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It used to be that ideologues tried to destroy Social Security openly and honestly.  They hated it and made no bones about it. Now they say they just want to save it.

Spare me!

The constant efforts to take on Social Security have become personal to me, partly because I work with seniors on a daily basis, and partly because I am now a recipient, and in fact would now be homeless without it. 

Why wasn’t Social Security a Campaign issue this year? 

It is also on my radar because it became an issue in the Congressional campaign in the closely contested third Congressional District fight between Ami Bera and Dan Lungren, albeit perhaps too little too late.

Several of us in this room visited Congressman Lungren the week before the election, in a series of Congressional meetings set up by Jodi Reid of CARA to discuss our concerns about the attempts to privatize Social Security yet again. We were shocked to hear to hear his representative state vehemently that he never advocated privatizing Social Security.  I was at the infamous Town Hall meeting in 2004 when Lungren brought his PowerPoint presentation to his constituents. It featured a photo of an open drawer containing “scraps of useless paper”, to show that there is no trust fund at all. The papers, of course, were Treasury Bonds, guaranteed by the full faith and credit of the US Government, as was pointed out by several people.
In last week’s meeting, his aide introduced Congressman Lungren’s latest program, “Double-Nickel:” those who are 55 and older are assured they can keep their Social Security as it is, while those younger than 55 would be allowed to invest part of their Social Security earnings in private accounts. Not only is this privatization, but it also sets up a class system of haves and have-nots in the Social Security system and would ultimately destroy it. 
GOP advisor Frank Luntz warned the GOP in 2005 to quit using the term “privatize”, and they did.  But the Zombie-like concept just will not die.
We fight privatization first because it makes no sense. If you are paying into the system, the money comes to me (and other recipients.) If you get to invest some of that money instead, it does not come to me. The money cannot be in two places at once! And ultimately, it is extraordinarily risky. If Bush had succeeded in his 2005 efforts, we would all have lost our shirts in the recent crash. In addition, the overhead costs of Social Security are under 1%. Imagine where they would skyrocket if financial institutions, brokers etc. became part of the system!
We have to continue to educate not only Legislators, but candidates. Most Congressional candidates don’t know nearly enough about how Social Security works, and many electeds don’t either. Several of us tried to focus Ami Bera on senior issues, but we failed. By the time he started to realize Social Security is a winning issue, it was too late. We understand it is fun and high-energy to have campaign staffs of 20-somethings, but ignoring seniors, who vote in vastly greater numbers than any other group (especially in the non-presidential years and primaries), is foolhardy.

The Leninist Strategy

In 1983 the Social Security Commission, often called the Greenspan Commission, raised the rate paid into Social Security in order to compensate for the upcoming Baby Boomer generation’s larger numbers of future retirees, and also raised the full retirement age to a phased-in 67. Outraged by the Commission’s failure to privatize Social Security, the right-wing Cato Institute published “Achieving a ‘Leninist’ Strategy.” (The Cato Journal, Fall 1983; http://www.cato.org/pubs/journal/cj3n2/cj3n2-11.pdf.) Its authors, Stuart Butler and Peter Germanis, working for the Heritage Foundation, stated:
Lenin believed that fundamental change is contingent upon both a movement’s ability to create a focused political coalition and upon its success in isolating and weakening its opponents. As we contemplate basic reform of the Social Security system, we would do well to draw a few lessons from the Leninist strategy….. All that really needs to be done … is to point out these inherent flaws to the taxpayers and to show them that Social Security would be vastly improved if it were restructured into a predominantly private system. (Note: all emphasis is mine.) Convinced by the undeniable facts and logic, individuals supposedly would then rise up and demand that their representative make the appropriate reforms.

… the public’s reaction last year against politicians who simply noted the deep problems of the system, and the absence of even a recognition of the underlying problems during this spring’s Social Security “reform”, suggest that it will be a long time before citizen indignation will cause radical change to take place. Therefore, if we are to achieve basic changes in the system, we must first prepare the political grounds so that the fiasco of the last 18 moths is not repeated.
First, we must recognize that there is a firm coalition behind the present Social Security system, and that this coalition has been very effective in winning political concessions for many years. Before Social Security can be reformed, we must begin to divide this coalition and cast doubt on the picture of reality it presents to the general public.

Second, we must recognize that we need more than a manifesto… What we must do is construct a coalition…that will gain directly from its implementation. That coalition should consist of not only those who will reap benefits from the IRA-based private system …but also the banks, insurance companies, and other institutions that will gain from providing such plans to the public.

