How poor does your housing have to be? How bad does your medi-
cal service have to become? How low is the social security mini-
mum which you receive have to be before you are in the official
category of the needy or the really needy or the helpless?

The President assured us that the elderly and the poor of our
country would not suffer from the budget cuts. Yet the mail from
senior citizens which is flooding, I believe, almost every congres-
sional office, should make it clear that the opposite is true.

The elderly will suffer even more from additional cuts which are
proposed. I did not bring out of my briefcase, which I have here
with me, a headline from the Washington Post of a few days ago:
Proposed Cuts Threaten Another Million and a Half Elderly
People. They are the category of people living below the poverty
level. It concerns the proposal to add more cuts.

I only hope that with your support, Senator Heinz, and others,
we will be able to prevent any other raid upon the lives of the el-
derly people of this country through any further cuts.

Incidentally, I have here a letter. I will not read all of it. It is
addressed to the Honorable David Stockman.

It urges him on behalf of our committee in the House not to
carry out the proposal which has already been announced by the
administration. It would eliminate 54,000 people by October 1, who
are receiving the minimum wage. They are elderly people helping
other elderly people. They will be cut off on October 1 unless the
proposal is not carried out. That is one of the requests in the letter
to Mr. Stockman.

The other request in the letter relates to the area offices on the
aging. There has been an allowance of funds to help the area of-
fices on the aging raise additional funds to further the cause of the
elderly. That little aid, which might have assisted them to provide
better for the elderly from sources other than Federal appropri-
ations, is to be cut off unless Mr. Stockman, the White House, or
the Congress stops the proposal which has already been announced.

I have respectfully asked Mr. Stockman, of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, not to allow those cuts to go into effect. .

Without objection, the letter will be made a part of the record at
this point.

[Letter to Mr. Stockman follows:]
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U.S. Bouse of Representatives
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TeLorwome, (202) 223-9373

April 1, 1982

Dear Mr, Stockman:

I am writing you to express my deepest concerns about the impact of
two Administration proposals on vital Older Americans Act programs. I
strongly urge you to re-examine these issues and consider them in light of
these concerns. -

As you know, the Administration has proposed the elimination of the
Title V Senior Community Service Employment Program. Eliminating this
program would be a serious mistake. The progrem has always enjoyed -
widespread bipartisan support and was only recently reauthorized by
overwhelming margins in both the House and the Senate.

The Administration has proposed a "special targeted program" be
created to replace Title V, but since this new program would be funded at a
drastically reduced level and would serve a wide variety of other groups of
disadvantaged workers in addition to the elderly, the new program would not
begin to meet the needs that Title V addressed.

In addition, even Secretary Schweiker has conceded in testimony before
the Education and Labor Committee that eliminating Title V would have a
significant effect in reducing other Older Americans Act programs now being
provided with the assistance of Title V workers. Thus the grim consequences
of this proposal will be felt in reduced social services for thousands of older
persons. For the 76,000 older workers who will be sentenced to
unemployment, the consequences will be even more severe.

The second matter I am hoping you will review relates to a new rule
being proposed by the Administration governing the use of Title III-B funds.
have already written to Secretary Schweiker expressing my strong opposition
to those proposed changes and asking that the proposed rule be withdrawn.
Since O.M.B. clearance is required for issuance of this rule, 1 wanted to
express these concerns to you as well,

This proposal would cause & drastic reduction in services if
implemented, while creating an administrative nightmare for local officials.
By imposing a cap on program development and coordination, the proposal
would deny area agencies one of their most effective means of generating
service funds from other sources.




This Administration has emphasized with its "New Federalism" proposal
that . one of its main goals is to reduce regulation on states and local
governments. Yet this rule would require costly revisions in area plans, public
hearings, and a rewriting of Service Contracts. All this might have to be done
in & matter of days after the rule were issued, while area agencies would be
awaiting a second set of regulations to be issued in June.

With regard to both of these issues, hearings and other discussions held
to date have demonstrated that whatever the Administration's stated
rationale in developing these proposals, they will result in significant
reductions in the availability of needed services. For this reasons, I hope
0.M.B. will reconsider both of these initiatives.

With warmest personal regards, and
Believe me,

Always sincerely,

Ciaude Pepper
Chairman

Honorable David Stockman
Director

Office of Management and Budget
Executive Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20503



Mr. PeppER. I add only that another successful and worthwhile
service for elderly people, funded under the Older Americans Act,
is the nutrition program. If I may say so without impropriety, I am
proud to recall that I was the original author of the nutrition pro-
gram in the House. It provides one nutritious meal a day, 5 days a
week, to older Americans.

Only half of the older Americans who are entitled to that service
are able to get it because of the limited funding we have now.
Thousands of seniors are now waiting to take advantage of the pro-
gram. The administration is recommending a 10-percent cut in
funding from the budget of 1981 for congregate and home-delivered
meals. :

Is it because the elderly are getting too fat? Do they need to be
restrained a little bit in their intake of food? Have they been abus-
ing the privileges of the nutrition program so that their wrongs
have to be righted? Have we become so poor in America that we
even begrudge a good nutritious meal, 5 days a week, to the elderly
people of this country?

This will result in 14 million fewer congregate meals and 4.5 mil-
lion fewer home-delivered meals than were served in fiscal year
1981.

The litany of misery which will result from the proposed Federal
budget is not confined to the Older Americans Act programs. Of
the 2.5 million elderly now receiving food stamps, 26 percent would
lose their benefits altogether, and another 66 percent would have
their benefits reduced if the Administration’s budget proposal is
approved.

Can we not have adequate defense of America and can we not
maintain the other obligations of government without having to
make that cut in the food of the elderly people of this country?

