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SENATE—Tuesday, February 9, 1971

(Legislative day of Tuesday, January 26,1971)

The Senate met at 11 am., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the President pro tempore
(Mr. ELLENDER).

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Breathe upon us, O Lord, a sense of
Thy presence.

Come upon us as the God of history.
Come upon us as a mighty rushing wind.
Disturb our apathy. Recharge us with
Thy spiritual power. Come upon us as a
still small voice, whose whisper we hear
amid the tumult and storms of life.

Sweep out our fears. Cleanse us of all
evil. Light up the dark places. Lead us in
paths of righteousness, and make us
captive to Thy love. Grant to us the
gentleness, kindness, tenderness, and
grace which were the marks of Thy
Son, in whose name we make our prayer.
Amen.,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, informed the Senate that,
pursuant to section 8002 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954, the following
members of the Committee on Ways and
Means have been designated as members
of the Joint Committee on Internal Rev-
enue Taxation: Mr. MirLs, Mr. WATTs,
Mr. Urrman, Mr. Byrnes of Wisconsin,
and Mr. BETTS.

The message announced that the House
had agreed to a concurrent resolution
(H. Con. Res. 135) providing for an
adjournment of the House from the
close of business on Wednesday, Febru-
ary 10, 1971, until noon on Wednesday,
February 17, 1971, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Journal of
the proceedings of Monday, February 8,
1971, be approved.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all committees
be authorized to meet during the session
of the Senate today.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 11:30
AM. TOMORROW
Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today it stand
in recess until the hour of 11:30 am.
tomorrow.
The PRESIDENT pro tempore, With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

AUTHENTICATED

U.S. GOVERNMENT

INFORMATION
GPO

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR FANNIN TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the conclu-
sion of prayer on tomorrow, the distin-
guished Senator from Arizona (Mr.
FanniN) be recognized for not to exceed
15 minutes, to be followed by the distin-
guished Senator from Vermont (Mr.
AIxKEN), who already has a 15-minute
allocation of time granted to him.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
Nos. 3, 4, and 5.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ALLIE B. VANCE

The resolution (S. Res. 47) to pay a
gratuity to Allie B. Vance was considered
and agreed to, as follows:

S. Res. 47

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
hereby is authorized and directed to pay,
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to
Allle B. Vance, widow of Joe Vance, Sr., an
employee of the Senate at the time of his
death, a sum equal to six and one-hall
months’ compensation at the rate he was re-
ceiving by law at the time of his death, sald
sum to be considered inclusive of funeral ex-
penses and all other allowances.

PRINTING OF SENATE MANUAL

The resolution (8. Res. 48) authorizing
the revision and printing of the Senate
Manual for use during the 92d Congress
was considered and agreed to, as fol-
lows:

5. REs. 48

Resolved, That the Committee on Rules
and Administration be, and it is hereby, di-
rected to prepare a revised editlon of the
Senate Rules and Manual for the use of the
Ninety-second Congress, that said Rules and
Manual shall be printed as a Senate docu-
ment, and that two thousand additional
coples shall be printed and bound, of which
one thousand coples shall be for the use of
the Senate, five hundred and fifty copies shall
be for the use of the Committee on Rules and
Administration, and the remaining four hun-
dred and fifty copies shall be bound in full
morocco and tagged as to contents and de-
livered as may be directed by the Committee.

TFX CONTRACT INVESTIGATION

The resolution (8. Res. 33) authoriz-
ing the printing of additional copies of
Senate Report 91-1496, entitled “TFX
Contract Investigation™ was considered
and agreed to, as follows:

8. Res. 33

Resolved, That there be printed for the use
of the Committee on Government Operations

two thousand additional copies of a report by
its Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions entitled “TFX Contract Investigation"
(S. Rept. 91-1496).

CBS AND ELECTION REFORM

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, elec-
tion reform has been discussed from time
to time for a number of years, but I be-
lieve that we are now approaching the
point where such changes in our election
campaign laws will be seriously discussed
and considered. Campaign expenditures
are getting completely out of hand and it
seems like we are campaigning all of the
time.

We have major proposals being intro-
duced in this new 92d Congress, and it is
my hope that the appropriate commit-
tees will be able to address themselves to
these problems at an early date.

One of the most active proponents of
campaign reform is Frank Stanton, vice
president of Columbia Broadeasting Sys-
tem, Inc. In mid-January he made avail-
able to many of us here in Congress a
“Five Point Program for Election Re-
form.” I think that this is something that
would be of interest to all Members of
the House and Senate.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the five point program pre-
pared by Frank Stanton printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the program
was ordered to be printed in the REcCORD,
as follows:

A Five PoiNT PROGRAM FOR ELECTION
REFORM

I. Impose whatever conditions on campaign
erpenditures Congress deems wise and fea-
sible.

The responsibility for a political campaign,
as to its scope, its funding and its vehicles
of communication. rests In the last analysis
on the candidate. It is the candidate who is
required to file a report of his expenditures
and a list of the contributors to his cam-
paign. Thus If Congress in its wisdom chooses
to impose conditions on campalgn expendl-
tures, the responsibility for abiding by such
conditions should be placed on the candi-
date. To do otherwise would create an ad-
ministrative nightmare.

Equally important, Congress should not
attempt to prescribe how candidates will
allocate their expenditures within any over-
all limitation. There are infinite varieties of
circumstances in different states and con-
gressional districts—differences in popula-
tion, area, urban or rural character, eco-
nomic factors, soclal and cultural habits, etc.
Because of these differences, there are also

wide differences in the relative emphasis to
be given to various media, to achleve the most
efficient and effective political communica-
tion. For example, in one district, television
might be by far the most effective medium;
in another, it would be highly inefficient (as
in major metropolitan areas, where 80 per-
cent of a television station's audience might
reside outside a particular Congressman's
district). Moreover, not only are the districts
different, but the candidates are different—
one candidate might feel he personally com-
municates his views more effectively via one
mix of fechniques, while another candidate
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within the same district might prefer an en-
tirely different approach.

Accordingly, Congress should not try to
allocate campaign funds to any particular
medium, nor ordain any fixed division of
funds among different media. Rather, with-
in a reasonable overall limitation on cam-
paign expenditures, candidates should be
entirely free to employ whatever means they
belleve would provide the most efficient and
eifective communication with the public—
which is a vital public interest objective of
campaign reform legislation.

1I. Require all advertising media to sell
political advertising at the lowest rate
available to any commercial advertiser for
comparable time or space.

The costs of political campaigns have
risen steadily, in all media. While radio and
television are conspicuous vehicles for the
political campaigner, they are only two of
the many media employed. Requiring the
lowest commercial rates in all media will
help control the inflationary spiral of cam-
paign costs.

III. Repeal the equal-time provision of the
Communicalions Act, thereby providing op-
portunities for greater contribution of free
time by broadcasters and deeper and more
arresting treatment of the issues.

Under Section 315, a broadcaster who pro-
vides free time for a political candidate,
with the exception of regularly scheduled
news broadcasis and other specifically ex-
empted types of broadcasts, must provide
equal time to other legally qualified candi-
dates for the same office if they request it.
The practical effect of the law has been
to deny free broadcast time to major candi-
dates or to force such free time to be shared
with fringe candidates in defiance of the
public interest.

The number of minor and fringe candi-
dates is so great as to render almost impos-
sible the providing of free time for major
office-seekers. In the 1968 election, there
were at least 26 declared candidates for the
Presidency alone. Any meaningful effort to
improve communications between candidates
and voters, therefore, should include repeal
of Section 315. At the very least this restric-
tion should be removed from Presidential
and Vice Presidential campalgns.

On this issue, Congress does not need to
conjecture about the beneficlal results; it has
dramatic evidence. For the lssue was tested
in temporary suspension of Section 315 for
the offices of President and Vice President
in 1960, with conspicuous success. This tem-
porary suspension enabled CBS to devote
321, hours to personal appearances of the
Presidential and Vice Presidential candidates
and their supporters. (This does not count
regular news broadcasts and convention cov-
erage.) The additional time on CBS made pos-
sible by suspension of Section 315 had a
value exceeding $2 million, yet it was made
avallable without charge to the candidates
or their supporters. And of course NBC and
ABC likewise donated substantial amounts
of time. It is sometimes mistakenly assumed
that the broadcasting industry would bene-
fit commercially from suspension of the
equal-time requirement; In fact, the indus-
try would lose substantial revenue through
the displacement of commercial programs.

Two measurements will summarize the
highly beneficlal impact of this suspension
on the electoral process in 1960:

(1) According to reliable public-opinion
polls (Elmo Roper and Associates), during
the 19566 Presidential campaign those “very
much interested” in the campaign remsained
about the same through the campaign, rang-
ing from 46 percent in September to 47 per-
cent In October. But in 1960, the only year
with increased free time for the candidates
made possible by suspension of Section 315,
those “‘very much interested” rose from 45
percent in September to 57 percent in Octo-
ber. ]
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(2) Most important, in the crucial test, 64
percent of those eligible to vote actually cast
ballots in 1960. It is striking that in the
year when the broadcast industry could pro-
vide such free time to candidates, this coun-
try achieved the highest percentage of voter
participation in any Presidential election in
the past half century.

Repeal of Section 3156 as to Presidential
and Vice Presidential contests has been en-
dorsed by leaders in both political parties and
by many political scientists. (See Appendix.)
It would enable radio and television to con-
vey more information, to heighten public in-
terest and promote discussion. It would lead
to more voting by a better informed elec-
torate—the heart of all improvements in
our democratic process,

IV. Shorten election campaigns.

“If long, hectic campaigns cannot be
proved to be boring to the voters, we do know
that they are debilitating to the candidates.
It is no wonder that after an election both
winner and loser often retire to recuperate.”
So said the Twentieth Century Pund in its
Voters' Time report of 1969 calling for shorter
election campaigns. Protracted campaigns
not only dull the electorate and fatigue the
candidate; they also exacerbate the most
criticized aspect of American campaigns—
high cost and high spending.

The Twentieth Century Fund said that
nine or ten weeks of campaigning may have
been necessary at one time, but no longer.
“In the age of the jet plane and the handy
television set, the candidate can reach the
voters in a shorter time than ever before.
He can spend more time thinking and less
time traveling and talking."”

Other students of the election process—
including many candidates—have come to
the same conclusion. The Committee for Eco-
nomic Development, i1 Financing a Better
Election System (1968), sald that with pres-
ent travel and communications capabilities,
long campaigns “generally tire the electorate
and exhaust the candidates.” Shorter cam-
paigns, the committee sald, would help to
“sharpen issues, intensify interest, and ele-
vate the quality of political discussion.”

Various approaches to shortening cam-
paigns have been suggested. The Committee
for Economic Development recommended
scheduling all registration, primary and gen-
eral election dates as close together as pos-
sible. For national elections, the committee
proposed a Federal statute setting the date
for national political conventions after Sep-
tember 1.

A similar view has been put forth by Rep-
resentative John S. Monagan (D., Conn.),
author of a bill providing that no Presiden-
tial nominating convention could convene
earlier than 60 days before the general elec-
tion.

Another approach, advanced by Professor
Paul T. David, then of the Brookings Insti-
tution, would set earlier dates for the elec-
tion and schedule the Presidential inaugura-
tion and convening of Congress in November,
making it unnecessary to move forward fil-
ing dates and primary elections.

Still others have suggested that Congress,
in exercising its authority to regulate cam-
paign expenditures, could limit the use of
campaign advertising to a period, say, six
weeks before the general election and six
weeks before primaries.

One relatively easy step could be to pro-
vide that lower media rates for political can-
didates, as proposed in Section II, should
apply only within a specified period (per-
haps six weeks) before the general election
and the primaries. This would encourage
candidates to direct their appeals to voters
during this period.

This proposal could be applied promptly,
while Congress studies the complexities of
more sweeping alterations of the political
calendar.
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V. Declare Election Day a national 24-hour
holiday, with all polls closing simultaneously.

The central act of self-government is that
of the voter making his choice in the election
booth. Yet the process of voting is often too
difficult, vexatious, and Inconvenient for the
citizens. A thorough overhaul of the system
is needed. Much of the work—revising regis-
tration laws, speeding up the polling process,
introducing further mechanization in tabu-
lating, and so forth—properly and necessarily
must be undertaken at the local and state
level.

On the other hand, Congress can take
the lead in enhancing the voting process by
declaring a national holiday for Federal elec-
tions and providing a full 24 hours for voters
to ballot. Americans historically have not
voted in anything like the proportions at-
tained by other democratic nations (Cana-
dian, Danish, English and Swedish voters
typically turn out at about 80 percent of
those eligible; Americans at a disappointing
60-64 percent rate). Americans vote in the
middle of the work week, and the hours of
voting haven't really changed while the
population has doubled. The problem of the
jammed polling place may be why some
voters just don't feel that they can spare
the amount of time it takes to vote.

We can provide at least nine more hours
for voters—and in some places as many as 12
or even more extra hours—by a uniform 24-
hour voting day, a proposal supported by the
National Governors Conference (1966). Polls
would close at the same time throughout the
country, ending the time differential which
keeps the polls open in the West when they
are already closed in the East. The estab-
lishment of a national holiday also would
provide a fitting expression of the importance
that Congress attaches to the act of voting as
a cornerstone of our democratic system.

APPENDIX

Following are quotations from political
leaders and observers on the important bene-
fits that candidates and the public would
receive through repeal of Section 315 of the
Communications Act:

“The effect of Section 815 is not that the
Soclalist Labor or Vegetarian candidate gets
free time; rather no one gets any substantial
amounts of free time for political broadcasts.
Further and most important, there would
appear to be little, if any, public benefit from
insuring equal treatment for candidates
whose public support is insignificant , .. In
1960 the radio and television networks pro-
vided 82 hours and 36 minutes free time
for political broadeasts. In 1964 and 1968,
however, when the equal opportunities pro-
vision was back in effect, the networks af-
forded only 26 to 27 hours of free time in
each election, almost all of which occurred
in exempt programming. . . . In view of the
benefits to the Nation from the experlence
galned in the 1960 suspension, the Commis-
sion believes that remedial action in this area
is clearly called for.” (Dean Burch, Chair-
man, the Federal Comunications Commis-
sion, Former Republican National Committee
Chairman, June 2, 1970.)

“Section 315, designed to afford an oppor-
tunity to appear on TV and radio to all
candidates no matter how small their party,
has had just the opposite effect. It has dis-
couraged the networks from providing free
time . . . Repeal of Section 315 as it applies
to Presidential, SBenate and House elections
would lead to more free time without in-
hibitions, thus saving candidates huge out-
lays for broadcasting, Minority party candi-
dates could also be covered with due regard
to their political importance. The broader
‘fairness doctrine’ would still prevail for
candidates of all parties.” (The New York
Times, April 27, 1970.)

*“‘Congress, therefore, should permanently
suspend the equal-time requirement for
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Presidential and Vice Presidentlal candidates
in order to limit access to free television to
the nominees of the major partles.” (Law-
rence F. O'Brien, Chalrman, Democratic Na-
tional Committee, in TV Guide, September
19, 1970.)

In answer to a question as to whether “a
suspension of the equal-time requirements
so as to facilitate debates between the Presi-
dential candidates” should be included in
legislation limiting political campaigns: “I
personally think so, yes.” (Senator Robert
J. Dole, Chairman, Republican National Com-
mittee, on Face the Nation, January 17,
1971.

"Cc)mgress should permit commercial
broadecast concerns to schedule political pro-
grams through repeal of Section 315 of the
Federal Communications Act (requiring
‘eqaul time’ on television and radio broad-
casts for all candidates for the same office,
however, many and however minor).” (Re-
search and Policy Committee of the Com-
mittee for Economic Development, Decem-
ber 1968.)

“Section 315(a) elevates each candidate to
the level of every other. Cranks and serious
contenders are lumped together . . . The
Commission recognizes the forces of the
arguments that led Congress to adopt the
equal time provision in the first place. But
we must agree with those who feel that un-
trammeled debate lies at the heart of democ-
racy. We therefore recommend that Congress
again permit such debate for the Presidential
election of 1972. Suspension of the equal
time provision would permit the significant
candidates for President and Vice President—
if they choose—to debate face to face, live.”
(Voters’ Time, Report of the Twentleth Cen-
tury Fund Commission on Campalgn Costs
in the Electronic era, 1969.)

“The salient fact of the great TV debates
is not what the two candidates sald, nor how
they behaved, but how many of the candi-
dates’ fellow Americans gave up their evening
hours to ponder the choice between the
two . . .” (Theodore H. White, The Making
of the President 1960.)

*. .. This is a real service to our democratic
form of government.” (Richard M. Nixon,
Catholic Transcript, Hartford, Connecticut,
November 3, 1960.)

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll,

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Under the previous order, the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
BAKER) is now recognized for 30 minutes.

S. 680—INTRODUCTION OF THE GEN-
ERAL REVENUE SHARING ACT OF
1971

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, on behalf
of myself and Senators ALLEN, ALLOTT,
BeaLL, BELLMON, BENNETT, BoGGS, BROCK,
Casg, Coox, CoorPer, CorTON, DOLE,
DominIcK, Ervin, FANNIN, GOLDWATER,
GRIFFIN, GURNEY, HaNseN, HOLLINGS,
HRUSKA, JAvITS, MATHIAS, PACKWOOD,
PearsoN, PErcy, ProuTY, ROTH, SAXBE,
SCHWEIKER, ScoTT, SPARKMAN, TAFT,
TrURMOND, Tower, and WEICKER, I send
to the desk a bill to restore balance in
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the federal system of government in the
United States, and for other purposes,
and ask that it be appropriately referred.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I also ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill, a section-by section analysis of the
bill, and the text of the President's Feb-
ruary 4 message on revenue sharing be
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the bill
that I have introduced today on behalf
of myself and 37 of our colleagues em-
bodies the general-purpose revenue shar-
ing proposal of the Nixon administra-
tion. Although allied in purpose and in
governmental philosophy, this bill should
not he confused with the President’s pro-
posal for so-called special-purpose reve-
nue sharing, which will be sent up later
in the year in six separate legislative
proposals. Today’s bill represents only
general-purpose revenue sharing with
State and local units of government,

The President, in his message on the
state of the Union, and in his subsequent
message on revenue sharing of February
4, has made, in my judgment, a clear and
compelling case for the general proposi-
tion of sharing revenues with the States.
Although a degree of immediate fiscal re-
lief for State and local governments is
perhaps the most superficially attractive
element of general-purpose revenue
sharing, the implications of the proposal
go much deeper—they go to the nature
and health of our Federal democracy.
Since the adoption of the 16th amend-
ment, which empowered the Federal
Government to levy a graduated tax on
personal income, and since the massive
infusion of Government activity that was
necessary to cope with the Great Depres-
sion, power has flowed steadily away
from State and local governments and
toward the Central Government in
Washington.

The time has come to alter that
trend—not to eliminate it, certainly, and
perhaps not even to fully reverse it—but
the time has come to alter it. Few will
argue against the assertion that confi-
dence in Government has deteriorated.
Because an. open society depends on a
high level of public confidence in the in-
stitutions of such a society, public dis-
enchantment with government must be
of real concern to all of us.

General-purpose revenue sharing is no
panacea, and no responsible person will
claim that it is. But it is a tool whereby
the resources and the responsibilities of
State and local governments can be
strengthened. If something like this pro-
posal, and something like the President’s
special-purpose revenue sharing pro-
posals, are enacted by the 92d Congress,
three unique kinds of Federal program
financing would be operating together
in a flexible and responsive mix; general
revenue sharing, with no strings at-
tached, special purpose, that is, block-
grants for use within broadly defined pro-
gram areas of national priority, and
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strictly defined categorical grants-in-aid
where direct Federal control and guid-
ance is thought to be required. It is the
“mix" of all three that has such great
appeal.

There has been and there will be criti-
cism of the President’s proposal, some of
it serious and some of it frivolous. Dur-
ing the coming weeks it will be the job
of those of us who believe deeply in the
proposal to counter such criticism
honestly and directly. I have no doubt
that this can be done.

I might just briefly address myself at
this point to one basic criticism and to
one alternative to revenue sharing that
has been proposed.

First, let me respond to the funda-
mental and superficial question raised by
those who refer to the proposal as “debt-
sharing”: the question is, where will the
money come from? It is a catchy but
specious and irresponsible question. The
resources would come from revenues
generated by normal growth in the Fed-
eral personal income tax base. One can
make an honest argument as to whether
this is how such revenues should be used,
but one cannot argue that they will not
be there

Secondly, I would like to say a very
few words about rumored efforts on the
part of some to substitute for the gen-
eral-purpose revenue sharing proposal a
complete Federal assumption of all State
and local welfare costs, which will be
roughly $8 billion in the coming fiscal
year. There is no question that such an
assumption by the Federal treasury of
welfare costs would be of great help to
State and local governments, especially
in a few heavily populated areas, and it
may be that we should move in this di-
rection, But that is a question that
should be considered on its own merits
and not as a part of the revenue shar-
ing issue.

Although the quantitative fiscal relief
might be roughly similar, the effects of
the two proposals on our system of gov-
ernment are scarcely similar, if at all.
Welfare costs have nothing to do with
the structure of government and with
the revitalization of State and local com-
petence, which is perhaps the most im-
portant elements of revenue sharing.

One last word about the need for bi-
partisan cooperation in the development
of the revenue-sharing concept. Although
this bill may have a superficial sem-
blance of simplicity, it has been worked
out over a period of 3 vears in the closest
consultation with representatives of the
Nation’s Governors, mayors, and county
officials of both parties. This is truly a
consensus bill,

No one would be more surprised than
the President if this bill were enacted
line for line and word for word. If dur-
ing the course of close congressional
examination, improvements are indi-
cated, they should and will be made.

But the bill is, in my judgment, a
sound vehicle for a concept whose time
has come; it is simple, direct, open. It
is a beginning.

Those of us who believe in revenue
sharing want a program, not an issue,
as some critics have suggested. Simple
arithmetic makes plain that this will re-
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quire bipartisan support in a Congress
not controlled by the party to which I
belong. On behalf of the administra-
tion and 38 of my colleagues in the Sen-
ate, I earnestly solicit the broadest pos-
sible support for revenue sharing.

Mr. President, many in this Chamber
share the sentiments I have attempted
to express in this support of revenue
sharing but have not yet indicated their
cosponsorship of this bill or a forthright
and complete support for revenue shar-
ing as embodied in phase 1 of the Presi-
dent’s proposal.

Other bills that I know of, are pending
bills which have much merit, which ap-
proach the same problem and which, in
some cases, are minute in their degree
of disagreement with the language of
this proposal.

I have discussed the sponsorship of
such measures on the Democratic side
and on the Republican side. On other
occasions I have talked to Members of
the Senate who share my belief that
one of the greatest criticisms of the fed-
eral system in this century is the continu-
ing flow of power from the local gov-
ernments and the continuing, insidious
destruction of the effectiveness of the
Federal partnership.

These colleagues of ours who share
this concern by and large feel that some-
thing must be done in the fiscal field in
order to reverse the trend and alleviate
the pain and suffering.

Other alternatives are offered from
time to time and are discussed freely
and openly on the floor of the Senate, in
the public press and in private and pub-
lic conversation and otherwise. I think
it is presumptuous to say in those printed
discussions that revenue sharing has
stood the test of time better than any of
the other alternatives.

I do not claim that further revenue
sharing, as proposed in this legislation,
or so-called special purpose revenue shar-
ing, which will be offered in six separate
bills to be submitted by the administra-
tion, are the only ways we could ap-
proach the problem.

I do say that their genesis of their idea
is recognized, that its evolution is observ-
able and its durability is remarkable.

I do say that we cannot afford the
patent, academic luxury of deferring any
of the acknowledged taxes to find the
best possible solution to the dilemma,
but rather, in the language of the Gov-
ernor of one of our most populous east-
ern States, “Unless something is done,
this State will be bankrupt in 30 days.”
States do not go bankrupt in the ordi-
nary sense. However, it is a clear exposi-
tion of the plight of States, to say noth-
ing of cities, towns, and townships of this
Nation.

Something must be done if we are to
salvage this concept, because otherwise I
very much fear that in a short period of
time, say months or certainly years, the
Federal partnership as we know it will
perish unless we move now to revitalize
it.

The statement that the power to tax
is the power to destroy is as true today
as it was when first uttered.

The cold, hard fact of the matter is
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that the Federal Government has had
most of the taxing power in this coun-
try since the advent of the 16th amend-
ment to the Constitution.

Those who support revenue sharing
have developed a series of rationales and
parallels to support this particular con-
cept. We seldom find it necessary to iden-
tify and offer a solution to the problem
of the destruction of local self-govern-
ments in the Senate themselves. But the
parallels frequently go this way, and I
think they have merit, that since the ad-
vent of the 16th amendment to the Con-
stitution and the adoption of the grad-
uated Federal income fax on personal in-
come and the fixed rates on corporate
income, the Federal Government has
clearly had the most effective tax system
in this country and the most progressive
system, certainly in the arithmetic sense
and probably in the philosophical sense
as well.

The burden of Federal taxation ac-
cording to the provisions of the Federal
graduated income tax on personal in-
come does certainly fall less heavily on
the lower income wage earners and more
heavily on those more able to pay.

Great injustices exist in the Internal
Revenue Code and, we shall attempt to
correct these injustices this year as we
did in 1969.

No one would challenge the statement
that this is the most equitable of any tax.
It is far more fair and far less regressive,
once again, in both an arithmetical and
philosophical sense than those taxes
often depended upon by local units, in-
cluding ad valorem property taxes on
both real and personal property, State
sales taxes, and the State income tax
in many States.

My State of Tennessee has no personal
income tax. The State constitution pro-
hibits it. I wish it were true of all other
States.

While the Federal Government has the
most equitable tax and conversely, while
the Federal Government is probably the
worst tax spender in the scheme of Gov-
ernment activities in the United States,
the local governments are probably the
best.

Why not combine the assets and
diminish the disadvantages of both, and
let the Federal taxing system attempt to
collect equitably a share of the local tax
requirement, and let the local govern-
ment undertake more of its planning ac-
cording to local needs and requirements,
and have less planning and control at
the Federal level? This, it seems to me,
would be a happy marriage, but it also
seems to me that an alternative to a sys-
tem of this sort is unthinkable.

Unless something like this is done and
unless Federal revenue sharing or its
equivalent is accomplished soon, the
threat of economic disaster at the local
government level will be so great, present,
and real that there is an honest likeli-
hood that we will see a proliferation of
new tax schemes, and new tax rates on
old tax bases. It is possible the require-
ments of New York City, or of smaller
communities throughout the country,
and several States and counties, will be
so great that property taxes will become
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s0 burdensome that people will not stand
for it as the principal tool for financing
local government any longer.

It is also possible the plight of our
governments will become so great that
the pressure to raise sales taxes will be
of staggering proportions. It seems to me,
however, that raising sales taxes, which
fall hardest on the low-wage earner, and
also raising property taxes, which have
the same effect and serve as a disinclina-
tion to homeownership, is the poorest
way to solve the problem.

Some might argue that rather than in-
crease old taxes more States and counties
will pass income tax laws or as in the case
of a few cities, that cities will resort to
progressive and graduated personal in-
come taxes, and prevent us from having
to shift this burden to the federal sys-
tem. The answer is “Yes, that might hap-
pen,” but my answer is that the result
would be wholly undesirable because of
what I call the “vulcanizing” effect. The
worst thing that could happen, because
of mobility in the United States of peo-
ple, money, industry, and opportunity,
would be to see a system of thousands of
different income taxes differenfly ap-
plied, differently administered, and dif-
ferently applicable in the several States,
counties, and cities in this country.

If we think we have trade barriers now
between nations, it would be nothing
compared with the trade and commerce
barriers between States, counties, and
cities if there is a system of unevenly
enacted, administered, and interpreted
income tax statutes. Revenue sharing, it
seems to me, is the best answer, and the
need is immediate.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me at a convenient
point?

Mr. BAKER. I would be happy to yield
at this point to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I wish
to commend the distinguished Senafor
from Tennessee for his leadership in
connection with the revenue sharing
concept. I refer to his leadership, as he
introduces the administration’s bill to-
day as well as his leadership over the
past several years. He has been in the
forefront among those who have been
explaining and selling the concept of
revenue sharing to the Nation. I must
say that, although there is still a way to
gzo as far as some Members of Congress
are concerned, the Senator from Ten-
nessee has been very successful so far
as the rest of the country is concerned.

I was interested to note, for example,
that a recent Gallup poll revealed—per-
haps the Senator from Tennessee has the
exact fisures—that over 70 percent of
the American people now favors the
concept of revenue sharing. Purther-
more, judging by the flood of telegrams,
letters, and resolutions that are coming
to my office from local governmental
officials, it is apparent that the over-
whelming majority of people associated
directly with local government solidly
support this proposal and this concept.

As the Senator from Tennessee indi-
cated at one point in his presentation,
there has been some suggestion that
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welfare fiscal relief should be substituted
for revenue sharing.

I wonder if the Senator from Tennes-
see would agree that it could be a seri-
ous mistake to substitute welfare relief
for revenue sharing. The President has
proposed welfare reform and revenue
sharing; and the country needs both.

Mr. BAEKER. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Michi-
gan for making this point. It is an im-
portant and vital point.

There is a so-called alternative that is
being considered, I suppose seriously, in
this body and in the other body. I frank-
ly think that it would not only under-
mine the possibility of obtaining fiscal
reform for local government, such as
revenue sharing, but it would be a dis-
service to local governments, as well. It
seems to me that if we were to adopt the
plan of simply taking $5 billion of wel-
fare costs off the shoulders of local gov-
ernments and transferring it to the Fed-
eral Government, instead of adopting
revenue sharing, these things would oc-
cur, ‘although they would not be in-
tended.

Pirst, 11 States of the Union would be
recipients of about 50 percent of the
benefits. Thirty-nine States of the 50
States would be worse off than they were
before, which hardly seems an equitable
response to the problem.

Second, local governments, distin-

guished from State government, mean-
ing our hard-pressed cities and coun-
ties, would share hardly at all; only
States would.

Third, and this is especially impor-

tant, we would completely eliminate the
present hard pressure to reform a pat-
ently unworkable welfare system. I do
not mean to create the impression that
I derive any satisfaction or take any
happiness from our plight in the wel-
fare field, but this plight itself is a stim-
ulus to Congress to reform the welfare
system.

All three of these results would be
undesirable, and I feel these things
would occur if we were to substitute wel-
fare relief for revenue sharing. It may
be that federalization of welfare may
have to come, but we are dealing with
two different things.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I speak in
favor of the President’s revenue-sharing
plan, which has been introduced today
with a large bipartisan cosponsorship. In
doing so, I would like to compliment the
distinguished Senator from Tennessee,
who is nationally known as a champion
of revenue sharing, and whose remarks
he has just delivered eloquently point
out the need for this bold legislation.

Revenue sharing’s supporters—coming
from diverse parts of the country and
from both rural and predominantly ur-
ban States—attest to the growing na-
tional awareness that America faces a
breakdown in its State and local govern-
ment finances if we do not act in this
way. The people of my State, I feel, re-
gard the proposed $5 billion in new
funds in the President’s revenue-sharing
plan, as inadequate. T shall be seeking
to raise this figure to $10 billion annually
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starting now by amendment or new
legislation.

An American humorist who must have
known the workings of Congress once
remarked:

Never put off until tomorrow what should
have been done five years ago.

In the context of today, this phrase
has a sinister ring, for it was just over 5
years ago that I introduced my first rev-
enue-sharing bill. In the intervenin«~
years, the crisis of State and local gov-
ernment services has continued to rise—
indeed, in some cities it has accelerated.
While my State of New York illustrates
a particularly compelling case for the
kind of revenue-sharing plan before us,
the crisis is nationwide and affects each
one of us directly.

The rationale for revenue sharing
illustrates this crisis. America finds itself
today with a growing set of problems
which, although national in scope, are
appropriately the subject of State and
local action. Crime in the streets, pollu-
tion in our air and water, poor education
in our schools, congested traffic in our
transportation systems, a growing polar-
ization of ethnic and racial groups espe-
ciaily in our cities—these all reflect the
concerns of Governors, mayors and
local leaders, and their solution must be
undertaken on a local level by local
means.

Ironically, these problems are largely
the result of our national wealth. Never-
theless, the tax revenues which we as-
sociate with increased wealth accrue
chiefly to the Federal Government
through the graduated income tax, not
to Sta'es and local governments on the
firing line.

During the past few weeks, the mem-
bers of the Joint Economic Committee on
which I serve as ranking Republican
Senator, have been privileged to hear
from that firing line. The very dramatic
and ominous testimony from the Gov-
ernors of New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
and Wisconsin, and from the mayors of
New York City, Newark, and Detroit
clearly point out that the time for con-
gressional action is this year, and no
later. They paint a uniformly grim pic-
ture of mounting responsibilities with-
out a matching increase in the tax base,
and in some cases an actual downturn in
revenues because of the current economic
situation. I would like at this point to
commend the chairman of the Joint
Economic Committee, the distinguished
Senator from Wisconsin, for holding
these extremely useful hearings and
dramatizing the plight of our States and
cities, Although he is not converted to
revenue sharing, by his own admission,
his name is synonymous with fiscal re-
sponsibility at all levels of government.
He has done the cause of revenue shar-
ing a great service by his forthright
strategy in holding these hearings at an
early date, and by giving voice to the
outstanding witnesses who appeared.

In my own State of New York, for
example, new and expanded programs
of more than $4 million were rejected in
planning the State budget for the com-
ing year. Nevertheless, Governor Rocke-
feller recently announced a budget which
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is almost 20 percent higher than the pre-
ceding year; and this increase can be
traced almost entirely to inflation and
to mandated increases in essential state
programs. In other words, by spending
this much more, New York will be just
keeping its head above water. To raise
the additional 20 percent, New Yorkers—
who are already the highest taxed citi-
zens in the country—are being asked to
shoulder an additional $1.1 billion bur-
den in new taxes.

There are, of course, many reasons why
States and local governments are in seri-
ous straits today, and revenue sharing
addresses itself to only one of these
causes: the imbalance in tax systems be-
tween the Federal and State Govern-
ments. With its virtual monopoly over
the progressive income tax, the Federal
Government has as its major source of
revenue, a tax which grows at a faster
rate than national income. Although
many States and even some cities have
income taxes as well, the chief source of
revenue for these units is the property
tax, which is not only highly localized but
is also slow to respond to economic
growth. While the property tax is well
suited to finance general government ac-
tivities which directly affect property—
for example, fire departments, public
parks, sanitation—it is hardly the vehicle
for satisfying the accelerating claims on
local governments for better schools,
health care, highway construction, and
mass transit systems.

Revenue sharing would, in effect, avail
the States and localities of the wide juris-
dictional reach and some of the progres-
sive features of the Federal income tax
system. Under the administration bill, all
units of government would share in the
revenues generated by personal income,
whose growth averages 7 to 8 percent
each year. Although there may be honest
differences over the proper amount
which a revenue-sharing bill should
share with the States, the principle of
revenue sharing would nevertheless make
a significant contribution to the balanc-
ing of burdens between the Federal and
our State and local governments.

During the hearings before the Joint
Ecuonomic Committee, to which I have
referred, several other solutions to the
crisis in local government services were
suggested, the most commonly mentioned
of these being the federalization of wel-
fare and a Federal tax credit for the pay-
ment of State taxes. These suggestions
have great merit; but, in my view, they
are designed to solve different problems
aild should not be looked upon as sub-
stitutes for revenue sharing; nor should
revenue sharing be considered a substi-
tute for the President’s family assistance
plan or similar legislation.

The Federal takeover of welfare would
relieve the States of skvrocketing and
mandatory costs imposed by present wel-
fare legislation and also impose much
needed national standards for the receipt
of welfare aid. In this regard, it is signifi-
cant that the administration’s other pri-
ority piece of domestic legislation be-
sides revenue sharing is the family assist-
ance plan, which would go a long way
toward setting these national welfare
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standards. However, neither bill pre-
empts the other, as each is based on dif-
ferent needs and solutions, as the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee has so
ably pointed out.

The same can be said about the Federal
income tax credit for the payment of
State taxes. This feature would enable
Governors to ask for additional income
taxes without having to commit political
suicide in the process. But the immediate
benefit of this feature would accrue to
the individual claiming the credit, not
to the State or local government which
would still have to enact the taxes. As
such, the income tax credit plan must be
considered as a long-term incentive for
States to modernize their tax structure,
but it cannot entirely fill the gap between
the Federal and State tax bases.

Like the president of a major corpora-
tion, a Governor or a mayor is responsible
for billions of dollars of production and
services, and of thousands of human
lives, Yet unlike the corporation presi-
dent, the mayor or Governor cannot de-
clare bankruptcy or liquidate the busi-
ness when the going gets too tough. Fur-
thermore, simple survival in this busi-
ness is not enough in a country whose
citizens seek from their governments
more and more in the way of modern
social services.

Nevertheless, our State and local gov-
ernments face the grim prospect of being
unable to do business if present condi-
tions continue, If what we say about im-
proving the quality of life is to get beyond
the rhetoric state, we must surely take
a hard look at the financing of those
| State and local governments on the firing
line, and be prepared to accept bold solu-
tions.

Revenue sharing is one such solution.

I urge its passage with the least pos-
sible delay.
| Mr. BAKER. I thank my colleague

from New York for his very pertinent re-
marks, I thank him for the kind remarks
he made about my role in this field. I
must point out, in all candor, however,
that the senior Senater from New York
was in the vanguard of this effort long
before I came to the Senate and was
one of the first advocates of fiscal re-
form and revenue sharing. It is by his
example and that of others who have
worked so hard that I think we have
been able to bring a good piece of legis-
latien to the consideration of the Senate.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the distinguished
Senator.

. Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I want to

express my gratitude and that of the
Senate, and I know of the President and
the administration, for the Senator’s ef-
forts.

Mr. President, the Senator from Mich-
igan referred to Gallup poll figures. In
looking down at my papers, I find that
| the Gallup poll reported that 77 per-
cent of the people knew what revenue
sharing was and supported it, which is a
really remarkable level of recognition of
| a fairly complex and exotic plece of leg-
islative reform. I think it stems from the
fact that the people of the country recog-
nize that local governments are in deep
trouble and that something must be done
soon to alleviate the trouble.
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Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator from Tennessee
vield for some additional comments?

Mr. BAKER. I shall be happy to yield.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank the Senator
from Tennessee.

The argument is made that there is
no Federal revenue to share.

This comment is based on a miscon-
ception.

It erroneously assumes that the reve-
nue sharing concept should apply only
when and if there is an “excess” or sur-
plus of left over Federal revenue after
other requirements are taken care of,

As envisioned by the Nixon adminis-
tration, the recommended revenue shar-
ing is as important and essential as other
items in the Federal budget.

“The alternative to revenue sharing,”
says Treasury Assistant Secretary Mur-
ray Weidenbaum:

Is not a smaller Federal deficit. The al-
ternative is a higher level of Federal spend-
ing In some other—and, in our view, lower
priority—program areas.

President Nixon makes it clear that he
regards revenue sharing, like defense
spending, or other major national efforts
as one of the important programs of this
administration.

Viewed in that light, revenue sharing
would bear no greater responsibility for
a deficit than any other program re-
ferred to in the budget.

Some opponents charge that bureau-
cratic waste results when taxes are paid
to the Federal Government and then
routed back again to the States and
localities. This is the so-called costly
reund trip.

