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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
CHALLENGE TO THE STATES 

HON. JOHN B. ANDERSON 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, December 29, 1970 

Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois. Mr. Speak
er, I think it is highly regrettable that 
this 91st Congress did not take any action 
on President Nixon's revenue-sharing 
proposals which were first sent to this 
Congress in August of 1969 as part of the 
administration's new federalism pro
gram. I would fully expect that revenue 
sharing will be a top priority item when 
the 92d Congress convenes next January. 
The recent Governors' Conference left 
no doubt that the States both want and 
need this assistance. Many of our States 
are already in dire financial straits. But 
beyond these basic facts of economic life, 
it has become increasingly evident that 
the survival and viability of our Federal 
system is dependent upon the new fed
eralism approach which would transfer 
resources and responsibilities to the 
State and local levels of government. As 
a New York Times editorial put it last 
Sunday: 

It is not good for effective government or 
for democratic values to ship all the prob
lems to Washington and concentrate all 
power there. 

The Times editorial goes on to point 
out that revenue sharing presents a dual 
challenge: on the one hand, the Congress 
is challenged to enact a far-reaching rev
enue-sharing plan designed to deal with 
the financial crisis which threatens our 
Federal structure; and on the other 
hand, the States are challenged to match 
up tax revenues and expert civil servants 
with the outsized problems. As the Times 
editorial puts it: 

Unless governors and legislatures can 
achieve such a match, the federal system, 
already severely strained, may break down 
altogether with practically every problem 
being managed directly by the national gov
ernment. 

Perhaps a word is in order about the 
reference made to my own State of Tili
nois. It is true that our new State consti
tution specifically states that "a tax on 
or measured on income shall be at a non
graduated rate." This provision would 
clearly bar a progressive income tax of 
the Federal kind, unless an amendment 
to the constitution were passed by a 
three-fifths vote of the Tilinois Legisla
ture and later ratified by three-fifths of 
the voters in the next general election. 
However, in fairness to Tilinois, it should 
be noted that, largely because of the new 
State income tax which was instituted 
last year, our State is the only one among 
the nine most populous States which is 
clearly not in imminent fiscal danger. 
lllinois' finances have been put on a 
sound basis, and I believe we can say 
with confidence that the Prairie State is 
prepared to pay its share of the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the REc
ORD I would like to include the full text 

of the editorial from the December 27 
New York Times: 

CHALLENGE TO THE STATES 

The increasingly severe financial squeeze 
on state governments has evoked justifiable 
pleas to Washington for a prompt start on 
Federal-state revenue-sharing. Governor 
Rockefeller has redoubled his efforts to 
arouse the White House and Congress to the 
nature of the financial crisis which threatens 
the entire federal st ructure of government in 
this ·country. There are encouraging signs 
that at least in the White House the response 
has been positive. 

In Congress, however, the states still have 
to overcome the old-fashioned notion tha-t 
revenue-sharing is a luxury that Will have to 
wait until the national budget shows a sub
stantial surplus. The conventional wisdom on 
Capitol Hill is that the Federal Government 
has nothing to share with the states except 
a soaring deficit and a big national debt. 
Only intensive lobbying and the pressure of 
public opinion back home can break through 
this ideological barricade in Congress. 

If this campaign is to be effective, the state 
governments will have to go into the struggle 
with clean hands. Unlike New York, some 
states have not done all that they can for 
themselves. That is notably true of Connec
ticut, New Jersey and Pennsylvania, which 
lack progressive income taxes. The new state 
constitution in illinois, which is otherwise 
an innovative document, actually forbids the 
state to levy a progressive income tax. Al
though 42 of the 50 states have either a per
sonal or a corporate income tax and many 
have both, some of them have flat levies 
rather than progressive taxes on the Federal 
model which are far more remunerative. The 
states have relied too much upon liquor, 
cigarette and gasoline taxes and on general 
sales taxes, while the local governments have 
financed themselves overwhelmigly from 
property taxes. Now that the revenue from 
these inelastic sources has failed to keep pace 
with rising expenditures, the day of reckon
ing is at hand. 

The blame for this abdication of respon.si
bllity is widely shared. In some states like 
Connecticut under the Dempsey regime now 
drawing to a close, governors have failed to 
show political courage on this problem. In 
other states such as New Jersey under former 
Governor Hughes and Pennsylvania under re
tiring Governor Shafer, the governors have 
tried to lead the way but the legislatures 
have ducked their responsib1lity. 

The chief failure, however, is with the peo
ple themselves. In state after state in the 
last dozen years, governors who raised taxes 
have been punished by defeat in the next 
election. Several of last month's Democratic 
gubernatorial victories were won for this 
wrong reason. Democrats benefited from so
called ' 'taxpayer revolts." 

Yet there is no such thing as good govern
ment at bargain prices. The public has to ac
cept the reality that with inflation and with 
the demand for addi tiona! services such as 
state-financed higher education, taxes have 
to go up. It is fatuous to hope that "some
thing will turn up" to bring state budgets 
into balance painlessly. It is self-defeating to 
punish governors and legislators who have 
the courage to raise taxes. The states with 
the very lowest tax rates are the slums of the 
federal system with weak educational sys
tems, an exodus of young people, and night
marishly bad prisons, mental hospitals and 
instit utions for the mentally retarded. 

The chief problem in state governments is 
to match up tax revenues and expert civil 
servants with the outsized problems. Unless 
governors and legislatures can achieve such 

a match, the federal system, already severely 
strained, may break down altogether with 
practically every problem being managed di
rectly by the national government. 

It is not good for effective government or 
for democratic values to ship all the prob
lems to Washington and concentrate all the 
power there. Yet the drift toward centraliza
tion which has been under way for nearly 
four decades is sure to continue if the people 
find that state goveri:unent is impotent or 
irrelevant. 

Congress can help to meet this danger by 
enacting a far-reaching revenue-sharing 
plan. Apy such plan is probably going to have 
incentives to reward the states which do the 
most to help themselves. Acknowledging this 
prospect, the states can begin to meet the 
impending fiscal challenge by enacting real
istic personal and corporate income taxes. 

PRISONERS OF WAR 

HON. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. 
OF VmGINIA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Tuesday, December 29, 1970 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Extensions of Remarks an edi
torial from the Roanoke Times entitled, 
"Prisoners of War in Distress," which 
was printed in the October 9, 1970, edi
tion of the Register, Danville, Va. 

The editor of the editorial page for the 
Roanoke Times is Mr. Forrest M. Lan
don, and the editor of the Danville Reg
ister is Mr. W. M. Saunders. 

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

PRISONERS OF WAR IN DISTRESS 

To judge only from the reactions in the 
first few days following astronaut Frank 
Borman's appearance before Congress, the 
attempt to rouse greater attention and con
cern for American prisoners of war in Viet
nam has fizzled. 

This is not for lack of sympathy, we think, 
even though less than half of the senators 
and representatives turned out for the joint 
meeting Sept. 22-rather, it is probably a 
feeling of futility. Borman's 14-nation trip 
had, he acknowledged, produced no assist
ance from abroad in reaching the prisoners 
or even in determining how many are held 
and what their conditions are. 

So the U.S. seems to be thrown back on 
its own resources in the matter, at a time 
when we are putting less m111tary pressure 
on North Vietnam and apparently getting 
nowhere in the peace talks. Both Congress 
and the American public see nowhere new 
to turn in pressuring Hanoi into more hu
mane treatment for both the prisoners and 
their loved ones back home. 

In a sense, 1t is good that the apparent 
attempt to turn the POWs into a political 
issue here has made no evident progress. 
Already, the prisoners are being used as poll
tical pawns by North Vietnam; they would 
not benefit from further such use over here. 
And this would, to no purpose, add to the 
divisive infiuences in this country. 

Still, we cannot forsake these men or their 
famllies. OUr failure so far in mobilizing 
world opinion against this kind of treatment 
of prisoners should not deter the President 
and the State Department from future ef-
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forts along the same lines. Those efforts 
might, in fact, be more successful after the 
bulk of our troops has been withdrawn from 
South Vietnam, for our war role has won us 
little sympathy among those neutral nations 
in best position to influence Hanoi, and our 
case is weakened by our association with the 
Saigon regime and its own inhumane treat
ment of political prisoners. 

Justice often stands outside for a long 
while before being admitted; but we should 
continue to knock, insistently. 

PENNSYLVANIA FARMS, AGRICUL
TURE 1970, EDUCATION, RE
SEARCH, AND PRODUCTION 

HON. JAMES G. FULTON 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, December 29, 1970 

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, under leave to extend my re
marks in the RECORD, I include the fol
lowing: 
REPORT TO PENNSYLVANIA CONGRESSIONAL 

DELEGATION OF DR. RUSSELL E. LARSON, 
DEAN OF THE COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE, 
PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY, IN 
CHARGE OF THE PENNSYLVANIA AGRICUL
TURAL EXPERIMENT STATION AND THE 
PENNSYLVANIA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION 
SERVICE, AT THE DELEGATION MEETING AT 
THE U.S. CAPITOL IN WASHINGTON, D.C., 
DECEMBER 10, 1970 
I am greatly appreciative of the privilege 

of meeting with you today and for the oppor
tunity to discuss the Pennsylvania Agricul
tural Experiment Station and the Pennsyl
vania Cooperative Extension Service, both of 
which are responsibilities of the College of 
Agriculture of The Pennsylvania State Uni
versity. 

Food production in the United States runs 
so smoothly that people tend to lose sight 
of how it achieved this condition and the 
factors that are basic to the continuation of 
its efficiency. The thought of going without 
food in the United States seldom occurs to 
anyone. 

Recently, however, something happened 
that made many people conscious of the fact 
that we could be subject to a food problem of 
serious proportions and we were very close 
to such a happening. 

A serious corn les.f blight disease surfaced 
in southeastern United States and moved 
from there to the Corn Belt and on into the 
northern states. Fortunately the disea.c;e dld 
not spread into the Midwest or North until 
August and unlike the losses in the South
east, the reduction in corn yiel~ was limited 
to about 15 per cent in the Corn Belt and to 
less than 5 per cent in P·mnsylvania and 
New York. 

USDA figures show a national loss of '\bout 
720 million bushels. We can weather this 
without catastrophic disturbance although 
Commodity Credit Corporation corn reserves 
have reportedly been cut from 275 million 
bushels to 140 million bushels. 

Knowledge based on previom; research 
will make it possible to reduce this threat 
in 1971 and essentially to eliminate it in 
1972. 

I relate this situation to you because I am 
an administrator in a publicly supported 
College of Agriculture with responsibilities 
for educatiot:. and research in agricUlture. We 
are dependent upon federal and state re-
sources for our support, and it is men such 
as you who make the decisions concerning a 
substantial part of the budgets of the state 
agricultural experiment stations and the 
state cooperative extension services. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
The corn situation illustrates that even in 

the United States we live on a "thin line 
of abundance" and even deducting for my 
biased view of the importance of agricul
ture, unless this country and the Common
wealth continue to provide adequate support 
for agricultural research and training, we 
could be subject to food problems of crisis 
proportions. And this is not a problem of 
farmers but rather of over 11.6 million con
sumers in Pennsylvania and 204.7 million in 
the United States. 

Your predecessors developed a concept and 
you have retained what has been described 
by many as the greatest educational system 
of all times. That is the Land-Grant Agri
cultural College with its Resident Education, 
Research, and Extension. Many countries 
throughout the world have attempted to 
emulate this system. 

I appreciate that you are aware of legis
lative history, but permit me to very briefly 
review the evolution of these classical Fed
eral acts. 

1. The Land-Grant Act written by Senator 
J. S Morrill establishing unique Land-Grant 
institutions to provide formal education in 
agriculture and the mechanic arts was signed 
into law by President Lincoln in 1862. The 
General Assembly of Pennsylvania designated 
the Agricultural College of Pennsylvania on 
Apnl 1, 1863, to carry out the provisions of 
the Morrill Land-Grant Act. 

2. In 1890 the Morrill-Nelson and later the 
Bankhead-Janes bills were enacted to pro
vide Federal appropriations for "further en
dowment" of instructional programs at Land
Grant institutions. 

3. The Hatch Act was passed in 1887 and 
Federal funds were made available to estab
lish and incorporate an agricultural research 
function in the Land-Grant idea. 

The Pennsylvania General Assembly acted 
by establishing the Pennsylvania Agricul
tural Experiment Station in the College of 
Agriculture at Penn State in 1887. 

4. The Smith-Lever Act of May 8, 1914, 
providing matching funds to establish and 
maintain an educational outreach to offer 
practical knowledge to all people. The Penn
sylvania General Assembly assigned the agri
cultural and home economics extension func
tion to the College in 1915. 

5. The Mcintire-Stennis Act of 1962 is the 
most recent legislation making funds avail
able for research in forestry. 

Most of these funds are made available to 
states on the basis of a formula calculated 
from rural populations, geographic size, and 
other factors. 

Pennsylvania ranks 14th among states in 
tmportance of agriculture and forestry. 

Let me present a few interesting statistics: 
In 1969, Pennsylvania farm and forest sales 
exceeded one billion dollars. There were 128,-
000 people employed on farms and 210,000 
employees in food and fiber processing in
dustries. There were 8,925 agriculture-re
lated manufacturing firms and raw product 
sales and the manufactured product value 
of agriculture and forest output in Pennsyl
vania exceeded $8 billion per year. 
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The economic values of raw and manu

factured products are shown in Table 1. 
The diversity of Pennsylvania's agriculture 
is also illustrated in Table 1. 

Few people realize that the agri-business 
complex in Philadelphia, Delaware, Mont
gomery, Chester, and Bucks Counties an·· 
nually employs 42,000 people and pays $300 
million in salaries and wages; or that Pitts
burgh and Allegheny County has 244 manu
facturing firms processing food products; 
or that Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton have 
73 food processors employing 3,718 people. 

Anyway, although the amount of funds 
provided for agricultural research and edu
cation is not great, the economic and social 
returns from these investments have become 
legend. The return to the consuming society 
far exceeds that to the aggregate farm pro
ducing sector. Let me give a few brief ex
amples: 

1. The return on investment which re
sulted in the discovery of the role of molyb
denum and zinc in plant nutrition probably 
exceeds 800 per cent a year since the dis
coveries were made. 

2. Hybrid corn has had an estimated re
turn of better than 700 per a year since its 
development and adoption. 

3. The control of Bovine vibriosis in North
eastern United States--an accomplishment 
of oooperative regional research-is esti
mated to save almost $39 million per year. 
In this case, the expenditure of $1 million 
Hwtch funds has saved $500 million to date 
for the dairy industry and the consumers 
in the Northeast. 

Your Pennsylvania Agricultural Experi
ment Station, other state stations, and the 
USDA were instrumental in some way in 
each of these deve1opments. Penn State has 
also been responsible for a multitude of 
other contributions from the development 
of improved crop plants ranging from Penn
mead Orchardgrass to Penngift Crown Vetch 
to the developments in reproductive physiol
ogy leading to superior sire selection and 
artificial insemination to produce superior 
dairy cattle. 

TABLE 1 

Economic values of agricultural and forest 
products in Pennsylvania 

(Farm and Forestry Raw Products Sales-
19691) 

Millions of Dollars 
Dairy Products______________________ 424 
Poultry Products____________________ 165 
Meat Animals_______________________ 154 
Cereal and feed grain crops___________ 53 
Horticultural Specialties_____________ 43 
Mushrooms------------------------- 43 
Vegetables ------------------------- 40 Fruit and Nuts______________________ 38 
Forest Crops________________ ________ 15 
Tobacco ---------------------------- 11 
Miscellaneous ---------------------- 18 

Total ------------------------ 1,004 
1 Source: Supplement to Farm Income 

Situation, July 1970. 

MANUFACTURING INDUSTRIES RELATED TO AGRICULTURE, 19691 

Establish- Value of 
ments Employees Wages production 

(number) (thousands) (thousands) (thousands) Industry 

2, 252 115 $741, 000 $4,621,000 
1, 006 12 67, 000 

Food and kindred products ________ _______ ___ _________________ _ 
lumber and wood products ______________ _____________________ _ 278, 000 leather _________________________ __ • ___ ___ ___ ___ ____________ _ 209 27 129,000 393,000 

55 8 35, 000 221, 000 
403 48 362, 000 1, 515,000 

Tobacco ______________________________________________ •••• __ _ 

Paper and allied products--------·-------------------------------------------------------------
TotaL ___ ____ __ __ -- - - -------------------------- •• ----- 3,925 210 1, 334,000 7, 028,000 

t Source: Pennsylvania Department of Commerce, Industrial Census Series, data in press. 

As I have stated, there have been in
numerable pay-offs but the point I want 
most desperately to make is that "agricul-

tural research and extension are not ex
penses; they are investments of proven high 
return." 
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We are not concerned solely with econom

ics or the production of adequate quanti
ties of food, however. Our prime responsi
bility has always been to the people and the 
:better life which they seek. 

A capsule look at some of the present day 
}>i'ografiis in the College of Agriculture gives 
evidence that People problems have a high 
priority. We have, for example, greatly in
creased research and Extension emphasis in 
such areas as: ( 1) environmental quality; 
(2) consumer health, nutrition, and well
being; and (3) raising the level of disad
vantaged people. 

Nutrition Aides-Nutrition aides, trained 
and supervised by Penn State's Cooperative 
Extension Service, are reaching families from 
center city to mountain shacks. This unique 
program was launched in January 1969 with 
special funds allocated by the USDA for 
"hiring and training aides to help improve 
the diets of low-income people and families 
through education." 

Today in Pennsylvania we have 208 nutri
tion aides working with 14,716 program !am
mes in 29 counties. The number of families 
being reached is expected to double within 
the year. 

Youth-As has always been true, our coun
try's most precious crop is youth. The choices 
these young people make, the careers they 
pursue, and the knowledge and skills they 
gain, will determine this nation's future. Ex
tension's 4-H programs reach more than 
100,000 young Pennsylvanians annually, 
nearly half of them as regular members and 
the rest through special youth projects such 
as the TV science and action programs. 

Rural DeveZopment--40 per cent of the 
nation's disa.dvantaged persons live in rural 
areas. Our Commonwealth has many hard
pressed rural communities facing declining 
job opportunities and tax bases on one hand, 
and the need and demand for improved 
quality of public services on the other. Our 
Rural Development programs, in the simplest 
terms, are aimed at making rural areas a 
better place to work and a better place to 
live. 

Our Rural Development Agents, back
stopped by University-based specialists, are 
working with township and community gov
ernments; planning and zoning commis
sions; authorities and boards; and regional 
economic development associations to help 
them evaluate their situations and to de
velop progressive courses of action. In some 
cases it is seeking an orderly pattern for 
growth; in others it is attempting to attract 
industry to expand job opportunities. Prob
lems of environmental pollution; wise use 
of land; training programs for youth and re
training programs for unemployed adults; 
the impact of new highways, such as Inter
state 80; the potential for tourism-all are 
in the realm of rural development. Some
times it is simply creating an awareness that 
a problem exists--and that something can be 
done about it through cooperative effort. 
Sometimes it is simply advising people where 
they can find help. 