Over 26 million elderly now covered by medicare will be asked to
pay a greater share of their health care costs. You know, medicare
only provides 44 percent of the medical needs of the elderly now.
They will be cut further if the proposed budget is carried out. In
addition, up to 1 million medicare beneficiaries will have to pay up
to $1,000 more for in-home visits.

No new section 8 low-income housing units will be constructed in
fiscal year 1983. We have had witness after witness before our
Aging Committee saying about social security that, if they did not
live in publicly subsidized housing, they would not be able to get
enough to eat. Yet they are proposing almost entirely to cut out
subsidized housing, therefore making the already long waiting lists
simply longer.

Unfortunately, older persons are the primary tenants of such
low-income housing, and literally thousands of elderly and disabled
persons will lose homemaker and other vital in-home services pro-
vided through the social services block grant, formerly title XX.
These in-home services, which enable seniors to remain in their
homes and out of nursing homes, may be cut 32 percent from the
fiscal year 1981 appropriation.

Balancing the budget is a noble goal for the Government to
pursue, and we all agree that reducing the Federal deficit is an im-
portant objective. I think we should come nearer to a balance in
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the budget. It is the only way in which we will get our interest
rates down.

However, promised benefits and programs for the elderly and
needy cannot be used to balance the books of the Federal Govern-
ment.

When we made the tax cuts of last year, 25 percent across the
board, 85 percent of the benefits of those tax cuts went to people
with incomes over $20,000 a year, but two-thirds of the burden of
all of the cuts in the social security programs fell upon people
making less than $20,000 a year.

We, as concerned lawmakers, must scrutinize each pertinent
budget proposal to make sure that the President’s past promises
are kept and that cuts are not aimed at our elders who are precise-
ly the most vulnerable to the ravages of our current economy.

It is nothing short of a national tragedy that one out of every six
elderly Americans already exists on an income below the poverty
level. Cuts in services such as I have described would bring shame
to our Nation—or should—and misery to millions of older Ameri-
cans.

Today, we will hear from service providers, State and local aging
program officials, and elderly consumers themselves. They will out-
line for us how the proposed Federal budget will impact on the
health and well-being of our Nation’s elderly.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Heinz. Thank you, sir. At this time, if there are no ob-
jection, I would like to submit the prepared statement of Senator
John Glenn for the hearing record. Hearing no objections, so or-
dered.

[The prepared statement of Senator John Glenn follows:]



PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN GLENN

Mr. Chairmen, it is appropriate that the Senate Special
Committee on Aging and the House Select Committee on Aging are
holding this joint hearing on- *The Federal Budget: Services for
Older Americans” as part of the -32nd Annual Conference of The
National Council on the Aging, Inc. The program for this year's
'NCOA Conference reflects the wide range of activities in which
the professional and volunteer members o} the NCOA are involved
as advocates for the elderly. I commend you on your continuing
efforts to ensure the highest possible quality of life for all
older people.

. I am particularly pleased to welcome one of today's witnesses
-- Anna Brown -- who is Director of the Cleveland, Ohic Office on
Aging, as well as President of the Urban E;derly Coalition. It
has been a very special pleasure to work with Anna during my years
in the Senate, and to bé able to call upon her expertise in all areas

affecting the elderly.
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Both the Senate Special Committee on Aging and the NCOA's
Leadership Council of Aging Organizations have analyzed the impact
of Presideﬂt Reagan's proposed Fiscal Year‘1983 budget on our
elderly citizens. Their analyses have clearly demonstrated that
the cutbacks in funding proposed by the President, coming on top
_of the deép cuts alfeady’made‘iast Year,” would be devastating for-:
many older people, particularly the elderly poor.

I miéht add that figures recently released by the government
have shown that older Americans constitute the fastest growing
segment of theApoverty population. According to the Census
Bureau, 15.7 percent of those over 65 years of age were below the
poverty line in 1980, and.another 10 percenf Qeré just abéVe that
line. That means that over‘25 percent of'America's elderly are
already poor; cutting whatever meager benefits they receive will
make them poérer still. In my opinion, that is juét not acceptable.
We can -- and we must -- do better than that in this counfry.

But.income support programs are on1§'the fip of the iceberg.
Othér problems abound. For exampie, one of the major,themes.éherging
from a survey of delegates to the 1981‘White House Conference on
Aging was the need to expand home health and in-home sérviéés.

There are a good mahy reasons =-- béth personal and economic --
for encouraging home- and communiﬁy—based health and éocial services
~ as an alternative to long-term institutional care. .

What is the Administration's response? Weil, first they
propose a five pefcent copayment under Medicare for all home
health visits. ‘Then.they want to reduce funding, both for the
Older Americans Act -- which provides nutrition, services, and

employment'for senior citizens -- and for the Social Services
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Block Grant, which provides funding for noninstitutional social
support services such as homemaker/chore and adult day cafe through

‘the Title Xx program. It is on these cuts'that today's hearing
focuses.

In a hearing held by the Senate Aging Committee on ?ebruary 25,
we heard from several Qitnesses about the' impact of proposed cut-
backs in the Food Stamp Program and the Older Americans Act’
congregate and home-delivered meals programs, which are instrumental
in providing adequate food for many older Americans. Indeed, these
programs are often the only thing standing between elderly people
“and nursing homes. The hearing also clearly showed that low-income
elderly receiving food stamps are having trouble getting by as it
is, let alone in the face of even larger cuts in tﬁe program. And
Martin Janis, Director of the Ohio Commission on Aging, said that
adequately serving our needy, elderly population would require
expanded nutrition programs under the Older Americans Aét. In
view of these facts, I cannot support tﬂé budget cuts proposed by
the Reagan Administration.