The authors concede that they will have to “Calm... existing beneficiaries”, as they recognize that there will be “widespread panic among our elderly, which will only undermine our efforts to reform the system. We should acknowledge the system’s liabilities as a total write-off. From a purely political standpoint, it should be remembered that the elderly represent a very purposeful and vocal interest group.” (Note: A friend today noted that her neighbor told her he doesn’t care about what happens to Social Security, as he “already has his.” He may or may not care that the Leninist strategy “must be to propose moving to a private Social Security system in such a way as to detach, or at least neutralize” these older Americans.) The authors add that “…methods of neutralizing, buying out, or winning over key segments of the Social Security coalition must be explored and formulated into legislative initiatives. The aim is to weaken political support for the present system when the next financial crisis appears.”

This shockingly cynical manifesto never conceded the possibility of our current economic crisis, which continues to demonstrate that IRA’s, stock market investments and banking are much less reliable than Social Security. And yet the many politicians are still determined to dismantle it.

The Leninist Strategy goes on to state that “The many myths surrounding the system must be dispelled, especially the popular belief that Social Security is an “insurance” program financed by “contributions.” The “radical reforms” they proposed will require a “long campaign,” as they will require “guerilla warfare against both the current Social Security system and the coalition that supports it. 

They propose that the population should be divided into the young, the middle-aged working population, and the retired or those nearing retirement. Of those, the young are the most obvious constituency… for the private alternative.” In addition, “The banking industry’s ability to lobby and garner support for the repeal effort led many in Congress to reverse their earlier votes. Financial institutions, likewise, have been extremely effective in marketing varies types of saving plans.”
The 2010 National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform

The latest attacks on Social Security are coming from the 2010 National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform, http://www.fiscalcommission.gov/. The commission was appointed by President Obama and tasked with coming up with ways to deal with the deficit. The Commission co-chairs, Erskine Bowles and Alan Simpson, have tipped their hands repeatedly about focusing not on the real causes of the deficits, two wars and ten years of tax cuts, but on Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid:
Simpson:

"We are going to stick with the big three [Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid]" (CNBC, 2/22/10)
“We are talking about Social Security.” (Fox News, 2/18/10) 

“It’ll be a bloodbath…you've got to scrub out [of] the equation the AARP, the Committee for the Preservation of Social Security and Medicare, the Gray Panthers, the Pink Panther, the whatever. Those people are lying... [They] don't care a whit about their grandchildren.”(CNBC, 2/22/10)
“I’ve made some plenty smart cracks about people on Social Security who milk it to the last degree. You know ‘em too. It’s the same with any system in America. We’ve reached a point now where it’s like a milk cow with 310 million tits” (e-mail to OWL Executive Director Ashley Simpson, 4
Bowles:

“Everything’s on the table.” (CNN, 3/1/10)

“We’re going to mess with Medicare, Medicaid and Social Security.” (N.C. Bankers Assoc., 3/10/10)

Previously Bowles had worked on a plan for Social Security that included "raising the minimum age required for Social Security and for changing the COLA formula." This is basically the same plan that is being batted around Washington today. (The Pact by Steven Gillon: 2008)

(From http://strengthensocialsecurity.org/commission-watch) 
The Commission is composed of 18 people; 14 out of the 18 have to agree on a report to be submitted to the President by Dec. 1.  He doesn’t have to go anywhere with it, but he has committed to give it to the Senate for an up-and-down vote and then to the House. There can be no discussions and no amendments, just accept or reject the whole package. The scuttlebutt is that the real focus is on Social Security, and that they are going for raising the age of full eligibility to 70. This amounts to a truly massive decrease in benefits to everyone. 
I really want us all to write our little fingers off before Dec. 1. Write early and often! Write to the commission, the President, your Senators and Congresspersons. Below are links to the documents I handed out at the meeting Nov. 6:

Complete toolkit  produced by www.socialsecuritymatters.org and repurposed for us: http://www.owlca.org/FinalFullToolkit08102010.doc 
OWL-CA and Gray Panthers Call to action: http://www.owlca.org/commissioncalltoaction.doc 
Social Security and the Deficit: http://www.owlca.org/Social%20Security%20and%20the%20deficit.doc 

" 

List of resources: http://www.owlca.org/Resources.doc



 HYPERLINK "Sample letter: http://www.owlca.org/sampleOWL.doc

" 

Sample letter: http://www.owlca.org/sampleOWL.doc


Contacts: http://www.owlca.org/Contact%20Obama%20Now.doc 
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