Environmental Concerns-In recent years 
it has become apparent that much of our 
own U.S. technology, developed for the bene
fit of mankind, may be creating an environ
ment that is unsuitable for man ... as well 
as other forms of life. It wm require great 
wisdom and much future effort to correct 
the problems technology has created . . . 
while retaining its gains. 

A considerable amount of Penn State's 
agricultural and forestry research is directed 
toward waste management and pollution 
control as well as other problems affecting 
the quality of our Pennsylvania environment. 
Let me give you a few examples: 

RECYCLING WASTES 

1. For a number of years, Penn State 
scientists have been pumping sewage effiu
ent onto the land ... using the soil as a 
"living filter" to remove the plant nutrients 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
and to restore clean, pure water to the 
ground table. We know that sewage effiuent 
can be utilized both as a fertilizer and as ir
rigation water to greatly increase crop and 
forest yields. (Under conditions of the stud
ies made, 129 acres of land can handle the 
1 million gallons of effiuent water produced 
daily in a community of 10,000 persons.) 

Recently, a Penn State Forest Hydrologist 
has applied aspects of th1s research to an
other Pennsylvania problem-the revegeta
tion of spoil banks. He has proven that 
grasses, legumes, and trees can be grown on 
harsh spoil bank sites by irrigation with mu
nipical sewage effiuent and sludge. 

2. We know that the nutritive values of 
much of Pennsylvania's horticultural wastes 
(684,000 tons produced annually) are such 
that they might be effectively incorporated 
into livestock feed rations. These wastes, now 
a serious problem of the processing industry, 
could provide a substantial part of the ration 
for many thousand head of finishing cattle 
annually. Systems approaches are needed to 
make such a program feasible. 

Other preliminary studies involve the use 
of aerobically digested soft city garbage; 
wastes from milk and paper plant operations; 
utillzation of energy and nitrogen from 
cooked poultry waste; and use of sawdust 
and similar wood wastes as roughage sub
stitutes in high-energy livestock rations. 

3. Pennsylvania, with poultry product sales 
totaling $165 million last year, has concen
trated poultry operations in excess of 250,000 
birds. The poultry waste from the Common
wealth's 18 million birds amounts to more 
than 815,000 tons annually. Penn State Re
search has shown that this waste can be dried 
and processed for use as a practically odor
less organic fertillzer. 

Our researchers are working in numerous 
areas, other than those I have cited, to obtain 
the answers needed to solve Pennsylvania's 
waste management problems. What we are 
developing, and what we will have as soon as 
the resources are made available, is an Agri
cultural Waste Management Center. We plan 
a full-time continuing staff of qualified peo
ple assigned to this Center, whose total re
sponsibility will be to work on the problems 
of waste management and waste utilization. 

FOOD SAFETY RESEARCH 

When we talk about improving the quality 
of our environment, we sometimes forget that 
man's closest link with that environment is 
the food he eats. We are concerned about pos
sible health hazards that may accompany 
our food supply. 

A cooperative program with the Pennsyl
vania Department of Health centers on work 
with egg, poultry processing and dehydrated 
foods Industries. Products from these areas 
have been responsible for certain food poi
soning outbreaks in the past and they have 
been unfairly accused in other cases. 

In 1963-64 some Pennsylvania milk was 
dumped because the DDT levels were above 
the FDA's legal tolerance levels of 1.25 parts 
per million. Within two years, research and 
educational programs virtually eliminated 
the problem and most Pennsylvania dairy 
producers now have levels below 0.5 ppm. 

MOTHER'S MILK UNSAFE 

So cow's milk is safe, but what about hu
man milk? With the cooperation of the 
Greater Philadelphia Chlldbirth Education 
Association, we have one of the few studies 
underway in the country to test pesticide 
levels in mother's milk. More than half of 
the 48 mothers being tested ( 75 per cent of 
whom are from the Philadelphia area and 
25 per cent from Central Pennsylvania) are 
lactating milk with pesticide levels in excess 
of the FDA tolerance level. Two of the women 
showing high pesticide levels reported eating 
"primarily organic or natural foods" having 
no chemical sprays or fertilizers. Women who 
have nursed several children seem to have 
lower pesticide levels, indicating they are 
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passing the residues on to their children. 
Needless to say, more research is needed in 
this area. 

POPULATION CONTROL 

For almost 25 years, personnel at Penn 
State's Dairy Breeding Research Center have 
been studying certd.in aspects of male repro
ductive physiology related to artificial in
semination of dairy and beef cattle. In addi
tion, current research with bulls and rabbits 
is directed at one of our major world prob
lems-The Population Crisis. Our scientists 
hope to develop a reversible prevention of 
sperm maturation within the male reproduc
tive system as a promising approach for an 
urgently needed male contraceptive. 

NEED FOR CONTINUING RESEARCH 

The need for continuing research and edu
cational programs . . . and public support 
for these programs . . . is refiected in three 
current problems facing Pennsylvania agri
culture. 

1. Corn Blight-This disease which I dis
cussed earlier is a mutant of Southern corn 
leaf blight. It swept through the South and 
the Midwestern Corn Belt this year. It 
eventually reached fields in the southern two
thiros of Pennsylvania. Up to 90 percent of 
our U.S. corn hybrids are susceptible to this 
fast-spreading fungus. Corn is a major crop 
in the United States and the problem is 
frightening. 

The nation lost an estimated 14 percent 
of the 1970 corn harvest. Yes we have corn 
and feed grains in reserve-certainly enough 
to counter-balance the 1970 losses. Our agri
cultural economists tell us we could absorb 
a 20 percent loss in 1971 but beyond that we 
could be in serious trouble. 

Pennsylvania corn growers, as a group were 
not hit as hard as their southern and mid
western counterparts. But we feed more grain 
than we grow and, of course, the buyer of 
feed, as well as the eventual consumer of 
livestock, poultry, and dairy products-would 
eventually be affected by price increases. 

You probably noted that news media cov
erage of this agricultural problem emphasized 
the "fear" of price increases, not the "fear" 
of lack of food. In many countries, a crop 
shortage of real magnitude would mean con
siderable hardship-perhaps hunger and 
famine. 

When it was evident that Southern Corn 
Blight could become a major problem, the 
state agricultural experiment stations and 
extension services and the USDA responded 
quickly and effectively. For example, forty 
scientists and seed producers from New York, 
New Jersey and Pennsylvania met at Penn 
State to discuss aspects of the disease and 
its possible impact. Fortunately we have a 
pool of germ plasm from which we can im
mediately transfer resistant genes to the in
bred corn lines. This is in progress at Penn 
State and elsewhere. However, even by rush
ing into emergency winter production of 
blight-resistant seed corn in Hawait, Mexico 
and South America, U.S. growers figure only 
21 percent of the seed corn available to 
farmers next spring will be of the resistant 
type. (A full supply of resistant seed is ex
pected to be available in 1972.) 

Make no mistake about it; this was a 
"close one" and we are not out of the woods 
yet. The history of agriculture is full of 
documented biological changes which have 
decimated crops and changed the course of 
man and nations. The Irish of Boston might 
still be the Irish of Dublin without the "late 
blight" of the potato crop. We are also aware 
of what happened to our fine stands of Amer
ican chestnut trees ... and what is happen
ing to our American elms. These biological 
changes have occurred in the past, are oc
curring now, and will occur in the future. 

2. Stone Fruit Disease--stem pitting has 
caused severe losses to nurserymen and pro
ducers of stone fruit in Pennsylvania and 
throughout the stone fruit production areas 
of the East. 
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It is estimated that Pennsylvania peach 

growers alone have lost 75,000 trees with a 
dollar value of $500,000 and that growers of 
other stone fruits have lost 30,000 trees 
valued at approximately $200,000 since the 
problem was first noted in the mid 1960's. 

Pennsylvania nurserymen who supply trees 
to a wide geographic area have also suffered 
such severe losses that it is now questionable 
if it is economtcally feasible for our nurs
eries to continue propagating stone fruit 
trees. Direct losses in discarded trees and in 
trees given to growers as replacements have 
varied up to 25 per cent with individual nur
series. These losses have been at least $150,000 
since 1967 and continue at a rate above $40,-
000 annually. 

We established a broad based program of 
research at the fruit research labOratory in 
Ada.ms County in 1967. We must determine 
the cause of this disease, its method of 
spread, and develop control measures if this 
important Pennsylvania agricultural indus
try is to survive. A fruit tree nursery im
provement program has also been established 
in cooperation with the USDA with a goal of 
producing virus-free trees. 

3. Gypsy Moth-The gypsy moth is the 
most destructive forest pest in the eastern 
United States and now infests nearly one
half the land area of Pennsylvania. Trees 
have been defoliated in urban, suburban and 
agricultural areas as well as in forested areas. 
Watersheds are damaged and the forest 
ecology is extensively disrupted. 

Gypsy moth infestations in Pennsylvania 
were reduced below detection levels by 1951 
using aerial applications of DDT. This pesti
cide was outlawed for gypsy moth control by 
the Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture 
in 1963. The substitution of the carbamate 
"Sevin" has resulted in only limited control 
in areas placed under treatment. 

By 1970, ten million acres were infested 
in the Commonwealth and approximately 
11,000 acres of forest land were completely 
defoliated in Monroe and Pike Counties. 
There is a good probability of a ten-fold in
crease in defoliation to more than 100,000 
acres in 1971. 

Hope for control rests in research leading 
to development of new biological and non
chemical control techniques. The gypsy moth 
sex attractant has been synthesized in the 
labOratory. It is extremely effective in pull
ing male moths into traps where they can be 
destroyed. Also, this female sex odor may 
possibly be used to saturate the habitat and 
thus make the male unable to orient to find 
the female. 

A polyhedrois virus is also known to occur 
in nature that is lethal to the larvae. How
ever, considerable research needs to be done 
to develop efiicient technics for use. 

CONCLUSION 

Agriculture and rural areas have many 
other problems, some of which are indicated 
in Table 2, but agriculture is nonetheless 
"the strongest weapon in the U.S. Aresnal.'' 

We are capable of maintaining the dy
namic nature of our programs providing that 
influential men like you and your associates 
will help to make the necessary resources 
available. 

TABLE 2 

Some of the problem areas in Pennsylvania 
requiring early agricultural research and ed
ucation attention: 

Agricultural waste management. 
Low income and development problems of 

rural Pennsylvania. 
Gypsy Moth. 
Pesticide replacement by biological or other 

control means. 
Improved timber production. 
Nutrition expansion. 
Food cont amination control. 
Southern corn blight. 
Stone fruit decline disorder. 
Expansion of youth programs. 
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THE MOYNIHAN STATEMENT 

HON. FRED SCHWENGEL 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, December 29, 1970 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is 
seldom in our time that we have the op
portunity to learn, to be inspired by, and 
moved by political rhetoric. Too often 
the political rhetoric of recent years has 
been an appeal to selfish interest, to sec
tional problems, and on occasion to the 
baser instincts of people. Too often what 
we say will not live, or be good to look 
back on. 

Mr. Speaker, a reading of American 
political literature of the past will reveal 
that statements by political leaders at 
critical moments have measured high 
and what they said has turned out to be 
not only for their time, but for all time. 
They had their infiuence for good. What 
they said and what we did in response 
has added to our heritage, enhanced our 
stature, and strengthened our character. 
Greatness comes from this. 

Mr. Speaker, once again in our time 
we are privileged to learn anew of our 
political assets and our present political 
leadership, and from this to get our 
bearings, to find our base fro~ which 
we operate and serve. I am speaking, Mr. 
Speaker, of the magnificent summary of 
2 years with an administration by Dr. 
Daniel Moynihan. He is going to be lis
tened to, as he should be, becaus~ of the 
respect he has earned among his close 
associates, especially the intellectual 
community, and most of all because of 
his experience as a Democrat with a 
Republican administration 

He will be listened to also, because of 
the circumstances that prevailed and the 
place he gave us his summary. The cir
cumstances is his retiring from the Cab
inet to go back to a place where he can 
help explore, probe, and influence the 
minds of preparing citizens at a great 
university, and the place was, of course, 
at the White House at a Cabinet meet
ing before men of great experience and 
stature and deep conviction. As he points 
out how because of the assets we have 
and because of who we are, America is 
still the hope of the world. 

Mr. Speaker, this speech should be 
read and pondered on by every Ameri
can citizen of whatever political com
plexion, faith or belief, for it comes from 
a committed man, an honest man, and 
a man of great mental ability and greater 
intellectual honesty. This type of politi
cal rhetoric coming from this kind of 
man can help to bring a much needed 
stability to our time. It can reestablish 
our faith in the system, but all this rhet
oric is for naught, i! we do not respond 
to it. And respond we must in the areas 
where the real problems are. We must 
recognize that in today's world, he who 
refuses to change, wastes his resources. 

Mr. Speaker, this statement, this dis
sertation, this eloquent reminder is call
ing upon us, is challenging us to change 
so that we can take advantage of the 
resources and not continually lose them. 

I would like, Mr. Speaker, to comment 
and to elaborate on the statement, but it 
speaks better for itself than anyone can 

43985 

speak for it. It is as Sandburg said of 
Lincoln, "his own words speak better 
than any we could say about them." 

And so I join with my many colleagues 
and especially the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts in a request to have the state
ment in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
where it may become a part of the RECORD 
and be available for reading to an esti
mated 60,000 people who read the REc
ORD, and with the hope that this may 
inspire and encourage others, especially 
those in the public service media to com
ment further and extensively on this 
magnificent political literature that now 
too has become part of our heritage: 

COUNSELLOR TO THE PRESIDENT 
DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN 

(NOTE.-Dr. Moynihan's remarks at a Cabi
net meeting prior to his return to private life, 
December 21, 1970.) 

Mr. President, Mr. Vice President, members 
of the Cabinet: I feel, sir, not unlike a char
acter in one of the Disraeli novels of whom it 
was said he was a man distinguished for 
ignorance, as he had but one idea, and that 
was wrong. It was my presumption that atter 
Secretary Rogers and Dr. Shultz had spoken 
that there might be stm something of very 
great import that I might say. 

If that is not the case, I think it may be 
just as interesting to find how very consum
mate are the things which the three of us 
have chosen to say on this occasion, suggest
ing that there is some reality to which we are 
responding. 

As the President has said, we are now in 
the middle of the journey. Where it will end 
we do not know. It is no longer even clear 
where it began, our senses having long since 
been dulled by the relentless excess of 
stimulus which is the lot of any who involve 
themselves in American government. 

It may be of some use, then, to try to re
construct the circumstances in which the 
President was elected and formed his ad
Ininistration just 2 years ago. 

It seemed the worst of times. It was the 
habit then to speak of the Nation as divided, 
and to assert that the situation was grave 
beyond anything since the Civil War itself. 
This was misleading. The country was not so 
much divided as fragmented; it was coming 
apart. The w·ar 1n Asia, undeclared and un
wanted, misunderstood or not understood at 
all, pursued by decent men far decent pur
poses but by means, and with consequences, 
that could only in the end be heartbreaking, 
had brought on an agony of the spirit that 
had had no counterpart in our national 
experience. 

The agony was elemental, irresolvable, and 
nigh to universal. No matter what one's view 
of the Na.tion might be, events in Vietnam 
contradicted that view. Not long before the 
war in Asia began, a French Dominican priest 
wrote that "Either America is the hope of 
the world, or it 1s nothing." An astonishingly 
large cohort of Americans concluded, in the 
course of the 1960's, that it was nothing. 

The agony of war was compounded by and 
interacted with the great travail of race 
which, once again, not so much divided as 
fractured the society. Racial bondage and op
pression had been the one huge wrong of 
American history, and when at last the Na
tion moved to right that wrong the damage 
that had been done proved greater than any
one had grasped. 

An ominous new raeial division made its 
appearance, and with it also a new sectional 
division, unattended and underappreciated, 
but not less threatening. 

The economic vitality of the Nation was 
imperiled. The war disrupted the economy 
and then dictated that the onset of peace 
would do so as well. 

'In such circumstances confidence in Amer;. 
ican government eroded. Government was 
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not to be believed, nor was much to be ex
pected of it-save fear. Government had be
gun to do utterly unacceptable things, such 
as sending spies to the party conventions 
in 1968. 

It all comes together in the story of the 
man who says, "They told me 1f I voted for 
Goldwater there would be half a milllon 
troops in Vietnam within the year. I voted 
for him, and by God they were right." 

How then could it have been otherwise 
than that the election of 1968 would begin in 
violence and end in ambiguity? It was clear 
enough who had won, albeit barely, but not 
at all certain what had won. 

Then came the President's Inaugural Ad
dress with its great theme of reconclliation, 
and restraint, and-in the face of so much 
about which we comprehend so little--re
serve. "Few ideas are correct ones," wrote 
Disra.el1, "and what are correct no one can 
ascertain; but with words we govern men." 

Those words of January 20, 1969, were and 
remain the most commanding call to gov
ernance that the Nation has heard in the 
long travail that is not yet ended. 

How, by that standard, would one measure 
the 2 years now past? Not, I think, unkindly. 
To the contrary, the achievement has been 
considerable, even remarkable. 

In foreign affairs the Nation has asserted 
the limits of its power and its purpose. We 
have begun to dismantle the elaborate con
struct of myth and reality associated with 
the cold war. The war in Asia has receded, 
the prospect of arms limitation has gradually 
impressed itself on our consciousness, the 
possibility of containing the endless ethnic, 
racial, and religious conflicts that may now 
become the major threat to world order has 
become more believable as here and there 
things have got better, not worse. The pros
pect of a generation of peace has con
vincingly emerged. 

In domestic matters events have been 
similarly reassuring. Far from seeking a res
toration of outmoded principles and prac
tices with respect to issues of social justice 
and social order, the President, on taking 
office, moved swiftly to endorse the pro
foundly important but fundamenta.lly un
fulfilled commitments, especially to the poor 
and oppressed, which the Nation had made 
in the 1960's. 

He then moved on to new commitments 
to groups and to purposes that had been 
too much ignored during that period, and 
beyond that to offer a critique of government 
the like of which has not been heard in 
Washington since Woodrow Wilson. 

In one message after another to the Con
gress, the fundamentals of governmental re
form were set forth. More was required of 
government, the President said, than simply 
to make promises. It had to fulfill them. It 
was on this bedrock of reality that trust in 
government must rest. The restoration of 
trust would depend on this. 

Since that time, mass urban violence has 
a.ll but disappeared. Civil disobedience and 
protest have receded. Ra.cia.l rhetoric has 
ca.lmed. The great symbol of racial subjuga
tion, the dual school system of the South, 
virtually intact 2 years ago, has quietly and 
finally been dismantled. 

All in a.ll, a record of some good fortune 
and much genuine achievement. 