- In conclusion, Mr. Chairmen, I believe that the proposed
cutbacks in the Older Americans Act, social and community ‘services,
food stamps, low-income eﬁergy assistance, housing, and a
mulﬁitude of other programs raise serious questions about this
Administratioﬂ!s willingness to provide adequately for the needs
of older Americans. In my opinion, failing to do so is
economically unnecessary and morally indefensible. Last year,

70 percent of the $35 billion Congress cut from the budget came

96-037 0—82——2
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from programs that affect the poor. This. year, roughly .90 percent
of the new cuts the Administration has proposed come from these
same programs.

Now I fully recognize'the/nged to restrain federal sbending.
Inqthe.past,;too many.programs -were -allowed to spin .out of
control -- and we all know that there was abuse andHWaste.in many
of our social programs. But many of last year's cuts went beyond
the fat and into the muscle. And I say that Congress must reject
the counsel of those who would now have us cut into ?he heart.

,Becadse while-prosperlty without sacrifice may be unattainable,

sacrificing the defenseless is simply unacceptable.

Mr. PeppeEr. Mr. Shamansky, we are pleased to have you here.

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE BOB SHAMANSKY

Mr. SuaMaNsky. Thank you, Chairman Pepper and Chairman
Heinz.

I will just report on two aspects of my work on the Housing Sub-
committee. I think it is important to note that last year, Mr. Philip
Abrams of the Housing and Urban Development Department, came
before our subcommittee. He presented the administration’s plan
for housing for the elderly.

It became apparent that the whole so-called plan assumed the
success of the administration’s economic recovery plans. I was pre-
sumptuous enough to ask Mr. Abrams: “Do you have any plans in
czil\Ise the economic recovery plans do not work?”’ His reply was:
(13 O.H

I asked him whether there was no tiny possibility that the na-
tional economic recovery plan of the administration might not
work. He said: “No. It has to work.” .

He came back recently. I said: “Mr. Abrams, I am sure you will
forgive me for pointing out that it did not work, and you do not

“have any plans.” Obviously, the plans are simply to cut back on
the things which older Americans need. We will have, as Chairman
Pepper pointed out, virtually no housing built for the elderly.

The voucher plans suggested by the administration will not get
anything whatsoever built.

The other point I would like to note is the composition of the el-
derly in our country. They are mostly women. The burden being
borne by the people in ‘this country are being borne mostly by
women and children. That seems strange to me.

I think somehow, under the leadership of Chairman Pepper and
Chairman Heinz, we can address this thing and look to see who in
fact is being hurt. Older women are bearing the brunt of it.

I thank you, gentlemen, for having this hearing.

Mr. PEPPER. Senator Heinz wishes to make an announcement.

Senator Heinz. Mr. Chairman, let me say that now I know why,
although I invited you to start off this hearing, you wanted me to
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go first. I understand after hearing you compliment me on what re-
mains of my youthful vigor. I wish I had had an equal shot at that.

Let me say, inasmuch as you quite properly mentioned the letter
you are sending on title V, the fact that the Senate Committee on
Aging, in a lefter signed by 13 of the 15 members of the Committee
on Aging, to the President of the United States, urge him to retain
the full funding of title V at the 1982 level of $277.1 million. It has
been sent by me and our committee to the President. It will be re-
leased later today.

I thought that, inasmuch as your letter is very strong on that
point, our letters make a nice pair.

Mr. PepPER. Good. I am glad that both of us are fighting. I hope
our petitions will be granted.

Senator HEINz. I am very pleased, Mr. Chairman, that it is a bi-
partisan letter. It is signed by Republicans and Democrats alike. I
think that it strengthens our case for maintaining a program
which we know has paid for itself many times over each year.

It is a valuable program. It is vital to the people who are in it. It
provides community service which could not be afforded any other
way. I endorse wholeheartedly your initiatives in this regard.

Mr. PeppER. Thank you, Senator. I commend you and your com-
mittee for sending that letter to the President.

May I now call the first witness? He is Mr. Jack Ossofsky. Mr.
Ossofsky is the executive director of the National Council on the
Aging and the chairman of the Leadership Council of Aging Orga-
nizations.

On behalf of both the House and the Senate Aging Committees, I
would like to thank you, Mr. Ossofsky, and the National Council on
the Aging for extending to us the opportunity to convene this hear-
ing today in conjunction with the NCOA’s 32d annual conference.

I want to commend you especially and your fine organization and
for what you have done to help the elderly in this country.

Mr. Ossofsky, we will be glad to hear your testimony.

STATEMENT OF JACK OSSOFSKY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NA-
TIONAL COUNCIL ON THE AGING, INC.; AND CHAIRMAN, LEAD-
ERSHIP COUNCIL OF AGING ORGANIZATIONS, ACCOMPANIED
BY EDWARD HOWARD, GENERAL COUNCIL, NCOA

Mr. Ossorsky. Thank you, Chairmen.

This is an historic occasion for us. We are delighted that you ac-
cepted our invitation. Chairman Heinz and Chairman Pepper, you
give us considerable hope that bicameral, bipartisan, and by God,
we will not forget the older people of this country.

I am Jack Ossofsky, the executive director of the National Coun-
cil on the Aging and the cochairman of the Leadership Council of
Aging Organizations.

I am accompanied by a colleague of ours, Ed Howard, the general
counsel of the National Council, who is an alumnus of your com-
mittee.

I would like to suggest, if it is agreeable to you, that I submit my
statement for the record and make some comments from it as well,
perhaps, as some others.
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Knowing the difficulty of the congressional schedule at this time,
we are particularly grateful that you have come to this meeting.
Before you, are part of the 3,000 workers in the field of aging and
older people, who will be at this meeting. They come here terribly
concerned about their capacity to continue to serve the vulnerable,
the frail, and the needy aged as well as to maintain services which
prevent vulnerability and frailty. -

We have examined carefully the study done by the Senate Spe-
cial Committee in analyzing the administration’s budget, and we
have also looked very carefully and appreciate the analysis done by
the House Select Committee in analyzing the impact on older
people of the budget proposals on medicare and medicaid.