Actually, Treasury costs for tax col-
lections are lower than comparable costs
ineurred by State or loecal government
when it acts as a collection agency.

Skeptics, as we have seen, are asking:
Will State and local governments spend
the revenue they share effectively, with-
out hanky-panky and with wisdom?

Who knows? This is a hazard faced
by democracies and tyrannies alike. Hu-
man frailties, human judgments, all
these imponderables are involved.

William Gladstone once said that:

The proper function of government is to
make it easy for the people to do good and
difficult for them to do evil.

That is what revenue-sharing is all
about. More and more the officials who
actually make the decisions will now be
operating in goldfish bowls closer to the
people, where it will be easier to do good
and more difficult to do evil. What is
more, the General Accounting Office will
still be on hand to perform the same
function as the goldfish bowl.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield briefly for just a moment?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield.

Mr. BAKER. The distinguished Sena-
tor from Michigan asked about the pos-
sibility of substituting welfare federali-
zation for general revenue sharing, I have
here, Mr. President, certain remarks in
that respect which elaborate on the
proposition that if we did that, if we
transferred that money to revenue shar-
ing, it would be of unequal application.

Mr. President, I want to express my
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concern about a recently discussed pro-
posal which I believe would be undesir-
able from the point of view of our present
welfare reform objectives. I refer to sug-
gestions that significant amounts of ad-
ditional funds should be added to wel-
fare reform as fiscal relief to State and
local governments in place of funds
which the 1972 budget recommends be
allocated to general revenue sharing.

I am concerned about this proposal for
three major reasons:

First, the distribution of welfare fiscal
relief among States is quite different
from that of general revenue sharing,
and penalizes 39 States;

Second, local governments receive
hardly any recognition under the welfare
fiscal relief approach as compared to
general revenue sharing;

Third, I believe further increases in
funding for welfare should focus, on a
carefully phased basis, on improving
benefits to people.

The table attached to this statement
compares the distribution of $1 billion
in general revenue-sharing with that for
the same amount of funds in the form
of fiscal relief under welfare reform. You
will note from the table that there is
serious uneveness in the distribution of
funds. Four States gain over 50 percent
in funds under the welfare fiscal relief
approach as compared to general reve-
nue-sharing, whereas there are 39 States
which lose under this arrangement, with
17 losing more than 50 percent.

The reason for this unevenness is that
the needs for the array of services which
State and local government provide vary
widely across the country. States with
particularly high welfare needs and cur-
rent benefit levels—often associated with
high costs of living in urban areas—
gain under a “fold-in" of revenue-shar-
ing funds into welfare fiscal relief. On
the other hand, States which have dif-
ferent patterns of needs are at a dis-
advantage. With this in mind, I believe
it would be highly undesirable over a
long period of time to “lock in” a dis-
tribution of additional Federal funds on
a basis which is related to only one—al-
beit important—aspect of State-local
government,

The Nixon administration is strongly
committed to the reform of welfare and
increasing the amount of Federal Gov-
ernment financing for this function. It
has made this commitment absolutely
clear. The Nixon welfare reform plan
already includes, as an integral compo-
nent, fiscal relief to States and local-
ities of $400 million in the first year.

I am also and equally committed to
general revenue sharing for State and lo-
cal governments. At the same time that
we move forward to reform welfare, it
meets the need to provide State and local
governments with the resources and flex-
ibility to deal with their own problems
on their own terms. The substitution of
relief from welfare costs for general
revenue sharing misses the importance of
the President’s explicit effort to build the
capability of State and local govern-
ments.

As you know, the proposed welfare re-
form program is carefully balanced. Ad-
ministration spokesmen have indicated
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on several occasions that, as we move
down the road on welfare reform, we
should raise the basic minimum pay-
ments level, now set at $1,600 for a fam-
ily of four. This will benefit the poor;
narrow the wide discrepancy among pres-
ent State payment levels; and, at the
same time, provide additional fiscal re-
lief to States and localities.

One more point I want to stress is that
the President's revenue sharing plan
aids both State and local governments on
an approximately even basis. On the
other hand, under the distribution of a
like amount of funds as additional fiscal
relief under welfare, only an estimated
20 percent would go to local govern-
ments, of which three-fourths would go
to local governments in two States—New
York and California.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the table to which I previously
referred be printed in the REecorp at
this point.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

TABLE 1.—FISCAL RELIEF BY STATE FOR EACH $1,000,000,000:
GENERAL REVENUE SHARING AND WELFARE REFORM
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EXHIBIT I
The bill (S. 680) to restore balance in
the federal system of government in the
United States; to provide both the flex-
ibility and resources for State and local
government officials to exercise leader-
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ship in solving their own problems; to
achieve a better allocation of total pub-
lic resources; and to provide for the shar-
ing with State and local governments of
a portion of the tax revenue received by
the United States, introduced by Mr.
Baker, for himself and other Senators,
was received, read twice by its title, re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance, and
ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:
S. 680

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SHORT TITLE

Sec. 101, This Act may be cited as the
“Greneral Revenue Sharing Act of 1971".

DEFINITIONS

SEc. 201. (a) For purposes of this Act—

(1) except where otherwise indicated, the
term “fiscal year” means the fiscal year of
the Government of the United States;

{2) the term “general revenue' means gen-
eral revenue from own sources, as defined and
used by the Bureau of the Census, provided
that in the case of the District of Columbia
it shall include the Federal payment au-
thorized under 47 D.C. Code §2501(a) (81
Stat. 339);

(3) the term “Governor” means the chief
executive officer of each State or his dele-
gate;

(4) the term “individual income tax re-
turns” means the returns of tax required
to be filed on the income of individuals un-
der the internal revenue laws of the United
States;

(5) the term “local government'" means a
municipality, county, or township (but does
not include independent school distriets or
special districts) as such terms are defined
and used by the Bureau of the Census;

(6) the term *“personal income™ means
personal income as deflned and used by the
Office of Business Economics of the Depart-
ment of Commerce;

(7) the term *“population™ means total
resident population as defined and used by
the Bureau of the Census;

(8) the term “Secretary” means the Sec-
retary of the Treasury or his delegate;

(9) the term “Attorney General” means
the Attorney General of the United States
or his delegate;

(10) the term "“State'” means the several
States of the United States and the District
of Columbia;

(11) the term “Bureau of the Census"
means the Bureau of the Census of the De-
partment of Commerce;

{12) the term “taxable income”™ means
taxable income as defined by the internal
revenue laws of the United States;

(13) the term “units of government'
means all units of local government (includ-
ing independent school distriets and special
districts) as such terms are defined and used
by the Bureau of the Census;

(14) the term “major municipality” means
any municipality with a population of 2,500
or more as reported by the Bureau of the
Census;

(15) the term “major township” means
any township—

(a) with a population of 2,500 or more as
reported by the Bureau of the Census, and

(b) the employment ratio for which is not
less than one-half of the average employ-
ment ratio of all major municipalities in
such State; and

(18) the term "employment ratio” means
a fraction the numerator of which is the
total number of employees of any major
muniecipality or major township as reported
by the Bureau of the Census and the denomi-
nator of which is the population of such
governmental unit.
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(b) Where appropriate, the definitions in
subsection (a) shall be based on the latest
published reports of the Department of Com-
merce, and on the internal revenue laws in
effect, on the date of enactment of this Act.
The data used in applying these definitions
shall be the latest published data referable
to the same point or period in time. The
Secretary may, by regulation, change or
otherwise modify the definitions in subsec-
tion (a) in order to reflect any change or
modification thereof made subsequent to
such date by the Department of Commerce
or by a revision of the internal revenue laws.

REVENUE SHARING APPFROFRIATION

Sec. 301. (a) There is hereby appropriated
for general revenue sharing for the fiscal
year beginning July 1, 1971, and for each
fiscal year thereafter, an amount, as deter-
mined by the Secretary, equal to the per-
centages provided in subsection (b) of this
section multiplied by the total taxable in-
come reported on Federal individual income
tax returns for the calendar year for which
the latest published statistical data are avail-
able from the Department of the Treasury
at the beginning of such fiscal year.

(b) Por the purposes of subsection (a),
the applicable percentage is 0.96 percent for
the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1971, and
1.3 percent for each fiscal year thereafter.

(c) Amounts appropriated pursuant to
this section shall remain available without
fiscal year limitations for the expenditures
authorized by this Act.

PAYMENTS TO THE STATES

Sec. 401. (a) For any fiscal year, each
State is entltled to an amount as determined
by the Secretary, equal to—

(1) (i) the amount appropriated for such
year pursuant to section 301 plus any amount
not distributed during the previous fiscal
year pursuant to subsection (b), less

(i) an amount equal to 10 percent of
the sum of the amounts described in sub-
paragraph (1), and

(2) multiplied by the factor for such State.

(b) Except as provided in subsection (f),
each State which has filed an alternative
formula under section 501(c) shall recelve
an amount equal to the amount described
in subparagraph (a) (1) (il) multiplied by
the factor for such State.

5 (c) Each State's factor shall be obtalned

b

(1) multiplying such State’s population by
its revenue effort, and

(2) dividing the product obtained in para-
graph (1) by the sum of such products for
all States.

(d) For purposes of subsection (¢}, the
revenue effort of each State for any fiscal
year shall be obtained by dividing—

(1) the total general revenue derived by
such State and all of its units of govern-
ment by

(2) the total personal income for such
State.

(e) The amount determined wunder sub-
section (a) of this section shall be paid by
the Secretary to each State at such times as
the Secretary may determine during any fis-
cal year, but not less often than once each
calendar year quarter. A pro rata portion of
the amount described in subsection (b) shall
be paid by the Secretary for each calendar
year quarter to which an alternative for-
mula applies, at such times as the Secre-~
tary may determine during any fiscal year
but not less often than once each such
quarter.

(f) The District of Columbia shall receive
its share of the amount described in sub-
section (b) notwithstanding the require-
ments of section 501(c).

(g) All computations and determinations
by the Becretary under sections 301 and 401
shall be final and concluslve.
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PAYMENTS BY STATES TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Sec. 501. (a) The local governments of
each State shall be entitled to receive an
amount equal to the payment to such State
pursuant to section 401(a) multiplied by a
fraction the numerator of which is the sum
of the general revenues of all units of gov-
ernment of such State and the denominator
of which is the sum of the general revenues
of such State and all of its units of govern-
ment. Such amounts shall be computed by
the State on the basis of the latest data
available from the Department of Commerce
at the beginning of the fiscal year.

(b) Within 30 days after receipt of a pay-
ment pursuant to section 401(a), each State
shall pay to each of its local governments
an amount, computed on the basis of the
statistical data used in subsection (a) of
this sectlon, equal to—

(1) the amount determined under subsec-
tion (a) of this section, multiplied by

(2) the ratio of each such local govern-
ment's general revenue to the total general
revenue of all local governments in such
State.

(¢) To encourage States to take the initia-
tive in strengthening the fiscal position of
their local governments and to maximize
flexibility in the use of the payments au-
thorized by this Act for meeting the partic-
ular needs of differing State and local fiscal
systems, the Secretary shall accept an alter-
native formula for the allocation of funds
as required by subsection (a) of this section
(and any modification or termination of
such formula) if requested by the State,
provided such formula (or modification or
termination of such formula) is—

(1) enacted by the State in the same man-
ner as authorized in such State's constitu-
tion for the enactment of State laws, and

(2) approved by a formal resolution by
more than one-half of the governing bodies
of each of the following classes of govern-
ment in such State:

(1) major municipalities,

(i1) countles, and

(1i1) major townships.

In each such class of government, approval
must be by governing bodies representing a
majority of the population in such class. A
statement of such formula indicating ap-
proval thereof in accordance with this para-
graph (including a certification by the Bu-
reau of the Census which enumerates major
muniecipalities, counties, and major town-
ships included in the classes referred to
above) shall be filed by the Governor with
the Secretary not later than 90 days pre-
ceding the first calendar year quarter to
which such formula would be applicable.
The provisions of such formula shall govern
the use of funds allocated by this Act to
local governments and shall apply for the
next five fiscal years or for any lesser period
approved pursuant to this subsection.

(d) Except when a formula has been
adopted pursuant to subsection (c), a State’s
aggregate payments to all of its local govern-
ments for such State's fiscal year (from all
sources other than amounts received under
this Act) shall be an amount which repre-
sents not less than the average proportion
of such State's general revenues received by
its local governments for the three fiscal
yvears of such State next preceding the date
of enactment of this Act, unless such State
demonstrates to the satisfactlon of the
Secretary that there has been a transfer from
local governments to the State of financial
responsibility for the direet support of
facilities or services previously the respon-
sibility of local governments.

QUALIFICATIONS

8ec. 601. Particlpation by a State In the
program established by this Act shall con-
stitute a waiver by the State of its immunity
from suit by its local governments pursuant
to this Act. The Governor shall, on behalf
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of the State and any local government which
may receive any payments pursuant to this
Act, give to the Becretary such assurances as
he may require that such State and its local
governments will—

(a) use such payments for its govern-
mental purposes;

(b) use such fiscal and accounting pro-
cedures as may be necessary to assure (1)
proper accounting for payments received by
such State and its local governments, and
(2) proper disbursement of amounts to which
the local governments are entitled;

(c) provide to the Secretary or his repre-
sentatives, on reasonable notice, access to,
and the right to examine, any books, docu-
ments, papers, or records as he may reason-
ably require for the purposes of reviewing
compliance with this Act; and

(d) make such reports to the Secretary
as he may reasonably require, including any
computations made pursuant to section 501.

POWERS OF THE SECRETARY

Bec. 701. (a) The Secretary is authorized
to prescribe reasonable rules and regulations
for carrying out the provisions of this Act
and to request from any Federal agency
statistical data and reports and such other
information which he may deem necessary to
carry out his functions under this Act, and
each Federal agency is authorized to furnish
such statistical data and reports and other
information to the Secretary to the extent
permitted by law.

(b) If the Secretary determines that a
State has falled to comply substantially with
any provision of this Act, other than section
1101, or any rule or regulation issued pur-
suant thereto,

(1) he may refer the matter to the Attor-
ney General with a recommendation that an
appropriate civil action be instituted; or

(2) after giving reasonable notice and op-
portunity for a hearing to the Governor of
such State, he shall notify the Governor that
if such State fails to take corrective action
within 60 days from the date of such noti-
fication, further payments to such State in
excess of the amounts to which the local
governments of such State are entitled under
sectlon 601 shall be withheld for the re-
mainder of the fiscal year and for any sub-
sequent fiscal year until such time as the
Secretary is satisfied that appropriate correc-
tive actlon has been taken and that there
will no longer be any failure to comply. Un-
til he is satisfied, the Secretary shall make
no further payments of such amounts. In the
case of the fallure of the State to comply,
for a period In excess of 6 months after the
explration of the 60-day notice, the Secre-
tary shall forthwith cancel any payments
withheld pursuant to this paragraph for the
current and for any subsequent fiscal year
and shall reapportion and pay such can-
celled payments to all other States then en-
titled to receive payments under section 401
in proportion to the original installments
pald to such States for the fiseal year to
which such cancelled payments pertain.
Such payments to all other States shall be
considered payments made pursuant to sec-
tion 401.

(c) If a payment to a State is withheld or
cancelled pursuant to this section, the Sec-
retary shall continue to pay to such State
the amount to which the local governments
of such State are entitled, as determined
pursuant to section 501, and such State shall
continue to distribute such amounts among
its local governments pursuant to section 501.

(d) When a matter is referred to the At-
torney General pursuant to subsection (b)
(1), the Attorney General may bring a civil
actlon in any appropriate United States dis-
triet court for such relief as may be appro-
priate, including injunctive relief.

(e) The Governor shall be responsible to
the Becretary for determining that local
governments within his State have complied
with the provisions of this Act, other than
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section 1101, and the rules and regulations
issued pursuant thereto. If, after giving rea-
sonable notice and an opportunity for a hear-
ing to the chief executive officer of a local
government of such State, the Governor de-
termines that such local government has
failed to comply substantially with any pro-
vision of this Act, other than section 1101,
or any rule or regulation issued pursuant
thereto, the Governor shall forthwith notify
such local government that if it fails to take
corrective action within 60 days from the
date of such notification, further payments
to it under this Act will be withheld for the
remainder of the fiscal year and for any
subsequent fiscal year until such time as he
is satisfied that appropriate corrective action
has been taken and that there will no longer
be any failure to comply. The Governor shall
forthwith notify the Secretary of his action.

(f) In the event of a fallure by such local
government to comply for a period in excess
of 6 months after the expiration of a 60-day
notice issued by the Governor pursuant to a
determination under subsection (e), the
Governor shall forthwith cancel any pay-
ments withheld for the current and for any
subsequent fiscal year and shall reapportion
and pay such cancelled payments to all other
local governments of such State then en-
titled to receive payments pursuant to sec-
tion 501, in proportion to the original pay-
ments made to such local governments for
the fiscal year to which the cancelled pay-
ments pertain.

JUDICIAL REVIEW

Sec. 801. (a) Any State or local govern-
ment which receives a 60-day notice under
section T01, may, within 60 days after re-
ceiving such notice, file with the United
States Court of Appeals for the circuit In
which such State or local government is lo-
cated, or in the United States Court of Ap-
peals for the District of Columbia, a petition
for review of the Secretary's action. A copy
of the petition shall forthwith be trans-
mitted to the Secretary; a copy shall also
forthwith be transmitted to the Attorney
General, who shall represent the Secretary in
any litigation.

(b) The Secretary shall file in the court
the record of the proceeding on which he
based his actlon, as provided in section 2112
of Title 28, United States Code. No objection
to the action of the Secretary shall be con-
sidered by the court unless such objectlon
has been urged before the Secretary.

(e) The Court shall have jurisdiction to
affirm or modify the action of the Becretary
or to set it aside in whole or in part. The
findings of fact by the Secretary, if sup-
ported by substantial evidence, shall be con-
clusive. However, If any finding 1s not sup-
ported by substantial evidence, the Court
may remand the case to the Secretary to take
further evidence, and the BSecretary may
thereupon make new or modified findings of
fact and may modify his previous actions.
He shall certify to the Court the record of
any further proceedings. Such new or modi-
fied findings of fact shall likewise be con-
clusive if supported by substantial evidence.

(d) The judgment of the court shall be
subject to review by the Supreme Court of
the United States upon certiorari or certifica-
tion, as provided in section 1254 of Title 28,
United States Code.

(e) In the event that judicial proceedings
are instituted pursuant to this section, the
Secretary shall after the expiration of the 6-
month period provided in sections 701(b) or
701(f), or the point in time when any ju-
dicial decision becomes final and the time
for appeal or rehearing has expired, which-
ever period is later, cancel, reapportion and
pay any payments withheld pursuant to sec-
tion 701 for the current and for any subse-
quent fiscal years.

(f) For purposes of this section, the term
“Secretary” means the Secretary of the




2146

Treasury or the Governor of a State, which-
ever is appropriate.

REEFORT BY THE SECRETARY

SEc. 901. The Secretary shall report to the
President of the United States and the Con-
gress as soon as is practicable after the end
of the fical year on the operation of this Act
during the preceding fiscal year.

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Sec, 1001. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as may be neces-
sary for the administrative expenses re-
quired to ecarry out the functions of the Gov-
ernment of the United States under this Act.

NONDISCRIMINATION FROVISION

Bec. 1101(a). No person in the United
States shall on the ground of race, color
or national origin be excluded from partici-
pation in, be denied the benefits of, or be
subjected to discrimination under any pro-
gram or activity funded in whole or in part
with general revenue sharing funds.

(b) (1) Whenever the Secretary determines
that any State has failed to comply with
subsection (a) or an applicable regulation,
he shall attempt to secure compliance by
voluntary means. If the Secretary determines
that compliance cannot be secured by volun-
tary means, he shall have the authority to
(1) refer the matter to the Attorney General
with a recommendation that an appropriate
civil action be instituted; (il) exercise the
powers and functions provided by Title VI
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.B.C.
§ 2000d); or (ili) take such other action as
may be provided by law.

(2) Whenever the Secretary determines
that a local government has falled to comply
with subsection (a) or an applicable regu-
lation, he shall notify the Governor of the
State in which the local government is lo-
cated of the noncompliance and shall re-
quest the Governor to secure compliance.

If within a reasonable perlod of time the
State falls or refuses to secure compliance,
the Secretary shall have the authority to (1)
refer the matter to the Attorney General
with a recommendation that an appropriate

civil action be instituted; (ii) exercise the
powers and functions provided by Title VI
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 US.C.
§ 2000d); or (iil) take such other action as
may be provided by law.

{c) When a matter is referred to the At-
torney General pursuant to subsection (b),
or whenever he has reason to belleve that
a State or local government is engaged in a
pattern or practice in violation of the pro-
visions of this section, the Attorney General
may bring a civil action in any appropriate
United States district eourt for such relief
as may be appropriate, including injunctive
relief.

EFFECTIVE DATE

Bec. 1201. The effectlve date of this Act
shall be the date of enactment; however, the
first payment shall cover the period be-
ginning October 1, 1871,

The section-by-section analysis, and
letter from the President, presented by
Mr, BARER, are as follows:

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS—
Janvary 29, 1971
SECTION 101—SHORT TITLE
(a) Short title—Subsection (a) of section

101 provides that the Act may be cited as the
“General Revenue Sharing Act of 1971."”

SECTION 201—DEFINITIONS
(a) In general—Subsection (a) provides
general definitions for purposes of the Act.
Fiscal vear
Paragraph (1) provides that the term
“fiscal year" means the fiscal year of the
Government of the United States.
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General revenue
Paragraph (2) provides that the term
‘‘general revenue” of State and local govern-
ments means general revenue from their
own resources, as defined by the Bureau of
the Census of the Department of Commerce,
provided that in the case of the District of
Columbia it includes the Federal payment
authorized under 47 D.C. Code section
2501(a).
Governor
Paragraph (3) provides that the term
“Governor” means the chief executive officer
of a State or his delegate.
Individual income tax returns
Paragraph (4) provides that the term “in-
dividual income tax returns” means the re-
turns of tax required to be filed on the
income of individuals under the internal
revenue laws of the United States.
Local government
Paragraph (5) provides that the term
“local government” means a municipality,
county or township (but does not include
Independent school districts or special dis-
tricts) as such terms are defined and used
by the Bureau of the Census.
Personal income
Paragraph (6) provides that the term “per-
sonal income' means personal Income as de-
fined by the Office of Business Economics of
the Department of Commerce.
Population
Paragraph: (7) provides that the term
“population” means total resident popula-
tion, as defined and used by the Bureau of
the Census,
Secretary
Paragraph (8) provides that the term
“Secretary” means the BSecretary of the
Treasury or his delegate.

Attorney General
Paragraph (9) provides that the term

“Attorney General” means the Attorney
General of the United States, or his delegate.

State
Paragraph (10) provides that the term

“State” means the several States of the
United States and the Distriet of Columbia.
Bureau of the Census

Paragraph (11) provides that the term
“Bureau of the Census"” means the Bureau
of the Census of the Department of Com-
merce.

Tazable income

Paragraph (12) provides that the term
“taxable income” means taxable income as
defined by the internal revenue laws of the
United States.

Units of government
Paragraph (13) provides that the term
“units of government” means all units of
local government (including independent
school districts and special districts) as de-
fined by the Bureau of the Census.
Major municipality
Paragraph (14) provides that the term
“major municipality” means any muniecipal-
ity with a population of more than 2,500 as
reported by the Bureau of the Census,
Major township
Paragraph (16) provides that the term
“major township” means any township with
a population of more than 2,500 as reported
by the Bureau of the Census if 1ts employ-
ment ratio is not less than one-half of the
average employment ratio for all major
municipalities in such State.

Employment ratio
Paragraph (16) provides that the term
“employment ratio” means a fraction the
numerator of which is the total number of
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employees of any major municipality or major
township and the denominator of which is
the population of such governmental unit.

(b) Changes and modifications in defini-
tions—Subsection (b) of section 201 pro-
vides that the definitions in subsection (a)
shall be based on the latest published reports
available and the internal revenue laws in
effect on the date of enactment. The data
used in applying these definitions shall be
based on the latest published data which
are referable to the same point or period in
time. The Secretary may, by regulation,
change or otherwise modify the definitions
in subsection (a) In order to reflect any
change or modification thereof made subse-
quent to such date by the Bureau of the
Census, or by a revision of the internal
revenue laws.

SECTION 301—REVENUE SHARING
APPROPRIATION

(a) Appropriation—Section 301 provides
that for each fiscal year beginning on or
after July 1, 1971, there shall be appropri-
ated an amount equal to the percentages
specified In subsection (b) multiplied by
taxable income reported on Federal indi-
vidual income returns for the calendar year
for which the latest published statistical
data are available from the Department of
the Treasury at the beginning of such fiscal
year.

(b) Subsection (b) provides that for the
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1971, the ap-
plicable percentage is 0.96 and that it will
b? 13 percent for each fiscal year there-
after.

(¢) Fiscal year limitation.—Subsection
(c) provides that amounts appropriated pur-
suant to this Act shall remaln avallable
without fiscal year limitation for the ex-
penditures authorized by this Act.

SECTION 401—PAYMENTS TO STATES

(a) In general.—Subsectlon (a) Provides
that for any fiscal year each State is en-
titled to an amount, determined by the Sec-
retary, equal to the amount appropriated
for such year pursuant to section 301 plus
any undistributed amount of the prior year's
incentive allocation (less 10 percent of the
sum of such amounts) multiplied by the
factor for such State.

(b) Incentive payment—Subsection (b)
provides that any State which together with
its local governments adopts an alternative
formula for the distribution of funds among
the State and its local governments shall
receive an amount equal to the 10 percent
incentive allocation multiplied by the factor
for such State.

(e) State factor—Paragraphs 1 and 2 of
subsection (c) provide that each State’s
factor shall be obtained by (1) multiplying
such State’s population by its revenue ef-
fort, and (2) dividing the product obtalned
in paragraph 1 by the sum of such products
for all Btates.

(d) Revenue effort—Subsection (d) pro-
vides that the revenue effort of each State
for any fiscal year is obtained by dividing
the total general revenue derived by such
State and all of its units of government
from their own resources by the total per-
sonal income for such State.

(e) Payments—Subsection (e) provides
that the payments determined under sub-
section (a) of this section shall be pald by
the Secretary to the State at such times as
the Secretary may determine during any
fiscal year, but not less often than once
each cslendar year quarter.

(f) District of Columbia payment.—Sub-
section (1) provides that the District of Co-
lumbia will receive the incentive payment
notwithstanding the provisions of section
501(c).

{g) Final and conclusive determinations.—
Subsection (g) provides that all determina-
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tions by the Secretary under sections 301 and
401 shall be final and conclusive.

SECTION 501—PAYMENTS BY STATES TO LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS

(a) Computation of pass-through amount.—
Subsection (a) of sectlon 501 provides that
the local governments of each State are en-
titled to an amount equal to the payment
to such State pursuant to section 401 multi-
plied by a local distribution factor computed
on the basis of the latest data available from
the Department of Commerce, referable to
the same point or period of time.

Numerator

The numerator of the local distribution
factor 1s the total general revenue derived
by all units of governments in such State
from their own resources.

Denominator

The numerator of the loeal distribution
factor is the total general revenue derived
by all units of governments in such State
from their own resources.

(b) Payment to each local gover ent.—

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

should not be required to meet this main-
tenance standard where there has been a
transfer from local governments to the State
of financial responsibility for direct support
of facilities or services.
SECTION 601—QUALIFICATIONS

In general—Section 601 provides that
participation by any State in this Act is a
walver by any such State of its immunity
from suit by its local governments pursuant
to section 801, The Governor must give the
Secretary such other assurances as he may
require that the State and its local govern-
ments will use and account for such revenue
sharing funds in accordance with this Act.

Governmental purposes

Subsection (a) provides that payments
recelved pursuant to this Act shall be used
for a State or local government's govern-
mental purposes.

Accounting and disbursement

Subsection (b) provides that a State (and
its local governments) shall use procedures
X ry to assure property accounting for

Subsection (b) provides that each State
shall pay to each local government an
amount equal to the amount determined un-
der subsection (a) of section 501 multiplied
by the ratio of such loeal government's gen-
eral revenue from its own resources to the
general revenue of all local governments in
such State from their own resources.

(c) Alternative distribution formula—Sub-
section (¢) of section 501 provides that the
Secretary shall accept an alternative formula
for the distribution of funds, when filed by
the State, provided such formula is ap-
proved by the State and by its general-pur-
pose local governments.

Approval

(1) State—Paragraph (1) of subsection
(c) provides that the alternative formula
must be approved by the State In the same
manner as authorized in such State’s con-
stitution for the enactment of its own laws.

(2) General-purpose local governments.—
Paragraph (2) of subsection (c) provides
that the alternative formula must be ap-
proved by a formal resolution by more than
one-half of the governing bodles of each of
the following classes of government in such
State: (a) major municipalities, (b) coun-
tles, and (¢) major townships. In each such
class of government, approval must be by
governing bodles representing a majority of
the population In such class,

Filing

The alternative formula must be filed not
later than 90 days preceding the first calen-
dar year quarter to which it would be
applicable.

Period of effectiveness

The provisions of the formula are effective
for the period provided in such alternative
formula or for a 5-year period, whichever
is shorter.

Modification or termination of formula

The alternative formula may be modified
or terminated if such modification or ter-
mination is approved by the State and its
local governments in the same manner as
provided for adopting such formula.

(d) Maintenance of existing payments—
Subsection (d) of sectlon 501 provides that,
except when an alternative formula is
adopted pursuant to section 501(c), & State’s
aggregate payments to all of its local govern-
ments for such State’s fiscal year (from all
sources other than amounts received under
this Act) shall be an amount which repre-
sents not less than the average proportion
of such State’s general revenue received by
its local governments for the three fiscal
years of such Btate next preceding the date
of enactment of this Act. A State may show
to the satisfaction of the SBecretary that it

payments received under this Act and proper
disbursement of amounts to which the local
governments are entitled.
Compliance

Subsection (¢) provides that a State and its
local governments must provide the Secretary,
on reasonable notice, access to, and the right
to examine, any book, document, paper or
record that he may reasonably require for
the purpose of reviewing compliance with
this Act.

Reports

Subsection (d) provides that a State and
its local governments shall make such re-
ports to the Secretary as he may reasonably
require, including any computations made
pursuant to section 501.

SECTION 701—POWERS OF THE SECRETARY

(a) Regulations—Subsection (a) of sec-
tion 701 provides that the Secretary is au-
thorized to prescribe reasonable rules and
regulations for carrying out the provisions
of this Act and to request from any Federal
agency statistical data, reports and such
other information as he may deem necessary
for the purpose of carrying out his functions
under this Act.

(b) Failure to Compliance by State Govern-
ment.

In general. Subsection (b) of section 701
provides that if, after giving reasonable no-
tice and an opportunity for a hearing, the
Secretary determines that a State has falled
to comply with any provision of the Act
(other than section 1101) or any rule or
regulation issued pursuant thereto, he shall
proceed as specified in this section.

Referral

The Secretary may refer the matter to the
Attorney General with a recommendation
that appropriate action be taken.

Notification

The Secretary may notify the Governor
that if the State fails to take corrective ac-
tion within 60 days from the date of a no-
tification that it has failed to comply, further
payments to such State in excess of the
amounts to which the local governments of
such State are entitled under section 501
will be withheld for the remainder of the
fiscal year and for any subsequent fiscal year,
until such time as the Secretary is satisfied
that appropriate corrective action has been
taken and that there will no longer be any
failure to comply. Until he is satisfled the
Secretary shall make no further payments of
such amounts.

Cancellation of payments

Section 701 also provides that if a State
fails to comply for a period of six months
after the expiration of a 60-day notice that
its payments will be withheld, the Secretary
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shall cancel any payment withheld pursuant
to subsection (b) for the current and for any
subsequent fiscal year.

Reapportionmeni of payments. The Sec-
retary shall reapportion any cancelled pay-
ments to all other States then entitled to re-
celve payments under section 401 of this Act,
in proportion to the original installments
paid to such States for the fiscal year to
which such cancelled payments pertain.
Amounts redistributed to States pursuant to
section 701 are considered payments made
pursuant to section 401.

(¢) Payments to local governments. Sub-
sectlion (¢) of section 701 provides that if
payments to a State are withheld or cancelled
pursuant to this sectlon, the Secretary shall
continue to pay to such State the amount to
which the local governments of such State
are entitled under section 501 (computed as
if the payment to such State had been made)
and such State shall continue to distribute
such amount among its local governments.

(d) Power of the Aitorney General. Sub-
section (d) provides that when a violation
is referred to the Attorney General under
section 701(b), he may bring a civil action
in any appropriate United States district
court for such rellef as may be appropriate,
including injunctive relief.

(e) Failure of compliance by local govern-
ment.

In general—Subsection (e) of section 701
provides that the Governor shall be respon-
sible for determining that local governments
within his State have complied with the re-
quirements of this Act (other than sectlon
1101) and the rules and regulations issued
pursuant thereto.

Notice of failure of compliance. Subsection
(e) also provides that if after giving reason-
able notice and an opportunity for a hear-
ing to the chief executive officer of a local
government, a Governor determines that a
local government within his State has failed
to comply, he shall notify such local govern=-
ment that if it falls to take corrective action
within 60 days from the date of such notifi-
cation, further payments to such local gov-
ernment will be withheld for the remainder
of the fiscal year and for any subsequent fis-
cal year until such time as he is satlsfled
that appropriate corrective action has been
taken.

Notification to Secretary. The Governor
shall notify the Secretary of his action.

(f) Cancellation of payments.—Subsection
(f) provides that if a local government falls
to comply for a perlod of six months after
the expiration of the 60-day notice, the Gov-
ernor shall cancel any payments withheld for
the current and for any subsequent fiscal
year.

Reapportionment. The Governor shall re-
apportion and pay any cancelled payment to
all other local governments of such State
then entitled to recelve payments pursuant
to section 501, in proportion to the original
payments made to such local governments
for the fiscal year to which the cancelled
payments pertain.

SECTION 801.—JUDICIAL REVIEW

(a) Filing of a petition for review. Sub-
section (a) of section 801 provides that any
State of local government which receives a
680-day notice under section 701 pursuant to
a determination that payments to it will be
withheld may, within 60 days after recelving
such notlee, file with the United States Court
of Appeals for the circult in which such State
or local government ls located, or In the
United States Court of Appeals for the Dis-
trict of Columbia, a petition for review of
the Secretary’s action. A copy of the petition
shall be transmitted to the SBecretary and the
Attorney General.

(b) Objections to Secretary’s action —Sub-
sectlon (b) of section 801 provides that nmo
objection to the action of the Secretary shall
be considered by the Court unless such ob-
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Jjection has been urged before the Secretary.
(e) Jurisdiction of Court.—Subsection (c)
of section 801 provides that the Court may
affirm or modify the Secretary’'s action, or set
it aside, in whole or in part.
Finding of fact

The findings of fact by the Secretary, if
supported by substantial evidence, shall be
conclusive. If any finding is nut supported by
substantial evidence, the Court may remand
the case to the Secretary to take further evi-
dence, and the Secretary may thereupon
make new findings of fact and may modify
his previous actions.

(d) Review.—Subsection (d) of section 801
provides that the judgment of the Court
shall be subject to review by the Supreme
Court of the United States upon certiorari
or certification, as provided In section 1254
of Title 28 of the United States Code.

(e) Cancellation of Payments—Subsection
(e) of sectlon 801 provides that, in the event
that judicial proceedings are instituted pur-
suant to this section, the Secretary shall,
after the expiration of the six months period
provided in section 701 or the point at which
any judicial decision becomes final, which-
ever is later, cancel, reapportion, and pay any
payments withheld pursuant to section 701
for the current and any subsequent fiscal

ear.
¥ (f) The term “Secretary”.—Subsection (f)
of section BO1 provides that, for the purposes
of section 801, the term “Secretary” means
the Secretary of the Treasury, or the Gov-
ernor of a State, whichever is appropriate.

SECTION 901, —REPORT BY THE SECRETARY

In general.—Section 901 provides that the
Secretary of the Treasury shall report to the
President of the United States and the Con-
gress, as soon as Is practicable after the end
of the fiscal year, on the operation of this
Act during the preceding fiscal year.

SECTION 1001.—ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

In general.—Section 1001 authorizes an
appropriation for general administrative ex-
penses required by this Act.

SECTION 1101 —NONDISCRIMINATION
PROVISIONS

(a) In general. Subsection (a) of section
1101 provides that no person shall be ex-
cluded from participation in, be denied the
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimina-
tion on the basis of race, color or national
origin under any program or actlvity funded
in whole or in part with general revenue
sharing funds,

(b) (1) Failure of compliance by State.

When the Secretary determines that a
State has failed to comply with this section,
he shall attempt to secure compliance by
voluntary means.

If the Secretary determines that compli-
ance cannot be secured by voluntary means,
he may—(1) refer the matter to the Attorney
General with a recommendation that appro-
priate civil action be instituted, (2) exer-
clse the powers and functions provided by
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42
U.S.C. § 2000d), or (3) take any other action
as may be provided by law.

(2) Failure of compliance by local govern-
ment.

When the Secretary determines that a
local government has failed to comply with
this section, he shall notify the Governor
of the State in which the local government
is located that the local government is In
violation of this section and he shall request
the Governor to secure compliance. If the
State is unable or refuses to secure com-
pliance, the Secretary may—(1) refer the
matter to the Attorney General with a
recommendation that appropriate action be
instituted, (2) exercise the powers and func-
tions provided by Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. §2000d), or (3) take
such other action as may be provided by law.

(d) Power of the Attorney General.
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When a violation is referred to the At-
torney General or whenever he has reason to
believe that a State or local government is
engaged in a pattern or practice in violation
of provisions of this section, he may bring
a civil action in any appropriate United
States district court for such relief as may
be appropriate, including injunctive relief.

SECTION 1201.—EFFECTIVE DATE

The effective date of this Act shall be
the date of enactment. The first payment
shall be for the period beginning October 1,
1971.

To the Congress of the United States:

Omne of the best things about the American
Constitution, George Washington suggested
shortly after it was written, was that it left
so much room for change. For this meant
that future generations would have a chance
to continue the work which began in Phila-
delphia.

Future generations took full advantage of
that opportunity. For nearly two turbulent
centuries, they continually reshaped their
government to meet changing public needs.
As a result, our political institutions have
grown and developed with a changing, grow-
ing nation.

Today, the winds of change are blowing
more vigorously than ever across our coun-
try and the responsiveness of government is
being tested once again., Whether our insti-
tutions will rise again to this challenge now
depends on the readiness of our generation to
“think anew and act anew,” on our ability to
find better ways of governing.

BETTER WAYS OF GOVERNING

Across America today, growing numbers of
men and women are fed up with government
as usual. For government as usual toco often
means government which has failed to keep
pace with the times.

Government talks more and taxes more,
but often it falls to dellver. It grows bigger
and costlier, but our problems only seem to
get worse. A gap has opened in this coun-
try between the worlds of promise and per-
formance—and the gap is becoming a gulf
that separates hope from accomplishment.
The result has been a rising frustration in
America, and a mounting fear that our insti-
tutions will never again be equal to our needs.

We must fight that fear by attacking its
causes. We must restore the confidence of the
people in the capacities of their government.
I believe the way to begin this work is by
taking bold measures to strengthen State and
local governments—by providing them with
new sources of revenue and a new sense of
responsibility.