And yet how little the administration seems 
to be credited with what it has achieved. To 
the contrary, it is as if the disquiet and dis
trust in the Nation as a whole has been eased 
by being focused on the Government in 
Washington. One thinks of President Ken
nedy's summation: life is not fair. But there 
is something more at work than the mere 
perversity of things. 

In a curious, persistent way our problem 
as a nation arises from a surplus of moral 
energy. Few peoples have displayed so in
tense a determination to define the most 
mundane affairs in terms of the mOSit exalted 
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principles, to see in any difficulty an ethical 
:failing, to deem any success a form of tempta
tion, and as if to ensure the perpetuation of 
the impulse, to take a painful pleasure in it 
a.ll. 

Our great weakness is the habit of reducing 
the most complex issues to the most sim
plistic moralisms. About Communism. About 
Capita.lism. About Crime. About Corruption. 
About Likker. About "Pot". About Race
horses. About the SST. Name it. 

This is hardly a new condition. De Tocque
ville noted it a century and a half ago. "No 
men are fonder of their own condition. Life 
would have no relish for them if they were 
delivered from the anxieties which harass 
them, and they show more attachment to 
their cares than aristocratic nations to their 
pleasures." 

But in the interval this old disposition has 
had new consequences. What was once pri
marily a disdain for government has devel
oped into a genuine distrust. It has made it 
difficult for Americans to think honestly and 
to some purpose about themselves and their 
problems. Moralism drives out thought. 

The result has been a set of myths and 
counter myths about ourselves and the world 
that create expectations which cannot be 
satisfied, and which lead to rhetoric of crisis 
and conflict that constantly, in effect, de
clares the government in power disqualified 
for the serious tasks at hand. 

The style which the British call "mud
dling through" is n.ot for us. It concedes too 
much to the probity of those who are trying 
to cope, and the probable intra.nsigency of 
the problems they are trying to cope with. 
In any event, in so intensely private a so
ciety it is hard to get attention to one's own 
concern save through a rhetoric of crisis. 

As a result, we have acq,uired bad habits of 
speech and worse patterns of behavior, lurch
ing from crisis to crisis with the attention 
span of a 5-year-old. We have never learned 
to be sufficiently thoughtful about the tasks 
of running a complex society. 

The political process reinforces, and to a 
degree rewards, the moralistic style. Elections 
are rarely our finest hours. This is when we 
tend to be most hysterical, most abusive, 
least thoughtful about problems, and least 
respectful of complexity. 

Of late, these qualities have begun to tell 
on the institution of the Presidency itself. A 
very little time is allowed the President dur
ing which he can speak for all the Nation, 
and address himself to realities in terms of 
the possible. Too soon the struggle recom
mences. 

This has now happened for us. We might 
have had a bit more time, but no matter. 
The issue is how henceforth to conduct our
selves. 

As I am now leaving, it may seem to come 
with little grace to prescribe for those who 
must stand and fight. I would plead only 
that I have been sparing of such counsel in 
the past. Therefore, three exhortations, and 
the rest will be silence. 

The first is to be of good cheer and good 
conscience. Depressing, even frightening 
things are being said about the administra
tion. They are not true. This has been a 
company of honorable and able men, led by 
a President of singular courage and compas
sion in the face of a sometimes awful knowl
edge of the problems and the probabilities 
that confront him. 

The second thing is to resist the tempta
tion to respond in kind to the untruths and 
half truths that begin to fill the air. A cen
tury ago the Swiss historian Jacob Burck
hardt foresaw that ours would be the age of 
"the great simplifiers," and that the essence 
of tyranny was the denial of complexity. He 
was right. This is the single great tempta
tion of the time. It is the great corruptor, 
and must be resisted with purpose and with 
energy. 

What we need are great complexiflers, men 
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who will not only seek to understand what 
it is they are about, but who will also da-re 
to share that understanding with those for 
whom they act. 

And, lastly, I would propose that if either 
of the foregoing is to be possible, it is neces
sary for members of the administration, the 
men in this room, to be far more attentive 
to what it is the President has said, and pro
posed. Time and again, the President has said 
things of startling insight, taken positions of 
great political courage and intellectual dar
ing, only to be greeted with silence or incom
prehension. 

The prime consequence of all this is that 
the people in the Nation who take these 
matters seriously have never been required to 
take us seriously. It was hardly in their in
terest to do so. Time and again the President 
would put forth an oftentimes devastating 
critique precisely of their performance. But 
his initial thrusts were rarely followed up 
with a sustained, reasoned, reliable second 
and third order of advocacy. 

Deliberately or no, the impression was al
lowed to arise with respect to the widest 
range of Presidential initiatives that the 
President wasn't really behind them. It was 
a devastating critique. 

The thrust of the President's program was 
turned against-him! For how else to inter
pret an attempt to deal with such serious 
matters in so innovative a way, if in fact the 
effort was not serious. 

It comes to this. The Presidency requires 
much of those who will serve it, and first of 
all it requires comprehension. A large vision 
of America has been put forth. It can only 
be furthered by men who share it. 

It is not enough to know one subject, one 
department. The President's men must know 
them all, must understand how one thing re
lates to another, must find in the words the 
spirit that animates them, must divine in the 
blade of grass the whole of life that is indeed 
contained there, for so much is at issue. 

I am of thos3 who believe that America is 
the hope of the world, and that for that time 
given him the President is the hope of 
America. Serve him well. Pray for his suc
cess. Understand how much depends on you. 
Try to understand what he has given of 
himself. 

This is something those of us who have 
worked in this building with him know in a 
way that perhaps only that experience can 
teach. To have seen him late into the night 
and through the night and into the morning, 
struggling with the most awful complexities, 
the most demanding and irresolvable con
flicts, doing so because he cared, trying to 
comprehend what is right, and trying to 
make other men see it-above all, caring, 
working. hoping for this country that he has 
made greater already and which he will 
make greater still. 

Serve him well. Pray for his success. Under
stand how much depends on you. 

And now, goodby, it really has been good 
to know you. 

(NoTE.-Dr. Moynihan spoke in the East 
Room at the White House before the annual 
year-end meeting of the Cabinet and sub
Cabinet officials. 

(As printed above, this item follows the 
text made available by the White House Press 
Office. It was not issued in the form of a 
White House press release.) 

HEALTH CARE CRISIS 
DOCUMENTED 

HON. EDMUND S. MUSKIE 
OF MAINE 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Tuesday, December 29, 1970 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the grave 
problem of deficiencies in all areas of 
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health manpower in our Nation must 
be met quickly. It is a complex area, in
volving numbers and distribution, as well 
as possibilities of new kinds of health 
workers. 

Two papers dealing with these prob
lems have recently come to my atten
tion. One is an article appearing in the 
November issue of Medical Opinion and 
Review by Dr. George James, president 
of the Mount Sinai Medical Center and 
dean of the Mount Sinai School of Med
icine of the City University of New York. 
The other is a speech by Dr. Joseph 
English, president of the New York City 
Health and Hospitals Corp., which 
earned hirr.. a standing ovation from 
members of the Association of American 
Medical Colleges at its annual conven
tion. 

Dr. James' article deals with some of 
the problems of health manpower, and 
points at the serious difficulty facing 
medical schools because the Federal 
Government has not kept its earlier 
promises of financial aid to institutions 
and students. He also suggests a number 
of interesting approaches to the problem 
of distribution of manpower. 

Dr. English's speech deals with the 
present administration's lack of leader
ship in the field of health. It documents 
the fact that the Congress has taken 
the leadership to press for increased ap
propriations so desperately needed by 
medical schools, and also for increased 
funding for loans and scholarships for 
medical students. 

I hope my colleagues will study these 
two documents. They provide excellent 
background rna terial as we prepare to 
act on extending the Health Manpower 
Act of 1968 due to expire next June. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the text of both appear in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection. the article 
and speech were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 
A MATTER OF· OPINION: CRITIQUE OF SEVERAL 

PROPOSALS FOR INCREASING THE NUMBER OF 
PHYSICIANS 

(By George James, M.D.) 
There has been fairly general agreement 

that we need more physicians as soon as pos
sible. The single most important cause of 
this need is the growing willingness of the 
people to pay for medical care, through tax 
funds, or third-party payment-systems, or 
directly through fee-for-service payments by 
individuals. The physician shortage is an 
effect of marketplace events, not an expres
sion of an unmet health-need of the Amer
ican people. 

Nevertheless, the nation could profit from 
a large increase in the number of physicians. 
Large sections of the population do not have 
physicians at all, and there does not appear 
to be any surplus of physicians waiting to 
enter these areas. Of course, training more 
physicians does not automatically increase 
their numbers in medically deprived areas; 
however. it seems a necessary first step, if 
we are ever to bring physicians to where we 
are needed most, that there be more of us. 

The only question is: whence will they 
come? Importation is not the answer. 
"Theft" or "enticement" of physicians from 
foreign countries, when their physician 
shortages far exceed ours and when we obvi
ously have a.-& our disposal other means of 
solving our problem, offends our better 
senses of national responsibllity in the world 
community of man and brings forth strong 
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objections, of course , from the foreign na
tions. 

A better idea. is that we create many new 
medical schovl:: within our own borders. Un
questionably, there are a great number of 
universities that could sponsor medical 
schools, and there are a large number of 
wen-organized hospitals that could, with 
some additional effort, become the teaching 
institutions for these schools. But the big 
problems here are cost and time. Starting a 
medical school today costs in the range of 
100 million dollars, and it is usually eight to 
ten years from the university's first accept
ance of the idea to the entrance of the first 
class. This process might be telescoped some
what, but, even if there were the greatest 
determinativn on the part of state, federal, 
and local governments, with almost unlim
ited funds available from government and 
private sources, we could not expect to re
duce the lag to less than ten years from de
cision to first graduating class. And the ac
celerating demands for physician care will 
not wait even that long. 

NECESSARY INTERIM MEASURES 

This does not mean that the effort to start 
new schools should be abandoned. I believe 
very strongly that it must not. The momen
tum that was developed in the past decade, 
during which twenty new schools were be
gun, is not exhausted; some additional 
schools will be founded in the next few years. 
Unless the program is renewed by the federal 
government, however, it looks as though 
there will be a definite slowdown in the rate 
Of new-school development-and the federal 
government has not seen fit to invest any 
new, large sums of money in this direction. 
Other methods for increasing the number 
of physicians in the interim are essential, 
but, without concurrently establishing new 
schools, we only delay an inevitable hiatus. 

The other major method that has been en
ergetically supported is expansion of classes 
at existing medical schools. There is little 
doubt that the medical schools could ex
pand, given the inducements and the help, 
but many persons who urge this expansion 
do so too glibly, without considering all the 
facts. Some have accused medical-school fac
ulties of not wanting to expand because it 
would require increased effort on their part. 
Others have denounced modern training of 
medical students as too elaborate and have 
proclaimed that, if we redirected existing 
resources, we could train twice as many stu
dents as we do now-and at less cost. Each 
of these viewpoints is partially correct, but , 
in the main, a program for increasing the 
size of classes should be designed on the basis 
of sound analysis Of all the facts and prob
lems-not by accusing medical educators of 
lack of initiative. 

For example, there are hidden costs in the 
enlargement of the student body. One 
of the most important of these concerns fac
ulty. We are told that, since the medical
school plant operates primarily in the day
light hours, we ought to develop a night 
shift. Obviously, this would require an en
tire new faculty; we could hardly ask ex
isting daytime faculty to serve both day and 
night. But I know of no medical school in 
the country that has evidence it coUld re
cruit high-quality faculty to work a steady 
night-shift. If any group feels this 1s feasi
ble, they should make it part of a demon
stration program. Presumably, if they suc
ceed-making student body and faculty 
content with the system-this model could 
be rapidly adopted in the rest of the nation. 
Certainly it is a simple way to meet the 
problem in the basic years. In any case, how
ever, where are the funds to come from to 
pay two full faculties? 

STUDENT MAINTENANCE COSTS 

Another problem 1s tha.t, unless one wants 
to attract students only from the wealthy 
portion of the population, extra funds have 
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to be garnered to pay that portion of the 
cost of a medical education that reasonable 
rates of tuition do not meet. Tuition now 
covers, on average, one-sixth of the cost of 
education. Moreover, since the trend is to 
recruit more students from minority and 
deprived groups (roughly in proportion to 
their numbers in the total population), it is 
frequently necessary that even the tuition 
must be met by institutional funds. At the 
present time, my medical school has one
third of its tuition payments met through 
scholarships. In addition, many of our stu
dents, particularly those from the black mi
nority group, need assistance for living quar
ters and a stipend for food and other personal 
expenses. We pay subventions for students' 
apartments, furniture, and some other items. 
We buy some expensive study equipment 
outright and rent it to the students for a 
nominal charge. If the number of students 
increases, our costs go up, and out situation 
is certainly not unique. 

SCHOOLS RISK A DEFICIT 

As far as I know, no one has yet done a 
solid investigation of all the hidden charges 
and made that the basis of recommendations 
for giving medical schools the inducements 
to increase their student bodies. The federal 
government's program of inducements has 
ignored the fact that medical schools even 
now receive insufficient funding to meet 
costs. Offering a medical school, with a teach
ing program running a deficit of one or two 
million dollars a year, a sum of money to 
cover admission of new students, so that the 
deficit will increase, is at best anachronistic. 
And the school risks still greater deficit in 
the event the federal program that induced 
them to take on more students should be 
phased out in subsequent years, as so many 
support programs hav£ been. As things stand, 
without such long-range programs or com
mitments, an individual institution increases 
its own commitment only at great peril. 

Consider what happened with the scholar
ships and student loans from the federal 
government: HEW stimulated recruitment of 
minority students by offering these grants. 
The stimulus worked, and the number of 
such students increased because of it; but 
the number of Brants has remained constant, 
and the burden has fallen on the schools to 
fill the gaps. I think it must be said that, 
if there is to be any major increase in the 
number of new students by this route in the 
next few years, then we need a vast trans
fusion of federal funds across the land to 
meet the true costs of education-for the ad
ditional and traditional numbers of students. 
If this were done, then most of the large 
medical centers coUld boost the number of 
students they train, and could do so quickly. 

A corollary exists in the plan to enable the 
undergraduate colleges to expand some of 
their science departments to include the 
basic-science courses of the first two years of 
medical school. This would be an amazingly 
effective way to cut back the need for new 
construction. If undergraduate departments 
of biology, chemistry, physics, etc., expanded 
and developed new courses in physiology, 
anatomy, pharmacology, microbiology, etc., 
and each admitted a small group of stu
dents-say, ten-an enormously enlarged 
crop of students would be made available for 
studies of clinical medicine. Here the delay 
woUld be only two years-just time enough 
for the medical schools to gear up for the ad
mission of vastly enlarged third- and fourth
year classes. Planned properly and well-sup
ported by federal funds, this approach would 
be eminently feasible. 

CAN ANY PLAN WORK? 

A few programs of this type are already in 
trial. The State of Indiana. is supporting the 
teaching of such basic sciences to several stu
dents at Purdue and at Notre Dame. These 
students will eventually take their cUnical 
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studies at the University of Indiana School of 
Medicine. A similar program is being set up 
by the State of lllinois. If this became a na
tionwide project--with, say, 700 colleges each 
giving preclinical coursework to only four or 
five potential medical students-3,000 addi
tional students would be readied for the 
existing clinical-teaching plants of the na
tion, and without expansion of facilities. And 
yet the existing 100 or so medical schools 
could not now comfortably absorb into their 
clinical-teaching programs more than about 
one-third of this total. In other words, with
out adequate supports at all levels, even the 
most economical plan cannot be made to 
work. And, of course, because the states 
haven't the resources to do this job alone, 
it is up to the federal government. 

Ideas for increasing the physician popula
tion are often tied to a plan to train more 
general practitioners and fewer researchers, 
academicians, and specialists. The feeling is 
that the American people want family doc
tors, that what the urban ghettos need are 
GPs, and that we are wasting a good deal of 
manpower on training cardiologists, neuro
surgeons, and so on, when what we really 
need are first-level, primary physicians. Ad
vocates of this approach have recommended 
that many of our community hospitals could 
serve excellently as training points for clini
cal medicine. Elaborate classroom training, 
such as only the large university medical cen
ter can readily provide, is not needed; it is 
said. We teach too much biochemistry and 
anatomy anyway, while the real need is for a 
turn toward the apprenticeshiP method of 
learning clinical medicine. 

All of these suggestions are intriguing and 
stimulating; they are even relevant. But 
they are very dangerous if taken at face 
value, without comprehensive analysis. 
I won't attempt that now, but I will point 
out that, for example, contrary to widespread 
opinion, GPs are not reproducing themselves. 

PRESSURE FOR GENERAL PRACTICE 

Despite their great interest in humanistic 
medical care, students are still flocking to 
the specialties. Various methods-some of 
the penalty type, some of the coercion type-
have been suggested for reversing the trend. 
Some suggest that every physician be re
quired to spend two years in general practice 
before he can undertake specialty studies; 
others, that certain medical schools be sup
ported by state and federal funds only if 
they promise to produce GPs either primarily 
or exclusively. One state had before its legis
lature a measure that would deny a license 
to an MD unless he had spent at least six 
months in an internship assigned by the 
Commissioner of Health; presumably this 
was to force him into some rural area or 
urban ghetto in a community hospital not 
generally recognized as having teaching 
excellence. 

But if the nation agrees that it needs 
more general practitioners, penalty systems 
are not the answer. I see no value in a school 
professedly training as GPs those students 
who enter that school only because they can 
be admitted easily, but who promptly after 
graduation lay out their plans for specializa
tion. I also do not think it wise to create a 
double standard in medical-school status
one class being more academic, more high
powered, more specialization-oriented, and 
the other less sophisticated and earning a 
reputation for having received something
less-than-excellent training to make them 
adequate, but not top-flight, general prac
titioners. Far wiser, it seems to me, is that 
each school provide many tracks for its stu
dents, including a strong GP tra~k-one that 
is competitive, in terms of inducem ents and 
attractions, with those of the specialties. 

In the meantime, we need a better set of 
models of how GPs are going to work after 
they are trained. It may be that the pattern 
of general practice we usually have in mind 
is no longer viable, or won't be in the coming 
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years. The GP of the future will presumably 
be involved with complex arrays of equip
ment and with extensive followup procedures 
that engage the services of many allied 
health professionals. 

RESTRICTION OF FIELD 

Perhaps what we need, after all, are more 
GPs of this kind who will work in teams and 
go periodically from more central headquar
ters (possibly with elaborate mobile equip
ment) to serve an area for a period of 
months and then circulate back to the par
ent program. If t .his is to be the case, I think 
it would be much easier to recruit students 
to the general-practice track. And stlll, in 
this era, one cannot neglect the ladder effect 
of career development. One would not want 
to recruit a man into a form of medicine 
from which he had no escape should he 
change his mind. 