If I may, I would like to submit for the record as well an analysis
of the budget prepared by the Leadership Council of Aging Organi-
zations and have it included in the record as well.

Mr. Pepper. Without objection, so ordered. -

[See appendix, p. 73 for material submitted by Mr. Ossofsky.]

Mr. Ossorsky. It is called “The Administration’s 1983 Budget: A
Critical View From an Aging Perspective.” We submit it for your
use and consultation.

The Senate committee has calculated that, of the roughly $30 bil-
lion in program cuts proposed in 1983, $11.7 billion are concentrat-
ed in programs serving older people. Even more strikingly, more
than two-thirds of the $11.7 billion in cuts is concentrated in those
frograms serving our most vulnerable citizens, including the elder-
y poor. -

It is a sorry litany. It certainly underscores to us that the safety
net is rent. It has holes in it big enough for whales to swim
through, and it appears as though the older people are being
thrown to the sharks once again.

Let me look at some of the specifics. In the Older Americans Act,
proposed cuts would amount to 12 percent from the 1981 levels.
That translates into about 50 million fewer meals per year and
lesser amounts proportionately for transportation, in-home serv-
ices, and senior centers.

The community services block.grant, almost all that remains of
our once highly vaunted war on poverty, would be slashed to about
one-fifth its 1981 levels. Instead of some 1,450 grantees in 1981,
there would be about 220 in 1983.

The administration seeks to end altogether the home weatheriza-
tion program, which saved an average of 19 to 27 percent of the
energy consumed by the approximately 1 million homes weather-
ized under the program. Following that recommendation would
mean that tax dollars literally will seep out through the uncaulked
windows and sashes of older people’s homes.

The social services block grants, see title XX, would be reduced
from $2.4 billion in 1982, and almost $3 billion in fiscal year 1981,
to just $1.9 billion in 1983. One estimate is that about 172,000 per-
sons could receive homemakers services each quarter at the fund-
ing level being proposed. That represents a 44-percent reduction
from the approximately 805,000 people who receive such services
each quarter now.

We cannot accept the nonsense that there is no cut, that we are
simply slowing down the rate of spending. This is not slowing
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growth or cutting fat. This is chopping into the bone and muscle of
programs which maintain the lifeline for the growing numbers of
older people of our country.

The truth must be said on this issue. This trend must be stopped.

We are speaking primarily about social services here. There is a
chart before you which points out the significance of the cuts in
real dollars. It is in a context in which we are also cutting or are
hearing proposals to cut medicare and medicaid benefits, housing
programs, congregate services, in-home services, and a variety of
other programs.

The most optimistic thing I have heard in months in Washington
is the statement from Chairman Heinz of the commitment of his
committee, which I believe will be followed by Members of the
other House, namely, that title V will not be cut. It must not be
cut.

This is not only because of the income involved for the older
people who need that income. Let us remember that the guidelines
of that program require that the people who are enlisted in the em-
ployment program are poor or near poor.

As we talk of social services, ending the title V program cuts the
heart out of the capacity of the service providers who have in
many instances depended upon the older workers in the program
to serve meals, to maintain senior centers, to do outreach work,
and to maintain transportation. It is, if you will, a double whammy
on the older poor to undo that program.

It not only undoes the jobs and income for older poor people, it
undoes the services which they provide in the community.

Let me give you just some examples of the impact of these cuts
in a few communities.

In Fairfax County, Va., 57 elderly clients were terminated from
home care in November 1981, 69 others had their hours of service
reduced. :

In West Virginia, county homemaker services, chore services,
and protective services to the elderly have been cut at least 25 per-
cent.

In Pennsylvania, a senior center reported that State lottery re-
ceipts will preserve programs through June 1982. After that, 25
percent of the center’s services will be lost.

In Maryland, nutritional and transportation services have al-
ready been reduced. One nutrition site in Chesterton was shut
down. Others were cut from 5 days a week to 4 days a week.

Is this simply slowing the rate of growth?

In Mississippi, an area agency director told us that, as of next
July 1, her State will no longer fund congregate meals or leisure
recreation activities for the elderly under title XX and that group
eligibility will end for older people.

In Arlington, Va., day care services will end for the frail elderly.
The immediate result would be to save $54,000 in home health
funds under title XX and increase medicaid nursing home expenses
by at least $216,000. If that is economy, at whose expense is it, and
in what way do we defend the reducing of one program to quadru-
ple the cost of another?

You will hear many more such experiences from other witnesses
on the panel which follows.
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We have received a copy of a letter written by an official of the De-
partment of Health and Rehabilitation Services of the State of
Florida, in Tallahassee. He writes: “We do expect to have to reduce
the level of most of our title XX services for the elderly, such as
information and referral, homemaker services, adult day care,
home-delivered meals, transportation, counseling, and social serv-
ices.” :
May I share with you an experience I had just a few months ago?
I spent a day last fall in upstate New York, visiting my family. I
went with my father-in-law and a friend of the family. My father-
in-law is 78. Our friend is 94. Those two went out to serve some
older people who needed help. As volunteers, they were delivering
meals on wheels. I went with them that day.

I saw many older volunteers, talked with them, saw the impact
of the program, talked with the people receiving the meals, and vis-
ited over a dozen homes that afternoon. No one can tell me that
the people in that program are by any definition not the truly
needy. They were sick. They were frail. They were isolated. Many
of them lived in substandard housing.

Nevertheless, that program, even though it depends so heavily
upon volunteers, will have to cut back its services if this budget is
permitted to go forward.

I heard this week at a meeting of the National Association of
Meals programs, that in Erie County the home-delivered meals pro-
grams now serves 900 people, providing them two meals a day.
There are 400 older people on the waiting list.