THE POTENTIAL OF STATE AND LOCAL
GOVERNMENT

Part of the genius of our American system
is that we have not just one unit of govern-
ment but many, not just one Chief Executive
and Congress in Washington, but many chief
executives and legislators in statehouses and
courthouses and city halls across our land. I
know these men and women well. I know that
they enter office with high hopes and with
sweeping aspirations. I know they have po-
tential to be full and effective partners in
our quest for public progress.

But once they have taken office, our lead-
ers at the State and local level often encoun-
ter bitter disappointment. For then they dis-
cover that while the need for leadership is
pressing, and their potential for leadership
is great the power to provide effective lead-
ership is often inadequate to their responsi-
bilities. Their dollars are not sufficient to
fulfill either thelr dreams or their most im-
mediate and pressing needs.

And the situation is getting worse.

A GROWING FISCAL CRISIS

Consider how State and local expenditures
have been growing. In the last quarter cen-
tury, State and local expenses have increased
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twelvefold, from a mere $#11 billion in 1946
to an estimated $132 billion in 1970. In that
same time, our Gross National Product, our
personal spending, and even spending by the
Federal government have not climbed at
even one-third that rate.

How have the States and localities met
these growing demands? They have not met
them. State and local revenues have not kept
pace with rising expenditures, and today
they are falling even further behind. Some
authorities estimate that normal revenue
growth will fall $10 billion short of outlays
in the next year alone.

THE HEAVY BURDEN OF STATE AND LOCAL TAXES

The failure of State and local revenues to
keep pace with demands is the inherent re-
sult of the way in which our tax system has
developed. Ever since the 16th Amendment
in 1913 made it possible for the Federal gov-
ernment to tax personal income, this source
of revenue has been largely pre-empted and
monopolized by Washington. Nine out of
every ten personal income tax dollars are
collected at the Federal level.

Income tax revenues are quick to reflect
economic growth. Often, in fact, they grow
much faster than the economy. As a result,
budget increases at the Federal level can
more readily be financed out of the “natural
growth” in revenues, without raising tax
rates and without levying new taxes.

State and local governments are not so
fortunate. Nearly three-fourths of their tax
revenues come from property and sales taxes,
which are slow to reflect economic expansion.
It is estimated, in fact, that the natural
growth in revenues from these sources lags
some 40 to 50 percent behind the growth
rate for State and local expenditures. This
means that budget expansion at these levels
must be financed primarily through new
taxes and through frequent increases in
existing tax rates.

As a result, the weight of State and local
taxes has constantly been getting heavier.
On a per capita basis, they have climbed
almost 50 percent in the last fourteen years.
Property tax receipts are six times as great as
they were a quarter century ago. In the past
dozen years alone, States have been forced to
institute new taxes or raise old ones on 450
separate occasions. Consumer and service
taxes have sprung up in bewildering variety
in many citles.

These rising State and local levies are be-
coming an almost intolerable burden to many
of our taxpayers, Moreover, they often fall
hardest on those least able to pay. Poor and
middle income consumers, for example, must
pay the same sales taxes as the wealthy. The
elderly—who often own their own homes—
must pay the same property taxes as younger
people who are earning a regular income. As
further pressures are placed on State and lo-
cal taxes, the impact is felt in every part of
our soclety. The hard-pressed taxpayer—
quite understandably—Iis ecalling for relief.

The result is a bitter dilemma for State and
local leaders. On the one hand, they must
cut services or ralse taxes to avoid bank-
ruptey. On the other hand, the problems they
face and the public they serve demand ex-
panded programs and lower costs. Competi-
tion between taxing jurisdictions for industry
and for resldents adds further pressure to
keep services up and taxes down.

While political pressures push State and
local leaders in one direction, financial pres-
sures drive them In another. The result has
been a rapid and demoralizing turnover in
State and local officeholders. The voters keep
searching for men and women who will make
more effective leaders, What the State and lo-
calities really need are the resources to make
leaders more effective.

THE BEST OF BOTH WORLDS

The growing fiseal crisls in our States and
communities is the result in large measure
of a fiscal mismatch; needs grow fastest at




February 9, 1971

one level while revenues grow fastest at an-
other. This fiscal mismatch is accompanied,
in turn, by an “efficiency mismatch"; taxes
are collected most efficiently by the highly
centralized Federal tax system while public
funds are often spent most efficiently when
decisions are made by State and local au-
thorities.

What is needed, then, is a program under
which we can enjoy the best of both worlds,
a program which will apply fast growing Fed-
eral revenues to fast growing State and local
requirements, a program that will combine
the efficlencies of a centralized tax system
with the efficiencies of decentralized expendi-
ture. What is needed, in short, is a program
for sharing Federal tax revenues with State
and local governments.

A WORD ABOUT PRESENT GRANTS-IN=-AID

There is a sense in which the Federal Gov-
ernment already shares its revenues with
governments at the lower levels. In fact, Fed-
eral ald to the States and localities has
grown from less than one billion dollars in
1946 to over 30 billion dollars this year. Un-
fortunately, most of this assistance comes in
the form of highly restricted programs of
categorical grants-in-aid. These programs
have not provided an effective answer to
State and local problems; to the contrary,
they provide strong additional evidence that
a new program of unrestricted aid is badly
needed.

The major difficulty is that States and lo-
calities are not free to spend these funds on
their own needs as they see them. The money
is spent instead for the things Washington
wants and in the way Washington orders.
Because the categories for which the money
is given are often extremely narrow, it is
difficult to adjust spending to local require-
ments. And because these categories are ex-
tremely resistant to change, large sums are
often spent on outdated projects. Pressing
needs often go unmet, therefore, while count-
less dollars are wasted on low priority ex-
penditures.

This system of categorical grants has
grown up over the years in a piecemeal fash-
ion, with little concern for how each new
program would fit in with existing old
ones, The result has been a great deal of
overlap and very little coordination. A dozen
or more manpower programs, for example,
may exist side by side in the same urban
neighborhood—each one separately funded
and separately managed.

All of these problems are compounded by
the frequent requirement that Federal dol-
lars must be matched by State and local
money. This requirement often has a major
distorting effect on State and local budgets.
It guarantees that many Federal errors will
be reproduced at the State and local level.
And it leaves hard pressed governments at
the lower levels with even less money to fi-
nance their own priorities.

The administrative burdens associated
with Federal grants can also be prohibitive.
The application process alone can involve
volumes of paperwork and delays of many
months. There are so many of these pro-
grams that they have to be listed In large
catalogs and there are so many catalogs that
a special catalog of catalogs had to be pub-
lished. The guidelines which are attached to
these grants are so complicated that the
government has had to issue speclal guide-
lines on how the guldelines should be in-
terpreted. The result of all this has been
described by the Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations as “managerial
apoplexy” on the State and local level.

Meanwhile, the individual human being,
that single person who ultimately is what
government is all about, has gotten lost in
the shuffie,

State and local governments need Federal
help, but what they need most is not more
help of the sort they have often been recelv-
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ing. They need more money to spend, but
they also need greater freedom in spending it.

A NEW AFPPROACH

In the dark days just after the Battle of
Britain, Winston Churchill said to the Amer-
ican people: “Give us the tools and we will
finish the job.”

I now propose that we give our States and
our cities, our towns and our counties the
tools—so that they can get on with the job.

I propose that the Federal Government
make a $16 billion investment in State and
local government through two far-reaching
revenue sharing programs: a $§5 billion pro-
gram of General Revenue Sharing which I
am describing in detall in this message to
the Congress, and an $11 billion program of
Special Revenue Sharing grants which will
be spelled out in a series of subsequent mes-
sages.

GENERAL REVENUE SHARING: HOW IT WORKS

The General Revenue Sharing program I
offer is similar in many respects to the pro-
gram I sent to the Congress almost eighteen
months ago. But there are also some major
differences.

For one thing, this year's program is much
bigger. Expenditures during the first full year
of operation would be ten times larger than
under the old plan. SBecondly, a greater pro-
portion—roughly half—of the shared funds
would go to local governments under the
new proposal. In addition, the 1971 legisla-
tion contains a new feature designed to en-
courage States and localitles to work out
their own tailor-made formulas for distribut-
ing revenues at the State and local level.

The specific detalls of this program have
been worked out in close consultation with
city, county and State officials from all parts
of the country and in discussions with mem-
bers of the Congress. It’s major provisions are
as follows:

1. Determining the Size of the Overall
Program.

The Congress would provide a permanent
appropriation for General Revenue Sharing.
The size of this appropriation each year
would be a designated percentage of the
nation’s taxable personal income—the base
on which individual Federal income taxes
are levied. This arrangement would relieve
the States and localities of the uncertainty
which comes when a new level of support
must be debated every year.

Since the fund would grow in a steady and
predictable manner with our growing tax
base, this arrangement would make it easier
for State and local governments to plan
intelligently for the future.

The specific appropriation level I am rec-
ommending is 1.3 percent of taxable personal
income; this would mean a General Revenue
Sharing program of approximately 5 billion
during the first full year of operation, a sum
which would rise automatically to almost
$10 billion by 1980. All of this would be “new"
money—taken from the increases in our rev-
enues which result from a growing economy.
It would not require new taxes nor would it
be transferred from existing programs,

2. Dividing Total Revenues Among the
States.

Two factors would be used in determining
how much money should go to each State:
the size of its population and the degree to
which it has already mobilized its own tax
resources. By using a distribution formula
which takes their tax effort into account, this
program would encourage the States to bear
a fair share of responsibility. A State which
makes a stronger effort to meet its own needs
would receive more help from the Federal
Government,

One other incentive has also been built
into the new legislation: those States which
negotiate with their local governments a
mutually acceptable formula for passing
money on to the local level, would receive
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more money than those States that rely on
the Federal formula. This provision would
encourage a State and its localities to work
out s distribution plan which fits their par-
ticular requirements. States which develop
such plans would receive a full 100 percent
of the money allocated to them under the
formula described above. Other States would
receive only 90 percent of their allocation,
with the remaining ten percent being carried
over and added to the following year's over-
all allocation.

3. Distributing Revenues Within the
States.

Those States which do not adopt their own
plan for subdividing shared revenues would
follow a formula prescribed in the Federal
legislation. This formula would assign to the
State government and to all units of local
government combined a share of the new
money equal to that portion of State and
local revenues currently raised at each level.
On the average, this “pass through" require-
ment would mean that about one-half of the
revenue sharing funds would go to the States
and half would go to the localities. Govern-
mental units of all sizes would be eligible for
aid—but only if they were set up for general
purposes. This would exclude special purpose
units such as sewer districts, school districts,
and transit authorities. Each general purpose
unit would then receive its proportionate
share of revenues based on how much money
it ralses locally.

4. Other Procedures and Requirements,

General Revenue Sharing monies would
come without program or project restrictions.
The funds would be paid out at least quar-
terly through the Treasury Department; no
massive new Federal agencles would be es-
tablished. Each State would be required to
pass on to local units their proper share of
the Federal funds and to observe appropriate
reporting and accounting procedures.

In my State of the Unlon message I em-
phasized that these revenue-sharing pro-
posals would “include the safeguards against
discrimination that accompany all other Fed-
eral funds allocated to the States.” The leg-
islation 1 am recommending provides these
safeguards. It stipulates that: “No person
in the United States shall on the ground of
race, color or national origin be excluded
from participation in, be denied the benefits
of, or be subjected to discrimination under
any program or activity funded In whole or
In part with general revenue sharing funds.”

The Secretary of the Treasury would be
empowered to enforce this provision. If he
found a violation and was unable to gain
voluntary compliance, he could then call on
the Attorney General to seek appropriate re-
lief in the Federal Courts, or he could insti-
tute administrative proceedings under Title
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 —leading
to a cut off of Pederal funds. The Federal
Government has a well defined moral and
constitutional obligation to emsure fairness
for every citizen whenever Federal tax dol-
lars are spent. Under this legislation, the
Federal Government would continue to meet
that responsibility.

ENHANCING ACCOUNTABILITY

Ironically, the central advantage of revenue
sharing—the fact that it combines the ad-
vantages of Federal taxation with the advan-
tages of State and local decision-making—Iis
the very point at which the plan is frequently
criticized, When one level of government
spends money that is raised at another level,
it has been argued, it will spend that money
less responsibly; when those who appropri-
ate tax revenues are no longer the same peo-
ple who levy the taxes, they will no longer
be as sensitive to taxpayer pressures. The
best way to hold government accountable to
the people, some suggest, is to be certain that
taxing authority and spending authority co-
inelde.




2150

If we look at the practice of government in
modern America, however, we find that this
is simply not the case. In fact, giving States
and localities the power to spend certain
Federal monies will increase the influence of
each citizen on how those monies are used.
It will make government more responsive to
taxpayer pressures. It will enhance account-
ability.

In the first place, there is no reason to
think that the local taxpayer will be less
motivated to exert pressure concerning the
way shared revenues are spent. For one thing,
the local taxpayer is usually a Federal tax-
payer as well; he would know that it was his
tax money that was being spent.

.Iven if local taxpayers were only concerned
about local taxes, however, they would still
have a direct stake In the spending of Fed-
eral revenues. For the way Federal money
is used determines how much local money
is needed. Each wise expenditure of Federal
dollars would mean an equivalent release of
local money for other purposes—inecluding
relief from the need to raise high local taxes
even higher. And every wasted Federal dollar
would represent a wasted opportunity for
easing the pressure on local revenues.

Most voters seldom trace precisely which
programs are supported by which levies.
What they do ask is that each level of gov-
ernment use all its money—wherever it comes
from—as wisely as possible.

The average taxpayer, then, will be no less
disposed to hold public officlals to account
-under revenue sharing. What is more, he will
be able to hold them to account far more
effectively.

The reason for this is that “accounta-
bility” really depends, in the end, on ac-
cessibility—on how easily a given official can
be held responsible for his spending de-
cisions. The crucial guestion is not where
the money comes from but whether the offi-
clal who spends it can be made to answer to

those who are affected by the choices he
makes, Can they get their views through to
him? Is the prospect of their future support

a sl cant incentive for him? Can they
remove him from office if they are unhappy
with his performance?

These questions are far more likely to
receive an affirmative answer in a smaller
jurisdiction than in a larger one.

For one thing, as the number of issues is
limited each issue becomes more important.
Transportation policy, for example, is a cru-
cial matter for millions of Americans—yet
a national election is unlikely to turn on
that issue when the great questions of war
and peace are at stake,

In addition, each constituent has a greater
influence on policy as the number of con-
stituents declines. An angry group of com-
muters, for example, will have far less im-
pact in a Senatorial or Congressional elec-
tion than in an election for alderman or
county executive. And it is also true that the
alderman or county executive will often be
able to change the local policy in question far
more easily than a single Co or
Senator can change policy at the Federal
level.

Consider what happens with most Federal
programs today. The Congress levies taxes
and authorizes expenditures, but the crucial
operating decisions are often made by anon-
ymous bureaucrats who are directly account-
able neither to elected officials nor to the
public at large. When programs prove unre-
sponsive to public needs, the fact that the
same level of government both raises and
spends the revenues is little comfort.

At the local level, however, the situation is
often reversed. Clty councils, school boards
and other local authorities are constantly
spending revenues which are raised by State
governments—in this sense, revenue sharing
has been with us for some time. But the
separation of taxing and spending authority
does not diminish the ability of local voters
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to hold local officlals responsible for their
stewardship of all public funds.

In short, revenue sharing will not shield
State and local officials from taxpayer pres-
sures. It will work in just the opposite direc-
tion, Under revenue sharing, it will be harder
for State and local officials to excuse their
errors by polnting to empty treasuries or to
pass the buck by blaming Federal bureau-
crats for misdirected spending. Only leaders
who have the responsibility to decide and
the means to implement their decisions can
really be held accountable when they fail.

OTHER ADVANTAGES

The nation will realize a number of addi-
tional advantages if revenue sharing is put
into effect. The need for heavier property
and sales taxes will be reduced. New job op-
portunities will be created at the State and
local level. Competition between domestic
programs and defense needs will be reduced
as the State and local share of domestic
spending increases. As the States and locali-
ties are renewed and revitalized, we can ex-
pect that even more energy and talent will
be attracted into government at this level.
The best way to develop greater responsibil-
ity at the State and local level is to give
greater responsibility to State and local
government.

In the final analysis, the purpose of Gen-
eral Revenue Sharing is to set our States and
localities free—{free to set new priorities, free
to meet unmet needs, free to make their own
mistakes, yes, but also free to score splendid
successes which otherwise would never be
realized.

For State and local officials bring many
unique strengths to the challenges of public
leadership. Because they live day in and day
out with the results of their declsions, they
can often measure costs and benefits with
greater sensitivity and weigh them against
one another with greater precision. Because
they are closer to the people they serve, State
and local officials will often have a fuller
sense of appreciation of local perspectives
and values. Moreover, officlals at these lower
levels are often more likely to remember
what Washington too often forgets: that the
purpose of government is not budgets and
programs and gulidelines, but pecple.

This reform will also help produce better
government at the Federal level.

There is too much to be done in America
today for the Federal Government to try to
do it all. When we divide up decisionmaking,
then each decision can be made at the place
where it has the best chance of being decided
in the best way. When we give more people
the power to decide, then each decision will
receive greater time and attention. This also
means that Federal officials will have a
greater opportunity to focus on those matters
rvhitl:h ought to be handled at the Federal
evel.

LABORATORIES FOR MODERN GOVERNMENT

Strengthening the States and localities will
make our system more diversified and more
flexible. Once again these units will be able
to serve—as they so often did In the 19th
century and during the Progressive Era—
as laboratories for modern government. Here
ideas can be tested more easlly than they
can on a national scale. Here the results can
be assessed, the failures repaired, the suc-
cesses proven and publicized. Revitalized
State and local governments will be able to
tap a varlety of energles and express a
variety of values, Learning from one another
and even competing with one another, they
will help us develop better ways of governing.

The ability of every individual to feel a
sense of participation in government will also
increase as State and local power increases.
As more decisions are made at the scene of
the action, more of our citizens can have a
plece of the action. As, we multiply the cen-
ters of effectlve power In this country, we
will also multiply the opportunity for every

February 9, 1971

individual to make his own mark on the
events of his time.

Finally, let us remember this central point:
the purpose of revenue sharing is not to
prevent action but rather to promote action.
It is not a means of fighting power but a
means of focusing power. Our ultimate goal
must always be to locate power at that
place—public or private—Federal or local—
where 1t can be used most responsibly and
most responsively, with the greatest ef-
ficiency and with the greatest effectiveness,

““THE CARDINAL QUESTION"

Throughout our history, at one critical
turning point after another, the question on
which the nation’s future turned was the
relationship between the States and the cen-
tral government. Woodrow Wilson properly
described it as “the cardinal question of our
constitutional system."

In most cases—in the 1780's and in the
1860's and in the 1930's, for example—that
question was resolved in favor of a stronger
government at the Federal level. But as
President Wilson went on to say, this ques-
tion is one which “eannot . . . be settled by
the opinion of any one generation, because
it is a question of growth, and every succes-
sive stage of our political economic develop-
ment gives 1t a new aspect, makes it a new
question.”

Because America has now reached another
new stage of development, we are asking
that “cardinal question” again in the 1970's.
As in the past, this is a matter beyond party
and beyond faction. It is a matter that sum-
mons all of us to join together in a com-
mon quest, considering not our separate in-
terests but our shared concerns and values.

To & remarkable degree, Americans are
answering Wilson’s cardinal question in our
time by calling on the Federal Government
to invest a portion of its tax revenues in
stronger State and local governments. A true
national consensus is emerging in support
of revenue sharing. Most other nations with
Federal systems already have it. Most May-
ors and Governors have endorsed 1t. So have
the campalgn platforms of both major politi-
cal parties. This is a truly bipartisan effort.

Revenue sharing is an idea whose time
has clearly come. It provides this Congress
with an opportunity to be recorded as one
that met its moment, and answered the call
of history. So let us joln together, and, by
putting this ldea into actlon, help revitalize
our Federal system and renew our natlon.

RICHARD NIXON.

THE WHITE HousEg, February 4, 1971.

Mr. BAEKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a statement by
the Senator from Delaware (Mr. Rota)
be printed in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, Senator
Rorr's statement was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOE ROTH

Mr. President, it is a privilege to join the
senior Senator from Tennessee (Mr. Baker)
and several of my other colleagues in spon-
soring the general purpose revenue-sharing
plan which President Nixon recommended to
the Congress in his recent State of the Union
message. I commend the President for his
initiative in this fleld and trust that the
Congress will give careful and prompt con-
sideration to this legislation.

As the sponsor of a revenue-sharing bill
in the House of Representatives during the
91st Congress, I am well aware of the grow-
ing fiscal crisis that many of our States and
cities are facing or will be facing in the near
future. I have no doubt that this fact will be
adequately documented during the course
of hearings on this proposal in the next few
months. for E

-I helleve it is Important, however, in con-

‘sidéering this legislation, that we not under-
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estimate the importance of providing a
strong incentive for local and State govern-
ments to improve their own revenue-collect~
ing procedures.

While I support the concept of revenue-
sharing in order to assist the States and cities
through these difficult times, we must recog-
nize that it is axlomatic that the Federal
government taxes the same citizens and busi-
nesses that the States and local governments
tax. If the Federal Government's revenue
raising mechanisms are more efficient and
therefore more productive of revenue, then
perhaps we can assist the States and local
governments in this area. At least we should
provide adequate incentives for them to im-
prove their tax structures in order that they
may ultimately assume a greater share of the
burden themselves.

I would hope that the legislation which
we finally enact will contain the basis for
an ultimate phase-out of the program. I
think it would be a mistake to simply en-
act another permanent program of Federal
ald to States and local governments, there-
by making them increasingly dependent on
the whim of the Congress and the Federal
Government. Such a procedure would not
solve the fiscal problems the States and local
governments face, but would instead simply
gloss them over. They must, in short, be
given strong incentives and direction where
appropriate and necessary to improve their
own revenue collecting procedures.

I might add that I hope that states such
as my own would fare better under the pro-
posed program than they generally have in
the past under many of the categorical grant
programs, I recognize that not every state
can come out ahead when it comes to Fed-
eral revenue-sharing or grant programs, but
I do believe that States such as Delaware
cannot continue to pay into the Federal
Treasury far more than they receive in re-
turn and be expected to continue to support
such programs.

I shall have more to say about the concept
of revenue-sharing when we actively consider
this legislation on the Senate floor. In the
meantime, may I simply state that I support
the purpose of this program and am, there-
fore, pleased to be a cosponsor of the bill.
And while I feel that we must give more
consideration to the States whose taxpay-
ers are being called upon to bear the brunt
of the burden of revenue-sharing and we
must also insure that we build into the pro-
gram a strong incentive for the States and
local governments to improve their own reve-
nue-collecting mechanisms, I do not pre-
clude the possibility of other changes and
improvements in the bill as our considera-
tion of it proceeds.

REVENUE SHARING

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I am
proud to express my firm support for the
legislation which has just been intro-
duced to provide for the sharing of cer-
tain general revenues of the Federal
Government with the States and locali-
ties. Just as I cosponsored legislation em-
bodying the revenue-sharing concept
during the previous Congress, so am I
a cosponsor of the proposed legislation
now before the 92d Congress.

The need is great. Government must
be made more flexible and responsive to
the wishes of the people. I congratulate
the President for his bold proposal to
accomplish these goals. The President’s
message to Congress last Thursday on
the subject of revenue-sharing outlined
the problems and described how those
problems would be solved by the legisla-
tion which has been introduced today.
That message included many of the rea-
sons why I personally feel it is essential
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to pass this legislation during the 92d
Congress. In the interest of time, I shall
not again detail the problems faced by
this Nation and its Governments, But I
would like to point to two instances in
my own political experience which lead
me to believe that Federal revenue-shar-
ing will benefit the people of the United
States and the quality of the govern-
ment they receive at all levels: Federal,
States and local.

As Governor of my State of Wyoming,
I experienced first hand the dilemma
faced by State and local officials today.
I know that many Senators have had the
same experience, although my experi-
ence at the State level may have been
more recent.

I know the demand placed on State
governments to create, expand, develop,
and improve State services. Much of this
pressure results from Federal grant-in-
aid programs which in many cases do
not truly relate to State and local needs.
I also know the severe limitations placed
on the State and local government's abil-
ity to generate revenue to meet increased
demands for services. There are many
reasons for the limitation—preemption
of a particular type of tax by another
level of government, size of the State or
its population, economic development of
the State, and mechanical ability to col-
lect the tax.

As Governor of Wyoming, a State with
a small population, I served as a mem-
ber of the State welfare board and
board of charities and reform. Isaw
many cases where inflexible Federal

regulation prevented the State from

quickly and efficiently meeting the needs
of the 330,000 people of Wyoming. There
is just no way that Washington can de-
velop rules and regulations which can be
workable across a nation as diverse as
our own. Yet in many cases it was the
Federal Government setting detailed
procedure for administering these pro-
grams in Wyoming.

I am convinced that the President’s
revenue-sharing program will be more
responsive to the needs and wishes of the
people than present Federal expendi-
tures. The problems vary from New York
to Wyoming to California and should be
administered accordingly. Not only will
the funds be spent more efficiently, but
errors will not be reproduced, the prob-
lems of greatest concern in a particular
State can be given priority, and money
will not be spent in an effort to solve
problems which may be nonexistent in a
particular State.

In addition, decisions will be made and
programs will be administered by offi-
cials elected by the people of the State
or locality to serve them. They will not
be made and administered by a bureau-
crat in Washington. Then, if the people
find great fault with the way these serv-
ices are being provided in their State or
city, they can replace their elected offi-
cial, something which is not possible to
do with a program run from Washing-
ton.

The second experience to which I
would like to refer occurred during my
service last year as a member of the
Committee on Finance. From June
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through December, members of that
Committee devoted a large share of their
time to the welfare reform legislation
requested by the President.

A prime concern of many Senators was
the question whether the proposal would
work; whether it would be an improve-
ment over the present system or worse
than that system. But the choice was to
replace one broad national welfare sys-
tem which is not working with another
broad national system which was very
different and with which there was no
experience on which to base a judgment.

I often think how useful it would be to
Congress and the President if our sys-
tem were more flexible. As problems oc-
curred in the administration of the wel-
fare system of a particular State, that
State could make changes within a broad
framework to solve those problems. Then
the experience of one State would serve
as a basis for decisions by other States.
This flexibility would be invaluable. If
a program did not work well, it could be
more easily changed, and we would not
have to chance either a national suc-
cess or a national disaster.

The proposed general revenue-sharing
legislation introduced today is a good
first step. I am looking forward to the
introduction of a bill to provide for spe-
cial revenue sharing. There may be in-
stances where I will disagree with a cer-
tain provision of the proposal, or think
it might be improved. But the concept is
good, and it will strengthen all levels of
government. I sincerely hope that Con-
gress will take steps at an early date to
enact a revenue-sharing program.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the
time has come for the enactment of
Federal-State welfare sharing. Time has
all but run out for State and local gov-
ernments all across our land. Many are
faced with impending bankruptcy, and
there is a genuine possibility of govern-
mental breakdown in more than one area
of the country. Dozens and dozens of
cities have already been forced to curtail
vital public services—services such as
education, housing, and sanitation. Their
problem is not a lack of will, nor is it one
of incompetence. 1t is a matter of money,
and unless more money is provided on
the State and local level we will face a
crisis of unprecedented proportion. Rev-
enue-sharing funds would provide the
tools for a concerted State and local ef-
fort to deal with our many rural and
urban problems. And they would open the
door to an adequately paid force of pub-
lic employees.

The first bill I proposed to this Cham-
ber upon becoming a Member was the
Tax Sharing Act of 1967. I have been
working for the enactment of such legis-
lation ever since, The Federal Govern-
ment is currently spending at an annual
rate of $28 billion in a myriad of pro-
grams designed to improve social and
economic services. Many of these pro-
grams have quickly bogged down in a
quagmire of redtape and bloated bu-
reaucracy. Without adequate local par-
ticipation, they lead to conflicting priori-
ties, confusion, and maladministration.
It is now time to reverse the deadening
trend toward centralized bureaucracy.
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Many State and local problems can be
solved only at State and local levels.
Police protection and law enforcement,
housing and education, street mainte-
nance, and sanitation—these are some
of the major determinants of successful
government, the difference between a
decent and a squalid environment. If
we attempt to smother State and local
initiatives in these areas, the problems
will continue to fester and the confi-
dence of our people in the ability of
their Government to deliver, to match
promise with performance, will con-
tinue to erode. That is why revenue
sharing is so critically important.

The implementation of revenue shar-
ing will be a historic step. And al-
though the demand is urgent, hearings
must be held and alternative ways of ef-
fecting the program must be studied.
Earlier in the session, I reintroduced my
tax sharing act. It represents one avenue
for action. The President has now for-
warded his version of revenue sharing.
I welcome his support of the revenue
sharing concept, and I trust that this
evidence of his leadership will be fol-
lowed up with rigorous followthrough.
Today, Mr. President, I join in cospon-
sorship of the President's General Reve-
nue Sharing Act of 1971, It provides, I
believe, a basis for action. It will lead
to hearings wherein various avenues
may be explored, and will eventuate, I
hope, in long-needed legislation. I urge
Congress to proceed with dispatch on
this important proposal. No matter of
more pressing urgency will command
our attention in the 92d Congress. Upon
the success of our actions, much de-
pends.

Mr. MATHIAS., Mr. President, I am
pleased to join in cosponsoring the Pres-
ident’s revenue-sharing proposal. This
measure is desperately needed to relieve
the financial plight of our Nation’s cities,
counties, and States. During the period
the last Congress failed to act on this
legislation, the need for it has grown all
the more acute. Up and down the coun-
try, local and State officials are scream-
ing for revenue sharing. How much
longer can we turn a deaf ear?

Let us continue to insist on better
schools, more hospitals, effective pollu-
tion control, expanded police protection,
but let us give free rein to local initia-
tive. Let us put our money where our
mouth is. How much longer can we prod
State and local officials with one hand
and pick their pockets with the other?

Every Maryland resident, all Ameri-
cans are being hard pressed by a crip-
pling tax spiral that is skyrocketing sales
and property taxes. By taking the pres-
sure off these taxes, and by providing
State and local governments with des-
perately needed revenues, revenue shar-
ing could well be the most important
domestic reform of the decade.

Of course, we must not be so naive as
to think that the advent of revenue
benefits will enable us to slash our prop-
erty and sales taxes. In fact there will
be definite disincentives for us not to do
this. What revenue sharing will do, is to
relieve the pressure to increase these al-
ready burdensome and excessive taxes.

Revenue sharing will mean not only
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dollars; it will mean programs—mental
health projects, school extensions, anti-
pollution efforts, hospital expansion—
whatever State and local officials deem
necessary to meet their own local needs
and priorities.

Revenue sharing is one of the most
significant proposals on the political ho-
rizon today. President Nixon, by request-
ing action on such a program, has
brought promise of long-needed fiscal
relief to our States and cities. Revenue
sharing represents an investment of
faith in Government close to the people.
It stands at the heart of the new federal-
ism.

Endorsements of revenue sharing have
come from the National Governors Con-
ference, the National League of Cities,
the National Association of Counties and
the National Conference of State Legis-
lative Leaders.

Next to Federal revenue which is mush-
rooming—a ninetyfold increase in 36
years—State and local takings stand
dwarfed, their growth cramped by their
dependence on regressive and already ex-
cessive property and sales taxes. This
fiscal imbalance, this financial mismatch
must be redressed.

Unless we want to consign our com-
munities to the undertaker, unless we
seek burial by State and local problems,
we must stimulate State and local ini-
tiative. We must provide not only en-
couragement, we must come with re-
sources. We must strengthen the muscle
of local officials so they can take com-
mand in solving their own problems.

By increasing the power and respon-
sibility of these levels of government,
we shall enhance the impact of the in-
dividual citizen on public policymaking.
We shall narrow the gap between the in-
dividual and the Government, and thus
bring the people closer to the Govern-
ment and the Government closer to the
people.

The Federal Government must get off
its horse of prescribing only Federal rem-
edies to State and local problems. The
grant-in-aid cookie jar has not only
grown obese—it now provides $28 billion
per year, over four times the amount of
1957—it has grown staggeringly complex.

The latest review indicates that over
1,000 separate programs bait and boggle
State and local officials, Many are finding
it impossible to cut through this massive
bureaueratic jungle. All of them are fac-
ing program delay and uncertainty,
greater administrative costs, and distor-
tion of their budgets.

Revenue sharing, with its greater em-
phasis on decentralized decisionmaking,
initiative and innovation, would provide
much needed flexibility and would go a
long way toward relieving our grant-in-
ald congestion. As a vital and necessary
supplement to these programs, it would
produce a far more effective and respon-
sive allocation of total national resources.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I rise in
support of President Nixon’s revenue-
sharing proposal as incorporated in the
bill introduced today by the senior Sena-
tor from Tennessee (Mr. BAxer). I am
very happy to be a cosponsor of this bill,
and I am hopeful that the Senate Fi-
nance Committee will have an early op-
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portunity to consider this important
subject.

The need of State, county, and mu-
nicipal governments for additional
sources of tax revenue is more immediate
and pressing today than at any other
time in our country’s history. Most
States, counties, and municipalities have
reached the limit of their own chief
sources of revenue which have tradition-
ally been based on real estate, sales and
State income taxes. We have reached the
point where personal income taxes are
levied on individuals by many munieipal-
ities in addition to a State income tax.

One of the innovative features, and to
my mind one of the most important as-
pects ¢f the President’s program, con-
cerns the provision to share a certain
fixed percentage of the Nation’s annual
taxable personal income with the States
and municipalities. The President pro-
poses for fiscal 1972 to allocate 1.3 per-
cent of the Federal revenues obtained
from personal income taxes to get this
program underway. The amount pro-
duced under this formula would approxi-
mate $5 billion during the first full year
of operation, and would rise from year to
year as our economy expands and our
tax revenues increase.

By employing a fixed percentage of
the Federal revenues for sharing with
the States, the program has the im-
portant advantage of enabling officials
of State and municipal governments to
calculate in advance their share of the
Federal revenues and thus affords them
an opportunity to make long-term plans,
a procedures that is not now feasible un-
der the present program of Federal
grants-in-aid made on a year-to-year
basis. The President pointed out in his
message:

Since the fund would grow in a steady and
predictable manner with our growing tax
base, this arrangement would make it easier
for state and local governments to plan
intelligently for the future.

The second innovative feature of such
a program, it seems to me, is that this
amount of Federal revenue to be shared
with the States is offered with no strings
attached and without restrictions. State
and local governments could use these
resources for their own purposes. Thus
States and municipalities having deter-
mined their own needs and require-
ments—and they are much better able to
determine these needs and requirements
than a central Government in Washing-
ton—could spend these revenues without
restriction for services and programs of
their own choosing.

I believe that the President’s proposal
opens a new and continuing source of
revenues to State and local governments
and, at the same time, gives these State
and local officials the needed flexibility
in planning and spending these revenues
to meet the needs of their citizens.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with the senior Senator
from Tennessee (Mr, BAKER) and others
in introducing the administration’s reve-
nue-sharing proposal. The principal fea-
tures of this proposal reflect the basic
formulas and specifications which were
a part of the legislation, S. 2948, intro-
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duced in the 91st Congress of which I was
also a cosponsor.
NOT A NEW IDEA

Contrary to the claims of the detrac-
tors of revenue sharing, this idea is by
no means new, The Federal Government
already shares some portion of the reve-
nues it derives from the sale of public
lands, from grazing leases and permits,
and from the use of national grasslands,
et cetera, with State and local govern-
ments. In some instances, no specific pur-
pose is prescribed by law on the use of
these shared revenues; in others, they
are restricted to use for particular pur-
poses such as public education, roads, or
other internal improvements.

A form of Federal tax sharing with
the States actually was in operation un-
der provision of the Surplus Distribution
Act of 1836. This legislation temporarily
provided that all the money in the U.S.
Treasury on January 1, 1837, with the
exception of $5 million, has to be depos-
ited with the States in proportion to their
respective representation in the Senate
and in the House of Representatives.
These deposits were to be made in four
quarterly installments, and three of these
installments were made. The fourth was
not, because of the financial crisis which
arose near the end of 1837.

In this century, congressional attempts
to secure Federal tax sharing legislation
extend at least as far back as 1949, Early
that year, a fellow Kansan, former Re-
publican Representative Errett P, Scriv-
ner of Kansas City, introduced a bill in
the 80th Congress which would have au-
thorized Collectors of Internal Revenue
to transfer to State treasurers, on a quar-
terly basis, 1 percent of the Federal in-
dividual and corporation income tax col-
lected within these States. Such shared
revenues were to be used by the States
for “educational purposes only without
any Federal direction, control, or inter-
ference.” While Congress failed to take
action on this measure, repeated at-
tempts have been made since that time
to secure some form of Federal revenue-
sharing legislation.

EECENT ACTIONS

In recent years, one leading advocate
of Federal tax sharing with State and
local governments has been Dr, Walter
W. Heller, former chairman of the Pres-
ident’s Council of Economic Advisers
during the Kennedy-Johnson adminis-
trations. In 1964, both presidential can-
didates endorsed this proposal as a
means of giving State and local govern-
ing bodies additional financial assist-
ance, and President Johnson appointed a
task force to study the merits of Fed-
eral revenue sharing. Although the re-
port of this task force was never made
publie, it is known that the report was
favorable.

Also, revenue sharing was endorsed in
1968 by both presidential candidates and
by both political platforms. Over 100 dif-
ferent revenue-sharing bills were intro-
duced during the 90th Congress, and al-
most this number were introduced in the
91st. Already, several such proposals have
been introduced in this 92d Congress in
both the House and the Senate.

We have heard much about how the
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administration’s proposal will have rough
sledding in the Congress and we already
know who the major opponents of this
plan are. But this fact must not be over-
looked: The concept has the overwhelm-
ing support of the American people.

A Gallup poll of the Nation’s adults
conducted January 9-10 of this year
finds 77 percent of the public in support
of the concept of revenue sharing, with
only 14 percent opposed; 9 percent
did not express an opinion. What is par-
ticularly significant in Dr. Gallup’s find-
ings is that this support cuts across party
lines: Republicans favor it by 81 percent;
Democrats, by 77 percent; and independ-
ents, by 73 percent. Revenue sharing is
supported by the vast majority of Gov-
ernors and mayors also, regardless of
political affiliation.

Mr. President, the time has come to
begin the process of turning power and
resources back from Washington to the
people in the States and localities from
which that power originally came. Self-
determination is the key word in our Re-
publie. Our system of government is the
best on the globe because it leaves local
decisions to local authorities. It is people
in individual communities who require
basic services. They foot the bill, and in
return expect certain standards of service
from those they pay to serve.

But the power and authority—or self-
reliance—of local government has eroded
to a dangerous point. As the central Fed-
eral Government has grown in power and
authority, the State and local govern-
ments have diminished. Local elected
officials—those closest to the electorate—
are hard pressed to perform up to their
capabilities for one major reason: lack
of adequate funds.

Our federal system has served us well,
but we need to design better systems for
delivering Federal program assistance. As
our domestic problems grow more com-
plex, the solutions do not lie in a single
Central Government in Washington. The
solutions lie in renewing the capacities
of the other levels of government to make
the most effective use of our resources
and to provide machinery that can re-
spond effectively and directly to prob-
lems as they arise. Americans are not
only frustrated with the performance of
governmental institutions, but also with
the unresponsiveness to local concerns.