As for the role of the community hospital 
in teaching, it is extremely important that 
the medical student learn not only the facts 
of present medicine, but also the basic mech
anisms of health and disease. Medical 
school must prepare him for the dual respon
sibility of practicing medicine as he has 
learned it and continuing the learning proc
ess throughout his life, so that he can al
ways be relevant. Medicine is changing so 
rapidly that students must be graduated 
from school with the ability and motivation 
for self-teaching and the undertaking of 
postgraduate education. It is still to be deter
mined whether an apprentice-type program 
in a community hospital, without a strong 
relationship between classroom and bedside, 
and often without full-time chiefs of serv
ice (or with part-time chiefs whose primary 
dedication might be to activities other than 
teaching), can achieve this kind of graduate. 
Also, the community hospital often operates 
as a series of separate clinical departments in 
loose confederation around a nonmedical 
administrator who maintains the budget and 
who administers, but who does not accept 
the responsibility of leadership for the aca
demic and clinical program. High-quality 
medical education still requires total orien
tation to education and leadership from a 
staff so oriented. Then, too, community hos
pitals are built for service; tooling up for 
education would be, again, a costly and 
lengthy procedure. 

People who can think back to the Flexner 
Report of 1910 do not believe it would be 
desirable for us to lower standards of medi
cal education now in 1970. We want to main
tain quality even while we pursue quan
tity. The problem of overtraining can be 
handled by allowing students to elect vari
ous tracks of specialization, including gen
eral practice. I believe that we can't force 
or coerce students into general practice, but 
I also believe that, if the medical school is 
associated with good medical-care practice
models for rural and urban health, its stu
dents will see opportunities in these clinical 
fields. 

ASSISTANCE IN ALL AREAS 

One way, therefore, that the government 
could provide significant aid would be by 
investing heavily in helping medical schools 
establish practice-models for the distribu
tion of care to the community. In fact, such 
support should help each school serve sev
eral communities-rural, urban, labor
union, industrial-plant, and so on. Each 
such community demands first-level applied 
medicine. But, precisely because we cannot 
lower standards, cannot coerce students, and 
cannot regiment physicians, the increase of 
any group of physicians necessitates in
crease of all. And if we have more students 
and, eventually, more medical schools, we 
will certainly need more teachers. They have 
to be produced now. Were the government 
to provide assistance in all areas-including 
continued support of research, and a work
ing program of inducements to universities 
to expand their basic-science departments, 
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plus long-range planning and methods of 
upgrading the community hospitals Within 
a reasonable period of time--then all of the 
problems we find today would be capable 
of resolution. 

REMARKS BY JOSEPH T. ENGLISH, M.D. 
To the country as a whole, the health care 

crisis was identified as such, on July 10, 
1969 when President Nixon spoke to the 
issue as follows: 

"This Nation is faced with a breakdown 
in the delivery of health care unless imme
diate and concerted action is taken by Gov
ernment and the private sector. Expansion 
of public and private financing for health 
services is far in excess of the capacity of 
our health system to respond. The result is 
a crippling inflation in medical costs, caus
ing vast increases in government health ex
penditures with little return, raising private 
health insurance premiums and reducing 
the purchasing power of the health dollar 
of our citizens." 

Disturbingly, this description of a basic 
imbalance between the financing of health 
care services and the capacity of the health 
care system to respond is no less accurate 
today than it was a year and a half ago. How 
have we come to this point? What is being 
done about it today? What must be done in 
the future? 

The lessons of recent years have sharpened 
our focus and perspective. Our nation has 
come to recognize two important myths
myths which impede our efforts toward prog
ress in meeting the health needs of our 
people. 

The first myth held that a major invest
ment of money and talent in bio-medical 
research would result in advances that would 
be automatically transmitted throughout the 
health care system to the benefit of all. The 
investment was Inade. Dramatic advances 
were the result. We saw progress in every 
field of medical science and technology, mak
ing our nation's centers of medical excellence 
second to none ln the world. 

But the translation of these advances into 
the day-to-day practice of medicine did not 
occur. Rather, the gap widened between the 
best which medicine could offer and what 
was available to vast numbers of our people. 
Committed to the important work of advanc
ing medical knowledge, our medical schools 
became over-dependent upon Federal re
search support for other important activities, 
such as education and community service. 

The second myth held that a mainstream 
of American medical care existed, and that 
the only barrier between this mainstream 
and millions of our people was the lack of 
money to pay for these services. It was as
sumed that if these citizens were provided 
a money ticket into the system, they would 
then be able to partake of quality medical 
care. This assumption was seldom ques
tioned, and the great national debate cen
tered on whether the money ticket was to be 
from public or private resources. 

The result of the economic a.nd ideological 
dialogue which ensued was the enactment 
of the SOcial Security amendments of 1965, 
creating Medicaid and Medicare. A signifi
cant step forward was taken in the develop
ment of a financial structure to support 
health services. But only recently have we 
begun to understand how incomplete a 
strategy this legislation was. 

What have been the consequences of an 
incomplete strategy based, to some extent, 
on a series of myths? First, the demand for 
health services has reached an unprecedented 
scale. Medical progress in the past 30 years 
has increased realizBition of what the physl
cia.n can offer. Health services are perceived 
as related to the right to life itself. Provided 
with real purchasing power, the American 
health consumer has placed enormous stress 
on the capacity of the American health en
terprise to respond. 
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This strain has been compounded by the 

maldistribution of health manpower, partic
ularly physicians, who are moving away 
from the rural areas of our country, away 
from the urban core, and into the suburban 
communities surrounding our great cities. 
In 1943, the doctor-patient ratio in the in
ner cities was one to 500, and in the sur
rounding suburban communities was one to 
2,000. By 1968, it had become one to 10,000 
in the urban core and one to 500 in the 
suburbs. So much for the myth of the main
stream. 

It has been in the cities of our nation, 
where the majority of Medicaid beneficiaries 
reside, that increased demand for health 
services has been most pronounced. It is in 
the cities where our capacity is most severe
ly strained. In one 55-block area of Harlem 
recently studied, 50 physicians served 25,000 
residents 25 years ago. Today, five physicians 
struggle to serve a population grown to 
50,000. A physician in a situation such as this 
often bears double and triple the load he 
carried before, and inevitably finds difll<:ulty 
in providing every patient with the highest 
quality care. The sheer number of patients 
seeking his attention forces him to put those 
who are really 111 into hospitals. Many of 
these patients might have been otherwise 
cared for outside of the hospital. This strains 
our already over-taxed hospital resource. 
This is further aggravated by financing 
mechanisms which support hospital care far 
better than out-patient care. 

In the South Bronx of New York, the 346-
bed Lincoln Hospital now serves as primary 
health resource to some 350,000 of New York's 
most medically needy citizens. In itB tiny 
emergency room, now the third busiest in 
the nation, some 500 patients a day are seen 
in a facility and by a staff never intended to 
bear such a load. In these situations we risk 
dilution of the quality of care. Further, we 
11nd increasing inequities and indignities in 
the human relationships involved in health 
services. The personal and human attention 
so basic to the healing process becomes pro
gressively more difllcult to assure. 

In the rural areas of the country, the prob
lem is no less acute. In rural counties physi
cians lost through death and retirement are 
not being replaced. Over 412,000 people in 
115 counties scattered through 23 states do 
not have any physicians poviding patient 
care in their counties. There is no place at 
all to cash in the money ticket. 

Faced with an increased demand, and dilu
tion in the quality of services for a major 
portion of our population, infiation in health 
costs has increasingly attracted the atten
tion of Americans and their congressional 
officials. Last year public-private expendi
tures for health services in this country ex
ceded $63 billion. Infiation in this massive 
segment of the economy has exceeded that 
in any other. The nation's medical bill has 
increased 500% during the past twenty years. 
Health insurance premiums have been in
creasing at the rate of 10% a year. Hospital 
costs have increased 82% in the past five 
years. In the last fiscal year the federal con
tribution to the $63 billion enterprise was 
$18 billion-a figure larger than the national 
budget of all but five countries in the world. 
Of this $18 billion, $14 b1llion was devoted 
to the financing of health care--to the issu
ing of money tickets. 

These are the elements of the health care 
crisis we face today. The growing reaction 
of an aroused public is the major new factor. 
In the halls of Oongress and in the head
lines of our national press we see the stirrings 
of a public now questioning those In whom 
they had placed their trust for the assur
ance of accessible, high-quality health serv
ices. The health professions, and medicine in 
particular, are receiving increasing public 
scrutiny. I would suggest that, unless we 
respond by effective action in the public in
terest, the reaction of an increasingly con-
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cerned public will eventually impose drastic 
changes which will work neither to the bene
fit of the patient nor the provider. 

There are several major issues which must 
be confronted. 

First, the national shortage of health man
power and institutions is real. But beyond 
the training of larger numbers of health pro
fessionals, the means must be developed to 
deal with the serious maldistribution of 
health manpower and resources. 

Second, pouring resources into payment 
for health services without comparable in
vestment in our capacity to respond to in
creased demand produces staggering infia
tion. A qualitative balance in the Federal 
health investment must be struck. This has 
not been done. 

Third, important advances in medical re
search and technology still have not reached 
the public at large. Effective incorporation of 
new discoveries into the daily delivery of 
health services must be assured. 

Fourth, medical schools are vulnerable to
day because of their over-dependence for 
many functions on federal research dollars. 
Realistic financing for the educational and 
service responsibilities of medical schools 
must be guaranteed. 

Finally, the system through which health 
services are organized and delivered has 
serious inadequacies requiring effort on many 
fronts. New organizational models for health 
care delivery must be supported, studied and 
compared. Incentives both for consumers and 
providers of health services must be de
veloped and tested. In order to be sure that 
the vast talent of the nation's medical 
schools contributes to these efforts, depart
ments of social and community medicine 
must be supported. It is here that the vital 
union of education, service, and research 
can be directly focused on solving some of 
our most severe problems. 

At a time when the health professions are 
entering what could be the most critical dec
ade of the century for the future of our 
nation's health effort, at a time when pub
lic unrest is moving us toward new ap
proaches to the problem which would have 
been unthinkable ten years ago, what kind 
of leadership and response are we getting 
from Washington? 

This is the saddest fact of all. The evident 
lack of attention to the health needs of the 
American people is a matter of public rec
ord: 

(1) The nation's number one health offi
cial has had to publicly lament his exclusion 
from the decision-making process in the 
White House. 

(2) The new Secretary of HEW was not 
consulted by the White House staff before 
the Presidential Veto of a major piece of 
health legislation: the Hill Burton Program. 

(3) At this very moment, it is still impos
sible to identify anyone on the largest White 
House staff in history who has responslbll
ity or competence in this major segment of 
our economy and national life. 

(4) In a year which the Administration It
self defined a.s one of major crisis, there was 
no Presidential Health Message. 

Meanwhile, the Federal Government Will 
quantitatively increase its expenditures for 
Health next year by $2 billion In a way which 
contributes to the present infiatlonary spiral. 
But It has developed no strategy for making 
this increase produce the qualitative impact 
so needed if the public interest is to be 
served. 

Despite the urgent need for investment 
in increasing our capacity to respond to new 
demand, it Is in this area where the adminis
tration seeks false economy. 

It has been the COngress this year which 
pressed for an increase of $411 milllon over 
the administration's budget for support of 
bio-medical research, medical education, 
comprehensive health planning and health 
services research and development. 
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It has been the Congress which pressed for 

Increases in expenditures for medical facili
ties construction, the Regional Medical Pro
grams, mental health, and communicable dis
eases control. 

Despite drastic inequities in our medical 
educational system in which 40 % of the 
nation's medical students come from fam
ilies in the top 5 % income bracket, the Ad
ministration cut back financial aid programs 
for medical students last year. It has been 
the Congress, with the encouragement of this 
Association and the Student American Med
Ical Assoclation, which pressed the admin
istration for an additional $18 million for 
student assistance this year. 

When a score of our medical schools are 
on the verge of financial collapse, it Is again 
the Congress that takes the initiative In 
pressing an administration, deaf to its own 
health officials, for an additional $16 mil
llon for institutional support and an addi
tional $24 milllon for health research and 
education fac111ties. 

I would contend that this not so benign 
neglect of a $63 blllion segment of our econ
omy can do nothing but further cripple our 
capacity to provide services important to 
llfe Itself, and to aggrevate the reaction of a 
frustrated public. 

But perhaps the most insidious aspect of 
the current situation is the fostering of a 
climate which could divide Into meaningless 
competition the three inseparable parts of 
our health effort: research, education and 
service. When resources are scarce, individ
uals and Institutions whose primary commit
ment has been to one of these areas may fall 
into the easy trap of attempting to protect 
their interests at the expense of other equal
ly vital areas. In the face of famine, there 
Is a temptation towards cannl!balism. Only 
the most simplistic analysis of the current 
crisis would allow such a course. 

Research has led and will continue to lead 
to heightened medical capab1Uty without 
which the whole medical enterprise will 
wither and die. All our efforts will be futlle 
1f our capacity to produce Increased num
bers of physicians and other health profes
sionals is not assured. Without financing 
mechanisms which at once remove monetary 
barriers for those who need health services 
and provide incentives for the more rational 
organization and delivery of health care, we 
can never meet our responsiblllty to the 
American public. 

I would suggest that the callous Indiffer
ence at the highest levels of our government 
to the health crisis in America exposes above 
all our own Inability to organize effectively 
and to argue persuasively for the rational 
support of the American health enterprise. 
This Indifference requires that we rise above 
our more parochial concerns to organize an 
effort In the publlc interest which combines 
our forces more effectively. 

In the past there has been ample evidence 
of the leading role that medical educators 
and schools of medicine can play In such an 
effort. 

Tufts University School of Medicine moved 
to sponsor two of the pilot Neighborhood 
Health Centers In cooperation with the Office 
of Economic Opportunity. These centers, es
tablished In the Columbia Point section of 
Boston and in Mound Bayou, Mississippi, 
served as early models of the effective social 
involvement of medical educational institu
tions In the health problems of the poor. 

When government confronted the prob
lems of the Watts community here In Los 
Angeles, the University of Southern Callfor
nla. School of Medicine, then under the di
rection of Dr. Roger Egeberg, took the ini
tiative to accept major responsibllity for the 
medical aspects of that task. Today over half 
the nation's medical schools are involved in 
the operation of Neighborhood Health Cen
ter programs. 
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Early in the '60's the municipal hospitalS 

of the City of New York were faced with the 
serious consequences of a failure to attract 
enough house staff and attending physicians. 
The City's commitment to provide health 
services to the medically indigent was in 
danger of breach. Under the brllliant lead
ership of Dr. Ray Trussell, then COmmis
sioner of Hospitals, the aftl.llation plan was 
born. Through this plan, the City con
tracted with medical schools and voluntary 
hospitals for the provision of professional 
services. Since 1961, the medical schools of 
New York have helped to provide quality 
care to millions of New Yorkers while lead
ing in the development of some of the na
tion's finest physician training programs. we 
are now involved, through the newly cre
ated New York City Health and Hospitals 
COrporation, in efforts intended to further 
develop this public-private partnership. But 
this example reminds us that in a time of 
great need, the medical schools of the City 
responded with energy and responsib111ty in 
helping with that health care crisis. 

Today the Albert Einstein College of Medi
cine, an institution nationally known for its 
high standards of academic excellence and 
its contributions to basic bio-medical re
search, has begun to rise to the new chal
lenge. At the Lincoln Hospital which I men
tioned earlier, the school is developing train
ing programs for students and house oftl.cers 
which will assure medical excellence but 
which will also deal realistically with the 
needs of a hospital and a community where 
health conditions are in a state of near dis
aster. Beyond its concern with the South 
Bronx, the College is moving toward an hol
istic approach to health problems and is tak
ing a leadership role in the development of 
a more rational planning of health servicef" 
for the entire Bronx. The College's respons6 
to the basic needs for health care of this 
community, to the needs for new models of 
physician and health professional training, 
and to the need for participatory planning 
involving the community, is most encourag
ing. Albert Einstein is but one example of 
many such initiatives underway by major 
medical centers in our city and throughout 
the country. 

The major challenge of this decade will be 
to stab111ze the support of our institutions of 
bio-medical excellence while we cerate the 
new institutions of equity. The task is to 
share the fruits of our achievements with 
200 million people, to share our excellence 
with equity, eftl.ciency and respect for human 
dignity. 

This will take institutional development 
as did the challenge of the last two decades. 
And the development of the new institutions 
of equity will require the leadership of medi
cal research and education in the same way 
that the development of our institutions of 
bio-medical excellence did in the past. If we 
do not forge this partnership in the '70's, 
then all of the American health enterprise 
will suffer, but especially the consumer. 

With this partnership, the Administration 
will not be able to ignore our Pederal health 
leadership. If those of us committed to new 
knowledge, new manpower and better serv
ice join forces in the coalition which the 
times demand, we shall be heard. It must be 
a coalition of teacher and student, of pro
Vider and researcher. It must include those 
interested in the old as well as the young; 
of those interested in the treatment of dis
ease as well as the protection of health. It 
must be a public-private partnership, and 
most importantly, it must include the con
sumer. 

The time is late. The public need is great. 
Let us get on with the work. 
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PLAN 

PRESIDENT 
ASSISTANCE 

HON. HOWARD W. ROBISON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, December 29, 1970 

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Speaker, I include 
in the RECORD a speech in support of 
President Nixon's Family Assistance 
Plan which I gave at a forum sponsored 
by the Broome County League of Women 
Voters on October 17, 1970: 
WELFARE REFORM-NECESSrrY FOR THE 1970's 

It was not long ago that Kenneth Kenis
ton, Professor of Psychology at the Yale 
Medical Sch<X>l, recently commented that, 
"during the 1960's, it was the lot of Ameri
cans to live in mounting historical crisis, but 
not to understand it." The implications of 
such a statement are dramatic. If such a 
conclusion is justified-and, in many ways, 
I believe it is-then it is our task to see that 
the decade before us, the 1970's, proves to be 
less dangerous to our ultimate stability as a 
Nation. And in order to have even minimum 
success in our task, we must understand and 
deal with the singular irony which marks 
our age and creates, at least in part, this 
condition. That irony is that while we are 
continuing to experience great technical 
competence, great achievements, great ma
terial production, at the same time we are 
being overwhelmed by the fruits of such 
achievement. As Julius Stratton, Chairman 
of the Board of the Ford Foundation, said a 
few weeks ago at Cornell, "We have been l8ite 
to recognize the need to govern wisely a com
plex of material powers, the like of which 
man has never known before, and the fruits 
of which he is unwilling to relinquish." 

In the midst of material accumulation and 
expansion, then, we have witnessed a con
tinuation of the cycles of poverty and need 
in both cities and rural areas. Our cities con
tinue to deteriorate; racism continues to be 
a powerful undercurrent in our Nation's so
cial makeup; workingmen are angry, re
sentful, and often under-represented in the 
councils of political power; business leaders 
appear to be increasingly uneasy about deal
ing in an economy they are increasingly un
able to control; the intellectual community 
continues to be disaffected and cynical. 