However, by this spring, in a few weeks, they will have to reduce
the number of people to 730. They are not adding to their service.
They are adding to their waiting list.

Can we talk about a balanced budget when people do not have
balanced meals? I do not believe this country will tolerate it.

Let me suggest that the distinguished record of these two com-
mittees and the advocacy of all of the organizations and providers
of services on behalf of older people is not at all in divergence with
the views of the American people. You may recall that NCOA re-
cently commissioned its second national Harris poll.

With your permission, I would like to have entered into the
record an article about some data in the poll, which appears in the
current issue of NCOA’s magazine, Perspective on Aging, written
by Dr. Harold Shepard, our associate director for research and
evaluation.

Mr. PeprpER. Without objection, the article will be made a part of
the record.

[See appendix, p. 126 for material submitted by Mr. Ossofsky.]

Mr. Ossorsky. It excerpts some of the data from the Harris poll.
When people of all ages were asked who should be doing more on
behalf of older people—government, children of the elderly, the el-
derly themselves, employers, or religious and charitable organiza-
tions—55 percent of the public felt that government should be
doing more, not less.

Your work and the work of the people attending this conference
is indeed in keeping with the best traditions of our country. I do
not for a moment believe that our people have given up the com-
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passion and concern which they have traditionally shown for the
aged among us.

I ask you to use your roles to further that thrust by the Ameri-
can people, to put an end to the devastation being visited upon us,
and to undergird the value of life.

We hear so much about the terrible burden and the cost of the
aged, forgetting that what we have before us is one of our country’s
greatest achievements. We have stretched the mortality of our
people, and more of us are living longer. Let us together look for
ways to make that life a life of quality, of security, and of hope, for
in doing so, we are affecting the future, not only of today’s older
people but of tomorrow’s.

I know that the question being asked on the Hill these days is:
“Well, it is nice to have all these old folks, but can we really afford
them?” I suggest to you that we have no option in this regard.

One of the things being discussed is the cutting back of the cost
of living provision in social security. I suggest that you reject that
notion vigorously.

Up to 1.2 million elderly people would be pushed below the Gov-
ernment’s official poverty level by 1985, and 2.1 million by 1980, if
Congress were to approve proposals to cut annual cost of living ad-
justments for social security.

One reason why we have made some progress is precisely be-
cause of the wisdom of our Nation and your enactment of the cost
of living provisions. Are we to undo that progress?

Even now, the proportion of older people falling into poverty has
grown in the last 2 years. I ask you to act to put a halt to that fall,
to undergird the futures of our older people, and to protect that
which we have built with your help in a bipartisan, unified manner
which brings to fruition the best aspirations of our people.

Thank you very much.

Mr. PeppER. Without objection, your full statement will be made
a part of the record at this point.

[The prepared statement of Jack Ossofsky follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JACK OssorskY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL CounciL
ON THE AGING, INc.

Chairman Heinz, Chairman Pepper let me take this opportunity to
thank you for inviting me to testify for the National Council on the Aging,
and for convening this historic hearing in conjunction with NCOA's 32nd
Annual Conference,

I am Jack Ossofsky, the Executive Direcfor of the National Council
on the Aging, and the current chair of the Leadership Council of Aging
' Organizations.

NCOA appreciates you agreeing to convene and conduct this hearing
at a very difficult time in the Congressional schedule. We hope to keep the
testimony brief, brisk and to the point. The point, as I understand it, is
to examine the proposed federal budget figures for social service programs
affecting older people. The point must be exceedingly sharp, for it hurts.

The Senate Specid] Committee has done an excellent job of analyzing
the Administration's budget request for Fisqal Year 1983 in the area of
social services for older persons. If I may paraphrase the findings of that
study, major questions are raised about the continued welfare of older-
Americans if the cuts proposed in that budget are agreed to. The Senate
Comittee has calculated that, bf the roughly $30 billion in program cutbacks
proposed in 1983, $11.7 billion are concentrated in programs serving older
people. Even more striking, more than two-thirds of the $11.7 billion in
cuts is concentrated in programs serving our most vulnerable citizens,
including the elderly poor.

It is a sorry 1itany, gentlemen and ladies, but let me list just

a few items:
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In the Older American Act, cuts proposed would amount to about 12%

from 1981 levels, which translates into about 50 million fewer meals per year,

and proportionately lesser amounts for transportation, in-home serviées and
senior centers.

The community services block gr&nt, which is almost all that rem&ins
of the "war on poverty" from the Sixties, would be slashed to about one-fifth
its 1981 level. Instead of some 1,450 grantees in 1981, there would be about
220 in 1983.

The Administration seeks to end altogether the home weatherization

program, which saved an average 19-27% of the energy consumed by the approximately

one million homes weatherized under the program. Tax dollars will literally
seep out through uncaulked windows and sashes.

The social services b1o-ck grant, nee Title XX, would be reduced from
$2.4 billion (almost $3 billion in FY 1981) to just $1.9 billion in 1983. One
estimate is that about 172,000 persons could receive homemaker services each
quarter at the funding level -- a 44% reduction from the approximately 305,000
who received them each quarter in 1981.

' Congregate housing services demonstrations, designed to tie housing
and related services together in an efficient package, would receive no new
funds in 1983.

Legal services for low-income persons, many of them old, would be
ended complietely.

I submit, ladies and gentlement of the Committees, that such a
parade of cuts would be, in a word, devastating. But perhaps I should start

more simply by saying that these cuts would be, in a word, cuts.
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Many of those defending these proposals have asserted that they represent
merely a trimming away of the rate of growth, that no actual cuts are involved.
For graphic evidence to the contrary, [ refer you to the chart, which shows

the impact of the proposals in just three programs. These are not constant
dollars, that is, there is no adjustment for inflation in these representations.
Funds are being cut.