I see little letup in future needs of
State and local governments in this dec-
ade. The demands on local governments
and the rising costs of Government serv-
ices are severely straining local budgets.
We are facing a local government fiscal
crisis which threatens the domestic prob-
lem-solving fiber of our Nation.

True and meaningful help to those
hard-pressed local governments can come
through Federal revenue sharing.

Thea major characteristics of the ad-
ministration’s revenue sharing proposal
are:

First. It is simple, It is set up to work
without the need for any new Federal
agency or bureau. The operation is spelled
out clearly and specifically in the law;
the money is distributed on the basis of
census data and other readily available
objective statistics.

Second. It has no strings. The State
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and local governments are free to exer-
cise their own discretion over the use of
funds. There are no Federal strings
tied to vthe money.

Third. It is automatic. The States and
localities can count on the revenue shar-
ing in their own fiscal planning, The
money for revenue sharing is automati-
cally available each year. The annual
amount is geared to the growing personal
income tax base of the Nation.

Fourth. It is fair. The funds go tu
every State, every city, and every coun-
ty in the Nation. All areas are in-
cluded—urban and rural, large and
small, rich and poor, industrial and
agricultural.

Fifth. It is neutral. The State-by-State
distribution is based primarily on where
people reside. The allocation among the
governments within a State is based on
the existing distribution of financial re-
sponsibilities among the various units of
government, as decided in each area.

Sixth. It is basic to the new federalism.
Decisionmaking power over the funds as
well as the money itself is returned to
State and local governments,

The new administration proposal in-
troduced today has some significant
changes added. In addition to specifying
a substantially more generous total ap-
prepriation for revenue sharing, this bill
also provides for a much larger allocation
to local governments. Also, an incentive
feature has been added to encourage the
formulation of intra-State distribution
procedures more closely in line with each
State’s particular requirements.

As the President pointed out in both
his state of the Union address and his
message on revenue sharing, this bill has
another added feature which includes
the safeguards against discrimination
that accompany all other Federal funds
allocated to the States. Section 1101 of
this bill provides as follows:

No person in the United States shall on the
ground of race, color or national origin be ex-
cluded from participation in, be denied the
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination
under any program or activity funded In
whole or in part with general revenue sharing
funds.

In my estimation, this is a very im-
portant added provision and one which
I welcome.

Mr. President, I am pleased to be listed
as a cosponsor of this bill and urge its
speedy enactment by the 92d Congress.

REVENUE SHARING: THE ADMINIS-
TRATION'S PROPOSAL AND ITS
ALTERNATIVES

Mr. HARTKE, Mr. President, I would
first like to make a brief comment on the
statement made by the Senator from
Tennessee concerning the question of
revenue sharing. The Senator from Ten-
nessee has not only demonstrated his in-
terest in this program, but also has done
an excellent job of presenting the Presi-
dent's program. I might say that I am not
necessarily completely enthusiastic with
the approach the President uses, but I
believe the Senator from Tennessee has
done as good a job as can be done in
presenting that problem and program for
the benefit of the Senate.
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Now I want to talk about revenue shar-
ing: the administration’s proposal and
its alternatives.

Mr. President, on February 4 the ad-
ministration sent a major portion of its
proposed revenue-sharing plan to the
Congress. I am advised that the complete
proposal will be in front of us in a short
while.

Although not fully before the Congress,
the administration’s proposal is already
thought to be in serious difficulty, In-
fluential eritics in both the Senate and
the House—and in both political par-
ties—have expressed reservations con-
cerning both the plan’s goals and, per-
haps more importantly, the methods it
would use to obtain these goals. Viewed
by the President as the basic fiber of a
new federalism, its detractors insist
that it holds out no substantial promise
to our fiscally beleaguered States and
cities. Unsure that the present Federal
relationships are in need of drastic over-
haul, but apparently certain that the
President’s plan is the wrong way to ease
the gathering money troubles of our
States and cities, the opponents of reve-
nue sharing appear ready to deal it a
summary defeat.

It is my purpose today to examine both
sides of this important question in the
hope that some helpful light may be shed
on a subject which has already generated
an impressive degree of heat.

In his wide-ranging state of the Union
address, the President introduced his re-
marks on revenue sharing by declaring
that—

The time has now come in America to re-

verse the flow of power and resources from
the States and communities to Washington,
and, more important, to the people all across
America.

The President then proposed that this
reversal be accomplished by the enact-
ment of a plan of revenue sharing his-
toric in scope and bold in concept. In its
first year, the administration’s plan
would send $16 billion back to the States
and localities. Of this amount, $5 billion
would be in new and unrestricted funds,
while $11 billion would be ear-marked
for six broad purposes—education, law
enforcement, transportation, rural devel-
opment, job training, and urban develop-
ment—with the States and localities
given discretion as to how these funds
should be spent within the subject areas.

The administration states that the $5
billion in new money—‘general purpose
revenue sharing” as it is styled—will
have no restrictions imposed on its use
and will inerease in amount through the
years as the Federal personal income tax
base, to which it is tied, expands. The
remaining $11 billion is for special pur-
pose revenue sharing and ifs use is re-
stricted only to the extent that it must
be expended in the very broad subject
areas indicated. For the purpose of clar-
ity, it should be understood that the
revenue sharing bill introduced by the
distinguished Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. BAker) on February 4, and discussed
by him earlier today, deals only with
the question of general purpose revenue
sharing; special purpose legislation has
yet to be introduced.

That the President has advanced a
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popular proposal, there can be little
doubt. A recent Gallup poll—released on
January 23—reported that 77 percent of
those interviewed felt the Federal Gov-
ernment should return a portion of its
revenues to the States and local govern-
ments to be used by these State and local
governments as they see fit. Only 14
percent of those questioned opposed this
proposition and 9 percent had no opinion.
Opponents of revenue sharing believe
the Gallup study—and others like it—are
misleading since the idea's popularity,
they say, rests on a misconception: that
revenue sharing constitutes in their
opinion an essentially painless way to
meet State and local fiscal problems.
They argue that if poll inquiries were
worded more carefully, the average tax-
payer would be less taken with the idea
of revenue sharing.

Woeuld the concept put forward by the
President enjoy the same broad support,
they ask, if the question were, “Should
Federal income taxes be kept above Fed-
eral needs so that tax sharing with the
States should be carried out?” Critics be-
lieve the response to that type of ques-
tion would show that the general pub-
lic’s enthusiasm for the concept wanes
in direct proportion to its knowledge.
Which is to say that when the average
person understands that tax sharing and
tax relief are not synonymous, his in-
fatuation with the idea will quickly fade.
In this regard it should be noted that
only the most fervid supporters of tax
sharing seriously contend that it would
result in lower State and local taxes for
the average taxpayer. What distin-
guishes revenue sharing, then, is not its
very limited potential for tax relief but
the fact that federally raised tax rev-
enues would be distributed to the States
and localities with no strings attached.

Crities of the President's proposal con-
tend further that the simple sharing of
Federal revenue is neither bold nor his-
toric. They point out that the Federal
Government will this year share more
than $30 billion in revenues with the
States and localities through its system
of categorical grants, and it is expected
that figure will increase to $38 billion in
fiscal year 1972. Currently, grants-in-aid
account for almost 20 percent of total
State and local revenues, and this figure,
too, will increase next year. They fur-
ther allege that any discussion of rev-
enue sharing should also take into ac-
count the impact the Federal Govern-
ment has on State and local revenues as
the result of its status as this country’s
largest employer, its greatest industry,
and its most important general con-
tractor.

In point of fact, it is argued, the Fed-
eral Government adds far more than $30
or $38 billion to the revenues of the
States and cities; rather, the figure more
closely approximates $150 billion when
Federal employee salaries, social security
and veterans’ benefits, defense contracts,
and all the other relevant expenditures
which aid the State and local revenue
picture, are considered.

THE DISPUTE OVER GRANTS-IN-AID

The start of the grants-in-aid system
can be traced back to 1862 and the en-
actment of the Morrill Act to assist the
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States in establishing and maintaining
land grant colleges. Today, it is esti-
mated there are more than 400 separate
grants-in-aid categories. Like the pro-
grams which have followed it, the Morrill
Act imposed restrictions on grant use
designed to insure that the purposes of
the programs were followed. Thus, the
Morrill Act established the pattern for
today’s grants-in-aid: Federal resources
are provided to the States in exchange
for the acceptance of Federal regulations
designed to implement stated national
goals.

Presently, grants-in-aid serve as a
focus for the debate over revenue shar-
ing. Supporters of the concept within
the administration plainly view most
grants-in-aid with suspicion, and argue
that they could be better administered
by the governments closer to the people.
In his budget message, the President de-
clared:

The results of grant programs have oc-
casionally been impressive. But the grant
structure has become a haphazard collection
of hundreds of separate programs, each with
its own requirements and procedures, and its
own funding.

It is not enough, then, that Federal
revenue simply be shared with the States
and communities through grants-in-aid
programs. What the President and other
administration advocates of revenue
sharing seem to require is that Federal
supervision of these funds be reduced
or eliminated altogether.

THE CASE FOR A MORE EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION
OF FEDERAL REVENUES

It has become painfully clear in recent
vears that many States and localities are
finding it difficult—and in some cases
impossible—to meet their basic expend-
iture requirements. In some States—and
many cities—traditional governmental
services and activities are being cut
back in response fo a demand for serv-
ices which has outrun all increases in
State and local revenues.

Last week, Gov. Milton Shapp of Penn-
sylvania indicated that his State would
run out of revenues in March if there
were no enactment of a State income tax.
The Governor warned that failure to de-
velop new sources of State revenue would
result in drastic cutbacks in the subsidies
provided Pennsylvania public schools
and in essential police services.

In Cleveland, Mayor Stokes reports
that the city’'s garbage collections have
been curtailed due to its acute revenue
problems.

The newly elected Governor of Con-
necticut, Thomas Meskill, has warned his
State’s taxpayers that Connecticut is
“wallowing in debt.”

For the first time since the depression
years, New York City is laying off work-
ers.

And it is reported that Pittsburgh may
close its city hall as an economy measure.

A recent survey conducted by the
Council of State Governments revealed
that at least 18 States expected deficits
this year, most of them substantial. The
cities are in even worse shape. Mayor
John Driggs of Phoenix believes the cities
are on the verge of fiscal collapse. And
Mayor Lindsay of New York warns
that—
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The sickness of the cities must spread like
cancer to the suburbs.

The Federal Government, on the other
hand, has fared better since its revenue
raising capability—thanks to the enor-
mously efficient Federal income tax—
has kept its revenues roughly equal to
its growth-related expenditures. It
should be noted, however, that this gen-
eral equivalency will suffer a sharp set-
back this fiscal year because of the ex-
pected Federal deficit which may well
exceed $20 billion, and also in fiscal 1972
when a deficit occurs which the admin-
istration predicts will be $11.6 billion—
and some fear may be twice that amount.
In the meantime, it is estimated that the
gap between State and local revenues
could reach $100 billion by 1975.

Statistics such as these convince all
but the most committed opponents of
the revenue-sharing concept that some
plan must quickly be agreed upon to
meet the fiscal difficulties of the States
and cities.

THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVENUE-SHARING

PROPOSAL

The revenue-sharing concept proposed
by President Nixon is generally thought
to have had its origin with Walter Heller,
currently a professor of economics at the
University of Minnesota and formerly
Chairman of the Council of Economic
Advisers under Presidents Kennedy and
Johnson. In 1960, Dr. Heller advanced
what came to be called the “Heller plan”
for sharing revenue in those years when
a fiscal surplus developed. Dr. Heller
continued to support revenue sharing
throughout his tenure as Chairman of
the CEA, but it was not until 1964 that
the plan was given serious attention. At
that time, the prospects of a budgetary
surplus seemed bright, and President
Johnson set up a task force, including
representatives of both Government and
industry to study the merits of the plan.
Although the results of this study were
never made publie, it is known that the
task force viewed the idea favorably.

The chairman of that task force, Dr.
Joseph A. Pechman, director of eco-
nomics at Brookings Institution, has since
collaborated with Dr. Heller on what has
come to be known as the “Heller-Pech-
man plan” for revenue sharing, In Au-
gust 1967, they appeared before the Sub-
committee on Fiscal Policy of the Joint
Economic Committee, and laid out the
details of their plan which, as will be
seen, is parallel in concept to the pro-
posal advanced by the President. Because
of its importance to any revenue sharing
discussion, I believe excerpts from that
testimony should be quoted at some
length:

Revenue sharing is intended to allocate to
the states and local governments, on a perma-
nent basis, a portlon of the very productive
and highly ‘growth-elastic’ receipts of the
federal government . . .

The core of the revenue-sharing plan 1s
the regular distribution of a specified portion
of the federal individual income tax to the
states primarily on the basis of population
and with few strings attached. This distribu-
tion would be over and above existing and
future conditional grants,

The federal government would each year
set aslde and distribute to the states an
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eventual 2 percent of the federal individual
income tax base , . .

The sums collected for the states would be
placed in a trust fund from which periodic
distributions would be made . . . The fed-
eral commitment to share income tax reve-
nues with the states would be a contractual
one in the sense of being payable—at what-
ever percentage Congress provided—through
thick and thin, through surplus and deficit
in the federal budget. . . .

The states would share the income tax
proceeds on the basis of population. Per
capita sharing would transfer some funds
from states with high incomes—and there-
fore high per capita income tax liabilities—
to low income, low-tax states. If the modest
equalization implicit in per capita sharing
were deemed too limited, a small portion of
the fund could be set aside for supplements
to states with low per capita income or with
& hig.. incidence of poverty and dependency.

Whether to leave the fiscal claims of the
localities to the mercies of the political pro-
cess and the institutional realities of each
state or to require a pass-through to them
is not an easy question. ... We now con-
clude that the legitimate—and pressing—
claims of local government require explicit
recognition in the basic formula of revenue
sharing.

Constraints on the use of the funds would
be much less detailed than those applying
to conditional grants. However, the funds
would not be avallable for aighway con-
struction, since there is a special federal trust
fund for 1ts own earmarked revenue sources
for this purpose. An audit of the actual use
of the funds would be required, as well as cer-
tification by the appropriate stat and local
officials that all applicable federal laws, such
as the Civil Rights Act, have been com-
plied with in the activities financed by the
grants.

The first revenue-sharing proposal by
the Nixon administration was introduced
in August of 1969 and, as indicated, drew
heavily on the Heller-Pechman plan for
its content. This bill, which serves as the
essential foundation for the legislation
now before the Congress, contained the
following five important principles which
remained unchanged in the current pro-
posal:

First. An automatic annual appropria-
tion of a specified percent of Federal in-
come tax revenues.

Second. Annual distribution to the
50 States of Federal revenues according
to a formula based primarily on popula-
fion.

Third. A mandatory pass-through of
funds from each State to its local govern-
ments,

Fourth. Inclusion of all general pur-
pose local governments in the pass-
through.

Fifth. No program or project restric-
tions on the use of funds.

In addition, the pass-through pro-
vision of the 1969 bill provided that the
amount of Federal revenues received by
the localities would be based on the pro-
portion of individual local government
revenues to the total amount of State
and local revenues in the State.

Hearings were not held on the admin-
istration proposal during the 91st Con-
gress, because, it has been said, of the
crush of business in the Senate Finance
and House Ways and Means Committees.

Now the administration has sent a
major portion of its new revenue-shar-
ing proposal to the Congress, and al-
though the legislation is very similar to
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that which died last session, certain im-
portant changes are apparent. Chief
among these is the modification which
would increase from 30 to 50 percent the
proportion of Federal funds available to
local governments. Also significant is the
provision offering an incentive of 10
percent of a State’s revenue-sharing pro-
ceeds, to encourage the individual State
and its local governments to negotiate
together and agree on a distribution of
shared funds.

THE CASE IN FAVOR OF THE PRESIDEN™'S

PROPOSAL FOR REVENUE SHARING

It bears restating at this point that
the President’s proposal represents but
one of the methods by which Federal tax
revenue can be shared with the States
and localities. As I have indicated, in
excess of $30 billion is presently shared
directly with the States in the form of
categorical grants-in-aid, and a much
larger sum indirectly due to the Federal
Government'’s very size and influence on
the economy.

With specific reference to the Presi-
dent’s plan, its proponents candidly ad-
mit that the crux of their proposal is not
found in the relief it would afford the
crisis-ridden States and localities, but
rather the effect it would have on present
Federal relationshins. More important
to them than the revenue which the plan
would bring the States and cities, is the
knowledge that their legislation had
struck a first blow at the Federal bu-
reaucracy—a bureaucracy which they
view as bloated and largely unresponsive
to the needs of our changing society.

Mr. Murray L. Weidenbaum, Assistant
Secretary of the Treasury for Economic
Policy and the principal architect of the
administration proposal, believes that
revenue sharing represents “an ‘im-
portant step toward decentralizing Amer-
ican government.” Interviewed in the
February 1971 issue of Banking, Weiden-
baum indicated that decentralization was
the chief motive behind the Nixon pro-
posal. The President himself has re-
peatedly implied that revenue sharing is
the vehicle by which the influence of the
Federal Government in the affairs of the
States and cities can best be restrained.
In the message accompanying his 1969
proposal, the President declared—and no
doubt still believes—that “a majority
of Americans no longer supports the con-
tinued extension of Federal services. The
momentum for Federal expansion has
passed its peak; a process of deceleration
is setting in.” Revenue sharing, the Presi-
dent believes, is the natural complement
to this “process of deceleration.”

In addition to the decentralization of
Federal power, which is obviously a domi-
nant consideration with the President
and his advisers, they also believe their
plan represents a logical answer to the
fiscal troubles of the States and cities.
Quoting from the February issue of
Banking once again, Mr. Weidenbaum
states:

Revenue sharing (also) enables the
strength and efficiency of Federally collected
revenues to be directly applied to our most
pressing domestic needs. It is state and local
government, not Washington, which has to
grapple with the demands for better law
enforcement, transit systems, sanitation,
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health care. Enhancing the abllity of our
local institutions to meet these demands is
clearly & matter of natlonal importanre.

An additional argument made for the
administration proposal by Mr. Weiden-
baum is that it constitutes ‘‘the most ef-
fective, straightforward method available
for applying national resources to help
meet the burden of public civilian needs.”
While admitting that billions of dollars
in Federal grants-in-aid funds are al-
ready shared, he argued that the grants-
in-aid system is a “hopelessly uncoordi-
nated tangle” of programs. Revenue
sharing, on the other hand, would involve
no Federal overhead and every dollar ap-
propriated would go directly to the source
of need. Important administrative sav-
ings would be realized.

These are the principal arguments put
forward by the administration for its
proposal. What of the arguments on the
other side?

THE CASE AGAINST THE FRESIDENT'S PROPOSAL

Those opposed to the administration
plan are generally agreed that a fiscal
crisis plagues the States and cities, but
they are not at all sure that the Presi-
dent’s proposal is the best way to meet
the problem.

Many of its opponents take particular
offense at what they consider the unfair,
and unnecessarily strident, criticism of
the existing relationship between the
Federal Government and the States and
localities. In particular, they are upset
with the current criticism of the grants-
in-aid programs and the prospect that
the entire grant-in-aid system may be
abandoned in favor of block grant-type
assistance. Although quick to admit that
many grants-in-aid have been poorly
administered they contend that scant
evidence exists to show that State and
local administrators would do better.

An example in point, they say, is ur-
ban renewal where the original goal of
helping the slum dweller obtain adequate
housing has now been largely subverted
in favor of rebuilding downtown business
districts. From this they argue that the
failures of urban renewal are not the
failures of the Federal Government but
the unwholesome result of pressures
from State and local governments to
spend Federal tax dollars on the wrong
things. While it is true, they say, that
the government closest to the people is
in a better position to understand their
needs, it is likewise true that these gov-
ernments are more susceptible to polit-
ical and other unwholesome pressures.

They also contend that while the Fed-
eral income tax is indeed a very efficient
method of raising revenues, it would be
unwise—and perhaps even prohibited
under the Constitution—to transfer Fed-
eral tax dollars from the Federal Gov-
ernment to the States without maintain-
ing some Federal supervision over the
expenditure of these funds. Basic to this
objection is the traditional feeling that
the responsibility for raising taxes should
not be separated from the act of spend-
ing tax revenues,

Interestingly, many opponents of the
President’s plan are more distrustful of
his suggestions relating to “special pur-
pose revenue sharing” than they are
about no-strings attached ‘“general re-
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venue sharing.” Not only do they see
special use revenue sharing as a specific
threat to the entire grants-in-aid con-
cept, but they are also fearful that this
block grant approach to Federal aid will
strengthen the power of the States to the
detriment of the local governments. In
support of this contention, they cite the
block grants currently made by the
Justice Department to the States under
the Law Enforcement Assistance Act as
a pertinent example of how block grants
can be used to strengthen the hand of
the States at the expense of the cities.

Designed as a way to “put Federal
money where the crime is,” LEAA's de-
tractors argue that State agencies have
failed generally to fairly distribute Fed-
eral crime-fighting funds to the cities
where the need is greatest, but rather
have spread it thinly across their States
in response to compelling pressures from
their rural and suburban constituencies.
They believe the same inappropriate dis-
tribution is bound to develop under the
administration’s special revenue-sharing
proposal.

In light of this criticism—and espe-
cially in view of the considerable infiu-
ence of those who have advanced it—I
think it is essential that we not lose
sight of that one broad area of agree-
ment; namely, that a serious riscal prob-
lem does exist. Almost all those concerned
in the present debate over the adminis-
tration’s proposed plan agree that our
States and cities are marching in steady
fashion toward fiscal crisis. Some have
already reached the crisis point. More
soon will.

If, after careful and exhaustive hear-
ings, the administration’s proposal
should be found lacking, this should not
end the search for a workable answer to
the problems of our States and eities.
Alternative methods for sharing Federal
revenue should then receive the same
careful scrutiny.

If exploding welfare costs are found to
be a primary cause of our local govern-
ments' fiscal discomfort, then perhaps
serious thought should be given to com-
plete federalization of the welfare
system.,

And if true that the fear of losing
business to another jurisdiction “haunts
the mind and stills the pen” of the hap-
less State and local lawmakers who
would increase taxes, then perhaps a tax
credit is in order which would allow a
taxpayer to set off local levies against his
Federal tax, and thereby encourage
States and localities to strengthen their
own fax system.

And if the matching cost of present
Federal grants-in-aid programs are
found to be more than the average State
or municipality can be expected to bear,
then perhaps they should be reduced or
eliminated altogether.

These are but a few alternatives to
the current proposal which come quick-
Iy to mind. Certainly there are more.

In the last few days there have been
some encouraging indications that the
administration—in recognition of the
powerful opposition that its proposal has
stirred up—will, in the future, indicate
a greater willingness to talk about fiscal
relief for the State and cities and less re-
garding the supposed inadequacies of the
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Federal bureaucracy. If this proves true,
it is entirely possible that an adequate
compromise could be forged which would
quiet congressional criticism and meet a
very real problem. Mr. Joseph Kraft, the
columnist, noted last week that until re-
cently “Mr. Nixon and his associates
have been sounding as though they have
discovered in revenue-sharing a Protean
prodigy born out of El Dorado by the
Philosopher’s Stone.” Hopefully that at-
titude has now changed.

Perhaps the administration proposal
will eventually be found to have all the
advantages for the States and -cities
which are claimed for it.

For my part, Mr. President, I must re-
gretfully conclude that the administra-
tion plan, as presently drafted, should
not and cannot be enacted. Its defects so
far outweigh its merits that to pass it in
substantially its present form would be
to move farther from, rather than nearer
to, solution of those bitterly intractable
social and fiscal problems which the idea
of revenue sharing was conceived to
meet,.

As a consequence of that belief, I shall,
before the end of this month, introduce
the first elements of a comprehensive
package of legislation designed to set
us on the road to a definitive solution of
the problems we all recognize to be most
critical in the financing of State and lo-
cal government.

My legislation will be so written as to
weld the two great principles underlying
the concept of revenue sharing into one
concerted attack on the basic problems.
Those principles are, first, that the Fed-
eral Government ought to assume a
flarger share of the fiscal burden of meet-
ing problems that are truly national in
scope, and second, that the States and
localities should be fully accountable for
the uses to which they put revenues re-
ceived from the taxpayers of the entire
Nation.

Mr. President, our problems are great
but certainly not insoluble. The system
of federalism, like the great and revo-
lutionary idea which gave it birth, is
worthy of our most dedicated efforts to
preserve its vitality.

Revenue sharing is such an effort, and
I am confident that the collective wis-
dom and good will of the Congress and
and the administration will bring about
its successful enactment.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

U.S. ACTION IN OIL CRISIS

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President one of
most extraordinary negotiations in his-
tory is entering its final stages in Tehran
this week. I refer to negotiations be-
tween members of the Organization of
Petroleum Exporting Countries—
OPEC—and representatives of 15 West-
ern oil producing companies over the
price of crude oil for export. Apparently,
some Members of the Senate have suc-
ceeded in calling the attention of the
Middle East governments to the fact that
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they have been selling their oil too cheap.
Their governments are now striving to
correct the situation.

Mr. President, one of the most unusual
aspects of the negotiations is the pres-
ence of a team of officials from the U.S.
CGovernment led by John N. Irwin II,
Under Secretary of State. The presence
of these American officials seems to un-
derscore the determination of our Gov-
ernment to force the governments of
OPEC to sell their crude oil at the lowest
possible price.

Mr. President, I protest this unprece-
dented and unholy involvement of our
Government in a heavy handed act of
neocolonialism which can only be re-
sented by and damaging to developing
nations throughout the world.

For years this Government has pre-
sented an interest in helping to build the
economies and improve the level of liv-
ing of developing nations. Many billions
of dollars of foreign aid have been spent
largely in pursuit of this goal. Have we
abandoned this effort? Do we wish the
developing countries to remain forever
dependent upon handouts?

For a large number of developing coun-
tries the only hope of sound growth lies
in the development and sale of their
natural resources. Many of these coun-
tries are single resource countries and
that single resource is oil. Through the
sale of their oil to industrial nations
many countries—Nigeria, Syria, Indo-
nesia, Iran, Venezuela, Saudi Arabia,

Iraq, and many others—hope to earn the
funds their governments need for better

schools, better transportation facilities,
better health programs, and more ade-
quate diets for their people. If these
funds do not come from oil sales, they
must come from foreign aid.

Our Government should assist OPEC
to sell oil at good prices. Are we? The
answer appears to be exactly the opposite.
Reports are that Mr. Irwin and his team
are working hand in glove with officers
of the big international oil companies to
force OPEC to sell their single resource
at bargain basement prices.

Evidence of this position is made clear
in a report published in the February 1,
1971, issue of the Oil & Gas Journal
which says:

U.B. to come to ald of West Europe if oil
cut off. The U.S. State Department last week
pledged to come to the ald of West Europe
if Middle East producing countries curtail oil
exports to back up price demands. The fed-
eral interagency committee kept up its close
scrutiny of Middle East developments, mean-
while, ready to invoke emergency machinery
if needed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at
the conclusion of my remarks the full
text of this article and an article pub-
lished in the Christian Science Monitor
of February 5, entitled “Western Oil
Firms Get Ultimatum.”

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, our
Government is bluffing. It is making a
promise it cannot keep. There is not now
present in this country the shut in crude
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oil producing capacity needed to replace
oil from the Middle East. This Nation's
oil production capability is already being
operated at virtually full capacity and
substantial crude oil shipments from this
country to Western Europe would mean
an immediate rationing of usage here.

Mr. President, our Government’s posi-
tion in this negotiation is bafiling to me.
Most of the crude oil from the Middle
East goes to Japan and Western Europe,
two of our greatest competitors for world
trade. Our efforts to force giveaway
prices for this oil enables these industrial
competitors to enjoy an advantageous
price for the energy which fuels their in-
dustries.

From both humanitarian and econom-
ic considerations our position should be
one of encouraging OPEC to receive a
good price for their crude oil so that
these nations can become economically
strong and independent, and so that the
energy subsidy Japan and the industrial
nations of Western Europe have enjoyed
can be ended.

I call upon our Government officials
to pack up and come home. Their pres-
ence at the negotiations can only serve
to intimidate and alienate OPEC gov-
ernments. We should help, not harm,
these nations’ efforts to help themselves.

ExHIBIT 1
Uwntrep States To CoME TO Am OF WEST
EUroOPE IFr O1n CuUT OFF

The U.S. State Department last week
pledged to come to the aid of West Europe
if Middle East producing countries curtail
oil exports to back up price demands.

But, officials noted, they do not expect
negotiations tc break down. They are there-
fore hopeful international oil flows will not
be further disrupted.

State officlals are most confldent of a
settlement with Persian Gulf countries. The
trouble spots are Libya, which continued to
talk tough last week while expressing npti-
mism, and Algeria, in the Washington view.

The federal interagency committee kept
up its close scrutiny of Middle East develop-
ments, meanwhile, ready to invoke emer-
gency machinery if needed.

WORST POSSIBILITY

The worst that will happen, in the opin-
ion of emergency planners, is the loss of pro-
«duction from Libya (3,100,000 »/d) and
Algeria (1,000,000 b/d). This would be a
serious blow to European supply, since such
a large amount of short-haul crude could
not be replaced merely by shifting tankers
and raising production elsewhere.

U.8. planners estimate about 20% of the
Libyan and Algerian loss, 25% at most, could
be made up by diverting tankers to the Per-
sian Gulf-Western Europe run. To this
1,000,000 b/d, officials prediet a like amount
could be made available through the cor -
bined efforts of the U.S., Canada, and Vene-
zuela. The U.S. and Canada could free some
750,000 h/d of Middle East oil for shipment
to Europe by substituting hemispheric
supplies.

But, with the current tight world
tanker situation, even with realignment
of shipping schedules, it appears that no
more than half the potential 4,000,000 b/d
loss could be made up.

North Atlantic Treaty Organization coun-
tries are pledged to cooperate in this way
to cope with emergencies, whether military
or economic.

In Washington, official emergency appa-
ratus is described as being in standby readi-
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ness. This is the status of the emergency
petroleum supply committee, the foreign
petroleum supply committe:, and the secu-
rity subcommittee which government and
industry could activate in a matter of days.

Planners have a program gll set up for
arranging optimum supply and transporta-
tion schedules, as soon as new Information
is fed into computers.

The U.S. and Western Europe could get
by, but not without considerable straln and
extra cost for longer hauls. Publicly, they
do not expect to put emergency plans into
action. But privately, preparations are going
ahead, just in case.

WESTERN O1L FmMms GET ULTIMATUM
(By John E. Cooley)

Bemur, LEBanon.—Ten  oll-producing
countries have given Western oil firms until
Feb. 16 to meet thelr demands for higher
prices.

If they don’t acquiesce the members of the
Organization of Petroleum Exporting Coun-
tries (OPEC) say they will raise their prices
unilaterally.

The oil companies subsequently expressed
a willingness to reopen talks which collapsed
after two weeks of negotiations with OPEC
governments in Tehran.

The Shah of Iran earlier indicated that the
dispute over oil prices might lead to a cut-
off of much of the Western world’s petroleum
supplies.

Perslan Gulf states should take “simulta-
neously all legal and legislative measures”
to increase their share of oil revenues, the
Shah sald in a speech to the upper house of
the Iranian Majlis (parliament).

VENEZEUELA BETS EXAMPLE

Venezuela set an example to the other nine
OPEC members—Abu Dhabl, Algeria, Indo-
nesia, Iran, Iraq, Euwait, Libya, Qatar, and
Baudi Arabia—by passing laws raising the tax
rate on crude production from 52 to 60 per-
cent last fall.

In the ruptured negotiations, the oil com-
panies had given way to OPEC’s desire that
the talks concern only Persian Gulf coun-
tries and not North African or other pro-
duction.

Company spokesmen contended that the
companies’ best offer would have added 3700
million to bridge countries’ revenues in 1961,
rising to an additional $1.6 billion in 1975.

In his speech the Shah proposed that the
gulf countries also should “secure the sta-
bility and assurances sought by the con-
sumer countries.”

At a news conference, he spelled out the
possibility of a cutoff of supplies:

“Once we [the OPEC states] reach a collec-
tive decision, should there then be certain
individuals who refuse to recognize our sov-
ereignty, then the OPEC members will take
the necessary decision. This might include
cutting off the oil.”

CASH RESERVES BUILT UP

Some states, such as Libya, have built up
huge cash reserves and might afford a cut-
off, oll experts here say. Libya, ruled since
September, 19069, by & militant military re-
gime, has increased its oll revenues more
than 300 times since 1861 to about $1.3
billion in 1970.

Other OPEC governments such as Iran
with approximately equal revenues are spend-
ing as much or more than they earn for
development and can ill afford an oil shut-
down.

Another major question was whether West-
ern governments could accept a cutoff, or
whether the companies were willing to suffer
the great damage to thelr profits this would
entail.

Though the United States imported only
about 5 percent of its oll from the Mideast
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in 1970, rising consumption, slowness in de-
veloping nuclear power and Alaskan and
other oilfields, may raise this to as much as
15 percent in 1971, oil experts here estimate.

U.S. SUFPLIES AFFECTED

Western Europe imports about 76 percent
of its ofl from the Mideast. This also affects
United States supplies and prices because
the oil trade in Western Europe is largely
geared to the distribution and marketing
systems of the American and British oil com-
panies,

According to figures developed by the Mid-
dle East Economic Survey newsletter here,
proven oil reserves of the Arab countries in
1969 to 1970 exceeded 3256 million barrels or
about 62 percent of the world total and 70
percent of that of the non-Communist
countries.

Production of the Arab states and Iran
together would account for around 40 per-
cent of the total world production includ-
ing the Communist bloc and close to 50
percent excluding it.

POLITICAL WEAPON, TOO

Arab states have used oil as a political
weapon against the West on three occasions.
Irag cut off supplies to the Haifa refinery
a month before proclamation of the State
of Israel in 1948.

Durilng the Suez war of 1956, oll supplles
were interrupted when the Western-owned
Irag Petroleum Company (IPC) pipelines to
the Mediterranean were blown up In Syria.

During and after the 1967 Arab-Israell
war, several Arab producer states imposed
a temporary embargo on shipments to the
United States, Britaln, and West Germany.

Use of ofl resources as an economic weap-
on to get better terms from Western com-
panies has been attempted occaslonally in
the Middle East.

Iran nationalized its oll industry under
the premiership of Muhammad Mossadeq In
1951, and political condict with the West
resulted. In 1954 the Shah left the country
and then returned to reach agreement with
the consortium of elght major companies
which still dominate Iranian production de-
spite growth of Iran’s own Natlonal Iranian
Oil Company (IPC).

LAW PROMULGATED

Iragl dictator Abdel Earim Kassem in 1961
promulgated a law depriving the IPC of 95
percent of its unused concession areas in-
cluding the rich North Rumaila field. Soviet
interests now are preparing to develop
North Rumaila as financial and techniecal
backers as well as importers.

In 1966 Syria interrupted IPC oil crossing
its territory because of a dispute over transit
revenues with IPC. Traq, the producer coun-
try, suffered most.

The initiative for curtailment or interrup-
tion of oil has nearly always come from
countries which had the least to lose. In
1956 it came from the Syrians and in June,
1967, from Syria and Egypt, both small pro-
ducers themselves.

5. 681—INTRODUCTION OF THE
“STATE ENVIRONMENTAL CEN-
TER ACT OF 1971

Mr., BELLMON. Mr. President, I am
today introducing a bill to authorize es-
tablishment of a series of environmental
laboratories and research centers within
the various States and regions of the Na-
tion, pursuant to the policies and goals
established in the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969. I ask that the
bill be appropriately referred.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
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pore (Mr. Mercarr), The bill will be re-
ceived and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 681) to establish environ-
mental laboratories within the States,
regions, and Nation pursuant to policies
and goals established in the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, intro-
duced by Mr. BeELLmoON, was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

Mr, BELLMON, Mr. President, results
of a recent nationwide public opinion
survey show that environmental degra-
dation is today the leading concern of
the American people, ranking ahead of
the Vietnam war, the state of the econ-
omy, and the problems of crime and
violence.

This is a remarkable finding and must
surely mark the first time in history that
the people of this Nation have placed
greater emphasis on the quality of their
lives and surroundings than on any other
aspect of human existence.

This great upsurge of public concern
for the environment comes none too
soon. We have abundant evidence of a
deteriorating natural environment. For-
tunately this public awareness has come
in time, and I believe we will solve the
complex problems threatening our Na-
tion and the world with ecological dis-
aster if we act now.

I compliment President Nixon for
having sent to Congress his statements
on the environment and his recommen-
dations for action, and I ask unanimous
consent to have a newspaper article
which describes these recommendations
by the President printed in the REcorp
at the conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. BELLMON. The quality of our
lives is directly related to the quality
of our environment. A rapidly growing
population and expanded industrial pro-
duction which makes possible our high-
standard of living place increasing de-
mands upon our environment. The hope
of the future lies in our ability to under-
stand the potential consequences of our
actions, to utilize our knowledge to re-
pair the damage already done, and to
prevent further deterioration of our
environment.

For many months now, we have been
cognizant of growing concern for the
environment. Congress has acted with
the passage of many pieces of important
legislation—with the Water Quality Im-
provement Act, the Environmental Qual-
ity Improvement Act, the National En-
vironmental Policy Act, and many more.

Mr. President, by these legislative
measures, Congress has adequately
stated its belief that the American peo-
ple are entitled to a quality environment
and has shown its intent to improve the
quality of the environment. Unfortu-
nately, we have not yet backed up those
beliefs with adequate funding to assure
a quality environment; and not yet have
we provided means to gather the neces-
sary date or develop the necessary tech-
nological and monitoring capabilities to
carry out the intent of Congress.
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The bill I am introducing is intended
to provide us with both the data and the
technological expertise to restore and
maintain the quality of the environment
through the establishment of a series of
environmental laboratories, research,
and monitoring centers.

Just one year ago, the Environmental
Studies Board of the National Academy
of Sciences and National Academy of
Engineering published the findings of a
special study group. This report is en-
titled “Institutions for Effective Man-
agement of the Environment.” One of the
major recommendations resulting from
the study was for the establishment of
environmental laboratories to carry out
basie, applied and mission-oriented re-
search programs, essential to the resto-
ration and preservation of the environ-
ment.

Many Government agencies concerned
with environmental matters conduct a
variety of research programs, but with
very special, limited aims and with al-
most no cohesion. There is no Federal
facility, and probably none outside the
Government, which conduets broad-
spectrum, interdisciplinary research on
the environment as a whole. Each agency
studies its own particular problem or
area of interest.

It was the finding of the Environmen-
tal Studies Board that all research efforts
now going on at the Federal level are
inadequate from an ecological point of
view.

The quality of environment varies
within our 50 States—some regions of
the Northwest and Southwest enjoy a
relatively high quality environment:
whereas, others such as the Northeastern
States, Great Lakes States, and west
coast have repeatedly faced major en-
vironmental tragedies. Many environ-
mental problems are national or regional
in scope, but many localized problems
also exist. Irrespective of the scope of
the problem, the environment cannot be
effectively managed without knowing
what it was, what it is, and what it can
become.