American Liberalism of the past decade
of which. in varying degrees, both the Re
publican and Democratic Parties are very 
much a part-was quite unprepared for this 
enormous irony; and thus political leaders, 
business leaders, and religious leaders often 
spent too much of their time on episodic at
tacks on the symptoms, rather than on the 
causes of problems. We had yet to define or 
understand what had happened; and thus 
even our best efforts were too often wasted or 
counter-productive. 

Now a new decade lies before us-and it 
has been during this watershed year of 1970 
that the symptoms of the gathering crisis 
have been etched most clearly in the public 
eye. Mylai; Kent State, Jackson State, the 
Tombs, Con Son; pictures of working men 
beating up kids demonstrating !or peace; 
federal fac111ties damaged by crude-but ef
fective bombs. The images of the past few 
months have given responsible national lead
ers a new sense of urgency; but st111 there is 
confusion about what really is the matter, 
and what really must be done. As a result, 
lesser men have turned to anger because 
they have so little analysis; they have turned 
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to indignation, because they have so little 
insight. 

In short, the American people are face-to
face with a gathering crisis of confidence in 
themselves, and in those institutions-po
litical, economic and social-upon which 
they have so long depended for the proper 
ordering of our society. To overcome this 
crisis we are going to have to become serious 
in our search for the causes of problems; and 
we are going to have to propose and fight-
even if it be politically dangerous at any 
given time-for genuine, clear-cut reform of 
the institutions of government and of the 
mechanisms of our social order. 

There is no better, or more logical, place to 
start than the present patch-quilt system of 
welf,are in this Nation. The situation at pres
ent is almost hopeless; there is no clearer 
example of our institutions being over
whelmed by the dimensions of a problem; 
and of fighting symptoms rather than 
causes. To understand why everyone is dis
satisfied with the present social service 
mechanism, it is helpful to review just a bit 
of history. Prior to 1935 the Federal Govern
ment had no discernible role in the basic 
welfare system-responsibility was placed, 
inste8id, on private groups and on state or 
local governments. One of the many impacts 
of the Great Depression was the fact that 
these instrumentalities broke down under 
the enormous burden of suddenly assuming 
some responsibility for the 40 m11lion Amer
icans, out of a total population at the time 
of 127 million, who were then considered to 
be in severe need. Starting in 1935, the Fed
eral Government--quite by necessity-moved 
into the picture by adopting Social Security 
and a host of categorical programs designed 
to supplement efforts by state and local gov
ernments. Over the past thirty-five years, 
there have been thirteen major revisions of 
these welfare programs; but none of these 
have really altered the central premises be
hind the system-.and therein lies a sad tale. 
For the Federal efforts of the mid-thirties 
were designed to cope with the emergency of 
a depression, but were not designed to deal 
with the problems of deprivation that are 
chronic in a periOd of relative afiluence. 

And, ladies and gentlemen, there are 
pockets of severe need which have kept mil
lions of Americans from realizing the fruits 
of this country's tremendous material abun
dance. In particular, there are four groups 
which have been least able to turn an eco
nomic corner, and for whom the incidence 
of poverty has declined the least over the 
past decade. 

The first group is the elderly poor. On a 
percentage basis, there is more poverty 
among elderly persons than among any other 
age group. In 1968, for example, the elderly 
poor-those 65 years of age or over-num
bered 4.6 million, of 18% of the total poor, 
and they constituted about 25% of all aged 
persons. 

The second group is, sadly enough, chil
dren. In fact, the largest group, in terms of 
actual numbers of poor, are children under 
the age of eighteen. The most recent figures 
indicate that about 10.7 million children are 
poor, and this constitutes about 15% of all 
children. Incidentally, it appears from a 
study done by the Committee for Economic 
Development that poverty among children 
is highly correlated with the size of families. 
Their 1968 data showed that about 44% of 
all poor children are in families with five or 
more children. 

The third group is poor households headed 
by women. Of all population groups, it ap
pears that households with dependent chll
dren that are headed by women have the 
highest likelihood of being poor. Among 
whites, 36% of all such households are poor; 
among non-whites, 62%. 

And finally, the fourth group are those 
individuals who are not part of a family 
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unit. The incidence of poverty among indi
viduals not living in family units is three 
times as high as the poverty rate among per
sons living in family units. In 1968, there 
were 4.7 million "unrelated" individuals 
among the poor, representing 34% of all such 
individuals in the United States, in contrast 
with an 11 % poverty rate for persons living 
with their families. 

The failure of our present welfare system 
can be best illustrated by the use of one 
more statistic: Of all the persons in all 
four groups just mentioned, only 40 % are 
receiving any public assistance whatsoever. 
Small wonder then that the cycle of poverty 
and despair has been relentless--even dur
ing the past decade of economic growth for 
others. 

Now, perhaps it might be worthwhile to 
look at the present programs which purport 
to be dealing with the disadvantaged groups. 
In most states across the Nation, there are 
really six different welfare programs. The 
Federal Government supports five of these; 
and of those five, four exist in every State: 

(1) Aid to Families with Dependent Chil
dren-AFDC-in which program there are 
now some 7.1 million recipients. 

( 2) Old Age Assistance-a program which 
encompasses 2 million recipients 65 years of 
age and older. 

(3) Aid to the Blind-having 80,000 recip
ients. 

(4) Aid to the permanently or totally dis
abled-793,000 recipients. 

The fifth federally-supported program, 
present in some states, is Medical Assistance 
to the Aged, or Medicaid, which provides free 
medical care for the medically indigent. This 
is the fastest growing progrrun, and now con
sumes about 40 % of the federal welfare 
funds. 

A sixth program in many states, but with
out Federal support, is General Assistance
called Home Relief in New York-which cur
rently assists about one million of the much 
greater number of needy people who do not 
fit into any of the Federal categories, for 
one reason or another. The states' programs 
of this sort vary greatly in coverage. The 
New York Program, among the broadest in 
the Nation covers, subject to a work test, all 
non-institutionalized persons who fall below 
the New York need levels and who are not 
covered by any Federal program. 

Of the first four Federal categories, the 
three adult categories-Old Age Assistance, 
Aid to the Blind, and Aid to the Disabled
are relatively stable; their caseload around 
the country has increased by only 3.5% 
over the past year. But the heart of the pres
ent welfare system is really the Aid to Fam
lies With Dependent Children group, and here 
the situation differs. Since 1960, the number 
of ADFC recipients, most of whom are chil
dren, has more than doubled and the cost 
has more than tripled. Yet even with the in
creased welfare rolls, AFDC still only covers 
about 35 % of the Nation's poor children. In 
addition, AFDC payments, like payments in 
the adult categories for that matter, vary 
widely from state to state. The average per 
month for a family of four in Mississippi is 
$46; the average for the same-size family 
in New Jersey is $265, or almost six times as 
much. 

I will not dwell at length on the obvious 
deficiencies in this scattered system, since 
most of them are well known to you. The 
program is an administrative nightmare. The 
variations of payments encourage migration 
into areas already staggering under large re
lief rolls. Fathers are implicitly encouraged 
to leave their families so that their children 
will be eligible for increased benefits. The 
level of Federal participation is somewhat er
ratic and largely unrelated to the burden 
that welfare assistance places on the states. 

In short, the American welfare system was 
never designed to meet the demands being 
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made upon it. And beyond this lurks a.n 
even more serious conceptual limitation to 
the status quo in this area. For in recent 
years, the welfare system has been· charged 
with a new social function, beyond its tradi
tional purpose of helping those who are un
able to help themselves. The welfare system 
is now expected to be an instrument for 
transferring people from welfare rolls to pay
rolls. But it is not now achieving, nor does 
it appear to have the potential to achieve, 
this objective. 

Is it really surprising, then, that the pres
ent welfare system seems to satisfy no one? 
Middle and upper class Americans often 
complain that there are too many "freeload
ers" on welfare without there being a suffi
cient incentive to work, welfare families com
plain of the administration of the program, 
those in certain states complain of the wide 
gaps in the system, others complain that the 
level of assistance is outrageously low. And 
just as significant, in my opinion, individ
uals in the next economic class-the work
ing poor or those jus·t above such a level
have developed, in many cases at least, a 
deep antipathy "toward the program, since 
their need is nearly as great and they do not 
benefit at all from the various implemented 
programs. Part of the well publicized study 
done by Jerome Rosow, Assistant Secretary 
of Labor, about the plight of the blue-collar 
worker was directed at this point. As that 
report said, referring to working men earn
ing, generally, less than $8,000 per year: 

"These people are most exposed to the poor 
and the welfare recipients. Often their wages 
are only a notch or so above the liberal 
states' welfare payments. Yet they are ex
cluded from social programs targeted at the 
disadvantaged-medical aid, housing, job 
training, headstart programs, legal aid, and 
the like. As taxpayers, they support these 
programs with no visible relief-no visible 
share." 

Clearly, then, something has to be done. 
And I think we will be able to tell a great 
deal about what the decade before us por
tends by the manner in which this situation 
is tackled. If we tinker, or adjust, or just 
throw some additional money into existing 
mechanisms, the 1970's may well be merely 
a stepchild of the 1960's, for we will have 
failed again to renew and refresh our in
stitutions. But if we can develop a new idea, 
a new direction, a new administration of 
social service delivery, perhaps there is hope 
that the 1970's will truly be an age of re
form, as I believe it must be if we are to put 
our country back together again. 

Such a reform has been proposed; and, in 
fact, it has passed the House of Representa
tives with my strong support. It is the Presi
dent's Family Assistance Plan; and I stand 
unequivocally behind it as our best chance of 
escaping from the welfare morass. As you 
undoubtedly know, the measure is now 
bogged down in the Senate-having been hit 
by a barrage of criticism by both Democrats 
and Republicans in the Senate Finance 
Committee. The version recently reported 
out of that committee emasculates the pro
gram, making it hardly recognizable. Such 
action is unacceptable; and it is my fervent 
hope that the full Senate wlll restore the 
measure to what it was when the House sent 
it to the other body. 

For we passed a bill worthy of the title of 
welfare reform. Our bill, closely patterned 
after the President's recommendations, es
tablished national minimum payment and 
eligibility standards for all categories, with 
significant increases for the aged, blind, and 
disabled; it extended federal coverage to all 
poor families with children, regardleSG of the 
work status of the parent; it tightened the 
work and training requirements for ellglbll
ity; it expanded the work incentives by re-
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ducing the impairment of welfare benefits by 
earned income; it increased Federal funding 
for administration; and very importantly, it 
expanded the daycare center and manpower 
training programs in such a way as to coor
dinate those efforts more closely with the 
total welfare system. 

The best publicized feature of the plan is 
the basic annual Federal benefit which it 
assures for all eligible frunilies. This amounts 
to $500 per person for the first two family 
members, and $300 for each additional mem
ber, or $1,600 for a family of four. These 
benefits would not be reduced by any earned 
income up to $60 per month. Earned income 
exceeding that amount would cause the ben
efits to be reduced by amounts equal to 50 
percent of the excess. 

The expansion of those covered, and the 
inclusion of the working poor mean that this 
proposal, if adopted, would promote a signif
icant increase in the number of welfare re
cipients. It may double the number in the 
first year of full operation. We cannot run 
away from the fact that the plan will cost us 
additional money during its first years of 
operation; and we must be willing to a-ccept 
this. 

On the other hand, it must also be appre
ciated that the present sick system is grow
ing like topsy; and is expected to double in 
total cost within the next five years. Thus, 
the additional expense appears to be a sound 
investment in the future; for by including 
strong work incentives, training and employ
ment programs we can eventually reach a 
situation where the total number of recip
ients begins to decrease. Under the present 
system, such a hope is a pipedream. 

I believe that it is an effort well worth 
making. And I must confess to a growing 
impatience with the critics of the plan, on 
both sides of the political aisle-because 
no one, to my knowledge, has yet to put 
forth a plan which comes close to the basic 
reforms made in this legislation. No one 
defends the present patch-quilt maze. And 
yes, some-on one side of the political spec
trum-criticize the plan because they say it 
doesn't go far enough, and say that they 
consider it repressive because of the pressure 
the new system puts on able-bodied adults 
to work. People on the other side of the 
spectrum complain that the new plan will 
cost too much, and will include too many 
people. One group complains that the plan 
is not a guaranteed annual income, while 
another group complains that it just is a 
guaranteed annual income-in disguise. 

I criticize both sides in the Senate who 
have been dragging their feet. Those who 
think the plan does not go far enough, how
ever, may deserve the most acute blame-for 
they should know better than to stall genu
ine reform for the sake of developing a cam
paign issue. If opponents of the plan think 
the minimum standards for a family of four 
are too low, then let them fight the battle 
to raise them next year; but let us this 
year take the crucial first step and enact the 
basics of the plan itself. 

I cannot urge upon you too strongly the 
need-the urgent, increasing need-for this 
kind of institutional reform. We may find 
it difficult to believe here this marning, but 
we really are at a time of historical impor
tance. Our Nation must stop eating away 
at itself; and the only way to reverse the 
trend toward disintegration is to make the 
social and econolllic and political processes 
of our country work better. We must insist 
on welfare reform-and then we must pur
sue other subjects with the same enthusiasm. 
We must go from there to draft reform, to 
Congressional reform., to reform in health 
care and health insurance, to reform of our 
political parties, to reform in the manner 
in which we distribute Federal tax moneys, 
to reform of the administ.ratlve machinery 
of our government. 
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The difficulties facing us have never looked 

tougher and less manageable; and yet, at the 
same time, the challenge has never looked 
more exciting and more urgent. Anyone who 
1s not stirred by both of those statements 
is too tired to be very useful in the im
portant, and demanding days ahead. 

OFFICE OF MINORITY BUSINESS 
ENTERPRISE MAKES PROGRESS 

HON. J. HERBERT BURKE 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, December 29, 1970 

Mr. BURKE of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
since early 1969 a vast effort has been 
underway to assist members of minority 
groups who in the course of our Nation's 
history have traditionally experienced 
difficulty in participating in our business 
system. 

This effort is concentrated in the Of
fice of Minority Business Enterprise 
under the responsibility of Secretary of 
Commerce Maurice H. Stans. Recently 
Secretary Stans reported on this effort 
to the President. 

It pleases me highly to learn of the 
progress the minority enterprise program 
is making. Progress that has not been 
without its difficulties and problems, and 
not without an unfair share of criticism. 
But perhaps this was to be expected, for 
this was an effort without precedent, 
with each move a move in a new direc
tion, with each plan innovative in con
cept and practice. Off to a shaky and 
unsteady start the program today stands 
on solid ground, and the report bears this 
out in cold, yet warming, statistics and 
facts. 

Some of the highlights reported speak 
of millions of dollars in financial grants, 
loans, and guarantees made by Federal 
agencies; of procurement contracts un
der SBA and direct purchases. 

They speak of new sources of venture 
capital for minority businessmen pro
vided by private sources, and of vast 
technical and ~anagement assistance 
fundings and programs. 

The report reveals more than statisti
cal data, it shows that Americans every
where are joining together in making this 
effort work. Americans not only in gov
ernment, but in big and small American 
business, in institutions and associations, 
and in State and community organiza
tions. This has become a proud moment 
in America's history. 

The door has been opened but there 
is a great distance yet to be traveled. I 
urge all Americans to join in support of 
this great program to erase the economic 
injustices suffered so long by members of 
minority groups. 

This is a highly significant program 
and its continued support and success 
will truly give all Americans, regardless 
of color or ethnic origin, an equal op
portunity to share in the mainstream 
of our economic system. 
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CAMP.MGN REFORM 

HON. SEYMOUR HALPERN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

'.f.'uesday, December 29, 1970 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
call to the attention of my colleagues a 
recent statement by Robert F. Bonitati, 
president of Robert-Lynn Associates, 
Ltd, before the House Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct. 

The testimony is righly informative 
and constructive, and I urge every Mem
ber to read his remarks which I include 
herewith: 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT F. BONITATI 

I a.m a. professional political consultant 
and campaign manager. I earn my Uving iby 
participating in the very process this com
mittee examines. My experience extends be
yond my own congressiona;l district and my 
native state. I have ca.mpa;igned and coun
seled candidates in 25 of the 50 states, and 
have participated in elections at rthe fed
eral, state, and local levels. I must Uve iby the 
l'ules you set and attempt to observe the es
tablished standa;rd of campaign conduct. 

I share wtih you a sense of dismay about 
the inadequacies, the weaknesses and the 
abuses of the campaign process in this coun
try. Defects in the system a;re numerous. So
lutions will not ibe simple nor ea.sy to enact, 
pa;rtly because the l'eforms must be enacted 
by those who have been elected to office un
der the existing system and are its natural 
beneficiaries. 

The problem of the campaign reform is 
further complicated 'by the current hysteria 
caused by Joe McGinniss's book, The Selling 
of the President 1968, the press coverage of 
the role of Congressman ottinger's mother in 
his Senwte campaign, a.nd the attention de
voted to industrialist Howard Metzenbaum's 
primary victory over Astronaut John Glenn. 

I am here today to offer my campaign ex
perience, observations and conclusions in 
hopes that I can serve as a. useful instru
ment of the Committee in <broadening its 
field of information concerning the commu
nication process we know as camp&gning. 

I believe in the American system of elec
tion, I belleTe that our system must be 
strengthened and improved so that we can 
attain the goal of "fair and competitive" 
elections for every elective position in this 
country. This objective necessarily requires 
that a. candidate have access to adequate re:
sources to finance a ca.mpaLgn and that cam
paigns be financed in a way that wm. build 
support for our political institutions and for 
the political process. 

With this objective in mind, I offer the fol
lowing observations in the hope that they 
contribute to a better understanding of our 
ca;mpa.ign process: 

1. Unlimited funding will not itself as
sure victory. Although we frequently point 
to examples of expensive campaigns that 
were victorious, we have only to examine the 
1970 election results to see that most of the 
notable big spenders were not successful. If 
money were the principal ingredient of po
!Utica.I campaigns, Richard Ottinger of New 
York, Nelson Gross of New Jersey, John Dan
forth of Missouri, WUUa;m Cramer of Florida, 
Tom Kleppe of North Dakota, Howard Metz
enbaum of Ohlo, George Bush of Texas and 
Norton Simon of California would be walk
ing down the center a.Lsle of the U.S. Senate 
in Ja;nuary to take the oath of office. Eckert 
of Florida a.nd Winthrop Rockefeller are also 
a.ware that expensive campaigns alone do not 
assure victory. 
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2. Lack of financing is a severe handicap 

in gaining a hearing for candidates and 
issues. Either you earn it, inherit it or ac
quire it but, you must have adequate money 
to be a viable candidate for office. How else 
can you communicate your ideas, your phi
losophy and your personality. 