What do these reductions mean, in human terms? You will hear in the
panels this morning expert testimony on many of the specific items I have
mentioned, Let me just supplement that with information NCOA has gathered
from a once-over-quickly survey of the leadership of some of our technical/
professional units. In response to a question about>the impact of cuts in

Title XX funds already imposed, here is a sampling of what our respondents said:

In Fairfax County, Virginia, 57 elderly clients were terminated

from home care in November 1981; 69 others had their hours of service reduced.

In a West Virginia county homemaker services, chore services and
protective services to the elderly have been cut at least 25 percent.

In Pennsylvania, a center directorAreported that state lottery
receipts will preserve programs through June 1982; after that, 25 percent of
the center's services will be Tost.

In Maryland, nutrition and transportation services have been reduced.
One nutrition site in Chesterton was shut down, others cut from five days a
week to four. One of two vans in operation now operates only one day a week,
with a volunteer driver, in a county with no public transportation at all.

In Mississippi, an area agency director tells us that, as of next
July 1, her state will no longer fund congregate meals or’1eisure/recreation
activities for the elderly under Title XX, and that group eligibility will

end for older people,
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In Arlington County, Virginia, day care services will end for the

_frail elderly. The immediate result would be to save $54,000 in home health

,

funds under Title XX -- and increase Medicaid nursing home expenses by a
minimum of $216,000!

This information is-anedcotal, to be sure, mere snippets of reality.
NCOA is attempting to collect information more systematically about the impact
of cuts, proposed and enacted, by surveying the 3,000+ participants at this
conference. We would be most pieased to share the results of that survey
with these distinguished committees.

What the information we have already gathered hints at, however,
is the fundamental argument that has begun almost without our noticing:
should the Federal Government play a central role -- any role -- in assuring
a decent level of services for our elderly population? The Administration
seems to be saying, at least in the long run, no, that sates and local govern-
ments and the private sector are more effective ways to meet those needs.
That stands in stark contradiction to the judgments of the White House Con-
ference on Aging, concluded at this very hotel not four months ago. 1In
recommendation after recommendation, in conmittee after committee, the
Federal Government's responsibility to guarantee some minimal level of ser-
vices to older persons was reaffirmed. The Committee on Public Sector Roles
summed up the general mood very well in one of its recommendations:

(The) Federal Government has the responsibility to provide

basic entitlements for older people (and to provide leadership)

in the development of policy for delivering services to the

elderly. Any lessening of this commitment would be an ab-

dication of the Federal Government's responsibility toward

its older citizens.

NCOA agrees wholeheartedly with that judgment. How else can we

assure a minimal, national standard of decent living for our older population?
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How can standards even be developed if the Federal Government refuses to
.collect infdrmation that can be exchanged, let alone provide guidance on best
practices?

Let me make two final observations about these budget proposals to
the.Members of the House and Senate assembled here. First, while many Members
of Congress have assured NCOA that they will fight the cuts in social programs
outlined here, others have suggested that shortfalls in revenue caused by not
cutting social programs could be made up relatively painlessly instead by
delaying, eliminating or Timiting cost-of-1iving increases in "entitlement"
programs, notably social security. I urge you to step cautiously down that
path. The average social security benefit is about $385 per month, only
about $20-25 per month above the poverty threshhold. At a time when the most
vulnerable older people have just been hit by multi-billion dollar cuts in
food stamps, housing subsidies and other service cuts, any proposal that takes
money out of their pockets is suspect, regardless of how small the amounts may
seem to us. The recenk study done for the American Association of Retired
Persons shows that two commonly suggested proposals -- to forego the July 1982
cost-of-1iving adjustment and limit subsequentiadjustments either to the con-
sumer price increase minus three percentage points, or to two-thirds of the
CPI -- would force 1.2 million persons and 500,000 persons into poverty,
respectively, by 1985. Is this the direction our society really wants to take?

The other observation I bring to you has to do with the mythical
picture of older persons feeding at the federal trough at rates far in excess
of their share of the population. The Office of Management and Budget calcu-

lates that almost 28% of the President's budget in 1983 would go to persons
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age 65 and over. Yet the vast majority of that amount comes not from what
we think of as federal spending at all. Most of it comes from trust funds,
paid for out of earmarked taxes. Some of it comes from premiums paid by the

elderly themselves for supplemental medical insurance under Medicare. Is

that a true picture of “federal spending" on older persons? When those dis-
tortions are removed, as the chart attached to my statement shows, the share
of the budget going to older persons is a more realistic 8.4% -- and falling.
Mr. Chairman, Mr. Chairman, members of the Committees older persons
are not the only ones affected by these proposed reductions in federal spending.
We recognize that other vulnerable populations would be harmed if they are
jmplemented. But whether we are discussing older Americans or some other
threatened target group, we believe that these proposals -- and the initial
"freezing entitlements" responses they have evoked -- are bad economics, bad

social policy and bad political strategy. We urge you to reject them categorically.
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THE FEDERAL BUDGET AND THE ELDERLY:

Total Federal Outlays, including
trust funds

Social Security trust funds and
premiums

Revised Budget Total
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Medicare 'Part A
Medicare Part B Premiums

Total to be excluded
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Appendix C

IMPACT OF TRUST FUNDS

$ in Billions

1981 1982 1983
657.2 725.3 757.6
125.6 142.8 159.2
531.6 582.5 598.4
97.1 109.7 121.2
25.5 29.6 344
3.0 3.5 3.9
125.6 142.8 159.2
173.3 195.1 209.6
125.6 142.8 159.2
47.7 52.3 50.4
9.0% 9.0 8.4%

share of the revised budget to 6.9%, 6.9 % and 6.2% for the years- 1981-83.
The amounts are $11.6 billion, $12.8 billion, and $13.9 billion, respectivel)
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Mr. Pepper. Thank you, Mr. Ossofsky, for a very excellent state-
ment. I have three questions I want to ask you.