Mr. President, we have been slow to
accept the concepts of ecology—slow to
apply to the natural environment the
scientific principle that for “every ac-
tion there is an equal and opposite re-
action.” I believe we do now understand
that all aspects of the environment are
interdependent and that changes in one
component necessarily bring about
changes in others. Still, many of today’s
environmental efforts are directed to-
ward a single component without due re-
gard for the others.

If Congress is to succeed in its dedi-
cation to restore and maintain a quality
environment, we must provide the vehi-
cle and the financing necessary for treat-
ing the environment as a total system,
for thoroughly understanding our envi-
ronment and the probable results of our
environmental-related actions, for de-
veloping reasonable and rational envi-
ronmental standards, and for finding
solutions to the complex questions for
which we now have no answers.

This proposed legislation will serve all
these purposes. It has three major pro-
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visions. First, it provides for the estab-
lishment of a qualified environmental
center in each State; or at the option of
the participating States, establishment
of a regional center to serve a group of
States. Second, it requires that each cen-
ter combine and coordinate the interdis-
ciplinary and interinstitutional research
capabilities within its area and arrange
for consortium of institutions to conduct
competent research. Third, it provides
Federal funding of not less than $500,000
per year to each center with additional
funds available on a matching basis.

The educational institutions and in-
dustries in all parts of the Nation collec-
tively represent a substantial capability
in the environmental sciences. The in-
dividual specialists within each of these
are presently conducting significant re-
search. But it is generally limited to nar-
row confines and there is little or no co-
ordination of the various efforts and little
or no transfer of information.

This legislation will, for the first time,
provide the means of marshalling the
greatest talents and expertise available
in every section of the Nation in the
battle for a quality existence. Each en-
vironmental center will be charged with
the responsibility of seeking out the most
knowledgeable persons in colleges and
universities, in private industry and in
governmental agenices at all levels to
form interdisciplinary teams and to
create inter-institutional arrangements
necessary for understanding and treat-
ing the total environment.

Each center will be able to direct and

coordinate independent efforts; and will
be able to bring together State and re-
gional capabilities to solve problems pe-
culiar to that region. Additionally, the
State and regional organizational struc-
ture will place the talents and expertise

“on location” where environmental

changes can be directly monitored and

observed, and where action can be ini-

gated to prevent environmental destruec-
on.

The bill I introduce is patterned after
the Hateh Act of March 2, 1887, Public
Law 84-352, relating to the appropriation
of Federal funds for State agriculture
experiment stations, and the Water Re-
sources Act of 1964, Public Law 88-379,
relating to appropriation of Federal
funds for State Water Resources Re-
search Institutes. It provides that maxi-
mum responsibility be given to State en-
vironmental centers, and yet permits
reasonable and responsible control by
the Federal governmental agency over
expenditures of public moneys.

Mr. President, no program in our Na-
tion’'s history has provided greater bene-
fits to the American public than the pub-
lic moneys spent on agricultural re-
search through the Cooperative State
Research Service—CSRS. This program
is one of the major reasons we are the
best fed Nation on earth anc that the
produectivity of our farms is unexcelled.

Americans now spend only 5 percent of
their disposable income for the farm-
supplied ingredients in food. This per-
centage, the lowest in the world, is pos-
sible because of a carefully planned ef-
fort to raise farm productivity through
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research. agricultural experiment sta-
tions have demonstrated that publie in-
vestments in obtaining new knowledge
can provide a vast economic payoff. The
investment has been an efficient way to
expand the food supply and provide se-
curity against drought and pestilence
both at home and abroad.

One example was development of
aphid resistant alfalfa varieties which
returned $60 for each $1 invested.
Screwworm fly control has returned $10
for each $1 invested. Numerous such
success stories ean be cited. Estimates of
the rate of return on all investment in
research of agricultural experiment sta-
tions range from 50 percent on up to 400
percent.

Each farmworker today supplies food
and fiber for nearly 50 persons. Or ex-
pressed in a term which is becoming
more popular, 1 million farm decision-
makers use research results to produce
90 percent or more of the agricultural
output of our country. This means that
only one farm decisionmaker is required
for ever 205 people in our society. In
18387, when Congress passed the Hatch
Act authorizing agricultural experiment
stations, each farmworker supplied food
for less than six persons.

It is clear that increasing farm pro-
ductivity through research has freed
millions of workers to provide the medi-
cal care, the cars and television sets,
household appliances, and other conven-
iences that are part of our high stand-
ard of living.

Because the poor spend a higher pro-
portion of their income on food than do
others, lowering of the real costs of food
and fiber through research has especially
benefited those in low-income categories.
Likewise, the poor can afford to do little
about protecting their environment and
it would follow that a lowering of the
cost of an improved environment for the
poor would be a special benefit to that
segment of our population.

The success of the Cooperative State
Research Service—CSRS—program has
been based on {wo factors: First, a close
Federal-State cooperative program with
the agriculutral experiment stations and,
second, a close Federal-State cooperative
extension program for the transfer of
knowledge to the user—the farmer, the
consumer, the agribusinessman.

Fundamental to the success of the pro-
gram is the large degree of independence
afforded the individual States and the
individual research directors.

The establishment of agricultural ex-
periment stations was a bold and forward
looking program to improve capabilities
to feed and clothe a nation. The same
type of bold and progressive program is
needed today to improve our capabilities
to restore a nation. I believe this can best
be accomplished through a series of en-
vironmental research centers, managed
on a Federal-State cooperative basis and
operated with the greatest possible de-
gree of independence. This is one aim of
this bill.

There is growing awareness at all
levels of government of the complexity
of environmental problems and the need
for a broad approach to solve them, Al-
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ready the Federal Government has
moved to meet the challenge by consoli-
dating several Federal agencies con-
cerned with the environment by forming
the Environmental Protection Agency.

During the last 2 years, the National
Science Foundation, particularly through
its Office of Interdisciplinarian Research,
has emphasized problems involved in en-
vironmental management and control. It
has become obvious to us that we must
treat the environment from an interdis-
ciplinary approach involving sociology,
economics, political science, management
sciences, public administration, law, ar-
chitecture, engineering, systems anal-
ysis, medicine and public health, agri-
culture, ecology, biology physics, and
chemistry. Government alone cannot
meet these requirements. A consortium
involving both educational institutions
and private industry, as well as Govern-
ment, will be necessary.

The one area where Government can
and must make the greatest contribution
is in financing. The major responsibility
for funding environmental research falls
to the Federal Government, as it should,
for no greater public good can be derived
from the use of public moneys than that
which will result from restoration, en-
hancement, and protection of the envi-
ronment. This bill provides for a Federal
financial foundation upon which States
can build an effective environmental
service.

There seems little doubt that Federal
expenditures related to environmental
research and management will increase.
In fiscal 1969, Congress obligated $330
million for research, development, and
demonstration in pollution control,
abatement, and related programs. The
obligation for fiseal 1971 inecreased to
$361 million, and will likely go still high-
er next year.

In this connection, I ask unanimous
consent to have a table printed in the
REcorp at the conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. BELLMON. I question, however, if
we are doing enough to understand and
to protect our environment and safe-
guard our natural resources.

Out of 13 major categories to which
Federal dollars are devoted, natural re-
sources ranks last—receiving only $21%4
billion, or about 1 percent of the Federal
budget. Of that amount, only $1 billion
is devoted to environmental improve-
ment programs—the rest going for dams,
levees, channelization, and other such
projects which may contribute to en-
vironmental deterioration.

Clean air, clean water, and a healthy,
wholesr me environment are matters that
affect every citizen of this Nation. The
$1 billion that we allocate each year to
assure these basie necessities is pitifully
small compared to the need and the dan-
ger our Nation faces from neglect of
these vital concerns.

I heartily agree with the comments
Secretary Morton made a few days ago
before the Senate Interior Committee
when he said:
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The priority of our environment must be
brought into equity with that of our economy
and our defense. Otherwise, at some point
in time, there will be no economy to enjoy
and practically no reason for defense.

All our previous investments in na-
tional defense, health programs, income
security, education and all others will be
to no avail if we fail to provide a decent
world in which to live. If man surrenders
to the threat of environmental destruc-
tion, he will have faced his last oppo-
nent. We will have allocated our last
appropriations and there will be no sec-
ond chance. Now is the time to remove
this issue from the lowest priority in our
national budget and to provide adequate
funding for the conservation of our nat-
ural resources and the restoration of our
environment. :

The agenda of matters demanding im-
mediate attention is long, and we have
no choice but to do the best possible job
with current management tools and
existing institutions.

But as clearly pointec out in the first
annual report of the Council on En-
vironmental Quality, “‘the pressing need
for tomorrow is to know more than we
do today.” This bill provides the means
by which this environmental information
gap may be filled.

We lack scientific data about how nat-
ural forces work on our environment and
about the way pollutants affect the nat-
ural world. We lack the devices to
measure either improvement or deterio-
ration in the environment. We lack the
knowledge of the interrelationship of sep-
arate pollution problems, and this further
handicaps efforts to devise strategies for
control of pollution. We even lack the
basic concepts from which to look at and
solve environmental problems.

This Nation is in desperate need of a
foundation of information on the current
status of the environment, on changes
and trends in its condition, and on what
those changes mean to man. Without
such information we can only react to
environmental problems after they be-
come serious enough for us to see. We
lack the knowledge to develop long-term
programs of prevention.

Passage of this bill will enable us to
know when and where action is needed.
Essential to development of this kind of
information is a comprehensive program
of nationwide environmental monitoring,
collection, analysis and effective use of
the information. The Council on En-
vironmental Quality considers develop-
ment of this type information program
a major national objective. But the
Council further points out that even
after the system for collecting and
analyzing data is developed, we still must
have additional knowledge to enable us
to understand and interpret the data we
get. We are not yet in a position to un-
derstand the significance of monitoring
results. Much more research is needed on
how environmental systems operate—
on how man affects the environment—
and how the environment affects man.
Augmenting this type of research must
take a high national priority. This hill
provides a means for enlightened and
effective action.

The first important step is creation of
new institutions and new financing for
a systematic approach to the environ-
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ment. The National Environmental Pol-
icy Act clearly stresses the necessity of
approaching environmental problems as
a totality.

Mr. President, passage of this pro-
posed legislation for state and regional
environmental research centers will meet
that need and the need to develop greater
understanding of the environment, More-
over, it will meet those needs in an effec-
tive manner, combining the best avail-
able resources and expertise in every
corner of this land, marshaling both
private and public resources and involv-
ing Americans at all levels of life in the
greatest effort this Nation has under-
taken: an effort to assure a wholesome
environmental existence in harmony
Iwith our delicate and finite surround-
ngs.

I ask unanimous consent that the full
text of the bill be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in the
Rrcorp, as follows:

S. 881

A Dbill to establish environmental labora-
torles within the States, regions, and Na-
tlon pursuant to policies and goals estab-
lished in the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembdled, (a) this act
may ke clted as the “State Environmental
Center Act of 1971."

(b) It is the poliey of the Congress to sup-
port research, planning, management, and
education and other components necessary to
maintain and Improve the quality of the
environment through the establishment of
environmental centers in cooperation with
and among the States, to promote a more
adequate program of environmental protec-
tion within the States, reglons, and Nation,
pursuant to policies and goals established in
the National Environmental Policy Act of
1069 (Public Law 91-180). It is hereby recog-
nized that research, planning, management,
and education in environmental areas are
necessary to establish an ecological balance
in intrastate and regional (interstate) areas
to assure the Natlon at all times of an ade-
quate environment.

Secrion 1. The purposes of this Act are
to stimulate, sponsor, provide for, and sup-
plement present programs for the conduct
of research, investigations, experiments, and
the training of professionals in flelds re-
quired for the protection and improvement
of the Nation'’s environment. The Admin-
istrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency is hereby authorized and directed to
cooperate with the several States for the
purpose of encouraging and assisting them
in carrying out comprehensive programs of
environmental research, planning, manage-
ment, and education, having due regard to
the varying conditlons and needs of the
respective states.

TITLE I—STATE ENVIRONMENTAL
CENTERS

BecTroN 1. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated for the purposes of thls Aet
such sums as Congress may from time to
time determine to be necessary to assist each
participating State in establishing and car-
rylng out the work of a competent and
qualified environmental center or equivalent
agency (hereinafter referred to as BState
center), not to exceed one State center per
State as designated by act of the Governor
of the State concerned; subject to the deter-
mination by the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency that such
State center has, or may reasonably be ex-
pected to have, the capability of doing effec-
tive work under this Act: Provided, That
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(1) funds under the Act shall be pald to the
one designated State center in each State;
(2) two or more States may cooperate in
the designation of a single interstate or
regional center (hereinafter referred to as
regional center), subject to the determina-
tion by the Adminisitrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency that such reglonal
center has, or may be expected to have, the
capability of doing effective work under this
Act, In which either part or all of the indi-
vidual sums payable to all of the cooper-
ating States, and subject to designation of
fund amount by the State center, shall be
paid to such regional center; and (3) a desig-
nated center or regional center may, as
required for fulfillment of its responsibili-
ties, arrange with universities and colleges
as well as private industry to participate In
the work of sald State center or regional
center.

8ec. 2. (a) As used In this Act, the term
“State center” or “regional center” means
an organization that combines or coordinates
the research capability of educational in-
stitutions. The center shall have a nucleus
of administrative, professional, sclentifie,
and technical personnel capable of planning,
coordinating, and directing comprehensive
programs required for the protection and
improvement of the Nation’s environment.
It shall possess the capability of employ-
ing personnel to carry out research, plan-
ning, management, and education pro-
grams. It is not required that the center be
a baccalaureate nor graduate degree grant-
ing educational institution; however, it may
be closely associated with such an Institu-
tion. The State center or regional center must
be established in part or in whole with an
educational institution, private foundatlion,
or public foundation, Such center shall be
authorized to make grants to and finance
contracts and fund matching or other ar-
rangements with educational institutions,
foundations, or other institutions, with pri-
vate firms and individuals whose tralning,
experience, and qualifications are, in the
judgment of the chief executive officer of the
center, adequate for the conduct of specific
projects to further the purposes of this Act;
and with local, State, and Yederal agencles,
to undertake research, investigations, and
experiments into any aspects of environ-
mental problems related to the misslon of
the center.

(b) It shall be the duty of each such cen-
ter to plan and conduct and/or arrange for
a component or components of the univer-
sities, colleges, or foundations with which it
is or may become assoclated to conduct com-
petent research, investigations, and experi-
ments of either a basic or practlical nature,
or both, In relation to the environmental
pollution and/or other environmental prob-
lems and opportunities to provide for the
training of environmental professionals
through such research, Investigatlons, and
experiments; and training may include with-
out being limited to: blological, ecological,
economic, engineering, geographle, geologi-
cal, legal, recreational, resource planning,
social, and other aspects of environmental
problems.

(e) The Administrator of the Environmen-
tal Protection Agency is hereby charged with
proper administration of this Act and is au-
thorized and directed to prescribe such rules
and regulations as may be necessary to carry
out the provisions of this Act, including par-
ticipation in the coordination of research
initiated under this Act by the center, from
time to time to indicate such lines of inquiry
as to him seem most important, and to en-
courage and assist in the establishment and
maintenance of cooperation by and among
the several centers; such encouragement to
specifically include the development of (1)
interdisciplinary teams within the colleges
and unlversities as well as Industry, and (2)
interinstitutional arrangefments among col-
leges, universities, private industries, and
governmental agencies (all levels).
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(d) Any sums made avallable by Congress
for support of work under this Act shall be
distributed as follows: (1) 47 per centum
shall be allotted equally to each State; (2)
50 per centum of such sums shall be allotted
to each State based on the proportion of the
population of the State to the total popula-
tion of all of the States as determined by the
last preceding decennial census current at
the time such sum is first appropriated; (3)
3 per centum shall be available to the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency for administration of this Act.

(e) Not less than 25 per centum of any
sums allocated to a State center shall be ex-
pended only in support of work planned and
conducted by one or more interstate or re-
gional centers as provided in section 3(a) (2)
of this Act.

(f) Of the first £500,000 available annually
under this Act for allotment to any State
center or regional center, no matching funds
by said centers are required; however, funds
made available annually above $500,000 must
be matched, on a ratio of 856 Federal to not
less than $1 of non-Federal funds.

TITLE II—-TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER
COMPONENT

Sec. 3. In order to initiate, to facilitate,
and to expand greatly the development of
a greater awareness, a clearer understand-
ing, and more extensive, effective and effi-
cient application of useful information be-
ing generated by valld research programs,
there is hereby created a technology trans-
fer component of the “State Environmental
Centers Act of 1971" hereinafter referred to
as the Extension and Continuing Adult Edu-
catlon component. The Congress shall ac-
complish the above by establishing a na-
tional program of incentives and support to
several states Individually and In cooperation
with one another as they attempt to create
and maintain a high level of creditability
and emotional equilibrium among people
in the United States with respect to the
topies In the fleld of environmental quality.

SEec. 4. (a) The target audiences for these
programs Include:

(1) the general publie, including all age
groups, sexes, races, religlous bellefs, and
other units;

(2) persons employed by specific units of
government, such as townshlp, county,
municipal, State, Federal, and other levels
of government;

(8) personnel employed by business, in-
dustry, and commerce establishments: and

(4) others, such as persons involved with
civic groups, fraternal organizations and
other special-interest groups in American
society.

(b) Buch State environmental center ex-
tension and continuing education programs
of each of the cooperating States shall be
administered by the chief executive officer
of the center and shall consist of the giving
of instruction to the specified groups via a
wide range of educational program tech-
niques and with a generous use of the mest
modern tools of communication such as

(1) workshops, seminars, clinies, courses
for credit, field visits, short courses, in-
dividual consultation, and demonstrations,
some of which can be handled by the use of
telephone, television, or other combinations
of audio and/or visual presentations;

(2) the development of a wide range of
useful information made available in pub-
lished reports of several different types, such
as monographs, bulletins, fact sheets, and
other types of printed material as well as
microfilm, microfiche, computer tapes, tape
cassettes, and by other devices that can be
used by a specific audience; and

(3) the development and maintenance of
a current and comprehensive reference serv-
ice to facilitate the rapid identification and
use of helpful information.

Sec. 5. The same formula distribution de-
scribed in Section 2(e) shall apply to this
title, Of the first $500,000 available annually
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under this act for allotment to any State or
center or reglonal center for purposes of tech-
nology transfer, no matching funds by State
centers are required; however, funds made
available annually above $500,000 must be
matched, on a ratio of $5 Federal to not
less than $1 of non-Federal funds.

TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Sec. 6. Sums made avallable for allotment
to the State centers and regional centers
under this Act shall be pald to thelir desig-
nated centers at such time and in such
amounts during each fiscal year as deter-
mined by the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, and upon vouch-
ers approved by him. Each center shall have
a chief administrative officer and a treasurer
or other officer appointed by its governing
authority. Such treasurer or other officer
shall receive and account for all funds paid
to the center under the provisions of the
Act and shall report, with the approval of
the chief administrative officer of the center,
to the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency on or before the 1st day of
September each year a detailed statement
of the amount received under provisions of
this Act and shall report, with the approval
of the chief administrative officer of the cen-
ter, to the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency on or before the
1st day of September each year a detalled
statement of the amount received under pro-
visions of this Act during the preceding fiscal
year, and its disbursement, on schedules pre-
scribed by the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. If any of the
moneys received by the authorized recelving
officer of the State center or regional center
under the provisions of this Act shall be any
action or contingency be found by the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to have been improperly diminished,
lost, or misapplied, it shall be replaced by
the center concerned and until so replaced
no subsequent appropriations shall be al-
lotted or pald to that center.

SEec. 7. Moneys appropriated under this Act,
in addition to being avallable for expenses
for research, investigations, experiments,
and tralning conducted under authority of
this Act, shall also be avallable for printing
and publishing the results thereof.

8rc. 8. Bulletins, reports, perlodieals, re-
prints of articles, and other publications
necessary for the dissemination of results
of research, experiments, and other investi-
gatlons, including lists of publications avail-
able for distribution by the centers, shall be
transmitted in the malils of the United States
under penalty indicla: Provided, That each
publication shall bear such indicia as are
prescribed by the Postmaster General and
shall be mailed under such regulations as the
Postmaster General may from time to time
prescribe. Such publications may be mailed
from the principal place of business of the
center or from an established subunit of sald
center.

Sec. 9. The Adminlstrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency shall make a re-
port to the President and to the Congress
during its first regular sesslon each year of
the receipts and expenditures and work of
the centers in all the States under the pro-
visions of this Act and also whether any por-
tion of the appropriations available for allot-
ment to any center has been withheld, and,
if so, the reasons therefor,

Sec. 10. The Congress may at any time
amend, suspend, or repeal any or all of the
provisions of this Act.

ExHiBIT 1
PRESIDENT PROPOSES ACTION To “RESTORE”
Lawnp, AR, WATER
(By Roberta Hornig)

President Nixon called on Congress today
to approve a broad series of measures to
protect the environment, ranging from land-
use planning to testing of toxlc substances.
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In the message spelling out his legislative
proposals, Nixon called for a basiec reform in
land-use planning, seeking to encourage
states to take over from local governments
the regulation of land use in growing areas
and in the areas of “critical environmental
concern.”

He also proposed:

A charge to be imposed for emisslon of
sulphur oxides, a chief air pollutant.

Allocation of 86 billion to combat water
pollution over the next three years—double
the amount he requested last year—as the
federal half of a $12 billion program to build
sewage treatment plants across the country.

A tax on lead In gasoline, regarded as a
significant air pollutant; Congress falled to
act on a similar proposal last year.

Restrictions on pesticide wuses.

A ban on unregulated ocean dumping.

Regulations to begin controlling noise
pollution.

Tests of toxic substances before they are
allowed on the marketplace.

“RECLATMING THE EARTH"

I call upon all Americans to dedicate
themselves during the decade of the seventies
to the goal of restoring the environment and
reclaiming the earth for ourselves and our
posterity,” Nixon told Congress.

“And I invite all peoples everywhere to
join us in this great endeavor.

“Together, we hold this good earth in
trust,” he said. “We must—and together we
can—prove ourselves worthy of that trus L

The national land use policy proposed by
Nixon call specifically for $100 million—820
million in each of the next five years—to
encourage states, in cooperation with local
governments, to plan and regulate major
developments affecting growth and the use
of critical land areas.

This money would be federal matching
assistance to the states, which would be
urged to come up with state-wide land use
programs by 1974, States without such pro-
grams would be denied further federal fund-
ing. Steps would rlso be taken fo assure
that federally-assisted programs were con-
sistent with approved state land use
programs,

Areas of “critical environmental concern”
were described in the message as those
around coastal zones and scenic and historic
areas. Nixon also urged states to regulate
land growth patterns around major airports,
highway Interchanges, major recreational
areas and new communities,

In line with his land use proposal, Nixon
also called for expanding open-space pro-
grams, with emphasis on providing parks for
people in urban areas. He urged changes In
the Internal Revenue Code to encourage
charitable land transfers for conservation
purposes, and called for converting surplus
federal properties to public park use.

In addition, he proposed “a major expan-
sion” of the wilderness area system to In-
clude many new areas nationwide, and called
for a “World Heritage Trust"” to encourage
other nations to set up national parks like
those in the United States.

SULFUR OXIDES

The suggested charge for emission of sul-
fur oxides—the most significant single health
hazard resulting from fossil fuel burning—Iis
the most important new presidential effort
to try to combat air pollution.

Nixon called it “a major step In applying
the principle that the cost of pollution
should be included in the price of the prod-
ucts,

The stepped-up water pollution control
program, besides doubling federal funds, also
would increase fines for violators of water
quality standards to up to $25,000 a day ad-
ministratively and would allow court-im-
posed fines of up to $50,000 a day for re-
peated violations.

Nixon's program also would set up an En-
vironmental Financing Authority to help
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communities with low credit ratings pay for
their share of waste treatment plants; re-
vise present rules so plants can be bullt
where the need I8 greatest; requires munici-
palities to recover from industries the por-
tlon of construction costs necessary to treat
industrial waste.

In addition, it would extend water qual-
ity standards to all navigable waters, require
industries to use the hest technology avail-
able for treating water; speed up enforce-
ment procedures, and authorize legal action
by private citizens against water polluters.

Under Nixon's proposal to improve pesti-
cldes control, they would be sold through a
registration procedure under which they
would be designated for “restricted use" or,
for use “by permit only.”

Nixon also called for streamlining present
cumbersome procedures for canceling pesti-
cide registration and stopping sale of any
pesticide that viclates federal law.

In attacking what he called “controlling
emerging problems,” the President asked the
chief of the Environmental Protection
Agency to prescribe minimum standard
tests for new chemicals before they reach
the market place; to restrict the use or dis-
tribution of any substance he finds hazard-
ous to human health or the environment; to
stop the sale of hazardous materials, and to
seek Immediate court rellef if use presents
an imminent health or environment hazard.

Nixon cited ocean dumping as another
emerging problem. He proposed requiring a
permit before any materials could be dumped
into the oceans, estuaries or the Great Lakes.
He also asked for strict limitation on ocean
dumping “in areas of critical significance,”
and a complete ban on dumping waste dan-
gerous to marine life.

Nixon's recommendations on attempting to
control noise are the first ever to emerge from
the White House. He would authorize EPA
to set noise standards for construction and
transportation, such as ecars, trucks, and
buses, and would require labeling of the noise
characteristics of other products traveling in
interstate commerce.

OTHER PROVISIONS

Other provisions in Nixon's environmental
message include:

A power plant siting plan which would re-
quire electric utilitles to submit plans for
new power plants 10 years in advance. State
or regional agencles would provide prelimi-
nary clearance for the plant and transmission
sites five years before construction and
clearly specify sites and routes two years in
advance, and provide hearings at both stages.

Establishment of federal guidelines for state
programs to regulate the environmental con-
sequences of surface and underground min-
ing, allowing the federal government to step
in If states fall to act.

Setting up an Environment Institute with
Joint federal and private foundation money,
to study and hopefully come up with alter-
natives to environmental problems.

EXHIBIT 2
TABLE 1.—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, AND DEMONSTRATION
[Including contracts and grants]

Obligations in millions of
dollars, fiscal year—

T 1909 1970 1971

1. Where the primary purpose is
pollution control and abate-
251 277

t
2. For some other primary purpose
but contributes to pollution
contro! and abatement 81 84

Ot e o T - 0L 7832 4 o SEL

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting a

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

nomination, was communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Geisler, one of his secre-
taries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session, the Acting
President pro tempore (Mr. METCALF)
laid before the Senate a message from
the President of the United States sub-
mitting the nomination of H. Brooks
Phillips, of Mississippi, to be U.S. mar-
shal for the northern district of Mis-
sissippi, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHILES) . Pursuant to the previous order,
there will now be a period for the trans-
action of routine morning business not
to exceed 30 minutes, with a time limita-
tion of 3 minutes therein.

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA’S PRO-
POSED RECIPROCAL INCOME TAX

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
for the third time in 4 years, the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia is ask-
ing Congress to impose a tax on the
wages of Virginia and Maryland resi-
dents who earn their living in Washing-
ton.

This proposed tax was turned down by
the Congress in 1967 and again in 1969.

This year, the tax has been given a
new name. It is called a reciprocal in-
come tax. However, it is really the same
old tax in a new disguise.

Under this so-called reciprocal tax
arrangement, the District would be em-
powered to tax wages of Virginians and
Marylanders who work in Washington;
at the same time, the two States would
be permitted to tax the earnings of Dis-
triet workers in their jurisdiction.

This has an appearance of fairness.
However, it is in fact inequitable.

Estimates indicate that the proposed
tax arrangement would net $51 million
for the District of Columbia, while Vir-
ginia would lose $17 million in revenues
and Maryland $28 million.

This is reciprocity in name only.

What actually would happen under
this proposal is that Virginia and Mary-
land, both already hard pressed for tax
funds, would have to increase their own
tax rates to make up for their loss of
revenue.

Thus, every taxpayer in Virginia and
every taxpayer in Maryland would be
furnishing a special subsidy to the gov-
ernment of the District—over and above
the subsidy which every American tax-
payer pays to Washington through Fed-
eral taxation.

It must be kept in mind that the Fed-
eral Government actually makes a major
contribution to the expenses of the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

This year the so-called Federal pay-
ment is approximately $125 million. But
according to the Senate Appropriations
Committee, this figure represents only a
small part of Federal support for the
District.

The committee’s estimate is that the
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actual total of Federal support is $539
million for the current year.

Furthermore, the District does un-
usually well with respect to financing of
federally supported projects within its
jurisdiction. For example, Federal as-
sistance to the rapid transit system in
San Francisco is approximately 8.4 per-
cent of the total estimated cost of $1.3
billion; while Federal assistance for the
Metro Rapid Transit System in Wash-
ington will be 46 percent of a total esti-
mated cost of approximately $2.5 billion.

It also should be pointed out that the
District of Columbia supports an un-
usually large governmental staff. Fed-
eral Government statistics indicate that
there is one Distriect of Columbia em-
ployee for every seven workers in the
city.

In addition to their own share of the
national contribution to the District of
Columbia budget, Virginia and Maryland
residents pay sales taxes on items they
purchase when they stop in Washington.

Advocates of the proposed new District
income tax point to the fact that the in-
dividual taxpayer in Virginia and Mary-
land would receive a tax credit against
the amount they would normally owe in
their own States. Thus, the District tax
would be deducted from the State in-
come tax bill of the commuters.

But two observations need to be made
about this procedure.

First, the District tax is graduated up
to a higher level than the income tax of
either Virginia or Maryland. The top rate
in the District is 10 percent; in the two
States, the highest rate is 5 percent.

Thus, many Virginia and Maryland
residents would be paying a higher tax
bill.

The second point is this: The loss in
revenue for Virginia and Maryland would
have to be made up in some way.

The only way Virginia and Maryland
could compensate for their loss of tax
funds would be to create new taxes, or
increase old ones, on their own residents,

I recognize that the District of Colum-
bia, like all cities in the United States,
faces financial problems.

But to impose special taxes on the res-
idents of Virginia and Maryland to bail
out the District of Columbia is unjust.

I shall vigorously oppose the newest
version of the commuter tax.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I may use my 3 min-
utes of allotted time to propound an in-
quiry to the distinguished Senator from
Virginia.

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

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, if the dis-
tinguished Senator from Virginia would
yield, I would like to propound an in-
quiry to him.

Mr, BYRD of Virginia, Mr, President,
I am glad to yield to the distinguished
Senator from Alabama.,

Mr, ALLEN. Mr. President, along the
lines of the problem the Senator is point-
ing out, my inquiry has to do with a
matter somewhat similar to that of the
tax on the citizens of Virginia who work
in the District. Certainly the junior Sen-
ator from Alabama is most sympathetic
with the position of the distinguished
Senator from Virginia and with the cit-
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izens of Virginia whom he represents.

The junior Senator from Alabama has
a somewhat similar personal situation
concerning which he would like to make
inquiry of the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from Virginia. The junior Senator
from Alabama moved to the great State
of Virginia in August of last year. He has
a high regard for Virginia, for its his-
tory and tradition. Virginia’s great sol-
diers and statesmen are heroes to the
junior Senator from Alabama.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Virginia is very
proud of that.

Mr. ALLEN, Then to his surprise and
chagrin, just a few days ago the Senator
from Alabama received a tax blank in-
dicating that the State of Virginia
wanted the junior Senator from Alabama
to pay a Virginia State income tax.

The junior Senator from Alabama is a
resident and a citizen of the great State
of Alabama and pays his State income
tax there.

Does the distinguished Senator from
Virginia think that the great State of
Virginia should exact an income tax from
the junior Senator from Alabama?

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. The Senator
from Virginia does not think that the
State of Virginia should levy an income
tax on the distinguished Senator from
Alabama. The Senator from Alabama is
a resident of the State which he repre-
sents so ably in the U.8. Senate. I do not
know just why that levy was made. I
think it was probably an error, and if
the Senator from Alabama would take
up the matter with the State tax com-
missioner in Virginia, I think it could be
straightened out.

I know that Virginia has a reciprocity
agreement with most States, and prob-
ably with the State of Alabama. How-
ever, in any case, I feel that the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama should
not be required to pay a tax to the State
of Virginia.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Virginia. The junior Sena-
tor from Alabama is going to heed at
least half of the advice of the distin-
guished Senator from Virginia, He is not
going to take up the matter with the tax
authorities of the State of Virginia, but
he is going to accept the ruling of the
distinguished Senator from Virginia that
the junior Senator from Alabama owes
no income tax to the great State of Vir-
ginia,

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I know that
Virginia is hard up for revenue. How-
ever, I do not think it would be appropri-
ate to obtain revenue from the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama.

OLDER AMERICAN COMMUNITY
SERVICE EMPLOYMENT ACT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I may
be permitted to have printed in the
Recorp remarks by the distinguished
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. WiL-
L1aMs) with regard to the Older Ameri-
can Community Service Employment
Act.

There being no objection, the state-
ment by Senator WirrLiams was ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:
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Mr. WmLiams. Mr. President, I join the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY)
in sponsoring the Older American Commu-
nity Service Employment Act,

America is a young Nation. But each year
a larger proportion of our population join
the ranks of older Americans

There are now about 20 million persons 65
and older. More than 18 million are in the
556 to 64 age category.

Yet, in our work orlented soclety, far too
many of these older persons are relegated to
lead empty and frustrated lives.

For most of these individuals, inactivity is
the greatest enemy. Large numbers want to
work to remalin more active during their later
years. Others need to work to supplement
their retirement income.

But our economic slowdown has made it
increasingly difficult for them to locate jobs.

During the past two years, unemployment
for persons 65 and older has jumped by
nearly 92 percent. More then 500,000 indi-
viduals in this age category have lost their
jobs. Of this total, 155,000—or about one out
of every three unemployed persons 55 and
over—have been without work for 156 weeks or
longer.

Alarmingly large numbers are also with-
drawing from the labor force. From 1960 to
December 1970, the “drop-out" rate among
men aged 55 to 64 Increased from 973,000 to
1,533,000, nearly a 58 percent rise.

Most of these individuals, however, would
prefer to have a wider range of choices:

To work full time or part time; or

To work for pay or as a volunteer.

In the past Congress, Important legislation
has been adopted to provide the basis for a
national corps of retired volunteers, May 1969
Amendments to the Older Americans Act
created a new Retired Senlor Volunteer Pro-
gram, “RSVP", to recruit persons 60 and over
to provide vital services in their communi-
ties. These individuals will recelve no pay,
but will be relmbursed for their transporta-
tion, meals and other out-of-pocket expenses.

Many other older persons also want to serve
in their communities, but are not in a posi-
tion to work without compensation.

According to one leading expert, Dr. Blue
Carstenson of the National Farmers Union,
approximately 4 million low-income individ-
uals 556 and older would be interested in pro-
viding services in their localities.

We know a critical need exists for expanded
community services. That need has been well-
documented. And we also know that older
persons possess a wealth of talent for provid-
ing these services. Several successful pilct
projects—such as Green Thumb, Green Light,
Senlor Aldes, and Senior Community Service
programs—have amply demonstrated that
they can make major contributions in their
communities.

There are now more than seven applicants
for each position avallable in the National
Council of Senlor Citizens’ Senlor Aldes
program.

In my own state of New Jersey, I have per-
sonally seen the outstanding achievements
of elderly participants in the demonstration
programs. They have helped to train hard-
core unemployed young men; worked as bi-
lingual aldes in elementary schools; beauti-
fied the countryside by planting more than
100,000 trees; and restored historical sites.

The enthusiastic acceptance of these pro-
grams—not only by the elderly participants
but also by the individuals and localities
served—strongly suggest that there are mil-
lions of low-income persons 65 and over will-
ing and able to serve their communities.

What is needed now is a genuine national
program to build upon these successful dem-
onstration projects funded under the Depart-
ment of Labor Mainstream program.

The Older American Community Service
Employment Act, I strongly believe, can pro-
vide the framework for this national senior
service corps.
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It would help to do this by providing new
employment opportunities in needed com-
munity services—in anti-pollution programs,
hospitals, librarles, schools and elsewhere—
for low-income persons 55 and older.

For many older Americans service in their
communities can be a most rewarding experi-
ence. For others, It can also mean a new ca-
reer. And for their communities, it can pro-
vide an effective means of delivering needed
public services.

Community service employment can be a
means for enriching their llves—not only in
economic terms but also in serving soclety in
purposeful activities.

Denial of employment opportunities for
older Americans represents a personal tragedy
for them and their families. From our Na-
tion’s standpoint, it is also wasteful of valu-
able human resources. And our economy can=
not expect to reach its maximum production
while lgnoring the skills and experience of
willing workers.

We have much more to gain by drawing
upon this ready reservoir of talent.

Mr. President, the Senate Speclal Commit-
tee on Aging—on which I served until last
week as its Chairman—has long advocated
enactment of the kind of legislation offered
here today. Within recent years, I have in-
troduced bills closely resembling that offered
by Senator Kennedy, I urge prompt and fa-
vorable action.

LITHUANIAN INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
I may be permitted to have printed in
the Recorp a statement by the Senator
from New Jersey (Mr., WILLIAMS) en-
titled “Lithuanian Independence Day.”

There being no objection, the state-
ment by Senator WiLLiams was ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Mr. WiLLIAMS. Mr. President, on February
16, citizens of this country will join with
world citizens of Lithuanian descent in cele-
brating the 53rd anniversary of Lithuanian
Independence Day. For it was on that day in
1918 that the determined loyalists of this
suppressed nation liberated themselves from
200 years of Soviet oppression.

Although the liberated existence of this
new nation was short lived, the people of
Lithuania proved to the world their deter-
mined skill for self-government. Within a
brief period of time, Lithuania grew cul-
turally and politically. Advancements in
education and literature are examples of the
great improvements accomplished by this
free society. It was not long before many
world powers, including the United States,
recognized the free and sovereign nation of
Lithuania,

For 22 years the people of this brave
natlon enjoyed the advantages of a demo-
cratic soclety that we, in the free world,
have so long experienced. It was not until
the Russlans invaded this country in 1940
that the advancements and accomplish-
ments of the Lithuanian free people were
terminated.

Mr. President, it is appropriate, on the
53rd anniversary of Lithuanian Independ-
ence Day, that we honor the people of Lith-
uania and their commitment to a demo-
cratic way of 1life.

PROTECTION AGAINST OVER-
PAYING TAXES

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask uananimous consent that I
may be permitted to have printed in the
REecorD a statement and an insertion by
the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. WiL-
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11ams) on the subject of *“Protection
Against Overpaying Taxes.”

There being no objection, the state-
ment and insertion by Senator WiLLiams
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Mr. WiLLrams. Mr, President, 1ast April 15,
the Senate Committee on Aging conducted a
comprehensive hearing on “Income Tax Over-
payments by the Elderly."

On that symbolic date we heard from the
IRS, elderly individuals, the President of the
Nation's largest tax service and other tax
experts.

It became crystal clear that millions of
Americans, the young as well as the old,
overpay their taxes for a variety of reasons:

Intricacies in the tax law completely be-
fuddle the untrained layman;

Complex tax forms can camoufiage legiti-
mate tax benefits; and

Many persons are simply unaware of the
existence of certain deductions.

Yet, court decisions and IRS publications
have emphsasized time and time agaln that
the Federal Government wants no individual
to pay more In taxes than are legally due.

The hearing—and the report recently is-
sued by the Committee—I am pleased to say,
have already had far-reaching effects. Several
recommendations in the report have been
implemented by the IRS. And I congratulate
the IRS for making these badly needed
changes in improving this year's tax form:

The retirement income credit has been
simplified by reducing the number of calcu-
lations and schedule transfers.