Communication with 200,000 voters in the 
average congressional district of 450,000 peo
ple is a rather complex and expensive task. 
The cost of one simple ma.Ulng today in that 
average congressional district is $12,000 for 
postage alone, that does not include the 
cost of envelopes, stationery, printing and 
ma.lling which can often bring the cost to 
$20,000 or higher. Most candidates a.re never 
"in rthe ball game" because of inadequate re
sources. This 1s especially true of congres
sional elections where an overwhelming pro
portion of elections are won by incumbents. 
Since 1954, House incumbents have won 92% 
of their primary or general elections. A House 
incumbent starts his campaign being well 
ahead of his challenger a;nd the challenger 
never catches up. 

rrhere are minimal levels of information, 
advertising and communication that are 
necessary to the process of affecting public 
opinion. The cost of such minimal levels Is 
not exorbitant but is seldom met by non 
incumbent candidates running for COngress. 
'Dhese candidates should ibe the concern of 
this committee, not just the few wealthy 
ones that attract all of the attention. 

3. There will always be some imbalance be
tween candidates. One candidate will have 
advantages over another. Perhaps it w111 be 
issues, being well known, being an impressive 
speaker, or a vigorous campaigner. These ad
vantages will a.lwa.ys exist and cannot be 
eliminated as can the imbalance of money 
and other campaign resources which now 
prevent many elections from being com
petitive. 

4. The task of communicating with the 
American voter is a highly complex and ditft
cult one. This task is of·ten underestimated 
iby the incumbent who has the "ibullt in" ad
vantage of haVing continuous exposure to his 
voters th-rough the news media., his system 
of communications and his pu:blic appear
ances. In fact, my experience indicates that 
the "non campaign" kind of exposure and 
activities of a congressman or senator is a 
far more important factor, to an incumbent 
than his conventional campaign efforts. 

We cannot overlook the fact that the 
American voter 1s a rather apathetic and dis
interested one. In September 1970, the Gal
lup Poll asked a nationwide survey of adults 
1f they could identify how their congress
man voted on any major blll in the last yea;r. 
Eighty percent (80%) of the irespondents 
answered No. A Lou Harris poH in September 
1970 asked voters to na.me their own con
gressman, their two U.S. Senators and the 
party affiliation of their own congressman. 
Only 48% could name the congressman, only 
39% could name their two United States 
Senators and less than 50% of the respond
ents could name their congressman's party 
affiliation. 

The National Assessment of Education 
Pirogress in its July report indicated that 
only 16% of the adult population can name 
the Secretary of State, that only 24% can 
name the Secretary of Defense and only 32% 
can name the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives. 

Attempting to penetrate the indifference 
of the American voters is a very complex, 
expensive and sophisticated communications 
problem. 

In light of such studies, I would have to 
view any attempt to restrict this "fiow of 
information" to the voting public as iba.si
cally "thwarting the democratic process." 

5. Every campaign and district is a unique 
one. Because of the dlft'erences in a.rea.s it 
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becomes extremely dlfilcult to impose stand
ardized rules or measures to each campaign. 
The size, population makeup, traditional 
c&mpaign practices, strength of party orga
nization and a.vail&blllty and cost of media 
vary considerably. Campaigning in the 
First ·District of Tennessee is quite different 
from the First District of New Yor·k or the 
Fifth District of Maryland. 

A quick glance at the NBC or CBS rate 
books ·reveals the wide variance in costs for 
a 30-second "prime time" spot in several 
cities: New York, $4,600; Los Angeles, $2,900; 
Atlanta, $700; Dallas, $550; and Phoenix, 
$200. 

Some districts require enormous travel 
budgets because of their size. Other districts 
such as those in New York City, Chicago and 
other large mban areas present enor-mous 
communication problems !because the media 
that serves one congressional district also 
serves several ·mlHion persons in surround
ing areas. Direct man .becomes the only ef
fective campaign media in such large areas 
... and direct mall is an expensive tool to 
use. Any attempt to impose one standard 
on all congressional districts will probably 
be as unworkalble and as irrelevant as pres
ent regulations tend to be. 

6. Present statutes requiring disclosures 
of political financial arrcmgements are in
adequate, unrealistic and seldom enforced. 
To lbe more specific, attempts to regulate the 
personalities and the process involved in 
competitive election campaigning 1s com
pletely contrary to the basic personalities 
of the kinds of people in politics and to the 
very process that places them there. So iong 
as one candidate thinks he has an advan
tage over another candidate by spending 
more, buying more and talking more he wlJl 
find some way to do it. 

I would further suggest that so long as dis
closure of campa.lgn funding 1s considered 
"politically unWise" there will continue to be 
attempts to evade disclosure laws that place 
the reporting responsiblllty on the candi
date or his commtttee. 

Since 1925 :the Corrupt Practices Act has 
never been enforced against a congressionall 
candidate. Stiffening .penalties and imposing 
further restrictions, will merely lead to con
tinued evasion and further acceptance of the 
legal fiction of "personal knowledge or 
consent." 

Trying to prevent very wea.lthy candld&tes 
and their !&mUles from personally financing 
their own campaigns ls one matter, attempt
ing to regulate amounts and types of spend
ing is another, and attempting to 1provide a 
candidate with access to adequate campaign 
resources is another. Each must be dealt with 
separately and with an understanding and 
intimate knowledge of each of the prolblem 
areas. 

7. Candidates and party organizations do a 
very poor job of raising funds. The University 
of Michigan Survey Research .Center and GaJ
lup's American Institute of Public Opinion 
have found since 1952 no more than 12% of 
the population have contr1buted to a polit
ical party or candidate. Gallup's polls since 
1953 also found out that 30 to 40 percent 
of the American voting public has expressed 
a will1ngness to contribute 1! only asked. 

My experience with parties and candidates 
is such that I can state with few exceptions 
politica;I fund ra.Lsing apparatus is often quite 
amateurish and rather ineffective. Few at
tempts are ever made to secure broad !based 
financial support, yet all of the evidence in
dicates a. broad based potential. There 1s no 
reason ·why parties and candidates must con
itlnue to rely on a small number of large do
nors and special interest groups for their 
campaign funds. 

The task of bringing some sense to our 
system of campaigning has been entrusted 
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to this Committee, and I do not envy you for 
it. Yours is an enormous job and a vital one 
if our domestic system 1s to lbe strengthened 
and respected. 

I would hope rthat your final report willl 
result in some innovative and imaginative 
approaches to the problems of campaigning 
and campaign spending. I trust that it will 
not be based on more ,revision, more restric
tion and more regulation. We need positive 
thinking to make our system "fair and com
petitive." 

I offer whatever experience I have to you 
and trust that I can be of some assistance 
in your important efforts. 

POLISH AMERICAN CONGRESS PRO
TESTS THE COST OF LIVING RISE 
IN POLAND 

HON. DAN ROSTENKOWSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, December 29, 1970 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker. 
a very interesting statement by the 
Polish American Congress was recently 
brought to my attention. It deals with 
the most recent injustices in:tlicted upon 
the Polish people by the present totali
tarian government of that country. 

Since I feel strongly that we cannot 
at this time forget the plight of our 
brethren in these captured countries, I 
am inserting the statement in the REc
oRD as a reminder to my colleagues of 
the suffering that is a part of the every
day life of so many people in central 
Europe: 
POLISH AMERICAN CONGRESS PROTESTS THE 

COST OF LlvxNG RISE IN POLAND 

A new outrage in the long series of at
tempts to throttle the free spirit of the Poles 
was perpetrated this week when the Gov
ernment ot Poland 1nfi1cted an exorbitant 
rise in prices of the basic necessities of life 
to the Polish people. 

In a sudden move at a most unpropitious 
season and. time, the Pollsh Government has 
again favored Ideology instead of the hu
manitarian needs of the people. 

Strongly protesting this bungling effort 
on the part of the Polish Government to rule 
the people of Poland, the Polish American 
Congress, representing the over twelve mil
lion Americans of Pollsh descent, sent vola
tile messages by wire to the President of the 
United States, Richard M. Nixon and the 
Secretary ot State, William P. Rogers pro
testing this action. The PAC urged aid and 
assistance to the people of Poland who face 
the spectre of destitution and continued 
violence caused by the lack of life-giving 
needs. 

The text of the telegram, signed by Aloy
sius A. Mazewskl, President and Caslmir I. 
Lenard, Executive Director of the organiza
tion follows: 

"The Polish Government has at this 
Christmas season, chosen to introduce a 
new artificial economic system for the sake 
of ideological change, increasing the cost of 
basic commodities vitally necessary to ll!e 
itself. This approach has disregarded the 
needs of humanity and could result in a 
life and death struggle. 

We of the Polish American Oongress, rep
resenting over twelve mllllon Americans of 
Polish descent in the United States, strongly 
protest this action as inhumane and in· 
sidious. 
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We express our deepest sympathy and un

derstanding with the people of Poland who 
are freedom loving_ tradition bound and 
peaceful who, at this significant time of 
year, are being denied their rights to the 
basic life-giving commodities, and have been 
provoked. to vlolence. This again proves the 
failure of the Communist system and its 
inabllity tc; wipe out the yearning for free
dom. 

Therefore, we earnestly request the United 
States to Intensify aid and assistance to the 
troubled people of Poland. 

MERCURY POISONING 

HON. DAVID R. OBEY 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, December 29, 1970 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, a number of 
persons have asked-especially with the 
removal of tuna from grocery shelves last 
week-just what the mercury poisoning 
fuss is all about. 

I think the following article will ex
plain how it started just about a year 
ago, and hopefully explain also why ac
tion is necessary now to halt all sources 
of mercury contamination, regardless of 
how inconvenient those actions might be. 

The Milwaukee Journal article of De
cember 18, 1970, follows: 

FAMILY POISONED BY MERCURY Now ON 
PAINFUL ROAD BACK 

ALAMoGORDO, N.M.-Lois Huckelby says she 
expects her three children, one blind and all 
of them crippled from mercury poisoning, 
to be home for Christmas dinner. 

Dorothy Jean, 22; Amos, 15, and Ernestine, 
10, were stricken a year ago after eating pork 
from a home butchered hog that had been 
fed seed grain treated with naethyl-mercury 
fungicide. 

Amos is blind and afH1cted with involun
tary movements. He is regaining his balance, 
crawls and takes slow steps with help. 

Dorothy is walking and talking with cheer
ful but strained effort. 

Ernestine spends most of her time ln a 
hospital bed but smiles at visitors and plays 
with toys. 

Mrs. Huckelby was pregnant when the 
three became 111 last December and January. 
She was moved to an Albuquerque hospital 
for special attention because doctors were 
concerned that the pork might have harmed 
the unborn child. 

BABY IS BLIND 

She said a speciallst has confirmed that 
the baby, Michael, born last March, 1s bllnd. 

"I hope so much that they will be home,'' 
Mrs. Huckelby said Thursday, adding that 
arrangements already had been made for 
Dorothy and Amos to be home. 

She lsn 't so sure about Ernestine, although 
she expects that the girl will arrive with a 
nurse from the hospital. 

The grain fed to the hogs by the children's 
father, Ernest Huckelby, had been meant for 
crop planting, not for hog feed. 

TRACED TO PORK 

The poisonings mystified doctors untll 
urine samples disclosed the naercury. Tests 
traced it to the pork and then to the grain. 

Ernestine became m first. She came home 
!rom sohool saying that she had fallen and 
that her back hurt. 

Two weeks later Amos complained of an 
earache, and then a few days later he told 
his mother, "Mom, I can't see you much." 
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In January Dorothy complained of stom

ach pains and then became weak and lost 
her balance. 

Ernestine and Amos went into coma . Doro
thy, although conscious, was blind, dumb 
and paralyzed. 

MUSTARD GAS REMEDY 

Doctors, apparently unsure how to treat 
the rare poisoning cases, started with a. 
World War I mustard gas remedy and offered 
litt le hope for recovery. 

But there was improvement. 
Dorothy was transferred to the state's re

habilitation center in Roswell last March. 
Amos joined her in July. Ernestine has re
mained in an Alamogordo hospital. 

SLOW PROGRESS 

By October Dorothy was able to walk 100 
feet on crutches. She had regained her sight 
and partial speech. 

Amos had progressed to where he could 
kneel for two minutes before toppling. 

Dorothy learned to use a. typewriter in time 
to send this year's Christ mas cards. 

Dr. Robert Muckleroy, director of the re
habilitation center at Roswell, said the fu
ture looked promising for Dorothy and Amos. 
He expects that Dorothy will be able to func
tion unassisted in her daily activities. 

Muckleroy said he had no way to determine 
if Amos' blindness is permanent, but he does 
expect continued improvement in his walking 
and balance. 

Mercury has also been found in the urine 
of other members of the Huckelby family 
and others in their neighborhood who ate the 
pork. 

Mercury attacks enzymes and proteins, 
damages the brain, kidney and liver and 
causes coma, paralysis, blindness and loss of 
speech. Drugs fight the poison by tying the 
mercury up in a. chemical complex that can 
be excreted from the body. 

But even if the mercury is removed, per
manent brain damage may result. 

''ON THE THRESHOLD OF GREAT
NESS'' 

HON. BILL CHAPPELL, JR. 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, December 29, 1970 

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Speaker, I take 
this means to record in the proceedings 
of this body for posterity, a few thoughts 
which concem one of my constituents, 
recently deceased. 

I speak of William Ralph Blowers, who 
was an honor student in grade and high 
school in my hometown of Ocala, Fla. 
He rose to the rank of Eagle Scout be
fore reaching age 14 and held over 40 
merit badges. He was active in church 
work and was president of his youth 
group. He was a member of the honor 
court at the University of Florida Law 
School, an officer of the John Marshall 
Bar Association, president of the Brown 
Baggers Club, and vic~ :gresident of his 
graduating class in the law school. He 
was a Jaycee, a master counselor of the 
Order of DeMolay, married, and the 
father of two fine young sons, whom he 
supported by working while attending 
college. Ralph, as he was known by his 
family and many friends, was the victim 
~ )f a tragic single-car accident on De
cember 11, 1970, the day before he was 
to graduate from law school and begin 
the practice of law. A loan fund at the 
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University of Florida Law Center was 
immediately named for him by his fellow 
students and university officials. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the type of young 
man to whom this country has always 
looked for leadership, and the type our 
country so desperately needs at this time 
in our history. Who knows what heights 
of greatness Ralph Blowers would have 
reached had he lived? I submit that he 
should be ranked among other great men 
of our Nation, for during his 24 years on 
this earth, he contributed far more to the 
welfare and well-being of his fellow man 
than is forthcoming from many who are 
here a full lifetime. I have no doubt the 
contagion of his morality and character 
will be transmitted, through all those 
who were associated with him, to all fu
ture generations and because of him, 
true greatness will accrue in many of 
our fellow men. 

THE MILITARY IMAGE SURVIVES 

HON. EARL F. LANDGREBE 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, December 29, 1970 

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, on 
October 28, the Honorable Theodore L. 
Sendak, attorney general of the State of 
Indiana, spoke to the staff, faculty, and 
students of the U.S. Army Adjutant 
General's School at Fort Benjamin Har
rison, Ind., about the public image of 
our Armed Forces. 

Mr. Sendak, as an elected officeholder 
and as an officer in the U.S. Army Re
serve, is eminently qualified to speak 
on this subject. He meets the attacks of 
critics of our military head-on, blunts 
the attacks, and turns them back. 

I commend these excerpts from Mr. 
Sendak's remarks to the attention of 
each Member of this august body and in
sert them at this point of the RECORD: 

THE MILITARY IMAGE 

We hear a lot of talk these days about 
the military image. It makes a convenient 
package to label and attack. But I have news 
for you. The Army-that is, the military
isn't the only American institution under 
attack. Every American institution which 
upholds our free society is under attack, 
and by many of the same enemies. 

As a person with one foot in the military, 
and one foot in the government so to speak, 
and some experience with the press along the 
way, I believe I see a. number of dimensions 
to this picture. 

Seeing these dimensions, my first sugges
tion is that you get rid of your inferiority 
complex about the Army. 

May I venture this observation: The Army 
image in this country today is better than 
the image of the television commentator. 
Don't just take my word for it. Ask your 
barber; ask your electrician; ask your cab
driver; ask any newspaper reporter who has 
eight or ten years' experience under his belt. 

The Army image today is better than the 
image of the activist college professor or the 
militant student. Don't just take my word 
for it. Visit any college town in America. and 
talk to the man on the street; talk to the 
local bartender; talk to the local minister 
who has eight or ten years' experience. 

The dictionary has a number of interest
ing definit ions for the word, "image"-and I 
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refer to a few: 1) A sculptured likeness; 2) 
An optically-formed duplicate counterpart or 
other representative reproduction of an ob
ject; 3) One that closely resembles another, 
as the image of his uncle. And in your case, 
you're the image of your Uncle Sam. 

The United States Army is a. people's 
army. It is not an alien organization tha.t 
has been thrust upon the people of the 
United States; rather it exists for the people 
of Americ~to protect our way of life and to 
serve the national interest through loyal 
response to legally constituted authority. As 
such, citizens of the United States, in effect, 
control the Army-through t he elected Com
mander-in-Chief-the President--through 
Congress, and through other elected officials, 
and through that intangible reality called 
"public opinion". Hence the concern about 
image. 

"The general ·public's basic attitude to
wards 'our Armed Services' is generally favor
able. Considerable credit is given to the serv
ices as a whole for helping the serviceman to 
mature; develop self-confidence and a sense 
of responsibility; provide a sense of comrade
ship; offer a large variety of education; pro
vide interest in maintaining peace, not just 
waging war; provide excellent medical bene
fits; and offer job security and attractive 
career opportunities. Principal criticisms of 
the armed services are low pay and danger." 

So why should any one of you hold onto 
an Inferiority complex about the military? 

You bathe regularly. You maintain a dis
ciplined body and mind. You have self-re
spect and self-confidence. You use language 
and knowledge acquired by work on your 
part. Shouldn't you consider yourself just as 
good as the unwashed, the skid-row bum, or 
the subversive? Must you as an individual, or 
you as a group, lower yourselves to jungle 
standards? Do you not retain freedom of 
choice? Since when does the Constitution de
mand that good citizens be scorned, and 
beneficial institutions be torn down, to please 
the destroyers? 

The late Winston Churchill made this 
statement which I think is appropriate here. 
"The truth is incontrovertible. Panic may 
resent it; ignorance may deride it; malice 
may seek to destroy it, but there it is." 

And the same Mr. Churchill also made this 
statement which we could _ well consider at 
this time when we're discussing the image 
of great American institutions such as our 
military, and certain proclivities on the part 
of the American population and American 
leaders particularly in the political and dip
lomatic field. "Nothing is more dangerous in 
wartime than to live in the temperamental 
atmosphere of the Gallup Poll, always feel
ing one's pulse and taking one's temperature. 
I see it said that leaders should keep their 
ears to the ground. All I can say is that the 
nation will find it very hard to look up to 
leaders who are detected in that somewhat 
ungainly posture." 

You know, in the 194-yea.r history of our 
nation, certain truths have emerged in every 
struggle that this Country has had-and in 
every crisis,-whether it was the War for 
Independence, or the fight to protect the 
dignity and person of Americans against the 
Barbary pirates, or the fight to protect our 
country in the War of 1812, or the protracted 
Civil War of the 1860's, the Spanish Ameri
can War, both World Wars, the War in Korea, 
or the present war in Southeast Asia. 