Before I do so, I want to commend your general counsel, who is
with you today and who served so ably as general counsel of the
House Committee on Aging. He is one of the fine people working
for the elderly in America, Edward Howard.

By way of summary, Mr. Ossofsky, what would you say the effect
would be on the elderly of America of the proposal of the adminis-
tration to practically cut out public housing?

Mr. Ossorsky. There are several aspects to that which would con-
found us.
~ First of all, there are already enormous numbers waiting to get

in. There would be fewer people in any kind of public housing pro-
grams. The cost of the existing pool of housing would go up, and
those being pushed at the same time into increasing poverty would
have decreased resources to turn to.

The White House Conference on Aging urged that we start build-
ing at least 200,000 new units a year. The administration suggests
that we build 10,000 units, starting this year.

Clearly, it would be devastating. Older people live in dispropor-
tionate numbers in the most substantial housing in our country.
Their houses are the old dilapidated housing in considerable num-
bers, not all, but many—too many. If we reduce the public thrust
which supports low-income housing for the elderly and throw them
into competition with younger people in the open marketplace, we
are throwing them into an untenable situation.

We must build public housing for oclder people and, indeed, have
to undergird it with adequate services as well.

Mr. PeEPPER. Thank you.

Under title V of the Older Americans Act, there are 54,000 elder
employees, I believe, who will be cut off on October 1 under the
action already taken if it is not rescinded. How many of those
54,000 senior citizens and elderly people, do you think, will be able
to find jobs?

Mr. Ossorsky. In a situation where we have 10 percent of our
population already unemployed and walking the streets, Mr. Chair-
man, to throw those who have been most discriminated against by
virtue of age and by virtue of being women and members of minor-
ity groups—their chances of employment would be nil.

We have made some considerable progress in that program to
move people from the enrollment state to private employment or
unsubsidized employment. There have been some successes.

We have a long way to go in our country before we adequately
eliminate age discrimination in employment. Many of the people in
the program are already the victims of that discrimination.

You mentioned 54,000 people. There are 54,000 job slots. Howev-
er, in effect by virtue of turnover, by virtue of deaths, illnesses, and
the like, and by virtue of people leaving, there are some 80,000
people who in any one year benefit from the program. Thousands
more will benefit from the services of the program.

Those people are not the ones likely to get new jobs. They were
the long-term unemployed hiring in order to be eligible to join the
program. They were the poor to start with in order to get into the

96-037 0—82—3
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program. They are largely the undereducated and undertrained.
Their chance in this competitive market of getting a job is zilch.

Mr. PepPeR. Thank you.

I have one other question. We hear a lot about the administra-
tion’s proposing block grants to the States in lieu of Federal pro-
grams which are now in operation. We know that agencies of the
Federal Government are restrained by Federal law from discrimi-
nating against the elderly. Do you know of any provisions in the
proposed grant programs to the States forbidding them from dis-
criminating against the elderly?

Mr. Howarp. If I may, Mr. Chairman, I will answer that. Con-
gress did put into the Reconciliation Act last year some general
prohibitions against discrimination.

The problem is that, even when the Federal Government was
running block grants—it already was running title XX—data were
not being collected so that one could tell whether the antidiscrimi-
nation provisions were being complied with.

Now, the administration tells us that they will not even collect
the information. The monitoring of compliance, even with their
own laws, will be impossible.

Mr. PeppER. Thank you. I just want to add this comment.

The chairman of the appropriations committee of the Florida
State Senate, Mr. Jack Gordon, has told me that the best estimate
they could get at the State level was that Florida was losing, be-
cause of the cuts made last year in their social programs, over $500
million in funds for the aged.

The legislature has already come to the end of its session. They
have had problems enough trying to meet some of the needs of
roads and crime, as well as other things. My information is that
not a dollar has been provided by the State to take the place of the
Federal funds which were cut off last year.

Do you anticipate that there will be need because of those cuts
among the elderly people of the country, which will not be met by
the States, counties, and cities?

Mr. Ossorsky. There are a few States which still seem to have
surpluses, which have indicated that they may make some invest-
ments in the field of aging, but overwhelmingly, the reports we are
receiving from across the country indicate that they cannot make
up in most States for the devastating cuts in these programs.

There are two aspects I would like to touch upon. One is that the
sum total of the parts somehow add up to less than we had before.
That is Stockman arithmetic, I guess.

The other is that there is a Federal responsibility to establish
standards of quality services across our country, which are good for
all people regardless of where they live. The Federal Government
cannot back off from its responsibility to see to it that people in
every jurisdiction, regardless of what side of the Potomac one lives
on—or the Hudson, or any other river in America—receive the
same level of care and subsistence when they are in need or
become ill.

Mr. Pepper. Thank you, Mr. Ossofsky.

Senator Heinz?

Senator Heinz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Jack, let me first say that one of the things done by your organi-
zation, for which we are immensely grateful is this. As a very
major subcontractor—involving some 21 States, you have responsi-
bility for the title V program in those areas. Because of your
knowledge, because of your commitment, because of your basic
ability, you have pioneered in getting the private sector to change
its way of thinking and to start breaking down the stereotypes that
older workers somehow cannot produce, are not as experienced,
and do not have the good judgment which one acquires over the
course of a lifetime.

You have been marvelously successful, in my judgment, in edu-
cating the private sector and helping people to make transitions
from the title V program into the private sector.

Indeed, one of the reasons I so strongly support continuing title
V and, if possible, expanding it is that we have a very limited
amount of time, not withstanding the fact that we have over 9 mil-
lion unemployed, to draw on the full abilities of our older citizens
and change employers’ habits to keep older workers employed or to
rehire them.