Elderly persons can elect to have the IRS
compute thelr retirement income credit, pro-
vided they list the amount of their tax ex-
empt pensions, their earned income, and
thelr qualifying retirement income.

Persons with income not exceeding $20,000
and electing to take the standard deduction
can also have the IRS calculate thelr taxes.

Additional line references have been pro-
vided in Schedule A (the worksheet for in-
dividuals who itemize their deductions) to
alert taxpayers to tax savings items, such as
expenses for eyeglasses, hearing ailds, and
travel for medical purposes.

But there are still many legitimate deduc-
tions which are not specifically listed on
Bchedule A, Taxpayers can, of course, check
their packet of Instructions to determine
what 1s and what is not an allowable deduc-
tlon. But as a practical matter, large num-
bers will have difficulty reading the fine print
or understanding the complexities of the In-
ternal Revenue Code.

It was for these reasons that the Commit-
tee Included in its report a section on com-
mon deductions frequently overlooked by
taxpayers.

These items—described in language that
the average individual can understand—can
result In substantial tax savings.

In addition, the report lists Important tax
benefits under the 1969 Tax Reform Act.
These provisions ean provide urgently needed
tax rellef, especially for low and moderate-
income persons. In many instances, they ecan
mean the difference between a refund or a
substantial payment to the IRS when the re-
turn is filed.

But many of these extra payments would
be unnecessary, if taxpayers were aware of
these cruclal tax savings features. Moreover,
the information in the Committee’s report
can help protect millions of Americans from
overpaying their taxes. And these tax sav-
ings hints can be helpful for all age groups
because most tax issues apply with equal
force to the young as well as the old.

Mr. President, the accompanying Informa-
tion—relating to common deductions fre-
quently overlooked by taxpayers and the tax
relief provisions in the Tax Reform Act—is
contained In the Senate Committee on
Aging's report on “Income Tax Overpayments
by the Elderly."”
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CoMmMoN DEDUCTIONS FREQUENTLY OVER-
LOOKED BY TAXPAYERS

Milllons of taxpayers pay more taxes than
legally required because they do not know
about the existence of certaln deductions.

Part three is designed to poilnt out a num-
ber of common deductions frequently over-
looked—deductions which can save elderly
and younger taxpayers hundreds of dollars.

The following checklist is not exhaustive.
But, it can be particularly helpful as a re-
minder of possible tax savings for individuals
who itemize their deductions or are uncertain
if it would be more advantageous to take
the standard deduction or itemize.

Moreover, the failure to clalm these de-
ductions can still be rectified. A taxpayer
may prepare a Form 1040X—Amended U.S.
Individual Income Tax Return—to claim de-
ductions not included on his original return.
To clalm a refund for these Items, Form
1040X must be filed within three years after
the original return was due or within two
years from the time the tax was pald, which-
ever 1s later,

For example, an elderly taxpayer files his
return in 1969 and itemizes his deductions.
A year later he learns that travel expenses
for medical purposes are properly deductible.
In addition, he realizes that he did not de-
duct the falr market value of the clothing
donated to his church, expenses for his den-
tures, and the cost of the safe-deposit box
for his stocks and bonds, In 1970 he files
Form 1040X and claims these legitimate de-
ductions. A few weeks later he recelves a
refund for 75 plus interest.

COMMON DEDUCTIONS OVERLOOKED (NOT
SPECIFICALLY LISTED ON SCHEDULE A)
Medical and dental erpenses

Arches

Braces

Chiropractor

Crutches

Batteries for hearing alds

Insulin treatment

Orthopedic shoes

Podiatrist

Oculist

Optician

Optometrist

Dermatologist

Physlotherapist

Psychlatrist

Psychologist

Psychoanalyst

Psychotherapy

Sacroiliac belt

Seelng eye dog and Its maintenance

Vaccines

Supplementary Medical Insurance (Part
B) under Medicare

Vitamins prescribed by a doctor but not
taken as a food supplement or to preserve
general health

Wheelchairs

Whirlpool baths for medical purposes

Ambulance expenses

Physical examinations

Tazes

Additional sales tax deduction for the pur-
chase of large items, such as an automobile

Additional sales tax deduction (besides the
table based on adjusted gross income of &
taxpayer) for nontaxable income adjusted
taxpayer) for nontaxable income (e.g., Soclal
Security or Railroad Retirement Annuities)

State transfer taxes on the sale of income
producing property (e.g., securities)

Charitable contributions

Travel expenses (actual or 6¢ per mile) for
charitable purposes.

Cost and upkeep of uniforms used in char-
itable activities (e.g., Scoutmaster)

Purchase of goods or tickets from charita-
ble organizations (excess of amount paid
over the fair market value of the goods or
services)

Out-of-pocket expenses (e.g., postage, sta-
tlonery, phone calls, donated foods) while
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rendering services for charitable organiza-
tions
Interest
Penalty for prepayment of a mortgage is
deductible as Interest

Miscellaneous deductions

Rental cost of a safe-deposit box for in-
come producing property

Fees pald to Investment counselors

Subscriptions to business publications

Telephone and postage in connection with
investments

Uniforms required for employment and
not generally wearable off the job

Maintenance of uniforms required for em-
ployment

Speclal safety apparel (e.g., steel toe safety
shoes, helmets worn by construction work-
ers, special masks, worn by welders)

Business entertalnment expenses

Business gift expenses not exceeding 825
per recipient

Employment agency fees for finding em-
ployment

Cost of a perlodic examination if required
by employer

Cost of installation and maintenance of a
telephone required by the taxpayer’s em-
ployment (deduction based on business use)

Cost of a bond if required for employment

Premiums for malpractice insurance for
professional employees

Expenses of an office in your home if your
employment requires it

Amounts a teacher pays to a substitute to
take his place

Educational expenses required by your
employer to maintain your position or for
maintaining or sharpening your skills for
your work.

APPENDIX 1. HOW THE TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969
CAN HELP OLDER AMERICANS

One of the most significant laws passed
during the 91st Congress was the far-reach-
ing Tax Reform Act of 1969, Several provi-
slons, such as the increase in the personal
exemption and the new low-income allow-
ance, in the new law will also provide sub-
stantial tax relief for older Americans. Other
measures, such as the increase in the stand-
ard deduction, can help to make tax prepara-
tlon easier—especially for moderate-income
individuals.

These proposals can produce important tax
savings—in some cases amounting to several
hundred dollars—for older taxpayers. Con-
sequently, & basic understanding of these
rellef measures will be essential for aged
persons to recelve full benefits from these
provisions. Some of the major relief sections
include:

Increase in personal exemption deduction:
The Act provides for a four step Increase in
the personal exemption deduction from 2600
to 8750 by 1973. The four stages would be
as follows:

$625 in 1970,

#8650 for 1971,

8700 by 1972, and

finally $750 by 1973.

Older Americans will benefit doubly from
this Increased deduction.

Under prior law, a person who was at least
65 years old was entitled to the regular ex-
emption of $600 plus an additional $600
deduction for age—for a total of $1.200.
When this provision becomes fully effective,
an elderly single taxpayer would be entitled
to a $1,500 personal exemption deduction—
2300 more than under previous law. By 1973,
an elderly married couple would be en-
titled to an additional £800 deduction for
personal exemptions.

Increase in standard deduction: A three
stage increase in the standard deduction
will provide significant rellef for moderate-
income elderly taxpayers. The present stand-
ard deduction—10 percent of adjusted gross
income with a £1,000 ceillng—will be in-
creased to 15 percent with a $2,000 maximum
by 1973. Under the new law, the percentages
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and maximum deductions will reflect the
following changes:

Percentage
of adjusted
gross
income

{percent) Ceiling

$1, 500
2,000
2, 000

Low-income allowance.—Older Americans
will also benefit substantially from the new
low-income allowance—equivalent to the
former minimum standard deduction plus
an additional allowance which would egual a
maximum amount of $1,100. More than b5
milllon tax returns will be removed from
the tax rolls because of this provision.

The maximum $1,100 low-income allowance
becomes operative in 1970, but it will be re-
duced in two steps to $1,000 by 1972 to cor-
respond to the $100 increase in the personal
exemption deduction for 1972. This new low-
income allowance together with the personal
exemption deduction would be almost
equivalent to the poverty index, and would
have the effect of removing virtually all
persons in the poverty category from the
tax rolls.

The effect of the $1,100 low-income allow-
ance and the $625 personal exemption is to
eliminate tax until income exceeds the fol-
lowing levels for elderly persons in 1970:

Nontaxable amount

Tax
Reform Prior
Number of persons Act law

Differ-
ence

3 4 ﬂd“.l;‘f single person (65
or older)

$1,600
3,000

$750
2. Blderly married couple
(both 65 or older)._

Revision in taz rates for single individ-
uals—The new revised tax structure for
single persons who do not support a house-
hold in which a dependent lives will benefit
many elderly widows and widowers. (Ap-
proximately 3.6 million elderly women are
widows and live alone.)

Under previous law, the tax rate for a
single individual was substantially higher
than for a married couple filing a joint return
with the same taxable income. In some in-
stances a single taxpayer would pay 41 per-
cent more in taxes than a married cuuple fil-
ing jointly. The new rate structure in the
Tax Reform Act will help to relleve this in-
equity by providing a tax for single persons
which will not be more than 20 percent of
the tax pald on a joint return with com-
parable taxable income.

No withholding under Certain Circum-
stances—Employees who certify to thelr em-
ployers that they had no tax lHability for the
preceding year and expect to have no tax
lability for the current year will not have
Federal income tax witheld from their wages.

About a half million persons 65 and over
who work, are not subject to tax because of
low taxable income. Previously, many elderly
persons who owed no tax, still had to file
returns to collect refunds because of the tax
withheld.

Because of this provision and changes in
filing requirements, more than 2 million
older Americans will be relleved from the
necessity of filing a tax return.

Reduction and Repeal of the Surtaz: The
10 percent surcharge was reduced from 10
percent to 6 percent for the period from
January 1, 1970 to June 30, 1970. Effective
July 1, 1970, the surcharge will be discon-
tinued. For an individual taxpayer, the effect
will be to reduce the surtax to 2.5 percent
on an annual basis for 1970 and to eliminate
the surcharge for 1971.
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Liberalized 1income averaging.—Income
averaging is available for individuals whose
incomes fluctuate from year to year to help
lessen the tax burden in high income years.
Generally, a person is eligible for income
averaging if taxable income for the current
year is more than $3,000 greater than 1331,
percent of his average taxable income for the
preceding four years.

The Tax Reform Act will lower the 13315
percent requirement to 120 percent. In addi-
tion, long-term capital gains, wagering in-
come, and substantial income from gifts—
which previously did not qualify—would be
eligible for averaging.

Taz savings under the Tar Reform Act.—
In 1869 it is estimated that persons 65 and
older had an Income tax liability of 7.3 bil-
lion, exclusive of the surcharge. When fully
effective, the relief provisions of the Tax Re-
form Act will reduce this llability by £640
million (at 1969 levels)—a reduction of
about 9 percent. Assistant Secretary Edwin
Cohen estimated that “The tax liabllity of
those persons with adjusted gross incomes
below $10,000 will be reduced by more than
26 percent, and that of persons with adjusted
gross incomes below $5,000 will be reduced
by more than 54 percent.”

When the Act is fully effective, an elderly
married couple will pay no Federal income
tax until their joint income (exclusive of
Bocial Security and other nontaxable in-
come) exceeds $4,000—a $1,000 increase over
the 1969 tax-free level of $3,000. Similarly, an
elderly single individual will be able to have
taxable income of $2,500 without owing any
tax—$900 more than under previous law.

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR CHURCH:
CHAIRMAN OF THE SENATE COM-
MITTEE ON AGING

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I
may be permitted to have printed in the
Recorp a statement by the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. WiLLiams) entitled
“Tribute to Senator Church: Chairman
of the Senate Committee on Aging,” and
an accompanying insertion:

There being no objection, the state-
ment by Senator Wirriams was ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:
TRIBUTE TO SENATOR CHURCH: CHAIRMAN OF

THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON AGING
(Statement of Senator WiLLrams)

Mr, President, with my selection as Chair-
man of the Senate Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare I am required to relinquish
my chairmanship of the Senate Special Com-
mittee on Aging. This change in work as-
signments has caused me regret; my four
years as Chairman of the Bpeclal Commit-
tee have been busy and Informative, I feel
that I have many good friends In the fleld
of aging, and I feel a deep sense of interest in
the well-being of those 20 million persons
described as older Americans,

My regrets, however, are lightened by the
appointment of Senator Frank Church of
Idaho as the new Chairman. He has been a
member of the Committee since it was estab-
lished almost 10 years ago. As Chairman of
its Bubcommittee on Consumer Interests of
the Elderly he has looked deeply into prob-
lems that confront elderly Americans who
must attempt to live on inadeguate, fixed
incomes in the face of a steadily rising cost
of living. He will, I am sure, lead the Com-
mittee with the same thoroughness and re-
sponsiveness that he has demonstrated In
other Senate activities.

Senator Church is assuming his new lead-
ership role during a year which will culmi-
nate in a White House Conference on Aging.
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This Conference, it is to be hoped, will pro-
vide a vigorous national forum for issues of
vital importance to aging and aged persons
in this Nation. The Committee will have a
major role to play in bringing such issues to
public attention. One such issue, of course,
is inadequate retirement income. A recent re-
port issued by the Committee describes the
problems associated with the economics of
aging and calls for broadbased action. An ar-
ticle in the Machinist of January 28—in addi-
tion to paying tribute to Senator Church—
discusses the major recommendations and
conclusions offered by that report. I ask
unanimous consent to have that article re-
printed at the conclusion of my remarks.

To add another personal note, I would like
to say that I will remain an active member
of the Senate Committee on Aging under
Senator Church’s leadership. My interest in
the problems—and the potential—of older
Americans is undiminished. It is with con-
siderable gratification, and perhaps some
envy, that I offer my support to Senator
Church as he begins a fascinating and im-
portant assignment,

ELDERLY’S NEW CHAMPION

U.S. Ben. Frank Church of Idaho is the
new chairman of the Senate Speclal Commit-
tee on Aging, the principal force in govern-
ment for spotlighting problems of older
Americans.

The 46-year-old Democrat succeeds Sen,
Harrison (Pete) Willlams of New Jersey who
has moved to chairman of the Senate Labor
and Public Welfare Committee.

Since he entered the Senate in 1957,
Church has voted *“Right” from labor’s
viewpoint on a high percentage of rollcalls in
which working families had a particular in-
terest. He has been a hard-working member
of the Committee on Aging, chalrman of its
consumer subcommittee.

His task will be to lead the fight for a long
list of committee recommendations for help-
ing older persons made in a report just pub-
lished. The report emphasizes that twin rises
In the cost of living and unemployment have
hit older persons harder than any other
group.

The report warns that a new group of aged
poor may be in the making among those now
55 to 59. One of every six men now in that
age group will be jobless by the time he
reaches 65 If present trends continue, the re-
port notes. The committee called for:

An immediate 10 per cent increase in Soclal
Security benefits with a cost-of-living es-
calator for the future.

Higher benefits for the future with in-
creases partly financed from the Federal Gov-
ernment's general revenues,

Improved private pensions. Laws must be
enacted to safeguard the retirement income
of workers who lose their job as a result of
plant shutdowns. Many of these are likely
10 be middle-aged or older.

Perfecting Medicare as the nation heads
toward national Insurance.

The committee also called for stricter en-
forcement of the 1967 law outlawing age
discrimination in employment., It urged
tralning programs for older employees and a
community service employment law provid-
ing funds for part-time employment jobless
persons 556 and older on useful work with
community service agencies.

It also asked for programs to minimize
the ever-increasing impact of housing costs
on older persons, both home owners and
renters.

The committee urged a task force to study
the feasibility of providing Federal assist-
ance to states that grant property tax re-
lief to elderly homeowners.

t also called on the Nixon Administra-
tlon to spend the money appropriated by
Congress for the Sec. 202 housing program.
This is the program that assists non-profit
organizations like trade unions and churches,
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ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

CAMBODIA—LETTER AND SPIRIT

Mr. HANSEN. Mr, President, I wish
to call attention to an editorial column
by Ernest B. Furgurson in the Febru-
ary 2, Baltimore Sun, entitled “Letter
and ‘Spirit’ About Cambodia.” I think
it very appropriate considering the pres-
ent move of the South Vietnamese to cut
the enemy supply trail along the Laotian
borderlands.

First, Mr. Furgurson describes the
Nixon Vietnam program:

The greatest concrete accomplishment of
this administration is its large-scale with-
drawal of American forces from southeast
Asia in a phased, responsible way.

And he states very bluntly his estimate
of those opposing the Nixon program:

Outside the combat activities of the enemy
himself, the greatest threat to continuation
of that orderly withdrawal comes from poli-
ticians on Capitol Hill who would tighten
restrictions on United States action there
to the point at which only a pellmell, un-
protected bugout would be possible.

Then Mr. Furgurson very effectively
rebuts the charge that the “spirit” of
the restrictive amendment—the so-
called Cooper-Church amendment—at-
tached to the 1970 foreign military aid
supplement, is being violated by the
Nixon administration in Cambodia. He
points out that the amendment itself
was accepted by Congress after being
carefully worded to cover only land in-
cursions, that even then it was only
agreed to as part of a conference report,
and finally that the Defense and State
Departments have serupulously observed
the letter of the amendment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article be printed in the
RECORD,

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

LETTER AND “SPIRIT" ABOUT CAMBODIA

(By Ernest B. Furgurson)

WasHINGTON.—The greatest concrete
accomplishment of this administration is
its large-scale withdrawal of American
forces from Southeast Asla in a phased,
responsible way.

Outside the combat activities of the enemy
himself, the greatest threat to continuation
of that orderly withdrawal comes from poli-
ticlans on Capitol Hill who would tighten
restrictions on United States action there
to the point at which only a pellmell, un-
protected bugout would be possible.

In the hysteria following the President's
decislon to send American troops Into
Cambodia last spring, the legislative branch
asserted itself to Insure that he would not
do it again. When it eventually became law,
the Cooper-Church amendment was an
important symbolic action, the first time
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Congress had used its power over the mili-
tary budget to draw geographical limits on
a war already under way.

But it was by no means a unanimous
congressional decision, and in the debating
and dealing process very clear limits were
drawn on the limitations themselves.

Unsatisfied with the fact that the restric-
tions Congress passed are belng observed by
the military disappointed legislators who
could not push through their exact desired
language now complain that the administra-
tion is violating the “spirit"” of the amend-
ment.

This comes from Democratic aspirants,
who are contesting with typewriters and blue
pencils to see who can make the most points
against Mr. Nixon, and from some who have
no foreseeable chance at the presidency, such
as Frank Church of Idaho, a co-author of the
amendment.

With commendable patience, Secretaries
Melvin Laird and William Rogers went up to
explain recent operations by American
planes and helicopters in and over Cambodia.
They convinced some of the earlier com-
plainants, including the other co-author of
the amendment, John Sherman Cooper of
Kentucky, But not Church.

They had to be patient, because they
have to keep coming back to the Hill for
more money. But Representative BSam
Stratton of New York is not in their position,
and his response to the outcry about the
“spirit” of the law rang loudest.

“Where do we get all this talk about
‘spirit’ anyway?” he asked on the floor of
the House. “This amendment was never
really passed by Congress in the normal
course: it was slipped through in the closing
days of the last Congress in a conference
committee as, frankly, a ransom to the Sen-
ate for their approval of the supplemental
foreign ald appropriations for Cambodia.

“The House never really debated Cooper-
Church. We never explored the full impli-
catlons of it, let alone the ‘spirit’ of it. And
the only time the House actually voted on
Cooper-Church, last spring, we voted against
it. Last December's acceptance was strictly
a shotgun wedding, and so we are committed
only to the actual letter of that amendment,
and not to any broad implications which
somebody might think are involved, but
which never became any part of the legls-
lative history.

“And the letter of Cooper-Church i8 very
simple: no American ground troops or mili-
tary advisers in Cambodia. And the pro-
vision is being scrupulously adhered to. .. .”

That covers it. It doesn't silence those
complaining, for they have their motives. One
of those motives may be to raise so much
ruckus in advance of a violation of the
amendment that the administration will
be doubly sure not to risk a transgression.
If in thus sounding the alarm they stuck
to statements of fact, that effort could not
be faulted.

But a great deal of fact-stretching was
ventured in this most recent flareup of the
debate over Cambodian involvement. For
example, the line of argument that using
helicopters for fire support and resupply of
South Vietnamese troops working with the
Cambodian army really does break the con-
gressional injunction against employment of
“United States ground combat troops,” in
the specific words of Cooper-Church.

How? Well, helicopters work closely with
the infantry, and fiy low over the treetops,
and wuse small-caliber direct fire weapons,
and thus they have to be counted as ground
forces Instead of air support. Besides, they
are mostly Army or Marine Corps aircraft,
not Alr Force.

The most fitting reply to that line of rea-
soning might be just to laugh. But if the
complainants cling fo it, the chopper pilots
could easily hover their aircraft 2 feet above
the ground when loading and unloading,
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never making contact with Cambodian soil.
How could they be classified ground combat
forces then?

Meanwhile, if a majority of Congress wants
Cambodia to collapse and to open up the
entire western flank of South Vietnam while
good faith efforts at American withdrawal
continue, then it can pass a new law pro-
hibiting United States overflights of Cam-
bodian soil at any altitude. But let it be
stated in the letter of the law, not In some
nebulous “spirit” that exists only in the
mind of the complainant.

Mr. HANSEN, Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

ORDER FOR THE TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS TO-
MORROW

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that fo-
morrow, following the remarks by the
able Senator from Vermont (Mr. AIKEN),
for which an order for recognition al-
ready has been entered, there be a period
for the transaction of routine morning
business, not to exceed 30 minutes, with
statements therein limited to 3 minutes.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
wweeded to call the roll.

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:
ProPoSED (GENERAL REVENUE SHARING AcT
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A communication from the President of
the United States, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to restore balance in the
Federal system of government in the United
States; to provide both the flexibility and
resources for State and local government offl-
clals to exercise leadership in solving their
own problems; to achieve a better allocation
of total publie resources; and to provide for
the sharing with State and local governments
of a portion of the tax revenue recelved by
the United States (with accompanying pa-
pers); to the Committee on Finance.

REPORT OF SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM

A letter from the Director, National Head-
quarters, Selective Service System, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report of the Direc-
tor of Selective Service, for the period Jan-
uary 1, 1970, to June 30, 1970 (with an ac-
companying report); to the Committee on
Armed Services.
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REPORT OF OFFICE OF STATE TECHNICAL
SERVICES

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual
report of the activities of the Office of State
Technieal Services, for fiscal year 1970 (with
an accompanying report); to the Committee
on Commerce,

REPORT OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the Unlited States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the use and operating costs
of the Atomic Energy Commission’s high
energy accelerators, dated February 8, 1971
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations,

PETITIONS

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that copies of: a joint
resolution memoralizing Congress to pro-
vide for intergovernment sharing of Fed-
eral income tax revenue and a joint res-
olution protesting the possible closure of
public health service clinic at Portland
adopted by the Maine State Legislature
be printed in the Recorp and accorded
appropriate consideration and action.

I make this request in behalf of the
Jjunior Senator from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE)
and myself.

There being no objection, the joint res-
olutions were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, and appropriately referred, as
follows:

To the Committee on Finance:

“JOINT RESOLUTION MEMORIALIZNG CONGRESS
To PROVIDE FOR INTERGOVERNMENTAL SHAR-
ING OF FEDERAL INCOME TAX REVENUE
“We, your Memorialists, the Benate and

House of Representatives of the State of

Maine in the One Hundred and Fifth Leg-

islative Bession assembled, most respectfully

present and petition your Honorable Body
as follows:

“Whereas, a resolution of our nation’s
myriad and diverse problems is contingent
upon a viable partnership between the Fed-
eral Government and strengthened State
Governments; and

“Whereas, the Federal Government, by its
extensive reliance on the graduated income
tax as a revenue source, has virtually pre-
empted the use of this source from state and
local governments, thereby creating a dis-
abling fiscal imbalance between the Federal
Government and the state and local govern-
ments; and

“Whereas, Increasing demands upon state
and local governments for essential public
services have compelled the states to rely
heavily on highly regressive and inelastic
consumer taxes and property taxes; and

“Whereas, federal revenues based predomi-
nantly on income taxes increase significantly
faster than economic growth, while state and
local revenues based heavily on sales and
property taxes do not keep pace with eco-
nomic growth; and

“Whereas, the fiscal crisis at state and
local levels has become the overriding prob-
| lem of intergovernmental relations and of
continuing a viable federal system; and

“Whereas, the evident solution to this
problem is & meaningful sharing of federal
income tax resources; and

“Whereas, the United States Congress, de-
spite the immediate and imperative need
therefor, has falled to enact acceptable rev-
enue sharing legislation; now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That we, your Memorlalists, rec-
ommend and urge that the Congress of the
United States give immediate and favorable
consideration to intergovernmental sharing
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of Federal Income Tax Revenue; and be it
further

“Resolved, That a copy of this Memorial,
duly authenticated by the Secretary of State,
be transmitted forthwith by the Secretary of
State to the President of the Senate and the
Bpeaker of the House of Representatives in
the Congress of the United States and to the
members of the sald Senate and House of
Representatives from this State.”

To the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare:
“JoINT RESOLUTION PROTESTING THE POSSIELE

CLOSURE OF PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE CLINIC

AT PORTLAND

“We, your Memorialists, the Senate and
House of Representatives of the State of
Maine of the One Hundred and Fifth Legis-
lative Session assembled, most respectfully
present and petition the United States Con-
gress as follows:

“Whereas, the planned closure of the Pub-
lic Health Service Clinic in Portland would
affect some 20,000 area service patients on a
yearly basls; and

“Whereas, the need for better medical care
is such a vital concern and the closing of
said clinic could only add greatly to the pub-
lic and private clinics available; and

“Whereas, this clinic in Portland is the
only one of its type in Maine serving service
people and their dependents; and

“Whereas, the closure of the said clinic
will render undue medical hardship to our
Maine service people and their dependents,
in seeking care and badly needed medical
attention; now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That We, your Memorialists, do
protest the closure of the Public Health Serv-
ice Clinic at Portland and request the Bureau
of the Budget to reconsider such a move to
close sald clinic because of its vital program;
and be it further

“Resolved, That the Members of the United
States Congress from the State of Malne are
hereby urgently requested to use ever possi-
ble means to cause the possible decision to
close said clinic to be reversed; and be it
further

“Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution,
duly authenticated by the Secretary of State,
be transmitted forthwith by the Secretary of
State to the Honorable Richard M, Nixon,
President of the United States, to the Mem-
bers of the United States Congress from the
State of Maine and to the Director of the
Bureau of the Budget, Washington, D.C.”

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee
on Foreign Relations, without amendment:

S. 531. A bill to authorize the United
States Postal Service to recelve the fee of
#2 for execution of an application for a
passport (Rept. No. 92-2).

By Mr, SPAREMAN, from the Committee
on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs,
without amendment:

S. Res. 18. Resolution authorizing addi-
tional expenditures by the Select Committee
on Small Business; referred to the Committee
on Rules and Administration.

8. Res. 29. Resolution authorizing addi-
tional expenditures by the Committee on
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs for in-
quiries and investigations; referred to the
Committee on Rules and Administration.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

As in executive session, the following
favorable reports of nominations and
treaties were submitted:

2167

By Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee
on Banking, Houslng and Urban Affalrs:

Thomas 8. Kleppe, of North Dakota, to be
Administrator of the Small Business Ad-
ministration.

By Mr. MANSFIELD, from the Committee
on Foreign Relations:

Executive K, 91st Congress, 2d sesslon, the
Treaty of Cooperation between the United
States of America and the United Mexican
States providing for the recovery and return
of stolen archeological, historical, and cul-
tural properties, signed at Mexico City on
July 17, 1970, without reservation (Executive
Rept. No. 82-1).

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee
on Foreign Relations:

George Bush, of Texas, to be the repre-
sentative of the United States of America to
the United Nations with the rank and status
of Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipo-
tentiary, and the representative of the Unit-
ed States of America in the Security Council
of the United Nations; and

Kenneth Franzheim II, of Texas, now Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to New Zea-
land, to serve concurrently and without ad-
ditional compensation as Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to Western Samoa.

Executive L, 91st Congress, 2d session, the
Convention signed at Managua on July 14,
1970, between the United States of America
and the Republic of Nicaragua for the Ter-
mination of the Convention Respecting a
Nicaraguan Canal Route, signed at Wash-
ington on August 5, 1914, without reserva-
tion (Executive Rept. No. 92-2); and

Executive N, 81st Congress, 2d session, the
Treaty on Extradition Between the United
States and Spain, signed at Madrid on May
29, 1970, without reservation (Executive
Rept. No. 92-3).

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
INTRODUCED

Bills and joint resolutions were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. BAKER (for himself, Mr, ALLEN,
Mr. ArvorT, Mr. BeaLn, Mr. BELLMON,
Mr. BeENNETT, Mr. Boces, Mr, BROCE,
Mr. Case, Mr. Cook, Mr. Coorer, Mr.
Corron, Mr. DoLE, Mr. DoMINICE, Mr,
ERvIN, Mr. FANNIN, Mr. GOLDWATER,
Mr. GrirFIN, Mr. GURNEY, Mr. HAN-
SEN, Mr, HoLLINGS, Mr. HrRusga, Mr,
JAVITS, Mr. MATHIAS, Mr, PACKWOOD,
Mr, PEARSON, Mr. PErcY, Mr. PROUTY,
Mr. RoTH, Mr, SaxsE, Mr, SCHWEIKER,
Mr, ScorTt, Mr. SPAREMAN, Mr, TarT,
Mr. THURMOND, Mr, Tower, and Mr.
WEICKER) :

5.680. A bill to restore balance in the
Federal system of government in the United
States; to provide both the flexibility and
resources for State and local government
officials to exercise leadership in solving their
own problems; to achieve a better allocation
of total public resources; and to provide for
the sharing with State and local governments
of a portion of the tax revenue received by
the United States; to the Committee on
Finance.

(The remarks of Mr. BAKEr when he intro-
duced the bill appear earlier in the REcorp
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. BELLMON:

S.681. A bill to establish environmental
laboratories within the States, regions, and
Nation pursuant to policies and goals estab-
lished in the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs,
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(The remarks of Mr. BErLmonN when he
introduced the bill appear earlier in the
Recorp under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. CURTIS:

8. 682. A bill to amend title IT of the SBocial
Security Act to permit an individual to re-
celve retroactive payments of benefits there-
under if such individual was without fault
in failing to make timely application for
such benefits; to the Committee on Finance,

By Mr. MONDALE (for himself, Mr.
BayH, Mr. Brooxe, Mr. Case, Mr.
CransTON, Mr. GRAVEL, Mr. HARRIS,
Mr. HucHEs, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr.
InovyEe, Mr, EenNeoy, Mr. McGov-
ERN, Mr. MoNTOYA, Mr, Muskie, Mr.
RisicoFF, Mr, HATFIELD, Mr. RAN-
poLPH, and Mr. TUNNEY) :

S. 683. A bill to provide financial assistance
for the establishment and maintenance of
stable, quality, Integrated education in ele-
mentary and secondary schools to assist
school districts to overcome the adverse edu-
cational effects of minority group isolation,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare,

(The remarks of Mr. MonNDALE When he in-
troduced the bill appear later in the RECORD
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr, PACEWOOD:

8. 684. A bill to supplement the Act of
June 7, 1824 (43 Stat. 663); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry.

8. 685. A bill to amend the Fur Seal Act
of 1966 by prohibiting the clubbing of seals
after July 1, 1972, the taking of seal pups,
and the taking of female seals on the Pribilof
Islands or on any other land and water
under the jurisdiction of the United Btates;
to the Committee on Commerce.

(The remarks of Mr. Packwoobp when he
introduced the bills appear below under the
appropriate heading.)

By Mr. MATHIAS (for himself and Mr.
BEALL) :

8. 686. A bill to amend title II of the Soclal
Security Act to provide a special rule for
determining insured status, for purposes of
entitlement to disability insurance benefits,
of individuals whose disability is attributable
directly or indirectly to meningioma or other
brain tumor; to the Committee on Finance,

By Mr. BOGGS (for himself, Mr. BAYH,
Mr. Harris, Mr. Javirs, Mr. KeEn-
NEDY, Mr. Muskie, Mr. SCHWEIKER,
and Mr. Scorr) :

8. 687. A bill to authorize financial assist-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ance for Opportunities Industrialization
Centers; to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

(The remarks of Mr, Boegss when he intro-
duced the bill appear below under the ap-
propriate heading.)

By Mr. TOWER:

5. 688. A bill to establish the Amistad Na-
tional Recreation Area in the State of Texas;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs,

(The remarks of Mr. Towee when he In-
troduced the bill appear below under the
appropriate heading.)

By Mr. TUNNEY (for himself and Mr.
CRANSTON) ©

B.689. A bill to establish the Channel Is-
lands National Park, in the State of Cali-
fornia, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interlor and Insular Affairs.

(The remarks of Mr. ToNNEY When he in-
troduced the bill appear below under the ap-
propriate heading.)

By Mr. GRIFFIN:

8.690. A bill for the rellef of Ida EKunst-
mann, Waldemar F. KEunstmann, and Anne-
liese E. Eunstmann; to the Committee on
Foreign Relations,

By Mr. HATFIELD:

8.J. Res. 30. Joint resolution to place the
question of approval of dimethyl sulfoxide
(DMBO) for human use as a prescription
drug before the National Academy of Seci-
ences; to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

(The remarks of Mr. HATFIELD when he in-
troduced the joint resolution appear below
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. PROXMIRE:

S5.J. Res. 31. Joint resolution extending the
date for transmission to the Congress of the
Report of the Joint Economic Committee:
consldered and passed.

(The remarks of Mr. Proxmire when he in-
troduced the joint resolution appear later
in the REcorp under the appropriate head-
ing.)

S. 684—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO INCREASE THE AUTHORIZA-
TION OF THE FEDERAL CONTRI-
BUTION IN COOPERATIVE FOREST
FIRE CONTROL

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I am
introducing legislation today to amend
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the Clarke-McNary Act of June 7, 1924,
to increase the authorization of the Fed-
eral contribution in cooperative forest
fire control to $40 million.

Forest fire control is a cooperative
enterprise in which States and the Fed-
eral Government work together to reduce
wildfires on State and private forest and
nonforested watershed lands. Single for-
est fires that burned 3,000,000 acres were
not uncommon in the late 1800's and
early 1900's. By State-Federal coopera-
tive efforts large fires now comprise less
than 1 percent of the total number of
fires annually and seldom exceed 50,000
acres in size. However, these fires cause
the bulk of the losses sustained by our
natural resources and improvements and
continue to challenge fire organizations.

People are now building homes in for-
ested areas which were considered re-
mote only a few years ago. There is vastly
increased recreation use of these lands.
The increased fire danger caused by this
greater use, the increased values of the
resources, and a greatly increased cost of
protection all point up the need for an
inerease in funds used for fire protection.

Passage of the Weeks law in 1911 start-
ed Federal cooperation with the States
in forest fire control. An expanded pro-
gram for fire control on forest and non-
forested watersheds was made possible
by section 2 of the Clarke-McNary Act
of 1924, In 1924 there were 33 States co-
operating in the program. Today all 50
States have active cooperative fire con-
trol organizations.

Federal expenditures have increased
from $360,000 in 1924 to $16.5 million in
fiscal year 1970. During this same 46
years State expenditures have increased
from about $1.9 million to over $97
million, Mr, President, I ask unanimous
consent to have inserted in the Recorp
a table showing the most current Federal
allotment to each State.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

PRELIMINARY ALLOTMENTS—FISCAL YEAR 1971, FEDERAL ALLOTMENTS TO STATES FOR FOREST FIRE COOPERATION UNDER SEC. 2, CLARKE-McNARY LAW, ACT OF JUNE 7, 1924

(43 STAT. 653), AUGUST 1970
[50 States]

Allotments based on regular formula computation

Portion of allotment based on
cost of protection (1965

estimates) expenditures

Portion of allotment based on

Allotments based on percent
each State received of fiscal
year 1969 allotments

Total Federal Allotment of Grand total

Average State
and private
expendilures,

Estimated

Regular
cost of pro-

allotments

to Percent each
States based State received
on regular of total fiscal

fiscal year
1969 Federal
allotments to
States (col. &

fiscal year
1971 appro-
priation

ear 1969 increase

formula ﬁ:nl.
3 plus col. 5,
dollars)

(&)

1289387 of
col. 2

3)

allotments
(percant)

Extra
allotment

)

fiscal years
1967-69

(0]

tection

using col. 7
(M dollars)

parcentages

(8)

plus col. 8,
dollars)

85} )

$313, 718
178, 258
23,393

515, 369

| e e e e R e e e e
Montana.._.... R R
Mo D e s e S Sk e e e

b [ U e N S

Colorado.

Kansas. .

MNebraska

South Dakota.
Wyoming.ececeaanocne

§$151, 761
89,09

6,963

247,821

§1,024, 522
507,733
12, 166
1,544, 821

338,085
513, 460

$128,612
66, 345
13,310
208, 268

$280, 373 i $33, 345
155, 443 : 22,815
120,273 3120

456, 089 59, 280

16, 965

22.815

17, 550

7,805

9,945
74,880
0.36 7,020
0.53 10,335

0.69 17,35

55,959
81,747

413,634
7,865 29,442
45,000 154, 065

52,865 183, 507

TR X e S SN AT T 152, 439

38,185
22,627

60,812

LT 0T —

New Maxico.... 167,627

113,677

131,032

Footnotes at end of tables
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Altnlments based on regular formula mmputatnn

Portion of ailotmen: hased on
cost of protection (1965 Portion of allotment based on
estimates) upenditurss

A aeraae Slate

Regular and private
allotments expenditures,
1289387 of fiscal years
m do!lnrs) col. 2 1967-69

Estimated
cost uf pm

allotment

)

Extra

based on p
each State received of l:scal

year 1969 allotments
Allgtment of
fiscal year
1971 appro-
_priation
increase
using col. 7

percentages f

(8

Grand total
fiscal year
1969 Federal
allotments to
States (col. 6
plus col. 8
dollars)

)

Total Federal
allotments to _Percent each
States based State received
on regular  of total fiscal
formula (col. year 1969
3 plus col. 5, allotments
dallars) (percent)

®) @

$432, 267

$97, 348
A 296,755

§34, 057
36,6

s g i W L T ML SIS TSR TN

T TR 1 S T T AT T

O e iy S e
70 SRR A AR

Oregon.. _
Washington

R R et A

I R T o e

Mississippi. ..
North Carolina
Oklahoma. . .
South Carolina
Tennessee.._ .
Texas______
Virginia

Total A (S&PF)
Connecticut... ... ...

Delaware.
Iiinois. _

TR NRLSRERL G o e ey

United States of America. .