Americans devote their lives, their for
tunes, and· their sacred honor to maintain 
the freedom and independence of this nation 
and of small nations threatened by tyrants, 
and always it seems that the faint-hearted 
and the inexperienced are content to follow 
the Pied Pipers of enemy propaganda., who 
seek the nearest exit from responsibility. 

Those who believe in America., in its free
dom, in its dignity, and in its security, al
ways stand up in support of national survival 
whenever there is a genuine crisis. This is a. 
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sacred proposition to which all loyal Ameri
cans, regardless of their politics, have always 
adhered, and which provides that any sort 
of petty politics or partisanship ends at the 
waterline when it comes to sustaining Amer
ican soldiers already committed to battle. 

Roger T. Kelly, Assistant Secretary of De
fense, when he was here at Fort Harrison 
earlier this month, spoke this truism when 
he said: "There is a. higher code of conduct, 
there is a higher sense of value, there is a. 
deeper sense of compassion within the mili
tary organization than is to be found in any 
other segment of our society." 

Gentlemen, you do not need to apologize 
to anyone for your dedication and devotion 
to your job--to your duty, to your honor, 
and to your country. It is your detractors 
and attackers on the other hand who have 
earned the inferiority complex, not you. It is 
they who are really envious. You gentlemen 
are the warp and woof of the fabric of 
America. 

I salute you! 

LENINGRAD HIJACKING TRIAL 

HON. WILLIAM S. BROOMFIELD 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, December 29, 1970 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, the 
results of the Leningrad hijacking trial 
and recent developments in the Middle 
East may be the opening lines in a tragic 
new chapter in the history of the Soviet 
Jews, United States-Soviet relations and 
our hopes for world peace. 

The severity of the sentences--two of 
capital punishment--passed on nine So
viet Jews and two others clearly was in
tended to intimidate Russian Jews and 
test world opinion. 

While the nine were accused of at
tempting to hijack a Russian aircraft, 
there is no evidence to suggest they com
mitted a orime greater than requesting 
visas for emigration to Israel. 

The sentences handed down were a 
warning to the estimated 100,000 Soviet 
Jews who now have applications to emi
grate pending before Soviet authorities. 

Further, there are reports of another 
trial to begin soon in which an estimated 
20 Soviet Jews will stand accused of 
anti-Soviet activity. Many of them re
portedly have applied for emigration or 
signed petitions protesting Soviet policy 
on emigration. others have engaged in 
the teaching of Hebrew and were found 
with underground "samizdat" manu
scripts in their possession. 

Lest the world dismiss these actions as 
the limited and all-too-familiar perse
cution of the Jewish people, let it not 
forget the recent, tragic abduction of a 
Lithuanian sailor from a U.S. Coast 
Guard vessel by the Soviets. 

What has become of this unfortunate 
young man and his family-human 
beings who, like the Jews in Russia, 
sought only to leave the Soviet Union and 
seek a life of freedom and dignity. 

The sad story of that young sailor and 
those of the persecuted Soviet Jews pro
vide proof more graphic than all of the 
Soviet propaganda pronouncements that 
individual freedom and dignity as well 
as the rights of individual nations must 
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always be subordinate to the welfare of 
the Soviet state. 

Despite the Soviet's avowed willing
ness to begin discussions on a number of 
major-power global conflicts, these inci
dents demonstrate how little things have 
changed within the Soviet Union. 

That fact should be elevated to a place 
of prime importance by the administra
tion in these continuing negotiations 
with the Soviets. 

There is no more pressing nor impor
tant area of the world in which to apply 
this increased caution than the Middle 
East itself. 

There, too, Soviet actions have clearly 
contradicted their words. 

All of the available evidence points to 
a concerted Soviet-backed effort to en
courage Egypt to cross the Suez Canal 
ne~t year and rekindle the Arab..IJsrael 
conflict on a large scale. 

While Soviet pronouncements are con
cerned with resumption of the Middle 
East peace talks, they have in recent 
weeks introduced into Egypt consider
able numbers of ground-to-ground mis
siles-powerful weapons with a range of 
40 to 50 miles. 

The addition of these new weapons to 
the huge Soviet arsenal already supplied 
Egypt can only be interpreted as another 
step in Soviet-Egyptian preparations for 
a new round of fighting. 

The evidence adds up to a gloomy pic
ture for the future of Soviet Jews, the 
Middle East, and world peace. 

We must continue and intensify our 
efforts to focus world opinion on the 
shocking disrespect for human rights 
within the Soviet Union. And we must 
encourage other nations to join in de
nouncing these actions of the Soviets. 

Moreover, in view of recent events, it 
is time, I believe, for a major reassess
ment by U.S. policymakers of the degrees 
of confidence our country can place in 
any negotiated agreement with the So
viet Union. 

We can scarcely hope for compliance 
with rights and guarantees accorded us 
by written agreement as long as the So
viet Union continues to disregard similar 
rights for its own citizens. 

THE UNITED STATES-CHINESE 
RELATIONS: A REAPPRAISAL 

HON. JOHN G. SCHMITZ 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, December 29, 1970 

Mr. SCHMITZ. Mr. Speaker, Dr. An
thony Kubek, professor of history at the 
University of Dallas, has done extensive 
investigation into primary historical 
documents dealing with the fall of main
land China to the Communists. These 
include the Morgenthau Diaries and 
what have become known as the .1\..mer
asia Papers. Based on this information 
and extensive other investigation which 
Dr. Kubek has undertaken over the 
years he gave a speech this year at St. 
John's University which I recommend to 
all my colleagues. 
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It is important that we all understand 
the American errors which helped to 
throw mainland China into the Com
munist camp since there are many who 
are today unknowingly advocating what 
amounts to a repeat performance of 
what some consider to be the greatest 
single catastrophe of the 20th century; 
this time in relation to Vietnam. 

Dr. Kubek establishes the fact that 
the shift of our own policy in 1945 led to 
the capture of mainland China by 
Stalin's agents. We see that Stalin 
grasped the biggest link in the chain of 
Asian nations with a hand that moved in 
and through our own policymaking 
branches of government. 

Error purposely created in the minds 
of many in our own Nation became the 
seeds of doom for the Chinese people. 
The lesson of coalition governments with 
Communists was written large on the 
pages of history with a bloody brush. 
Speaking of the attempted coalition be
tween the Nationalists and the Com
munists Dr. Kubek points out that "the 
ingredients would not mix, and the slime 
of communism soon came to the surface." 

There would have been no Vietnam 
war, nor Korean war, had not our policy 
efforts been misdirected in such a man
ner as to nudge mainland China into the 
enemy camp. While the past is always 
prolog, it does not, and in this case 
obviously should not, serve as a model for 
future action in Southeast Asia. 

Dr. Kubek ends this excellent presen
tation with some words of advice for 
those of us who are in some way respon
sible for the future of our Nation. 

Each year the world Communist movement 
is committing more and more of its resources 
to the task of subjugating our allies, all 
around the perimeter of freedom. Against 
this background it is preposterous to Ifl.ain
tain that we should reduce our effort and 
lessen our commitment to the great struggle 
of our century. The defense of Free Asia rests 
on a very delicate balance. The key element 
in that balance is America. 

To put it a bit more bluntly-let us 
stop toppling our allies into the red 
morass. 

Dr. Kubek's speech follows: 
THE UNITED STATES-CHINESE RELATIONS: A 

REAPPRAISAL 

(By Anthony Kubek) 
Dr. Sih, students and faculty of the St. 

John's University, distinguished visitors to 
the campus, ladies and gentlemen. First of 
all, let me express to all of you my heartfelt 
appreciation for this opportunity to partici
pate in your symposium this afternoon. The 
subject of recent United States policy to
ward China has been of deep interest to me 
for sometime, and I believe that Dr. Sih and 
his fine staff at this university deserve much 
admiration and applause from its faculty 
and alumni for their conspicious efforts to 
illuminate and inform the members of this 
conference as to the serious problems that 
confront the free peoples of Asia as well as 
those who are now subjected to totalitarian 
rule. . 

The fall of the National Government of 
China, and the Communist t ake-over of the 
mainland in 1949 have been a. subject of 
controversy, usually emotional and unin
formed. So long as the understanding of 
what happened a generation ago is clouded 
by major doubts, we will be hampered in all 
our efforts to reestablish as we must a con
sistent attitude toward the Chinese people. 
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For many years the American people did 

have a consistent attitude toward China, the 
friendly attitude of the Open Door for whi"ch 
the United States was willing to argue at 
the diplomatic table and defend, if necessary 
on the battlefield. In my paper today I in
tend to tell a story seldom told about Sino
American Relations and I think it may be 
of interest to you. 

"The storm center of the world," observed 
the distinguished American statesman John 
Hay in 1899, "has gradually shifted to China. 
Whoever understands that mighty empire 
. . . has the key to the politics of the next 
600 years." In 1949, precisely half a century 
after those prophet and scarcely four years 
since the close of World War II, the Com
munist bands of Mao Tse-tung succeeded in 
driving the 2,000,000 supporters of Chiang 
Kai-shek's Nationalist government into exile 
on the island of Taiwan in the Straits of 
Formosa. The Red Star of Communism has 
hung over the mainland of China, subjugat
ing some 700 million people for the past 
twenty years. The fall of the Chinese main
land to Communism has since come to be re
garded throughout the free world as the 
greatest single tragedy of modern times. The 
terrible wars in Korea and Vietnam have re
sulted directly from the Communist seizure 
of the Asiatic heartland, and all the brewing 
difficulties elsewhere in the Far East over the 
past two decades have had the cancer of 
China at their root. The United States, to
gether with the rest of t h e free world, has 
paid bitterly for the errors in policy which 
culminated in the collapse of Chiang's long 
and valiant re&istance to Communism. Gen
eral Douglas MacArthur described these er
rors collectively as the gravest mistake in the 
last cent ury of American diplomacy. 

At the dawn of the twentieth century, with 
smokestacks and steamships spreading the 
urges of colonialism to the remotest corners 
of the earth, the old China of the Manchus 
sat docile in the Orient as a giant Buddha 
with feet of clay. All the powers of Europe 
were looking hungrily in her direction, as was 
her tiny but tough and rapidly modernizing 
neighbor, Japan. At this point, partly be
cause of an enlarged economic stake in Asia 
and partly because of inherent democratic 
sympathies for the underdog, the United 
States announced its famous "Open Door" 
policy for China. In September 1899, a cir
cular note from Secretary of State John Hay 
asked the Powers to give guarantees that in 
their respective "spheres of influence or in
terest" they would not interfere with the 
rights of nationals of other countries in mat
ters of tariffs, rail charges, and harbor dues. 
The anti-foreign Boxer disturbances in China 
a few months later gave Hay an opportunity 
to crystalize and stretch his policy. On July 
3, 1900, he circulated a second "Open Door" 
note to the Powers which flatly declared the 
intention of the United States to preserve 
the "territorial and administration entity" of 
China in the years ahead. Thus was laid the 
foundation for America's role in the interna
tional affairs of the Far East. A policy was es
tablished which was to persist for more than 
forty years. 

When the Japanese attacked Pearl Har
bor, the diplomatic equation in the Pacific 
changed overnight. The United States now 
became a formal ally of China, and began 
to make strong efforts to support Chiang 
Kai-shek's Government in waging an effec
tive war against Japan. It was hoped that 
the National Government of the Republic 
of China, having been properly bolstered, 
would emerge as the principal stabilizing 
factor in Postwar Asia. But the strengthen
ing of the Chiang Kai-shek regime was con
trary to the aims and purposes of Stal
in and Mao Tse-tung, who clearly saw that 
their old objective of sovietizing China 
would never be realized if the Kuomintang 
party came out of the war victorious. Rec-
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ognizing that the fate of Japan was sealed 
after America got into the war, Stalin pre
dicted in 1942 that the Pacific war could 
and would be won without the participation 
of Chiang armies. 

The attitudes of Moscow was, in fact, 
more than cool; it was hostile. Almost from 
the day that the United States joined World 
War II and until its end, the Soviet Union 
carried on an extensive propaganda campaign 
against the Chinese Nationalists in general 
and Chiang Kai-shek in particular. This 
campaign, emanating from Moscow and 
spreading insidiously to every capital and 
principal cit y of the allies , gave China the 
world's worst press at a critical juncture in 
her h istory. 

In t he Unit ed States the American Com
munist Party and its fellow-travelers began 
vociferou sly to denounce the Kuomintang 
while at the same time singing the praises 
of Mao Tse-tung's "agrarian reformers" in 
mut ed tones. It was far easier to paint a 
black picture of the Chinese Nationalists as 
inefficient and corrupt than to peddle the 
Chinese brand of Communism outright to 
the people of the United States; hence the 
greater effort was made to downgrade Gen
eralissimo Chiang than to upgrade Chair
man Mao. A barrage of anti-Chiang books, 
pamphlet s, and magazine articles from the 
pens of t he "old China hands" was soon 
condit ioning the American people and their 
elected leaders for the coming of Commu
nism to China. Many Americans and, tragi
cally, most of the leaders of the party in 
power-fell victim to the sovietized but care
fully disguised propaganda produced by 
these "experts" under the auspices of such 
research organizations as the Institute of 
Pacific Relations. No hoax in recent history 
has been more complete and convincing than 
that which deluded the American people at 
large into a belief that Mao's followers were 
fighting the Japanese valiantly and almost 
alone, that they had been abandoned by a 
selfish and deceitful Chiang. 

The original pro-Nationalist policy of the 
United States Government was unmistakably 
set forth by President Roosevelt himself when 
he met personally with Chiang Ka.i-shek at 
Cairo in November, 1943, while on the way 
to Teheran, Persia, for his flrat confrontation 
with Premier Stalin. At Gairo the President 
assured the Generalissimo that all the ter
ritories which Japan had stolen, such as 
Manchuria, Formosa, and the Pescadores, 
would be restored to the Republic of China 
at the end of the war. Back in Washington 
after the Teheran conference, Roos~velt re
ported to his principal advisers that the con
versations with Chiang and Stalin had been 
extremely gratifying in that those two heads 
of state saw "eye to eye" with him on all 
major problems in the Pacific. Roosevelt 
came home, therefore, feeling that Stalin 
would respect the sovereignty of China and 
give his unqualified support to Chiang Kai
shek in the last stages of the war against 
Japan. 

From its original position of unilateral 
support of Chiang Kai-shek's regime, the 
United States gradually drifted into a. quasi
official endorsement of Communist objec
tives on the Asian mainland. The moment 
oi' decision came during the fateful Big Three 
conference at the Crimean city of Yalta early 
in February of 1945 when President Roose
velt, his health failing fast, bargained with 
Premier Stalin for the active participation 
of Russia in the war against Japan. With 
Germany now backed to the wall and ready 
to capitulate, the Soviet Union was prepared 
at last to enter the Pacific War. In return for 
Stalin's promise to join the struggle against 
Japan within two or three months following 
the surrender of' the Germans, President 
Roosevelt agreed to restore to Russia cer
tain perogatives in the Far East that had 
been lost in the Japanese war of 1904-05. 
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Included were concessions to Russia in the 
southern part of Sakhalin Island, the port 
of Dairen, Port Arthur, the Kurile Islands, 
and the Chinese Eastern and South Man
churian railroads. No representative of China 
attended the Big Three conference in the 
Crimea, and the terms of the famous Yalta 
Agreement were committed to secrecy. The 
Yalta concessions, patently contrary to the 
whole historic basis of American policy in 
the Far East as it had stood since S~cretary 
Hay's enunciations almost a half-century 
before, gave Soviet Russia the toehold she 
needed to realize the imperialistic ambitions 
of international Communism on the Asian 
mainland. 

While in Washington for consultations 
late in February, Ambassador Hurley was 
shown a. copy of the secret Ya.lta accord by 
the President. Hurley immediately com
plained that there were clauses in it which 
would jeopardize the sovereignty and terri
torial integrity of China. While denying this 
at first, the President apparently had second 
thoughts. Two weeks before his death in 
April of 1945, he said to Hurley: "I would 
like for you to go to London and see Church
ill to ameliorate that agreement. It has got 
some things in it. I would like you to go to 
Moscow and see Stalin." But Hurley's efforts 
to set aside the Ye.lta concessions, by personal 
conversation with Prime Minister Churchill 
and Premier Stalin, came to nothing. Stalin 
would not repudiate the bargain he had 
secured. 

Upon accepting Ambassador Hurley's resig
nation late in 1945, President Truman ap
pointed the distinguished wartime chief of 
staff, General George C. Marshall, as his 
personal representative to China. General 
Marshall arrived at Chungking late in De
cember, 1945, and spent most of the next 
year in China. Primarily a military man, he 
showed little understanding of the sinister 
objectives of international Communism and 
quickly became, in the words of his old friend 
Albert C. Wedemeyer, an easy victim of 
"crypto-Communists, or Communist-sympa
izing sycophants, who played on his vanity 
to accompilsh their own ends." (Wedemeyer 
did not know at the time, nor did Marshall, 
that all of Marshall's directives had been 
drafted by John Carter Vincent.) Thus, Mar
shall came to believe, t:t.ought General Wede
meyer, that he could "mix oil and water by 
reconciling the basically antagonistic aims 
of the Chinese Nationalists and the Moscow
supported Chinese Communist." But the in
gredients would not mix, and the slime of 
Communism soon came to the surface. 

General Marshall brought his peace-branch 
to China at a time when Chiang-Kai-shek's 
forces were pushing hard to extend the sov
ereignty of the National Government into 
Manchuria. When he went home, Chiang's 
armies were going the other way. He had 
placed a year's embargo on American mili
tary supplies to the Nationalist government 
while Mao Tse-tung's forces were receiving 
from Soviet Russia tons of captured Japanese 
equipment and unlimited quantities of Amer
ican material ·nhich the Russians were sup
posed to use against Japan; and he had ar
ranged a series of truces in the contested 
areas, particularly the northern provinces, 
while urging Chiang to agree to a coalition 
government with the Communists. In so do
ing, >the American President's representative 
was simply providing Mao Tse-tung with the 
precious time to mount an offensive. Prefes
sor Harold M. Vinacke has summarized the 
situation in these words: 

"The truce itself, as far as it was actually 
enforced, proved to have been of advantage 
to the Communists rather than to the Kuo
mintang when full-scale civil war broke out 
in the first half of 1947, following recogni
tion of the failure of American mediation ef
forts. When the truce began, the National 
Government armies had the initiative and 
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were on the offensive. The activity of the 
truce terms in applying the terms of the 
agreement prevented the Nationalist armies 
from attaining their objectives and from 
wiping out large bodies of Communist troops. 
The period of the truce gave the Communists 
the necessary time to recover, and in their 
turn to assume the offensive." 

General Claire L. Chennault, by far the 
most experienced "China hand'' in the 
United States Army, is more direct in his 
criticism of the Marshall mission. Its net re
sult, according to General Chennault, is 
summarized in this sober epitaph: "The 
trend of a gradually stronger central govern
ment was reversed, and the military balance 
shifted again in favor of the Chinese Com
munist." 