We have little time to draw on the abilities of these people for
‘one simple reason. Between now and 1990, the conventional work
force in this country, the group between 18 and 45 years of age,
will have stopped growing and will actually start declining. Yet, as
long as older Americans keep living longer—and we hope we all
do—and as long as people still produce families the population as a
whole will expand. Because the traditional work force will decline
as a proportion of the population, we will need to increase the role
of older workers if we are to maintain our standard of living.

We will need our senior citizens and older Americans to volun-
tarily extend their working lifetimes. Most of them do want to con-
tinue to work. Two-thirds of the people who take early retirement
would like to be able to continue to work.

What you do, it seems to me, is more than just a matter of per-
sonal fulfillment or survival for individual older Americans, but
also a matter of the survival of our society, of our country, and of
our democracy as we know it.

This is a preamble to a question which is this. Given the fact
that you are the major subcontractor under title V, what would be
the consequences to your organization if the administration’s
budget proposal to eliminate the program were in fact agreed to?

Mr. Ossorsky. First of all, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say
this. We are not the major contractor, though we are one of the
larger contractors. We were at one time equal to the other large
gnes,d but because of a peculiar blip in our history, our role was re-

uced.

We are, nonetheless, a significant contractor. There are some
6,000 to 7,000 older people employed through our program.

The impact on our own organization would be significant. Out of
staff of about 130, I would guess that it might affect some 30
people, both directly and indirectly.

However, I must say that our concern about this issue has never
been a concern about that. We are concerned about the 6,000
people employed at any one moment, not the 30 people involved.
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Not that I am not concerned about those people. Our organiza-
tion has, with good fortune, growing support from the private
sector. The growth and breadth of our programs continues to in-
crease. We hope we can find places for all of the people on our
staff.

Our agency would without a doubt be affected by that, as would
other national agencies.

I might say, however, that some of the national contractors
which are part of the leadership coalition, like the American Asso-
ciation of Retired Persons, would barely be effected. Their 13 mil-
lion members who pay dues to the organization far outweigh the
impact of the proposals.

I can assure you that our concern on this issue is in no way re-
lated to our concern about organizational survival. We are con-
cerned about the people we serve. That is what we are in business
to do, if you will.

Lest there be any misunderstanding, we have over a perlod of 32
years pulled in our belts time and time again. Our hope is not to
have to for this kind of reason.

While it would certainly have an impact on our organization, we
will survive. We can survive. We have no intention of going under
by virtue of some peculiarity in the trends of our political situation
in the country.

Senator HeiNz. However, what do you estimate the effect on the
6,000 or 7,000 people will be?

Mr. Ossorsky. It will be devastating. From their point of view,
the additional income from this program makes the differences in
_some cases between bread on the table or no bread. In many other
ﬁases, it is the difference between butter on the bread and no

utter.

Many years ago, Senator, when I came into this work, I worked
in a pension plan. That is where I first got to know older people. 1
remember a man coming in to see me, who said: “The pension
benefits are pretty good. I might be able to put some bread on the
table, but I am not sure it is enough for me to buy gifts for my
grandchildren.”

For most of the people in this program, it really is not a matter
of gifts for the grandchildren. It is a matter of survival.

It is also a matter of dignity. Many of the people in this program
have a reason to wake up in the morning and to go and do some-
thing for someone else. Economically, psychologically, and socially,
the program cuts would be devastating.

NCOA, thank God, will survive. I wish I were confident about
the thousands of older people we serve in the program.

Senator HEINzZ. Let me recognize Congresswoman Geraldine Fer-
raro, who has joined us.

Mr. PEpPER. She is a very important member of the House Select
Committee on Aging. I am very glad to have you here.

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE GERALDINE A. FERRARO

Ms. FErraro. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
First of all, I want to congratulate both you and Senator Heinz,
and the National Council on the Aging, for having this hearing. I
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think it is important that we focus on the particular instances of
how the cuts will affect the elderly of this country.

I will not be staying for the full course of the hearing. As you
know, Mr. Chairman, the House goes into session at 11 o’clock. We
are considering an urgent supplemental appropriation. Included in
that appropriation is $82 million for the Bureau of Government
and Financial Operations.

I think that would be of interest to you people because, without
the supplemental appropriation of $82 million, the office will not
operate after mid-May. That means that no social security checks
or veterans’ checks would go out.

Therefore, I do want to go back to the floor [of the House of Rep-
resentatives] to make sure that the appropriation is included.

Your testimony, Mr. Ossofsky, has been very complete. I only
want to ask one question.

We are dealing, as you know, with a rather large budget and a
very large deficit. You have spoken very eloquently on the human
side of the cuts. You have spoken about bread on the table, the psy-
chological and emotional effects.

Has the National Council on the Aging—and let us assume that
we leave out the compassion. Let us assume that all we in Govern-
ment are concerned about are numbers. Has the National Council
on the Aging done any sort of study to find out the effects which
the elimination of title V would have on numbers and economy?

For instance, in hearings which I had, we were told by some title
V workers that, instead of working and contributing to the Trea-
sure they will go on welfare, receive medicaid, and receive food
stamps. Have there been any studies of that, of Meals on Wheels,
which you mentioned before, the frail elderly at home and how
many of them will go into nursing homes at $24,000 a year in New
York State, for example? Is there any study of that?

Mr. Ossorsky. There are some figures. There is not yet a compre-
hensive analysis of that.

At least.one study has shown that for every dollar spent in the
title V program, $1.15 gets paid back into the U.S. Treasury. It is a
winning proposition.

If, indeed, we are concerned about the budget, that is one of the
best investments we could make.

Many of the people in the program would otherwise find them-
?_elves seeking SSI, needing a variety of other supplemental bene-

its.

While you say that we should, for that purpose at least, set aside
compassion, I do not know how one measures the numbers 