573 583,893
34,279

EIB 172

24, 323 61'3
63,221

401,773 24,886,894

§0.95
0.70

518 525
13,650

32‘ 1?5

147, 810
7,605

$169, 930
122 373

' 252 303

l 118 543
56,712

1,175,360

3151 405
108, }‘23

970,838
£4g, 107

l 019 945

155, 415

229,511
26,058

455 540

3,849,512
3,711,028

274,177
281,841

556,018

75,270
77,415

503, 688
* 507, 870

1,011,558

578, 958
585, 285
152 685

T 1,164,263

187,088

1,772,615

* 408, 636 320
1 405, 645 .17
* 542, 888 4.24
2 574,471 4.49
300,917

RaETRIsa:

474, 669

28,972, 080

| W mewe e

o
(=]

815, 100

-

6,282,218

2,171, 926

16, 185
2,730

0.
0.
0.
0.
0.
2
1.
1.
3.
&
re

o DN
BRSBISBESRANANBARIES

-

3

2,086,357 16, 561, 646

3L.90 622, 050

4,233,113 4, 855, 163

81,876 330, 653

138,739 1.08 21, 060 159,799

6,633,250 82,129,121 6,633, 250

13, 266, 500 100. 00 1, 850, 000 15, 216, 500

From | lntal C—M 2 %?pmpmtlnn fur fiscal year 19‘.-‘1
ration a

Nnﬁonmda fire prevention campslaﬂ...

Allotted to States

Available for conditional distribution. .~

Total funds available for cooperative forest fire control

. 51,081,845
-~ "160,000
15, 216, 500
10,655

16, 469, 000

l Redtmed to 14 of the 1965 estimate of basic protection, or a lesser amount which the State
ssum ‘which vmuld have received a greater reduction if the 314 percent limitation factor had the second 90 percent; the third 80 psrcent; and so on to 10 peicent. All over $3,000,

not been applied.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, Fed-
eral participation under the Clarke-Mc-
Nary Act is authorized up to 50 percent
of the total cost. Fiscal year 1970 data
show the Federal share to be 14.5 per-
cent while the State share is 85.5 percent.
Periodic studies are made to determine
the cost of providing adequate fire pro-
tection. In 1949 the study showed this
cost to be at least $40 million, on a 50-50
matching basis, the Federal share would
be $20 million. Congress approved a new
authorization level of $20 million in Oc-
tober 1949. The most recent study made
in 1965 concluded that $123 million
be would be needed to provide an accept-
able level of fire protection. At today’s

CXVII——137—Part 2

recognized at 5 percent.

prices this same level is estimated to cost
$138 million.

The Battelle Memorial Instifute of
Columbus, Ohio, made a study in 1958
which determined the Federal share of
fire control costs to be in the range of 59
to 40 percent and the State share from
41 to 60 percent. In 1969, a study made
by the Southern Forest Resources
Analysis Committee estimated the Fed-
eral share for southern fire costs should
be 29 percent of the total fire control
costs. Using this more recent information
and applying it to the $138 million esti-
mated program costs for all 50 States, the
Federal share would be $40 million.

Many years of program experience has

Factors: Estimated cost and excess expenditures were adjusted by the application of a sliding
scale reduction using a unit of $300,000. The first $300,000 of each was recognized 100

rcent
00 was

shown that each increase in Federal ap-
propriation has resulted in an increase
in State expenditures. Federal funds
stimulate action both in increased State
funds and in placing more lands under
protection and providing more adequate
protection for other areas. In order for
the forest and nonforested watershed
lands in the Clarke-McNary program to
make their optimum contribution to the
fulfillment of the needs of a growing
population, a greater Federal effort is
necessary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Toun-
NEY). The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The bill (S. 684) to supplement the
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act of June 7, 1924 (43 Stat. 653) in-
troduced by Mr. PACKWOOD, was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry.

S. 685—INTRODUCTION OF HUMANE
SEAL PROTECTION ACT OF 1871

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I am
today introducing legislation to prohibit
the ciubbing of seals after July 1, 1972,
the taking of seal pups, and the taking of
female seals in the annual hunt on the
Pribilof Islands.

The utilization of inhumane seal kill-
ing has been the subject of many, many
letters to me from conservationisis
across the Nation.

Seal clubbing should, along with the
inhumane practice of killing female seals
and seal pups, be terminated as speedily
as possible, The purpose of my bill is to
end this senseless and brutal practice.
This practice cannot be tolerated in a
civilized age.

Mr. President, I ask that the text of
my bill be printed in the Recorp follow-
ing these remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TUN-
NEY). The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the bill will be printed in the
RECORD.

The bill (8. 685) to amend the Fur
Seal Act of 1966 by prohibiting the club-
bing of seals after July 1, 1972, the taking
of seal pups, and the taking of female
seals on the Pribilof Islands or on any
other land and water under the jurisdic-
tion of the United States, introduced by
Mr, PACKWOOD, was received, read twice
by its title, referred to the Committee
on Commerce, and ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

5. 685

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act shall be known as the Humane Seal
Protection Act of 1971.

SepctroNn 1. Section 104 of the Fur Seal
Act of 1966 is amended by adding at the end
of subsection (a) thereof the following new
subsections:

“{b) The killing of seals by clubbing shall
be prohibited after July 1, 1972,

“(e) The taking of the skin of any seal
under one year of age, and of any female
seal, shall be prohibited.”

Subsection (b) of the Act shall be redesig-
nated subsection (d).

Sec., 2. Section 109(d) of the Act is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following: “by any means, except after July
1, 1972, by clubbing,”.

Bec. 3. Bection 404 of the Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following:

“Whoever knowingly transports in inter-
state commerce, or knowingly sells subse-
quent to such transportation, any package
containing any sealskin, or any product
manufactured, made, or processed, in whole
or in part, from such sealskin, which has
been taken in violation of any provision of
this Act shall be fined not more than $2,000,
or imprisoned not more than one year, or
both, and the gross revenue derlved from any
such sale of any such illegally taken skin
shall be confiseated by the Secretary of the
Interior and deposited into the Pribilof Is-
land fund in the Treasury.”
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SEc. 4. Section 405 of the Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following:

“The Secretary shall initiate or contract
for research on alternative means of killing
seals, with the end of replacing the currently
used method of clubbing. On the basis of
such research, he shall determine which kill-
ing technigue is maximally painless to the
seals, and shall, not later than April 1, 1972,
adopt regulations requiring that after July
1, 1972, such technique be the only permis-
sible method of killing seals.

“The Secretary shall, moreover, initiate or
contract for research on shortening the seal
drive from rookery to hauling ground, and
on minimizing the stress upon seals during
that drive.”

S. 687—INTRODUCTION OF THE
OPPORTUNITIES INDUSTRIALIZA-
TION ASSISTANCE ACT

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, I am in-
troducing today what I believe may be-
come landmark legislation in the field of
manpower training. I doubt if there is a
Member of the body who would deny
the urgent need for effective manpower
training programs to reduce unemploy-
ment, to provide the poor with avenues
to success, or simply to guarantee that
every man will know the fulfillment of
working up to his full potential.

The legislation I am introducing today
would, I believe, make a significant con-
tribution to each of these goals. I am re-
ferring to comprehensive Federal sup-
port for a job training program of un-
precedented success—Opportunities In-
dustrialization Centers.

I am pleased to announce that I am
joined in sponsoring this legislation by
the distinguished Senator from Indiana
(Mr. BayH), the distinguished Senator
from New York (Mr. Javirs), the distin-
guished Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
Harr1s), the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the dis-
tinguished Senator from Maine (Mr.
Muskie), the distinguished junior
Senator from  Pennsylvania (Mr.
ScHWEIKER), and the distinguished
senior Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
ScorT).

The first Opportunities Industrializa-
tion Center was founded 7 years ago
in Philadelphia as a result of the labors
and enthusiasm of the Reverend Doctor
Leon H. Sullivan. Since then, OIC’s have

expanded to more than 100 cities
throughout the country.

The unigue nature of the OIC program
is largely responsible for the success it
has enjoyed. The key is that OIC's are
not merely job training enterprises. They
are comprehensive programs which begin
with pretraining counseling and end with
job placement and followup at regular
intervals.

All too often it has been discovered
that manpower training programs that
lift the unskilled from their urban en-
vironment for intensive job training some
distance away have not succeeded. Often
the trainee is not sufficiently motivated:
or he feels homesick or inadequate to
complete the program; or he does not see
his training as relating to a particular
job. The OIC approach has been care-
fully structured to avoid these pitfalls.

. For example, OIC’s are located where
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the need for job training is greatest—
within our urban centers. The trainee
remains with his family and friends in
his own neighborhood. OIC’s prepare
the individual for actual job training by
means of a prevocational feeder pro-
gram. The feeder program is designed
to provide him with basic reading and
writing skills, to improve his attitudes
and to build his self-confidence—all criti-
cal elements for a successful manpower
program. Following completion of the
feeder program, the trainee learns a
skill which is in demand by businesses in
the area. The trainee thus has a realistic
goal for which to strive. Many times he is
guaranteed employment before his train-
ing at OIC is completed.

Despite inadequate funding, OIC’s have
attained a record of unqualified suc-
cess. Of trainees completing the OIC
course, 71.2 percent have been placed in
jobs. As further evidence of its success-
ful record and personalized approach,
OIC's have a retention rate of 76 per-
cent, the highest of any manpower train-
ing program in the country,

Mr. President, it would be a great

pleasure for me to give credit to the Fed-
eral Government for this impressive rec-
ord. Unfortunately, that is not the case.
The total Federal investment in OIC’s
from 1964 to 1969 was only $45.9 million.
'I_‘his averages little more than $7.5 mil-
lion per year in an annual OIC budget
totaling $25 million.
_ Dollar for dollar the return on this
investment has been far greater than
money which has been poured into man-
bower programs run by the Federal Gov-
ernment. Cost per trainee is about $1,500,
which is about a third of what many
Federal programs cost.

Mr. President, I believe it is time to
strengthen the Federal commitment to
this proven program. The bill that I am
introducing today would authorize $432
million for OIC’s over the next 3
years. These funds would permit the full
operation of the more than 100 existing
OIC’s, most of which are either under-
staffed or offering only part of the total
OIC program.

In addition, this bill would place OIC's
among those manpower training pro-
grams for which the Secretary of Labor
is directed to make funds available. Pre-
vious Federal assistance for OIC’s has
been beset with the problems of multi-
agency funding—separate funding cycles,
multiple applications, and bureaueratic
delays. OIC support currently is admin-
istered in part by the Department of
Labor, the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, the Department of
Commerce, and the Office of Economic
Opportunity, This legislation would make
OIC funding exclusively the responsibil-
ity of the Seecretary of Labor.

As Members of this body may recall,
this legislation is not new. I introduced
similar legislation last year which was
adopted as an amendment to the Em-
ployment and Manpower Act of 1970
which was vetoed. The OIC provision of
that bill was not a cause of that veto.
It was, I believe, the only section of the

bill to enjoy near unanimous support of
the Senate.
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Extensive hearings on the OIC pro-
gram were held last year by the Employ-
ment, Manpower, and Poverty Subcom-
mittee of the Senate Labor and Public
Welfare Committee. I was privileged to
testify at those hearings along with Dr.
Sullivan and a number of others.

The report of that committee bears
out the consensus of all who participated
in those hearings: “The facts clearly
seem to justify the conclusion that this
is an unusually successful and surpris-
ingly low-cost manpower program, solid-
ly accepted both by the poverty com-
munity and the private sector.

It is my hope that by introducing com-
prehensive OIC funding as a separate
bill today, Federal assistance for this
outstanding program will no longer be
denied.

Mr. President, I send this bill to the
desk for appropriate reference and ask
that the text be printed in the Recorp
at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Brock). The bill will be received and
appropriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the bill will be printed in the
RECORD.

The bill (S. 687) to authorize finanecial
assistance for Opportunities Industrial-
ization Centers, introduced by Mr. BocGs
(for himself and other Senators), was
received, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, and ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

8. 687

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniied States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “"Opportunities In-
dustrialization Assistance Act”.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 2, For the purposes of this Act, the
term—

(1) “Secretary” means the Secretary of
Labor; and

(2) “State” includes the District of Colum-
bia and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.

APPROPRIATION AUTHORIZED

SEec. 3. For the purpose of carrying out this
Act, there are authorized to be appropriated
$100,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1972, $147,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973, and $185,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, unless enacted in specific limitation of
the provisions of this subsectlon, any funds
appropriated to carry out this Act which are
not obligated prior to the end of the fiscal
year for which such funds were appropriated
shall remain available for obligation during
the succeeding fiscal year, and any funds
obligated in any fiscal year may be expended
during a period of two years from the date of
obligation.

PROGRAMS AUTHORIZED

Sec. 4. The Secretary shall make financial
assistance available under this Act for the
establishment and operation in any State of
“Opportunities Industrialization Centers" de-
signed to provide comprehensive employ-
ment services and job opportunities for low-
income persons who are unemployed or un-
deremployed. Such services shall include re-
cruitment, counseling, remediation, voca-
tional training, job development, job place-
ment, family planning, and other appro-
priate services. No funds shall be made avall-
able for, any program under this section
unless the Secretary determines that ade-
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quate provisions are made to assure that (1)
residents of the area to be served by such
program are involved in the planning and
operation of such center, and (2) the busi-
ness community in the area to be served by
such program is consulted in its develop-
ment and operation. The Secretary shall give
priority to any program authorized under
this section serving residents of an inner-
city area with substantial unemployment or
underemployment.,

EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION OF ASSISTANCE

SeEc. 5. The Secretary shall establish cri-
teria designed to achieve an equitable dis-
tribution of assistance among the States
under this title. In developing such criteria
as are appropriate for each part, he shall
consider, among other relevant factors, the
ratios of population, unemployment, and in-
come levels.

LIMITATIONS ON FEDERAL ASSISTANCE

SEec. 6. Federal financial assistance to any
program carried out pursuant to this Act
shall not exceed 90 per centum of the cost
of such program, including costs of adminis-
tration. The Secretary may, however, approve
assistance in excess of that percentage if he
determines, pursuant to regulations estab-
lishing objective criteria for such determina-
tions, that this is necessary in furtherance of
the objectives of this Act. Non-Federal con-
tributions may be in cash or in kind, fairly
eyaluated, including but not limited to plant,
equipment, and services.

ADMINISTRATION

Sec. 7. (a) The Becretary shall prescribe
regulations to assure that programs assisted
under this Act have adequate internal ad-
ministrative controls, accounting require-
ments, personnel standards, evaluation pro-
cedures, availability of inservice training and
technical assistance programs, and other pol-
icies as may be necessary to promote the
effective use of funds received under this
Act.

(b) The Secretary may prescribe such ad-
ditional rules and regulations as he deems
necessary to carry out the provisions of this
Act.

(c) In carrying out his functions under
this Act, the Secretary Is authorized to
utilize, with their assent, the services and
facilities of Federal agencies without reim-
bursement, and with the consent of any
State or political subdivision of a State, ac-
cept and utilize the services and facllities of
the agencies of such State or subdivision
without reimbursement.

REPORT

Sec. 8. The Secretary shall transmit, as a
part of the annual report required of the
Department of Labor, a detailed report set-
ting forth the activities conducted under this
Act, including information on the extent to
which participants in such activities subse-
quently secure and retaln employment.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with the distinguished
senior Senator from Delaware (Mr.
Boces) as a cosponsor of legislation to
authorize direct Federal funding for the
Opportunities Industrialization Centers.

Under the proposed bill financial as-
sistance would be made available over
the next 3 years in the amount of
$432 million for the establishment and
operation of OIC's to provide compre-
hensive employment services and job op-
portunities for low-income persons who
are unemployed or underemployed. Serv-
ices of the prozram would include re-
cruitment, counseling, remediation, vo-
cational training, job development, job
placement, family planning and other
related services.
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Clearly, the capacity to obtain and
hold a good job is considered a funda-
mental test of true participation in
American society.

With the present unemployment rate
currently at 6 percent, and nonwhite un-
employment hovering around 9.5 percent,
it seems particularly appropriate for the
Congress to act swiftly on this legislation.
In its present form the bill will signifi-
cantly complement the Manpower bill
(8. 31) introduced earlier this session
by Senator NELSON.

Even more important perhaps than un-
employment is the related problem of the
undesirable kinds of jobs available to
minority groups. Nonwhite workers are
concentrated in the lowest skilled and
lowest paying occupations. These jobs
often involve substandard wages instabil-
ity, extremely low status in the eyes of
both the employer and employee, pro-
vide little or no opportunity for meaning-
ful advancement, and unpleasant or ex-
hausting duties. Negro males in particu-
lar are more than three times as likely
as whites to be in unskilled or service
jobs which pay far less than most.

Thus it seems that the upgrading of
nonwhite workers and other similarly
disadvantaged workers to help make
their occupational distribution similar to
that of the labor force as a whole would
have an immense effect on the nature of
their occupations.

Instant upgrading, however, does not
represent a practical alternative for na-
tional policy. The condition of the pres-
ent work force is such that the economy
cannot at once reduce the total number
of low status jobs it now contains, or
shift large numbers of people in upward
occupations. Therefore, major upgrad-
ing in the employment status of minor-
ity and other disadvantaged workers
must come through faster relative to ex-
pansion of higher level jobs than lower
level jobs, improvement in the skills of
these workers so that they can obtain a
large proportion of the added better jobs,
and a drastic reduction in diseriminatory
hiring and promotional practices.

A great deal of the training to improve
the skill levels of disadvantaged workers
can be handled by private nonprofit
community based organizations. This it
appears, is in keeping with the policies
of the present and previous administra-
tions to stimulate local and private ini-
tiative, and to get people affected by
poverty involved in the process of better-
ing their living and working conditions.

Perhaps no program has contributed
more to this philosophy than OIC. That
is why I join in cosponsoring the OIC
bill and urge its earliest passage by the
Congress.

S. 688—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO ESTABLISH THE AMISTAD
NATIONAL RECREATION AREA,
TEXAS

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I intro-
duce today a measure to establish the
Amistad National Recreational Area in
the State of Texas along its border with
the Republic of Mexico. The establish-
ment of this area will be a fitting monu-
ment to the great deeds of the Amistad
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Treaty with Mexico and will further the
purposes for which the treaty was con-
summated: Amistad—in English “friend-
ship”—is the State motto of Texas and
it is fitting that the area along the bor-
der with our sister Republic should be so
named.

The interests of our Nation in further-
ing its most important relations with the
Mexican Republic will be greatly served
by approval of this measure. The State
of Texas and the Nation will be served
by the preservation for recreation, hunt-
ing, and camping of some of the most
ruggedly beautiful areas remaining. It is
certainly my hope that the Senate Com-
mittee on the Interior will give quick
approval to the measure, and likewise
the entire Senate, so that the acquisi-
tion of the site may be started and the
area preserved.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of my bill be printed in
the ReEcorp at the conclusion of my
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Brock). The bill will be received and
appropriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the bill will be printed in the
RECORD,

The bill (8. 688) to establish the
Amistad National Recreation Area in the
State of Texas, introduced by Mr.

Tower, was received, read twice by its

title, referred to the Committee on In-

terior and Insular Affairs, and ordered

to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:
S. 688

Be it enacted by the Senale and House

of Representatives of the Uniited States of

America in Congress assembled, That, In
order to provide for public outdoor recrea-
tion and use and enjoyment of that portion
of the Amistad Reservoir in the United
States on the Rio Grande, Devils, and Pecos
Rivers and surrounding lands in the State
of Texas, and for the conservation of scenic,
scientific, historie, and other values contrib-
uting to public enjoyment of such lands and
waters, there is established the Amistad Na-
tional Recreation Area in the State of Texas.
The boundary of the national recreation area
shall be that generally depicted on drawing
numbered RA-AMI-20013, dated April 1968,
entitled “Proposed Amistad National Recrea-
tion Area, Texas,” which is on fille and avail-
able for public inspection in the offices of
the National Park Service, Department of
the Interior. The Secretary of the Interior
may by publication of notice in the Federal
Register make minor adjustments in the
boundary, except that the total acreage of
the area may not be increased to more than
a total of sixty-five thousand acres.

Bec. 2. (a) Within the boundary of the
Amistad National Recreation Area the
Secretary of the Interior may acquire lands
and interests in lands by donation, purchase
with donated or appropriated funds, or ex-
change. Such acquisitions shall be in addi-
tion to the lands and interests therein
acquired for the purposes of the Amistad
Dam and Reservoir as contemplated in the
treaty between the United States of America
and Mexico regarding the utilization of the
Colorado, Tijuana, and Rio Grande Rivers,
signed at Washington, February 3, 1944 (59
Stat. 1219) described in Minute numbered
207 adopted June 19, 1968, by the Inter-
national Boundary snd Water Commission,
United States and Mexico, and authorized by
the Act of July 7, 1960 (74 Stat. 360).

(b) In exercising his authority to acquire
property by exchange, the Secretary of the
Interlor may accept title to any non-Federal
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property within the Amistad Natlional Rec-
reation Area, and in exchange therefor he
may convey to the grantor of such property
any federally owned property under his
jurisdiction which he classifies as suitable
for exchange or other disposal. The values of
the properties so exchanged either shall be
approximately equal, or if they are not
approximately equal the wvalues shall be
equalized by the payment of cash to the
grantor or to the Secretary as the circum-
stances require.

(¢) The Commissioner for the United
States, International Boundary and Water
Commission, United States and Mexico, may
on request of the Secretary of the Interlor,
act as his agent with respect to the land
acquisition program authorized by sub-
section (a) and the Secretary may transfer
to the Commission from time to time the
funds necessary for such purpose.

Sec. 3. (a) The Becretary of the Interior
shall administer the Amistad National Rec~
reation Area in a manner that s coordinated
with the other purposes of the reservoir
project, and in a manner that in his judg-
ment will best provide for public outdoor
recreation benefits and conservation of
scenic, sclentifie, historic, and other values
contributing to public enjoyment.

(b) In the administration of the national
recreation area the Secretary may utilize the
Act of August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535), as
amended and supplemented, and such other
statutory authorities relating to areas of the
national park system and such statutory
authorities otherwise available to him for
the conservation and management of nat-
ural resources as he deems appropriate for
recreation and preservation purposes and for
resource development not incompatible
therewith.

(¢) Employees of the Department of the In-
terior designated for the purpose may make
arrest for violations of any Federal laws or
regulations applicable to the area and they
may bring the accused person before the
nearest commissioner, judge, or court of
the United States.

(d) Any United States commissioner ap-
pointed for the Amistad National Recrea-
tion Area may try and sentence persons
committing petty offenses, as defined In title
18, sectlon 1, United States Code, except
that the commissioner shall apprise the
defendant of his right to elect to be tried
in the district court of the United States,
and the commissioner may try the case only
after the defendant signs a written consent
to be tried before the commissioner. The
exercise of additional functions by the com-
missioner shall be consistent with and be
carried out in accordance with the authority,
laws, and regulations of general application
to United States commissioners. The pro-
vislons of title 18, section 3402, United Statés
Code, and the rules of procedure and prac-
tice prescribed by the Supreme Court pur-
suant thereto, shall apply to all cases handled
by such commissioner. Chapter 281, title 18,
United States Code, shall be applicable to
persons tried by the commissioner and he
shall have power to grant probation. The
commissioner shall receive the fees, and none
other, provided by law for llke or similar
services.

SEec. 4. The Secretary of the Interior shall
permit hunting and fishing on the lands and
waters under his jurisdiction within the na-
tional recreation area in accordance with the
applicable laws of the State of Texas, except
that the Secretary may establish periods
when, and designate wones where, no hunt-
ing or fishing shall be permitted for reasons
of public safety, administration, fish or wild-
life management or public use and enjoy-
ment. Except in emergencies, any regulations
of the Secretary under this section shall be
issued after consultation with the Park and
‘Wildlife Commission of the State of Texas.

Sec. 5. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
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strued to be in conflict with the commit-
ments or agreements of the United States
with respect to the use, storage, or furnish-
ing of water and the production of hydro-
electric energy made by or in pursuance of
the treaty between the United States of
America and Mexico regarding the utilization
of the Colorado and Tijuana Rivers and of
the Rio Grande, signed at Washington, Feb-
ruary 3, 1944 (59 Stat. 1218), or the Act of
July T, 1960 (74 Stat. 260).

Sec. 6. There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of this Act.

5. 680—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO ESTABLISH THE CHANNEL IS-
LANDS NATIONAL PARK IN THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, one of
nature’s last unspoiled frontiers—the
Channel Islands off the California coast
at Santa Barbara—provide refuge for
wildlife and unrivaled opportunities for
public recreation.

I believe the islands should be brought
under the permanent wing of Federal
protection as a national park, and I have
introduced legislation to that effect
today.

My senior colleague from California,
Senator Cranston, and I have worked
closely on this legislation, and today he
is introducing a companion measure for
a feasibility study of the proposed park.
I am a cosponsor of his bill as he is of
mine,

The islands are awesomely primitive,
and seals and a variety of seabirds find
sanctuary in this magnificant wilderness.

The islands—Anacapa, Santa Barbara,
San Miguel, Santa Cruz, and Santa
Rosa—are, in fact, a vast ecological 1ab-
oratory.

The islands truly are breathtaking.
Ringed by white surf, touched by whisps
of fog, they are rugged and, when I vis-
ited them last year by helicopter, I felt
I had stepped back vast centuries.

These islands, of such unigue scenic,
scientific, and natural value, can best be
preserved if they are established as a
national park, and I earnestly hope for
favorable action on my bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Brock). The bill will be received and
appropriately referred.

The-bill (S. 689) to-establish the Chan-

‘nel Islands National Park;in the State of

California, and for other purposes, in-
troduced by Mr. Tonney (for himself and
Mr. CransTON), Was received, read twice
by its title and referred to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 30—
INTRODUCTION OF A JOINT RES-
OLUTION TO PLACE THE QUES-
TION OF APPROVAL OF DMSO FOR
HUMAN USE AS A PRESCRIPTION
DRUG BEFORE THE NATIONAL
ACADEMY OF SCIENCES

THE “WONDER DRUG OF THE 1960's” IS STILL

NOT AVAILABLE IN THE UNITED STATES
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, the

President and many Members of Con-

gress have singled out national health

as a matter of primary concern for the
new Congress. I am in complete agree-
ment with the objective of delivering safe,
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effective, and low-cost medical services to
all of our people. The availability of safe
and efficacious drugs is one very impor-
tant step toward this goal. Today I would
like to speak with my colleagues about
one drug that often has been called “The
Wonder Drug of the 1960." It is di-
methyl sulfoxide—DMSO—ana it is not
available for human use as a prescription
drug in the United States today.

In July 1964, following publication of
the first scientific literature on DMSO,
Life magazine wrote:

If DMSO lives up to its expectations it
will come closer to being the legendary pana-
cea than any drug in all medical history.

In the spring of 1965, following pres-
entation of scientific data on DMSO
before the annual Science Writers Semi-
nar of the American Cancer Society, an
editorial in the New York 1imes con-
cluded that—

DMSO is the first wonder drug of the
1960's.

What has happened to DMSO? Has
this compound really lived up to its ex-
pectations?

After over 1,200 scientific publications
on the merits of DMSO, after interna-
tional symposia in Germany, the United
States, and Austria—all concluding that
DMSO is safe and effective, after three
separate pharmaceutical firms have sub-
mitted four new drug applications to the
Food and Drug Administration, DMSO
is still not available to Americans, though
it is available in many other countries.

Dr. Stanley Jacob, a codiscoverer and
foremost researcher of DMSO, has
summed up the history, the current situ-
ation, the known properties and poten-
tials of DMSO in a letter he recently sent
me. It is written in language readily
understandable to the layman. I ask
unanimous consent that this letter be
printed at this point in the REecorp.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recoro,
as follows:

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON
MEeDICAL ScHOOL,
Portland, Oreg., February 2, 1971.
Senator MARE HATFIELD,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HaTFIELD: I would like to
give you a summary of some of the high
points in the stormy history of dimethyl
sulfoxide (DMSO) and provide you with a

status report.
| In 1963 clinical evaluation of DMSO as a
therapeutic agent began in the United States.
Six American pharmaceutical firms includ-
ing Merck, Sharp & Dohme, Syntex, Squibb,
Geigy, Schering and American Home Prod-
ucts sought and were granted Investigational
New Drug (IND) approvals from FDA to
evaluate DMBO. These companies began in-
vestigations under Food and Drug Admin-
istration regulations in early 1964. Over 1,300
licensed physicians took part as investigators.

By the spring of 1965 three of these firms,
Merck, Sharp & Dohme, Syntex and Squibb
had completed their evaluations and were
satisfled that DMSO was safe and effective.
They submitted to the FDA New Drug Appli-
| catlons (NDA's) stating that DMSO was
ready to be a prescription drug in the United
States. I am told that the volume of data
in these three applications in terms of safety
and eflicacy of DMSO exceeded anything pre-
viously submitted to the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration.

In November 1965 the FDA halted studies
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on DMSO giving as its reasons that the inves-
tigations on DMSO had been abused by the
pharmaceutical industry and also that DMSO
produced an alteration in the lens of the
eye of some experimental test animals.

DMSO became a prescription drug in Ger-
many and Austria in June 1967. In SBeptem-
ber 1968 FDA loosened restrictlons on ex-
perimental use of DMSO in the United States.
This followed an extensive toxicologle eval-
uation carried out at the California Medical
Facility by Squibb in which humans were
given five to ten times the average human
dose for 80 days. These prisoner volunteers
were given 1 gram of DMSO per kilogram of
body weight by skin per day; the average
human dose is 0.1-0.2 g/Eg by skin per day.
No serious toxiclty occurred.

In June 1970 after again completing a sub-
stantial number of additional controlled
clinical evaluations Squibb resubmitted to
the FDA an application stating that DMSO
was ready to be a prescription agent in the
United States. In October 1870 following a
conference with officials at FDA, Squibb sud-
denly withdrew its application. I do not
know the reasons behind this withdrawal.

Since the initial report on the possible use
of DMSO as a pharmacologic agent in 1963
over 1,200 related articles have appeared in
the world's scientific literature. Three inter-
national symposia have been held on DMSO
as a drug—one in Berlin, one in New York
under the ausplces of the New York Academy
of Sciences and one in Vienna, Austria. All
three of these symposia concluded DMSO
was safe and effective.

I would like to summarize for you some of
the known sclentific information on DMSO.

DMSO like all therapeutic compounds has
side effects, One should remember that there
is no such thing as a perfectly safe drug.

However, data In the literature on now
over 25,000 patients treated with DMSO shows
that this is a substance with very few sig-
nificant side effects. The side effects recorded
are for the most part of the nulsance variety
such as skin irritation, In some lower animal
species DMSO In large doses produces a near-
sightedness; however, humans have been
treated for prolonged periods of time with
large doses of DMSO and these changes have
not occurred. Monkeys, with eye structure
similar to man, have been given over a hun-
dred times the human dose and at levels in
excess of that known to cause changes in
lower animals without this lens change oc-
curring. Informed scientific opinion belleves
this lens alteration on which FDA partially
based its halt of DMSO studies in 1965 is of
no significance to human therapy in the dos-
age range being employed.

DMSO is very active in objective pharma-
cologle laboratory evaluations. The best doc-
umented and currently most important
pharmacologic properties include the fact
that DMSO passes through most tissues of
the body and permits the movement of other
chemicals with it. DMSO, for instance, will
carry penicillin through the skin without a
needle. The U.S. Air Corps has demonstrated
that a patient can actually be fed by dis-
solving protein, fat and carbohydrate In
DMSO and pailnting it on the skin, DMSO
in experimental animals reduces pain, DMSO
in animals significantly relleves swelllng and
inflammation. DMSO slows the growth of
fungi, bacterla and viruses. The administra-
tion of DMSO produces improved circula-
tion. DMSO brings about muscle relaxation.
The use of DMSO has been assoclated with
dissolving of scar tissue in many diseases
such as kelolds of the skin and scleroderma.
There are other primary pharmacologic ac-
tlons making DMSO easily the most active
agent ever studied In terms of primary
pharmacologic activity.

Evaluations on the clinical effectiveness
of DMSO have been reported In a wide range
ol clinical diseases. Many of these have been
well controlled evaluations. Among the en-
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tities for which effectiveness has been shown
are pain problems not responsive to other
medications, acute and chronic bursitis,
gouty arthritls, degenerative arthritis, rheu-
matoid arthritis, sinusitis, resistant middle
ear infections, and literally over 100 other
diseases. For many of these diseases we have
no other effective treatment but DMSO.

DMSO has been shown to possess a poten-
tial for the treatment of heart disease. A
study from Walter Reed Army Medical Cen-
ter on animals with heart attacks shows that
the administration of DMSO permits the
hearts of the experimental animals to heal
with significantly less scar tissue. DMSO
has been used as a carrler for anti-tumor
agents in animals and man with preliminary
encouraging results.

When the New York Academy of Sciences
held its symposium on DMSO in March 1966
Dr., Chauncey Leake, senior lecturer in
pharmacology at the University of California
in San Francisco, summed up the three-day
session with these words, “The well known
legal phrase res ipsa loquitur applles to the
DMSO situation. Rarely has a new drug come
to the attention of the members of the health
profession with so much verifiable informa-
tion from so many parts of the world both
as to safety and efficacy”. These words were
spoken in March 1966. Since that time even
more evidence has come to light to indicate
that this is a safe, effectlve compound and
treatment for diseases for which we have no
other effective treatment.

Sincerely,
STANLEY W. JACOE, M.D.,
Associate Professor, Department of Sur-
gery.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, de-
spite the very impressive evidence out-
lined in Dr. Jacob’s letter, DMSO is not
only unavailable, but no application for
its use as a prescription drug for hu-
mans is under consideration at the pres-
ent time by the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration. The last application by Squibb
having been rejected in October of last
year.

During 1970, as well as years preced-
ing, I inquired frequently of the Food
and Drug Administration as to the pro-
gress of DMSO applications. In July of
1970 DMSO was finally approved for
use by veterinarians on horses. This was
the first and last positive action by FDA
on DMSO. Dr. J. Harold Brown, of Seat-
tle, Wash., has completed two studies on
DMSO that have been highly praised by
the scientific community, The letter he
sent me last August is a good example of
many such letters I have received from
scientists regarding DMSO. I ask unan-
imous consent that Dr. Brown’s letter
be printed at this point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

SEATTLE. WASH.,
August 19, 1970.
Hon, Marx O. HATFIELD,
U.S. Senate,
New Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: Together with
many qualified scientists from a multitude
of specialties affiliated with medicine, it has
been my privilege to have worked with Di-
methyl Sulfoxide (DMSO) in clinical investi-
gation, It is & unique medication, being ab-
sorbed through intact human skin, with the
property of vehicularizing and transporting
other effective therapeutic medication
through that skin. DMSO itself is thera-
peutically effective. It is as great an addition
to our therapeutic armamentarium, as was
penicillin some 35 years ago,
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My Investigation o1 this drug has been
practical and eclinical. 1 have been impressed
with its value in the treatment of many di-
verse conditions, but am particularly en-
thusiastic about its value in the treatment
of acute musculoskeleta' soft tissue disor-
ders. My experience by double blind study
into its efficacy, using it in pure form without
additional vehicularized agents, has been
scientifically documented. My most recent
study was completed in 1969. I am presently
preparing a scientific paper which will be
published within the next six months. It will
be completed soon. I will send you a copy of
this paper prior to the time it is submitted
for publication.

It is my understanding that one of our
large and respected pharmaceutical houses
has recently submitted an NDA for DMSO to
the Food and Drug Administration. Recog-
nizing the usual bureaucratic delays, review
of this application may nut occur for as long
as three or four months and intolerable de-
lays many ensue in bringing this medication
to the prescription market for the use of
physicians in more adequately treating their
patients. I hope that prompt release of the
drug for medical use can be effected so that
those who are sick and Injured can benefit
from this most effective and welcome addi-
tion to our therapeutic knowledge.

May I respectfully submit and urge that
you pursue your present efforts to further
its consideration and release by our Food and
Drug Administration? In speaking for those
professionals who have worked with this drug
and know the therapeutic benefit that can
be accomplished by intelligent application to
patients under the direction of physicians, I
emphasize our interest in the best traditions
of medicine, outlined by the Hippoecratic
oath.

Thank you for your consideration of this
correspondence.

Your very truly,
J. Harorp Brown, M.D,

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, neither
correspondence nor meeting with FDA
officials have cleared the issue in my
mind of why DMSO is not available to
Americans. I have witnessed first hand,
the suffering that has been relieved by
use of DMSO. Daily I receive letters from
Oregonians and people across the coun-
try desperate to obtain the drug for
themselves or members of their families.
I have listened at length to the research-
ers and doctors.

Since I have no scientific expertise, I
cannot make an absolute statement that
DMSO is indeed “a wonder drug of our
century,” but every bit of evidence I en-
counter reenforces the premise that it is

Since the National Academy of
Sciences has been at work for some
years evaluating all drugs approved by
FDA prior to 1962 and still on the market
in 1966, I think it is entirely appropriate
for the Congress to ask the National
Academy to review DMSO. Perhaps a
fresh look at the drug will produce a
better explanation of what the status
of DMSO really should be.

In view of the many dead ends and
incomplete information of the FDA, the
great frustration of scientists, doctors
and patients alike, I introduce a joint
resolution to place the entire question
of DMSO before the National Academy
of Sciences. It is offered in the spirit of
seeking clarification and credibility for
all parties concerned. I hope that my
colleagues will support this resolution
on behalf of the Americans who are suf-
fering today from diseases untreatable by
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any other known substances, and those
who may have need of this drug in the
future.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the joint resolution be printed at this
point in the REcorD,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Brock). The joint resolution will be re-
ceived and appropriately referred; and,
without objection, the joint resolution
will be printed in the REcorbp.

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 30) to
place the question of approval of di-
methyl sulfoxide (DMSO) for human use
as a prescription drug before the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences, introduced
by Mr. HATFIELD, was received, read twice
by its title, referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, and ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

S.J. REs. 30

Whereas dimethyl sulfoxide (DMSO) has
been an experimental drug in the United
States since 1963;

Whereas four specific applications have
been made by three separate pharmaceutical
firms to make DMSO a prescription drug for
human use in this country, and none of the
avpplications have been approved;

Whereas the scientific literature on DMSO
as a drug is extensive making it one of the
most thoroughly evaluated experimental
drugs in medical history including well sub-
stantiated, controlled, and ohjective studies;

Whereas, according to many scientific de-
terminations, DMSO is effective and safe
treatment for diseases untreatable by other
methods when used in specifically precribed
Manners;

Whereas a careful study of the sclentific
literature shows that DMSO may possess
great value in the Investigation and treat-
ment of many « ther disorders affecting man;
and

Whereas the National Academy of Sciences
is an appropriate agency to evaluate DMSO
inasmuch as the Academy was selected in
1966 to serve in an advisory eapacity to the
Food and Drug Administration on the ques-
tion of safety and efficacy of all drugs ap-
proved prior to 1962, and still on the market
in 1966: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare shall have
the National Academy of Sciences evaluate
the safety and efficacy of dimethyl sulfoxide
(DMSO) for human use as a prescription
drug and report to the Congress the results
of such evaluation within one year from the
date of enactment of this joint resolution.

Sec. 2. (a) The Food and Drug Adminis-
tration shall, upon request of the National
Academy of Sclences, provide the Academy
with any information concerning dimethyl
sulfoxide (DMSO) that the Food and Drug
Administration has in Iits custody.

(b) The Food and Drug Administration
shall cease all studies and evaluations con-
cerning dimethyl sulfoxide (DMSO) as soon
as practicable after the date of enactment of
this joint resolution.