The mistakes of General Marshall's mission 
cannot, of course, be held solely responsible 
for the final outcome of the long struggle 
between the Nationalists and the Commu
nists in China. By 1949 the people of China. 
had become so confused and bewildered by 
the continuing civil war that they were ready 
to accept peace at any price. Yet the United 
States must still bear a large part of the 
blame for the fall of China to Communism. 
To put it simply, the United Ste.tes finally 
"ditched•' its wartime ally Chiang Kai-shek
just as the pro-Communist careerists of the 
Department of State were boldly suggesting 
as early as 1943 and 1944. 

While most Americans do not understand 
to this day what happened in China two 
decades ago, a few were quick to recognize 
the tragedy and to lament it. Hear, for in
stance, these remarks from a speech in the 
House of Representatives in 1948 by Con
gressman Walter Judd of Minnesota, once a 
medical missionary in China and a long
time student of Far Eastern affairs: 

"We Americans ought never to forget this 
one fact, which outweighs every other con
tention-namely that when our fleet lay at 
the bottom of the sea and Japan had carried 
out in six months (1942) the single greatest 
conquest in the history of warfare, only one 
thing prevented her from completing and 
organizing her new empire, and turning all 
her efforts against us. It was this . . . old, 
so-called backward corrupt, undemocratic 
inefficient China. that refused to yield. Chiang 
could hs.ve had peace (with Japan) on very 
generous terms and saved his people most of 
the suffering and the economic dislocations 
and the Communists and the war. Instead 
he chose to 1:-uy for us the precious months 
and years in which we would rebuild our 
:fleet and capture the islands, one by one, 
and build the atomic bomb and ultimately 
bring our superior air power and the bombs 
to bear upon Japan and give her the final 
blow. That is a fact that takes precedence 
over every other in the picture." 

Six months later, in a speech at Salem, 
Massachusetts, Congressman John F. Ken
nedy minced no words in describing the sit
uation: 

"Our relationship with China since the 
end of the Second World War has been a 
tragic one, and it is of the utmost impor
tance that we search out and spotlight those 
who must bear the responsib111ty for our 
present predicament .... During the (post
war) period began the great split in the 
minds of our diplomats over whether to sup
port the government of Chiang Kai-shek, or 
force Chiang Kai-shek as the price of our as· 
sistance to bring Chinese Communists into 
his government to form a coalition .... Our 
policy in China has reaped the whirl
wind. . . . This is the tragic story of 
China whose freedom we once fought to pre
serve. What our young men had saved our 
diplomats and our President have frittered 
away." 

This, stated simply, is what happened. The 
reason why it happened-why the National 
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Government of the Republic of China was 
finally abandoned after two decades of strug
gle against its Communist rival-is that 
American policy was gradually turned against 
Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek and the Kuo
mintang party in 1943 and 1944. As Ar-.erican 
attitudes began to shift in those critical 
years, the hands at the control levers were 
those of a few young men on diplomatic duty 
in China. What John Paton Davies and 
John Stewart Service were writing in their 
official reports was of the greatest impor
tance at the time. They were at the scene as 
expert observers, and their despatches from 
China contained opinion which was accepted 
as gospel in the Department of State. The 
slanted words of the career diplomats re
leased the steam, therefore, to reverse the 
wheels at this juncture and change the di
rection of United States policy in the Far 
East. 

Nor is that all. As it happened, some of 
these official papers came to be seen also by 
unauthorized eyes. Some of them actually 
ended up in the editorial offices of a maga
zine called Amerasia then being published 
monthly in New York City. This magazine, 
limited in circulation but influential, was 
vigorously anti-Nationalist and pro-Commu
nist in tone. Its principal purpose was "to ex
plain, justify and defend Russia's role in the 
Far East; and to discredit the Republic of 
China when Moscow so ordered." In March of 
1945, a few weeks after the momentous 
meeting of President Roosevelt and Premier 
Stalin at Yalta, special agents of the Office 
of Strategic Services made a midnight raid 
on the headquarters of the little magazine. 
Here, in several rooms which contained are
markable assortment of photocopying equip
ment, were literally hundreds of classified 
U.S. Government documents. Many were 
from China-and almost a hundred bore the 
signature of John Stewart service, second 
Secretary of the American Embassy at 
Chungking and one of General Stilwell's 
trusted political advisers. The startling story 
of the discovery in 1945 and the subsequent 
action of the United States Government of 
the Amerasia papers must be told in some 
detail. It is indeed one of the strangest tales 
in recent American history. 

The story of the Amerasia case begins in 
Washington, D.C., in February of 1945 when 
a staff member of the Office of Strategic 
Services happened to be looking over a recent 
issue of the magazine. He began to read an 
article about Thailand and was amazed to 
recognize in it some of the very language 
which had been used in a highly classified 
memorandum he had prepared at his own 
desk some months earlier. He called the mat
ter to the attention of the OSS security 
chief, Mr. Van Bueren, who thought it im
portant enough to fly up to New York to in
struct the local OSS chief agent, Bielaski, 
to investigate the strange situation. Bielaski 
put a round-the-clock surveillance on the 
Amerasia office on lower Fifth Avenue, and 
for ten days and nights his agents watched 
people come and go. The place seemed ex
traordinarily busy for a magazine with a cir
culation of less than 2,000, and the lights 
burned late into the night. Bielaski decided 
to inspect the premises; and since secret war
time papers were involved and the war was 
still on, he thought it best not to risk a fore
warning by applying to the courts for a 
search warrant. At midnight on Sunday, 
March 11, 1945, Bielaski and four of his 
agents, one of them a lock expert, entered 
the darkened building. They found the place 
loaded with hundreds of government docu
ments, most of them carrying a wartime clas
sification, and to their astonishment, they 
found also a great array of photographic 
copying equipment. Bielaski picked about a 
dozen documents at random, put them into 
his pocket, and left the premises at 2:30 in 
the morning. The next day, down in Wash-
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ington he showed the documents to his su
perior, Security Chief Van Bueren, and also 
to General "Wild Bill" Donovan, head of OSS. 
Donovan was greatly alarmed. Since most of 
a dozen recovered documents bore the seal of 
the State Department, he phoned Secretary 
of State Stettinius at his apartment ln the 
Wardman Park Hotel and asked to see him 
at once. Donovan also suggested that the 
State Department security chief, Assistant 
Secretary Julius Holmes, be present at the 
meeting. 

Secretary Stettinius was shocked when 
Donovan handed him the recovered docu
ments one by one. Turning to Assistant sec
retary Holmes, he said, "Good God, Julius, 
if we can get to the bottom of this we will 
stop a lot of things that have been plaguing 
us." At Donovan's suggestion the matter 
was turned over immediately to the FBI, and 
for the next nine weeks J. Edgar Hoover had 
seventy agents on the case. The FBI surveil
lance turned up six suspects, three in New 
York City and three in Washington, D.C. 
In New York there was Ph1lip Jaffe, pub
Usher and editor of Ameriasia magazine; his 
associate editor, Miss Kate Mitchell; and a 
journalist named Mark Gayn who was a 
frequent contributor to the pages of the 
magazine. In Washington there was a bright 
young lieutenant in Naval Intelligence 
named Andrew Roth, and two men in the 
State Department: John Stewart service of 
the diplomatic corps who had recently re
turned from a long tour of duty in Chll'la, 
and a China expert of the Territorial Divi
sion named E. s. Larsen. All six, it was 
learned, had long been outspokenly critical 
of the National Government of China and 
especially of the person of Generalissimo 
Chiang Kai-shek, and all six had been si
multaneously sympathetic to the Chinese 
Communist Party and its intellectual lead
ership as personified by Chairman Mao Tse
tung. 

Editor Jaffe, for instance, was now pouring 
money from his successful greeting-card 
business into the maintenance of the little 
magazine Amerasia., and was making regular 
contributions to the coffers of his friend Earl 
Browder's American Communist Party, and 
ten years earlier he had sold portraits of 
Chairman Mao on the streets of New York 
City for twenty-five cents apiece. Jaffe, a 
native of the Ukraine, who was naturalized 
at the age of 26, had once visited the Com
munist areas of China. Miss Mitchell had 
visited Moscow in the 1930's and was a fre
quent contributor to the Communist maga
zine New Masses. The journalist Mark Gayn, 
born of Russian parents in Manchuria, had 
just recently become a U.S. citizen at the age 
of 43. Lt. Roth was too young to have been 
far from his birthplace in Brooklyn since 
he was not a seagoing sailor, but he had 
written a master's thesis at Columbia on 
the subject of "Labor and Nationalism in 
China." John Stewart service, on the other 
hand, was born of missionary parents in 
China and had spent virtually all of his life 
out of the United States. And E. S. Larsen, 
while born in California, had spent most of 
his formative years doing odd jobs in the 
Far East. 

The FBI had full dossiers of each of the 
six by the end of May, 1945, and the Cr1m1-
nal Division of the Justice Department was 
now instructed to hold the case in abeyance 
until the adjournment of the organizational 
conference of the United Nations then tak
ing place at San Francisco. The reason given 
was that any prosecution at this moment 
might antagonize the Russian delegation. It 
is not known to this day who gave the in
struction to hold up the case, but presum
ably it came from some echelon of the State 
Department. It most certainly did not come 
from Assistant Secretary Holmes who was 
furious when he learned of it. In the absence 
of Secretary Stettinius, who was at San 
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Francis<:o, Holmes went immediately to Act
ing Secretary Joseph E. Grew who also was 
very angry. Holmes r.nd Grew decided to go 
directly to President Truman, who satisfied 
them immediately by calling the FBI and 
giving his direct personal order to proceed. 
"Go straight ahead with this," Truman said, 
"and it doesn't matter who gets hurt. This 
thing has got to be run down." Accordingly, 
Assistant Attorney General Tom Clark or
dered his aides in the Criminal Division to 
prepare the ne<:essary complaints against the 
six suspects charging them with illegal pos
session of government documents under Sec
tion 31 of the Espionage Act. The suspects 
could not be charged with "espionage" as 
such, since there was no evidence of any ac
tual transfer of government documents to a 
foreign power, but only with unauthorized 
possession of such documents. 

The sixth of June, 1945, was the day of the 
arrests by the FBI. Editor Jaffe and Miss 
Mitchell were arrested at their office on lower 
Fifth Avenue in Manhattan, and Mark Gayn 
was arrested at his flat on West 12th Street. 
Lt. Roth was picked up on a Washington 
street, and John Stewart Service at his liv
ing quarters in Washington. E. S. Larsen was 
taken into custody at his apartment in near
by Arlington, Virginia. Some 600 documents 
were recovered in the Amerasia office, Gayn's 
flat yielded 60 more, and some 200 items were 
found in Larsen's apartment. Bail was set at 
$10,000 each, and each made it. No one could 
deny the classified nature of the recovered 
documents. They had come from the most 
important offices of the federal government-
from the Departments of State, War and 
Navy, from the OSS, the FCC, the OWI, and 
the Foreign Economic Administration. Many 
bore the wartime classifications "secret," 
"confidential," or "restricted." Some were 
originals, some were copies made at the time 
the originals were made, and others were 
copies made later. 

The Justice Department presented its ac
cumulated evidence to the 20-member grand 
jury then sitting in Washington, with the 
result that bills of indictment were quickly 
returned on Jaffe (14 to 6), Larsen (14 to 
6), and Roth (13 to 7). Since twelve votes 
were needed to indict, no indictments were 
obtained on Gayn, Mitchell, or Service. On 
August 30, 1945, just as the war in the Pa
cific was ending, the three indict ed suspects 
entered pleas of Not Guilty in the U.S. Dis
trict Court in Washington. Then Larsen's 
lawyer, a clever attorney who had challenged 
the FBI in several wire-tap and trespass cases, 
played his ace card and filed a motion to 
quash the indictment on the grounds that 
the FBI had entered his client's apartment il
legally on three occasions before Larsen was 
arrested. The Justice Department now pan
icked because the FBI had also been in 
Jaffe 's office in New York before the moment 
of arrest, and it was feared that Jaffe's law
yer might m ake a similar motion to quash 
on the technicality of trespass. Accordingly, 
the Justice Department contact ed Jaffe's 
lawyer and proposed a deal: if Jaffe would 
plead guilty to illegal possession of govern
ment document s a nd agree to pay a fine, the 
Government would not press its main charge 
of conspiracy to violat e the Espionage Act. 
It t ook four hours of conversation on a 
Friday afternoon between the head of the 
Criminal Division and Jaffe's lawyer to make 
the arrangement, and at 10:30, the next 
morning-Saturday, September 29, 1945-
Jaffe appeared before Judge Proctor of the 
U.S. District Court for the District of Co
lumbia. It was all over before luncheon. 
Jaffe pleaded guilty, his lawyer argued that 
he was guilty of nothing more than "an ex
cess of journalist ic zeal." The Government 
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attorneys concurred, and so did the Judge. 
Not one of the hundreds of recovered docu
ments was put into evidence, no reference 
was made to the fact that many of the docu
ments were highly classified, and no men
tion of the FBI record of Jaffe's multifarious 
Communist affiliations was heard. The out
come of the brief session was that Jaffe was 
fined $2,500, which he paid on the spot 
to the clerk of the court. It is hardly an over
statement to conclude that Criminal Case 
No. 75,457, The United States vs. Philip Jaffe, 
et al was handled as routinely as a reckless 
driving charge-and that the annals of Amer
ican jurisprudence contain few examples of 
misused legalism as grossly shocking as this 
one. In less than one hour the curtain was 
quietly drawn on the spectacular case of the 
purloined government papers. In the end it 
had cost Philip Jaffe approximately three 
dollars apiece to look at, and to use as he saw 
fit , the wartime secrets of the United States 
government which we call the Amerasia 
Papers. Jaffe's co-defendants, Larsen and 
Roth, got off even easier. When Larsen's case 
was heard by Judge Proctor a month later, 
Larsen received a fine of $500, which Jaffe 
also paid, and the case against Roth was 
dropped altogether. 

Of the six Amerasia suspects, the only one 
of whom the American public subsequently 
heard anything was John Stewart Service, 
the career diplomat who had returned from 
a long tour of duty in China only two months 
before his arrest by the FBI in June of 1945. 
Service escaped indictment, of course, be
cause no unauthorized documents were 
found in his possession at the moment of 
arrest. His connection with the case arose out 
of the twin facts (1) that he was seen by 
the FBI to have had some personal associa
tion with Jaffe through Jaffe's young friend, 
Lieutenant Roth, and (2) that more than 
one hundred of his official despatches from 
China were found on file in Jaffe's office. But 
in the early 1950s, when the Congressional 
committees undertook some intensive in
vestigation of subversive activities in vari
ous departments of the Federal Government, 
the name of John Stewart Service quickly 
came up. His dispatches from China in 1944 
and 1945, particularly the fifty reports which 
he sent from Mao Tse-tung's headquarters 
at Yenan in northern China, demonstrated 
beyond question that Service was strongly 
sympathetic to the Chinese Communists and 
almost pathologically opposed to the Na
tionalist regime of Chiang Kai-shek. A few 
exerpts from Service's dispatches from Ye
nan had been included in the State Depart
ment publication of 1949 which has come 
to be called the "China White Paper," but 
the depth of hls pro-Communist convictions 
remained unknown to the public even after 
Service was discharged from the State De
partment as a serious security risk in 1951. 
Service t ook his case to the courts and was 
eventually reinstated in the diplomatic corps 
in 1957, thus winning a kind of vindication. 
It is not my purpose here, nor was it my 
purpose in editing the two volumes of the 
A mer asia Papers recently published by the 
Senate Internal Security Subcommitt ee to 
raise again the tired old question of the 
loyalty of John Stewart Service, or even to 
ask again whether this "old China hand" of 

. the State Department was indeed a serious 
security risk. Both questions are disputable 
and really unanswerable. What I wish to do, 
in t his brief recital of the story of Amerasia, 
is to underscore two extremely important 
points which can no longer be disputed. 
They are these: 

(1) During the years of World War II 
an aggressively pro-Communist magazine 
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office in New York, populated by individuals 
whose connection with international Com
munism was old and deep, furtively obtained 
and copied many highly classified documents 
of the United States Government; and 

(2) the official policy of the United States 
Government in support of Chiang Kai-shek's 
Nationalist regime in China was actively op
posed and altered during World War II by a 
few junior American career diplomats on 
station in China, John Stewart Service con
spicuous among them. 

Connected inextricably, these twin facts 
contain a special relevance today for the 
people of the United States and other non
Communist nations. Exactly twenty-five years 
have p-assed since the Amerasia affair of 1945. 
That quarter-century of turbulent history 
has witnessed the fulfillment of John Hay's 
prophetic remark of 1899; the "storm center 
of the world'' has indeed shifted to the Asian 
mainland. No American will doubt this when 
recalling Korea or while reading, hearing and 
talking daily of Vietnam. Many Americans 
have come to see clearly, moreover, that the 
theaters of war in Korea and Vietnam are, 
like the fingers of a giant hand, mere exten
sions of the great conflict between human 
freedom and bondage that has characterized 
the recent history of China. And few Ameri
cans will insist today that the slave-masters 
of China have lived up to their beatification 
as the "agrarian reformers" of a generation 
ago. Hindsight informs us that a monumen
tal mistake was made in diminishing Ameri
can support of the National Government o! 
China in the final phase of its long struggle 
against the Chinese Communists. 

When the United States unwittingly as
sisted the wrong side in gaining control of 
China proper, Korea and Vietnam became 
inevitable involvements for the nation that 
has had to assume the mantle of leadership 
in the free world. History will set it down as 
simply as that. What needs to be added to 
the record, however, is this detail of chro
nology: The United States Government 
shifted its policy in China in 1945, making 
its tragic blunder at the very moment that 
the Amerasia affair was making headlines. 
Had the Amerasia case been prosecuted vig
orously, and had a few of the more revealing 
of the recovered documents been made pub
lic then or shortly thereafter, would that 
calamitous change of policy have taken 
place? It i.s a question worth the asking. 
Just as the Amerasia documents of World 
War II provide a clue to the catastrophe that 
befell China a few short years lat-er, so will 
the Amerasia case one day be seen to pertain 
irresistibly to the perplexities of American 
policy in the Far East in our own time. 

Many Americans, of course, would prefer to 
live in a world in which it is possible for us 
to have no international commitments, a 
world in which we could devote all of our 
energies to the tasks of perfecting our society 
at home and enriching the lives of our people. 
But we must face the world as it is. And the 
basic fact of our time is that the Free World, 
itself terribly rent and divided, both politi
cally and philosophically, has been forced 
into a twilight war of survival by a relentless 
and remorseless enemy. E ach year the world 
Communist movement is committing more 
and more of its resources to the task of sub
jugating our allies, all around the perimeter 
of freedom. Against this background it is 
preposterous to maintain that we should re
duce our effort and lessen our commitment 
to the great struggle of our century. The de
fense of Free Asia rests on a very delicate 
balance. The key element in that balance is 
America. 
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