Sec. 3. The necessary expenses incurred in
carrylng out the evaluation and report re-
quired under this joint resolution shall be
pald out of funds appropriated to the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr, President, DMSO
is an extract of lignin, the cement sub-
stance in the wood fiber of trees, it was
first synthesized in 1866, and shelved as
a scientific curiosity for nearly 80 years.

In 1950 many chemists declared it a
good solvent for a number of substances.
By one of those miraculous scientific ac-

February 9, 1971

cidents, Research Chemist Robert Her-
schler of the Crown Zellerbach Corp.,
and Dr, Stanley Jacob began to discover
how DMSO might be applicable to hu-
mans,

Robert Herschler had noticed the
highly penetrating quality in plants and
trees. An explosion in the laboratory re-
sulted in burns of Herschler's hands and
face. Consequently, he offered himself as
a “guinea pig” and the studies that the
two had been conducting on mice were
conducted on Herschler.

The burns treated with DMSO healed
faster, with less scarring, the pain and
swelling lessened in minutes in contrast
to the untreated areas. It was only the
beginning of many studies, cutting across
many disease lines—just as antibiotics
have been used in many ways.

DMSO is a simple substance, costing
only about 35 cents a pint in the impure
form. I believe we must give it better
consideration. One can only wonder how
much truth lies in a statement made by
Dr. Jacob when he remarked to me not
long ago:

You might say that DMSO arrived in over-
alls at the servant’s entrance. Its humble
origin and unimpressive arrival on the medi-
cal scene was even a strike against it in
some quarters.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
S. 142

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, in behalf of the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. McGee), who is absent
from this body on official business for
the Appropriations Committee, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing, the name of the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. DoMIiNIcK) be added as a
cosponsor of S. 142, a bill to amend the
Gun Control Act of 1968 to permit inter-
state transportation and shipment of
firearms used for sporting purposes and
target competitions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Brock). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

8. 348

At the request of the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. PEARSON) , the Senator from
Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER), and the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. JAvITS) were
added as cosponsors of S. 346, the Rural
Job Development Act of 1971.

8. 384

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
Moss), I request that the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. WiLriams) be added as
a cosponsor of 8. 364, to strengthen the
enforcement of the Flammable Fabrics
Act and to authorize appropriations for
fiscal vears 1971, 1972 and succeeding
fiscal years in order to carry out the pur-
poses of the act.

8. 391

At the request of the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), the Senator
from Nevada (Mr. Canwoxn), the Senator
from Pennsylvania (Mr. Scorr), the
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NELson),
the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. Mc-
Gee), and the Senator from Florida
(Mr. GorNEY), Were added as cospon-
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sors of 8. 391, to amend section 306 of
the Consolidated Farmers Home Ad-
ministration Act to increase the ag-
gregate annual limit on grants for
waber and waste facilities constructed
to serve rural areas and to inerease the
aggregate annual limit on grants for
plans for the development of such facil-
ities.

8. 485

At the request of the Senator from

Arizona (Mr. GoLpwATER), the Senator
from Indiana (Mr. Bayn), the Senator
from EKentucky (Mr. Coorer), the Sen-
ator from Oregon (Mr. HaTFIELD), the
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. Hruska),
and the Senator from Texas (Mr.
Tower) were added as cosponsors of S.
485, to amend the Communications Act
of 1934 to provide that certain aliens
admitted to the United States for per-
manent residence shall be eligible to
operate amateur radio stations in the
United States and to hold licenses for
their stations.

5. 497

At the request of the Senator from

Oregon (Mr. HatrierLp), the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. PACKWOOD) Was
added as a cosponsor of S. 497, to create
one additional permanent district
judgeship in Oregon.

5. 575

At the request of the Senator from
West Virginia (Mr. RanporpH), the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE),
and the Senator from TIowa (Mr.
HucHES) were added as cosponsors of S.
575 to authorize funds to carry out the

| purposes of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965, as amended.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF A
JOINT RESOLUTION

B8.J. RES 11

On behalf of the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. Harrrern), the Senator from In-
diana (Mr. Bavx), the Senator from

| Texas (Mr, BeEnTseN), the Senator from
New York (Mr. Javits), the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. Hansen)., the Senator
from West Virginia (Mr. Ranporprr), the
Senator from Virginia (Mr. Sponc), and
the Senator from Illinois (Mr. STEVEN-
son) were added as cosponsors of Senate
Joint Resolution 11, to authorize the
President to proclaim the week of April
19, 1971, through April 23, 1971, as
“Students’ Week Against Drug Abuse.”

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
4_SUBMISSION OF A CONCUR-
RENT RESOLUTION EXPRESSING
THE SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE
EXPANDED USE OF THE MODEL
CITIES PROGRAM

Mr, CHILES. Mr. President, I am very
happy to join my distinguished colleague
from Massachusetts (Mr. Brooke) in
submitting a concurrent resolution which
could mean greater hope for the future
of many of our Americans who are facing
the despair of unemployment,

In this country there is a growing foree
of unemployed defense and aerospace
scientists and technicians, as well as re-
turning military veterans. These men
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have talents, skills, and a willingness to
work which they have proven over and
over in serving the needs of their coun-
try. It appears this force will continue
to grow. ;

We cannot stand idly by and do noth-
ing to help these people find the means
of utilizing their capabilities, of provid-
ing for themselves and their families. I
have seen firsthand the damage that is
done to indviduals and to communities
in the vicinitv of Kennedy Space Center
in my home State of Florida; people who
have done so much for all of us in the
space program no lonver employed and
left with specialties that are not readily
marketable today.

This resolution urges the administra-
tion to use funds already available in the
model cities program to recruit, place,
and train on the job up to 1.500 persons
from the aerospace industry and 500 re-
turning GI’s. They would support local
and State governments in their des-
perate need for qualified personnel to
deal with housing problems. It is hoped
this would serve as a model which could
be expanded to the extent of such need.

Mr. President, we already have the
precedent and facilities for such a re-
training program. We are not asking for
new appropriations. I ask that we adont
the resolution encouraging the adminis-
tration to pledge its full cooperation in
carrying out the program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TuNNEY). The concurrent resolution will
be received and appropriately referred.

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 4), which reads as follows, was re-
ferred to the Committee on Banking
Housing and Urban Affairs:

S. Con. REs. 4

Whereas the Congress authorized the
Model Cities Program by Title I of the Dem-
onstration Cities and Metropolitan Develop-
ment Act of 1966; and

Whereas participating state and loeal gov-
ernments have taken, through the Model
Cities Program, significant steps to improve
thelr capaclty to effectively plan and manage
the distribution of scarce public resources;
and

Whereas one of the roadblocks impeding
full achievement of Model Cities objectives
as well as the objectives of other Federal
programs is the difficulty of state and loeal
governments in attracting qualified person-
nel: and

Whereas the large number of unemployed
defense and aerospace related sclentists and
technicians and the growing number of
“YVietnam era" GIs now being separated from
the varlous services provides the Administra-
tion with slenificant opportunities to assist
state and local governments in meeting ex-
isting and anticipated personnel needs; and

Whereas a number of Model Citles have
initiated with success specific programs to
retrain and hire returning GIs and whereas
Model Cities initiated in the spring of 1970
an innovative pilot program which led to
the recruitment and retraining of “non-
urban trained” professionals for placement
in positions with city governments through-
out the country; and

Whereas 1t is proposed that the Model
Cities Program be the vehicle to recruit,
place and train on the job up to 1500 partici-
pants from the aerospace industry and 500
returning GIs In positions In state and local
governments; and

Whereas the Model Cities sponsored pro-
gram will provide the Federal government
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with a prototype model or system susceptible
of replication: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate of the United
States (the House of Representatives concur-
ring), That it is the sense of the Congress of
the United States that the Model Cities Pro-
gram should be used to develop and demon-
strate a nationwide system to recruit, place
and train on the job, out of work aerospace
individuals and homeward bound service-
men, and place them in vacant positions in
state and local governments, and that the
Administration should pledge its coopera-
tion at all levels in helping to carry out the
program.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
5—SUBMISSION OF A CONCUR-
RENT RESOLUTION TO ESTABLISH
A JOINT COMMITTEE TO INVESTI-
GATE THE TREATMENT OF PRIS-
ONERS OF WAR IN VIETNAM

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, last year
I was pleased to join with the distin-
guished junior Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. Byrp) in proposing the crea-
tion of a Joint Committee on Treatment
of Prisoners of War. Today I reintroduce
that concurrent resolution for myself
and the distinguished assistant majority
leader.

It had long been our concern that in-
sufficient attention was being given to
the plight of these men, and that little
was known about the conditions in which
they—and their families—were forced
to live.

Within the last 6 months, I am pleased
to say, a great deal of public attention
has been focused on the plight of these
men. The news media has devoted a con-
siderable amount of time and space to
publicizing conditions in North Vietnam-
ese prison camps, and to describing the
terrible uncertainty which the families
of these men endure. As a result, many
millions of Americans have joined in a
nationwide campaign of letters and peti-
tions to the Government of North Viet-
nam, appealing for more humane treat-
ment and extended communication.

These efforts have produced some
minor progress: more mail has been get-
ting through to the families of the men,
and we can only presume to the men as
well. The allowance for packages to the
men has increased. Films and interviews
have been released purporting to show
the “typically humane” treatment which
the men receive in the prison camps.

But there are still so many questions
unresolved:

How many men are actually being
held by the North Vietnamese?

How many of them receive the kind
of treatment shown on the films—and
how many are being treated in the man-
ner described by some of those who have
been fortunate enough to be released or
to escape?

How many American prisoners are held
by the Vietcong in South Vietnam, or by
Communist forces in Laos and Cambodia,
and what are the conditions of their im-
prisonment?

What are the actual conditions under
which North Vietnamese and Vietcong
prisoners are held and treated in the
South, and ean any mutual agreements
be reached in this area by the two sides?

Are there conditions under which the
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North Vietnamese—and possibly the
other forces as well—would accept Red
Cross or other international inspection
of prison facilities?

Is everything being done that should
be done by this country to ease the bur-
dens which must be borne by the families
of men held prisoner or missing in ac-
tion?

These are only some of the questions
which could be addressed by a joint
committee such as we propose. I believe
that all of these questions need to be
asked, and all available pertinent evi-
dence accumulated and made public.

The committee which we propose would
be both small in composition— five Mem-
bers of each House of Congress—and
brief in its duration. Once the hearings
had been held and the recommenda-
tions made, the committee would cease
to exist. Any legislative measures or Ex-
ecutive action which might be proposed
would be turned over to the appropriate
committees and departments of the Gov-
ernment for consideration and imple-
mentation.

Mr. President, ours is a small request
in terms of time and expenditure by this
body. But it could make a great deal of
difference in the lives of those men who
have sacrificed so much for this Nation,
and in the lives of their families who
have bravely borne the burden with
them. I urge the prompt and favorable
consideration of this resolution and ask
unanimous consent that it be printed in
full at this point in the Recorbp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Brock). The concurrent resolution will

be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the concurrent
resolution will be printed in the REc-
ORD.

The concurrent resolution (8. Con.
Res. 5) ; which reads as follows, was re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations:

5. Con. REs. b

Resolved by the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring), That (a) there
is hereby established a joint committee to
be known as the Joint Committee on Treat-
ment of Prisoners of War (referred to here-
inafter as the “joint committee™).

(b) The joint committee shall be composed
of ten members selected as follows:

(1) Pive members of the Senate to be
appointed by the President of the Senate,
three of whom shall be members of the ma-
jority party and two of whom shall be
members of the minority party.

(2) Five members of the House of Repra-
sentatives to be appointed by the Speaker cf
the House of Representatives, three of whom
shall be members of the majority party and
two of whom shall be members of the minor-
ity party.

(¢) The joint committee shall select a
Chairman and a Vice Chairman from among
its members. Six members of the juint com-
mittee shall constitute a quorum, except that
the Joint committee may prescribe a lesser
number of members to constitute a quorum
for the purpose of conducting hearings. Va-
cancles in the membership of the joint com-
mittee shall not affect the authority of the
remaining members to execute the functions
of the joint committee, and shall be filled in
the same manner in which original appoint-
ments thereto are made,
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FUNCTIONS OF JOINT COMMITTEE

SEc. 2. (a) It shall be the duty of the joint
committee to conduct a complete and com-
prehensive study and investigation of the
treatment of prisoners of war held by the
North Vietnamese Government and the
treatment of prisoners of war held by the
South Vietnamese and United States Govern-
ments. In carrying out such study and in-
vestigation the joint committee shall obtain
testimony from prisoners of war who have
been released by the Government of North
Vietnam and from the families and relatives
of persons being held as prisoners of war by
such government.

(b) It shall be the purpose of such study
and investigation to determine whether the
treatment accorded prisoners of war by all
Governments concerned is humane and
whether such governments are otherwise
complying with the Geneva Convention of
August 12, 1949, relating to the treatment
of prisoners of war.

(¢) On or before June 30, 1971, the joint
committee shall transmit to each House of
the Congress a report contalning the results
of its study and investigation. The joint
committee shall also include in such report
such recommendations for legislative or ad-
ministration action as the joint committee
shall deem appropriate. Upon the transmittal
of such report, the joint committee shall
cease to exist.

HEARINGS

Sec. 3. (a) In carrying out its duties under
this concurrent resolution, the joint commit-
tee, or any duly authorized subcommittee
thereof, is authorized to hold such hearings,
to sit and act at such places and times, to
require by subpena or otherwise the attend-
ance of such witnesses and the production
of such books, papers, and documents, to
administer such oaths, to take such testi-
mony, to procure such printing and binding,
and to make such expenditures as it deems
advisable.

(b) The joint committee may make such
rules respecting its organization and proce-
dures as it deems necessary. Subpenas may
be issued over the signature of the chairman
of the joint committee or by any member
designated by him or by the joint committee,
and may be served by such person or persons
as may be designated by such chairman or
member. The chairman of the joint commit-
tee or any member thereof may administer
oaths to witnesses,

STAFF AND ASSISTANCE

SEc. 4. (a) The joint committee shall have
power to appoint and fix the compensation
of such experts, consultants, technicians,
and staffl employees as it deems necessary
and advisable.

(b) With the consent of the department
or agency concerned, the joint committee is
authorized to utilize the services, informa-
tion, facilities, and personnel of the depart-
ments and agencies of the Government, and
may employ on & relmbursable basis or
otherwise the services of such personnel of
any such department or agency as it deems
advisable.

(c) With the consent of the chairman of
any committee of either House of Congress,
or any subcommittee thereof, the joint com-
mittee may utilize the information and fa-
cllitles, and the services of members of the
staff, of such committee or subcommittee
whenever the chairman of the jolnt commit-
tee determines that such action is necessary
and appropriate.

EXPENSES

Sec. 5. The expenses of the joint commit-
tee shall be pald from the contingent fund
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by
the chairman of the joint committee or by
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any member of the joint committee duly au-
thorized by the chairman.

SENATE RESOLUTION 49—SUBMIS-
SION OF RESOLUTION AUTHOR-
IZING EXPENDITURES BY THE
SELECT COMMITTEE ON EQUAL
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY

Mr. MONDALE submitted a resolution
(S. Res. 49) authorizing expenditures by
the Select Committee on Equal Educa-
tional Opportunity, which was referred
to the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration, by unanimous consent.

(The remarks of Mr. MoxpaLE when he
submitted the resolution appear later in
the Recorp under the appropriate
heading.)

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINA-
TIONS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE
ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, in behalf of the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. EastrAND), I wish to state
that the following nomination has been
referred to and is now pending before
the Commitiee on the Judiciary:

H. Brooks Phillips, to be U.S. marshal
for the northern district of Mississippi
for the term of 4 years, vice John H.
Phillips, deceased.

On behalf of the Committee on the
Judiciary, notice is hereby given to all
persons interested in this nomination to
file with the committee, in writing, on
or before Tuesday. February 16, 1971,
any representations or objections they
may wish to present concerning the
above nomination, with a further state-
ment whether it is their intention to ap-
pear at any hearing which may be
scheduled.

EXTENSION OF PERIOD FOR TRANS-
ACTION OF ROUTINE MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
period for the transaction of routine
morning business with statements limi-
ted therein to 3 minutes be extended for
not to exceed 9 minutes.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.

S. 683—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO BE KNOWN AS THE QUALITY
INTEGRATED EDUCATION ACT OF
1971

Mr,. MONDALE. Mr. President, I intro-
duce for appropriate reference a measure
which I call the Quality Integrated Edu-
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cation Act of 1971, cosponsored by Mr.
BayH, Mr. BROOKE, Mr, Casg, Mr. CraN-
STON, Mr. GrAVEL, Mr. Harris, Mr, HaT-
FIELD, Mr. HugHES, Mr. HUMPHREY, MTr.
INoUYE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. McGOVERN,
Mr. MonNTOYA, Mr. MuUskIE, Mr. Ran-
poLPH, Mr. RieIicoFr, Mr. TUNNEY, and
perhaps other Senators who have been
studying this proposal.

The basic purpose of this bill—I shall
summarize its specific provisions at a
later point in my statement—is to refocus
school integration efforts on the educa-
tional needs of children, and on the most
hopeful ways to meet these needs.

Despite the divisive rhetorie of the past
17 years, the real issue is, and always has
been, provision of equal educational op-
portunity to all of our children. It was
concern with the educational needs of
children which marked the Federal Gov-
ernment’s initial involvement with the
process of public school integration in
1954, with the Supreme Court’s funda-
mental decision in Brown against Board
of Education. It is precisely this concern
which we must recapture now.

We have learned over the years that
the children who are damaged by seg-
regated education are not only the black,
Chieano, Indian, or other minority chil-
dren who are its most obvious victims, In
his testimony before the Select Com-
mittee on Equal Educational Opportu-
nity, of which I am chairman, Dr, Ken-
neth Clark stated that advantaged, white,
middle-class children are also damaged
by educational systems which fail to
practice the principles of racial justice
and equality of opportunity that they
teach. On another level, all of us and all
our children—black, white, and brown,
rich, and poor—suffer as each passing
year brings us closer to the tragic, di-
vided America foreseen in the report of
the President’s National Advisory Com-
mission on Civil Disorders.

Although the beginning of the Fed-
eral concern for school desegregation,
the Brown case, was rooted in deep con-
cern for children and for their educa-
tion, the process of school desegregation
has over the years too often resembled
a vicious game in which the education
of children is of secondary importance.

In the South where racial segregation
was prescribed by law, and in some north-
ern school systems, we have seen a bitter
struggle over what is called compliance.
The Federal Government claims victory
when it achieves conversion to a uni-
tary school system even if very little
meaningful integration has been accom-
plished, and even if the process includes,
for example, the closing of modern black
schools or the firing of qualified black
faculty members and creates a climate of
bitterness which can damage the educa-
tion of children for a generation. School
systems frequently strive desperately for
the least short-term change possible,
without any real concern for the long
range effect this strategy will have on the
education of the children—black, brown,
and white—in their care.

In the North all of us—the executive
branch, the Congress, loeal school offi-
cials and the community at large—have
hidden behind the legalism of so-called
de facto segregation, justifying inaction
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on the ground that the segregation of our
schools just happened and ignoring its
obvious effect on our children and their
educations.

And throughout the Nation we have
largely ignored discrimination against
Mexican-American, Indian, and Puerto
Rican and other minority children and
paid far too little attention to their spe-
cial educational needs.

It is time for this Nation and this Con-
gress to face the urgent needs of our
Nation’s single most important resource—
our children. It is time for us to begin to
solve the problem of racial separation in
our public schools in a sensitive, humane,
and intelligent way, with an understand-
ing of the complex educational issues in-
volved, with reference to those hopeful
strategies which have been developed
over the past few years, and with the ob-
jective of better education for all our
children firmly in mind.

Last spring, President Nixon proposed
the expenditure of $1.5 billion to assist
the process of desegregation in the South
and to encourage some movement toward
reducing the number of children in raci-
ally isolated schools in the North. I sup-
port and applaud the President’s initia-
tive.

However, the legislation which ac-
companied his request was so vaguely
drawn that I and many of my colleagues
feared that little real change would re-
sult. We saw the danger that funds
would be doled out as payment for adop-
tion of a desegregation plan, regardless
of its quality, in de jure segregated school
districts, and as payment for the most
token efforts in so-called de facto dis-
tricts, so that after 2 years we would
have learned little and made less pro-
gress toward solving the problems which
confront us. A recent New York Times
editorial entitled “Benign Deceit in De-
segregation” underscored this conclu-
sion. I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the Recorp at the close of
my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MONDALE, We have had a rare
opportunity to preview the proposed pro-
gram in action. Last August, the Con-
gress enacted over the President's veto
an Education Appropriation Aet which
included an emergency appropriation of
$75 million to implement, in limited
form, the program proposed in the
President’s message. Amendments at-
tached in the Senate were designed to
prevent the most flagrant abuses. Addi-
tional safeguards, required under title VI
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, were in-
corporated in HEW regulations. These
provisions prohibit assistance to local
educational agencies which gave public
support to racially segregated private
academies. They prohibit assistance to
local educational agencies which fire or
demote black facully members. They
prohibit reduction of local per pupil ex-
penditures as the result of desegregation.

And yet, the administration of this
program has borne out our worst fears.
Last November six civil rights groups—
American Friends Service Committee,
Delta Ministry of the National Council
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of Churches, Lawyers Committee for
Civil Rights Under Law, Lawyers Con-
stitutional Defense Committee, NAACP
Legal Defense and Education Fund, Ine.,
and the Washington Research Project—
issued a carefully documented report
which demonstrates widespread abuse
of these provisions and the failure of
HEW to act to correct noncompliance.

Of the 295 local educational agencies
visited by the six civil rights groups, 179
were found to be in clear violation of the
statutes and regulations. In 87 others,
the six groups found evidence of viola-
tions. Federal funds intended to support
integrated education are instead often
supporting segregated classrooms; segre-
gated transportation systems; segregated
faculties and staffs; dismissal and de-
motion of qualified black teachers, prin-
cipals and coaches; and donation of
property and services to private segre-
gated schools. These Federal funds are
often supporting school districts which
refuse to comply with plans for student
assignment submitted to HEW or or-
dered by Federal courts.

In addition, and perhaps more im-
portant, review of project applications
by the six civil rights groups and by
members of my staff demonstrate that
HEW has made no concerted effort to
support or encourage development of
affirmative programs in quality inte-
grated education. Rather, HEW has ex-
pended these funds as general aid, on
the basis of applications which lack
specificity, for projects which are often
unrelated to the process of school de-
segregation.

In view of the performance of HEW
under the emergency appropriation, the
need for a program carefully designed by
the Congress is clear.

During the last legislative session, the
Education Subcommittee, under the able
leadership of the Senator from Rhode
Island, conducted extensive hearings on
the measure proposed by the President.
The Select Committee on Equal Educa-
tional Opportunity spent 9 months in an
intensive examination of the general
problem. The work of these two commit-
tees resulted in the preparation of a
bill which incorporates a nationwide pro-
gram to support the voluntary establish-
ment of carefully defined, stable, quality
integrated schools.

We believe that this program, if it is
carefully administered by the admin-
istration and by school districts through-
out the country, will provide fair and
long overdue demonstration of the bene-
fits of quality integrated education—
pursued rationally as an educational ob-
jective—and will immeasurably increase
our knowledge of the best means to pro-
vide equality of educational opportunity.

Mr. President, the foundation of the
Quality Integrated Education Act of 1971
is the concept of the stable, quality inte-
grated school. Over 60 percent of the
funds authorized under the act would
be reserved for the establishment of such
schools—over 40 percent for establish-
ment of integrated schools by individual
school districts, 10 percent for inter-
district cooperation, and 10 percent for
the construction of several model inte-
grated education parks.
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In defining the integrated school we
have relied heavily on the massive study
Equality of Educational Opportunity”—
the Coleman report—prepared under
the direction of Dr. James S. Coleman
for the Office of Education in 1966, and
on recent testimony by Dr. Coleman,
Dr. Thomas Pettigrew of Harvard Uni-
versity, and others before the Select
Committee on Equal Educational Oppor-
tunity. These authorities agree that chil-
dren learn more from each other than
from any other single educational re-
source; that interaction with children
from educationally advantaged back-
grounds has an even greater impact on
the development of learning skills than
the quality of the teaching staff or the
quality of the physical faeility; and that
the presence of children from education-
ally advantaged backgrounds is perhaps
the most important element in successful
integration.

As Dr. Pettigrew testified:

One of the essential components of equal
educational opportunity for the TUnited
States is raclal and soclal class integration
of our Nation’s public schools, The relevant
soclal science research, in my opinion, forces
this conclusion upon us.

In testimony before the select com-
mittee, Dr. Coleman made the same
point:

There is, however, another set of resources
in the school which is not measured by edu-~
cators’ school quality measures. This is the
educational resources brought to the school
by other children, as a result of their home
influences and earlier school influences.

These resources are things like reading
material in the home, the amount and level
of discussion in the home, the parents’ level
of ‘education, the parents' interest in the
child’s education.

When these educational resources are re-
lated to a child's school performance—that
is, the educational resources brought to the
school by other children at school—the re-
sult showed & stronger relation than for any
other resource in the school.

In effect, it means that if a child is going
to school with other children who are per-
forming at a high level, he, himself, will do
better than if he was going to school with
other children who are performing at a low
level.

What appears to happen is that the educa-
tional resources held by other children are
more important in increasing a child’s own
achievement than those that are allocated by
the school board.

It is interesting to note that this posi-
tion was supporied by President Nixon in
his March 24, 1970, message on school
desegregation.

The President said :

From an educationa! standpoint, to ap-
proach school questions solely in terms of
race is to go far astray . . .

The data strongly suggests, also, that in
order for the positive benefits of Integration
to be achieved the school must have a ma-
jority of children from environments that
encourage learning—recognizing, again, that
the key factor is not race but the kind of
home that the child comes from.

In recognition of this evidence, the bill
we are introducing today specifies that
an integrated school must contain a sub-
stantial proportion of children from edu-
cationally advantaged backgrounds, De-
spite the President’'s statement, the
administration’s desegregation bill fails
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to require or even mention this concept
as an element in programs to be funded.

A second basic element of the inte-
grated schools' approach is real integra-
tion. Schools which receive funding
would be substantially representative of
the minority group and nonminority
groun student population of the local
educational agency in which they are lo-
cated. This provision assures that funds
will not be used to support token inte-
gration, but instead will support the
kind of integration which if successful
can be replicated throughout a school
district. In addition, it assures that mi-
nority and nonminority children will
varticinate in the program on a equitable
basis. The bill contains similar defini-
tions of representativeness for the fac-
ultv of an integrated school.

A third important element is the re-
quirement that schools receiving funds
under the act be stable. We believe that
funds for hopeful quality integration
should be devoted to schools that in the
judgment of the Commissioner will not
be victims of resegregation.

A fourth element in our approach is
the requirement that integrated schools
contain a well-planned program for the
provision of quality education in an in-
tegrated setting. School districts would
receive funds to provide in-service
teacher training, advanced teaching
techniques, modern curricula designed
to promote intercultural awareness
teacher aides, special guidance and coun-
seling services, and, where appropriate,
programs of bilingual, bicultural educa-
tion to assure educational excellence in
integrated schools.

Over 40 percent of the funds author-
ized would be reserved for the establish-
ment of stable, quality integrated schools
by individual local educational agencies.
Many American schoolchildren, how-
ever, presently attend school districts in
which the proportion of minority group
children is so great that the immediate
prospect for stable integration within
the confines of a single district are dim.
Therefore, 20 percent of the funds au-
thorized would be reserved for programs
of interdistrict cooperation and the es-
tablishment of education parks.

Ten percent of the funds authorized
would be invested in voluntary programs
of wurban-suburban cooperation along
the lines suggested by Senator Rieicorr,
to establish integrated schools contain-
ing a substantial proportion of children
from educationally advantaged back-
grounds and at least half the proportion
of minority group students found in the
metropolitan area as a whole. As Pro-
fessor Pettigrew testified before the Se-
lect Committee:

A metropolitan perspective is essential.
Pessimists often regard the raclal integra-
tion of schools as impossible because of the
growlng concentration of black Americans
in central cities.

But as soon as we adopt a metropolitan
perspective the dimensions of the problem
are abruptly altered. Black Americans con-
stitute only 11% of our national population

and only about 147% of our metropolitan
population.

An additional 10 percent of the funds
authorized would be invested in the es-
tablishment of several demonstration
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educational parks. An education park
would be an integrated school, located in
a metropolitan area, serving students
from preschool through grades 12. It
would consist of high schools, junior high
schools, and elementary schools located
on a single campus under unified diree-
tion.

Education parks would be stable, qual-
ity integrated schools, with student
bodies containing substantial proportions
of children from educationally advan-
taged backgrounds which are representa-
tive of the minority group and non-
minority group student population of the
metropolitan area. They would lower
capital eosts by as much as 15 or 20 per-
cent. They would permit wider course
offerings and lend themselves to the in-
corporation of modern teaching tech-
niques such as individualized instruction.
They would facilitate cooperation with
private schools and with colleges and
universities.

Many experts, including Dr. Pettigrew,
and the Commissioner of Education, Mr.
Marland, believe that education parks
are among the most encouraging strat-
egies for the long term improvement of
urban education, yet it is clear that with-
out Federal support, local school distriets
are unable to experiment with this prom-
ising concept.

The bill we are introducing today re-
flects an initiative of Senator Javirs
which sets aside between 10 and 15 per-
cent of the funds for experimental pilot
programs designed to improve the aca-
demic achievement of children in minor-
ity group isolated schools, in school
districts where integration appears diffi-
cult in the short term. We hope that
these programs will result in the develop-
ment of new strategies to improve the
eduecation of children in these school
distriets.

Five percent of the funds would be in-
vested in integrated educational televi-
sion on the Sesame Street model. A re-
cent report by the Educational Testing
Service indicated that such programs can
play an important part in the develop-
ment of crucial academic and social skills
for children from all racial and economic
backgrounds. Sesame Street itself proved
highly successful with children ages 3
to 5. We hope to see additional programs
for preschool children and similar pro-
grams to serve older children with ap-
propriate emphasis on nonblack minor-
ity groups. As the Educational Testing
Service evaluation states:

In general, Sesame Street achieved its goals,
They were important goals. Since this ex-
perimental television program for preschool-
ers was so successful, it would be a travesty
of responsible educational policy making
were not more, similarly-conceived television

programs funded, developed, researched, and
presented.

Six percent of the funds authorized
would be reserved for funding of private
nonprofit organizations, including par-
ent and community groups, for projects
designed to promote equal educational
opportunity by encouraging the partic-
ipation of children, students, and teach-
ers in the education process and improv-
ing communications between the school
and the community.
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Three percent of the funds would be
reserved to reimburse the cost of suc-
cessful suits by parents and teachers to
enforce the terms of the act, related edu-
cation legislation and the constitutional
guarantees of the 14th amendment and
title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.
By opening up the resources of the pri-
vate bar, this provision would provide in-
jured citizens with some guarantee
against the abuses which have occurred
under the emergency appropriation. The
provision would encourage a nationwide
effort to protect the Constitutional rights
of minority group children to freedom
from discrimination in public education
with appropriate emphasis on cases of
discrimination against all minorities,

Ten percent of the funds would be re-
served to the Commissioner of Education
for allocation among the otherwise au-
thorized activities.

To insure equitable distribution of
funds, over 60 percent of the funds ap-
propriated would be apportioned for
grants within each State on the basis of
the ratio that the number of minority
group public schoolchildren in each
State bears to the total number of mi-
nority group public schoolchildren in the
remainder—the funds reserved for edu-
cation, parks, interdistrict cooperation,
attorneys’ fees, and integrated educa-
tional television together with the 10
percent reserved to the Commissioner
for allocation among the activities au-
thorized in the bill-—would be allocated
to the Commissioner of Education to dis-
tribute on the basis of the quality of ap-
plications.

The bill contains safeguards against
diseriminatory practices, modeled upon
those added in the Senate to the emer-
gency $75 million appropriation and

those adopted by HEW regulation.
These safeguards prohibit funding
of local educational agencies which,
since enactment of the emergency
appropriation last fall, have engaged
in the following practices: aid to
private segregation academies oper-
ating as alternatives for white students
fleeing desegregated public schools; dis-
crimination against minority group
teachers or other minority group per-
sonnel; segregation of children within
schools for a substantial portion of the
school day in conjunction with deseg-
regation or the establishment of an in-
tegrated school; limiting participation of
minority group children in extracurricu-
lar activities, or limiting extracurricular
activities, in order to avoid the partici-
pation of minority group children; or
other discrimination on the basis of race,
color, or national origin.

Local educational agencies may receive
a waiver for violations committed prior
to the enactment of this act, if the Com-
missioner of Education is satisfied that
the abuses have been corrected and will
not recur. However, local educational
agencies which violated these provisions
while receiving funds under the $75 mil-
lion Emergency School Assistance pro-
gram must submit applications of special
merit. The appropriate committees of the
Senate and House must be given notice
of intention to grant waiver.
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The administration’s performance un-
der the $75 million emergency appro-
priation gives us little confidence that
these safeguards will be applied in prac-
tice. But their application is crucial. The
value of integrated education to the chil-
dren involved is lost if discrimination
continues to be practiced within a so-
called integrated school. When a quali-
fied black teacher is fired because of his
race, or Chicano students are placed in
segregated classrooms, the message is not
lost on the students or on the community
at large.

In addition to these provisions which
are designed to prevent funding of local
educational agencies which continue to
engage in the most blatant forms of dis-
crimination, the bill contains provisions
designed to insure that programs under
the act are understood by the community
at large and that parents, teachers, and
students are given a voice in program
development and implementation, Since
the establishment of integrated schools
is by definition a program of human re-
lations as well as education, these provi-
sions are vitally important.

Therefore, the application and other
pertinent documents must be made readi-
ly available to the public by the local ed-
ucational agencies and by the Commis-
sioner of Education. Applications must
be developed through a process of open
hearings and with the full participation
of a committee of parents, teachers, and,
where applicable, secondary school stu-
dents, of which at least half the mem-
bers are parents and at least half the
members are from minority groups. Ap-
plications which do not receive the sup-
port of the committee must be forwarded
to the Commissioner with the comments
of the committee appended and may be
approved by the Commissioner of Educa-
tion only upon his finding that the local
educational agency had good cause to
proceed without committee approval.

Unless we are prepared to seriously
consult parents, teachers, and students in
the development and implementation of
programs under this act, we cannot ex-
pect them to be successful.

Finally, the bill would establish a Na-
tional Advisory Council on Equality of
Educational Opportunity, consisting of
15 members, of whom at least half must
be members of minority groups, to eval-
uate and report to the Congress on the
operation of the program by December
1, 1973. This report should provide the
Congress with an assessment of the pro-
gram and its implementation and a basis
for its revision and expansion.

Mr. President, we still have an oppor-
tunity to demonstrate our commitment
to quality integrated education, but this
opportunity will not last forever. Black,
Chicano, Puerto Rican, and Indian par-
ents know that we have not genuinely
tried to practice what we so easily
preach. Misuse of the initial $75 million
emergency appropriation eannot have
reassured them. It is not surprising that
many minority parents—and white par-
ents as well—who for years have hoped
and worked for integrated education are
now seeking other approaches to educa-
tional quality.
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We must demonstrate to these parents,
and especially to the parents of the
South, black and white, that our concern
for school integration is based upon a
deep commitment to education of high
quality which is beneficial to all chil-
dren. We must recapture the concern for
children and their education with which
we began in 1954. If we do not, integrated
education will be held a failure without
an honest trial.

The bill we introduce today is not a
complete answer to tiie problem of ceg-
regation in our public schools. Any com-
prehensive solution will require a far
greater investment than the $1.5 billion
which the administration has promised
to spend over the next 2 years, and must
be part of a broad commitment to the
reunification of American socicty—a
commitment to give middle-class work-
ing Americans the opportunity for de-
cent housing and a decent way of life in
central cities, a commitment to open
housing and employment in the suburbs
to those who are less affluent or who are
members of minority groups.

But the bill we introduce today does
provide a sensitive and realistic begin-
ning. It does, in our judgment, insure
that quality, stable integrated schools—
with educationally advantaged students,
community involvement and support,
sensitive curricula, and other positive
elements—will be established and evalu-
ated in hundreds of school districts
throughout the Nation. It does insure
that promising proposals for metropoli-
tan integration—education parks,
urban-suburban cooperative efforts—
will be tried and evaluated. It does in-
sure, if properly administered, that at
the end of 2 years the kind of integra-
tion proposals that research suggests are
most encouraging will have been at-
tempted in numerous communities
across the country.

It is our hope and our belief that the
program which we propose will demon-
strate the advantages of quality inte-
grated education to American parents,
and will greatly expand our knowledge
of the best ways to achieve integrated
education.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill,
a summary, and a section-by-section
analysis of it be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHILES). The bill will be received and
appropriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the bill, the summary, and the
section-by-section analysis will be
printed in the REecorp, in accordance
with the Senator's request.

The bill (S. 683) to provide financial
assistance for the establishment and
maintenance of stable, quality, integrated
education in elementary and secondary
schools to assist school districts to over-
come the adverse educational effects of
minority group isolation, and for other
purposes; introduced by Mr. MONDALE,
for himself and other Senators, was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, and ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:
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5. 683

Be it by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Quality Integrated
Education Act of 1971,

FINDINGS AND PURPOSE

SEc. 2. (a) The Congress hereby finds
that the segregation of schoolchildren by
race, color, or national origin, whatever its
cause or origin, is detrimental to all children
and deprives them of equality of educa-
tional opportunity; that conditions of such
segregation exist throughout the Nation,
and, as a result, substantial numbers of
children are suffering educational depriva-
tion; and that the process of establishing
and maintalning stable, quality, integrated
schools improves the quality of education
for all children and often involves the ex-
penditure of additional funds to which local
educational agencies do not have access.

(b) It is the purpose of this Act (1) to
provide financial assistance to encourage
the establishment and maintenance of
stable, quality, integrated schools through-
out the Nation, serving students from all
backgrounds, which derive full advantage
from the enriched educational opportunities
provided by the education of children from
diverse backgrounds in an environment
sensitive to the potential contribution of
each child to the education of all, through
the utilization of modern educational meth-
ods, practices, and techniques, including,
where appropriate, programs of integrated
bilingual, bicultural education, and (2) to
ald schoolchildren to overcome the educa-
tional disadvantages of minority group
isolation.

$ord

APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 3. (a) The Commissioner, shall, In
accordance with the provisions of this Act,
carry out a program designed to achieve the
purposes set forth in section 2(b). There are
authorized to be appropriated to the Com-
missioner, for the purpose of carrying out
this Act, $500,000,000 for the period begin-
ning with the enactment of this Aet and
ending June 30, 1972, and $1,000,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973. Funds
so appropriated shall remain avallable for
obligation and expenditure during the fiscal
year succeeding the fiscal year for which
they are appropriated, except that funds
reserved under paragraph (1) of subsection
(b) shall remain available until expended.
Funds so appropriated shall be available for
grants and contracts under this Act only ta
the extent that the sums appropriated to the
Office of Education for any fiscal year exceed
the sums appropriated to the Office of Edu-
cation for the next preceding fiscal year,
except that sums appropriated pursuant to
this Aect shall not be considered in deter-
mining the sums appropriated to the Office
of Education for any such next preceding
fiscal year.

(b) (1) From the sums appropriated pur-
suant to subsection (a), the Commissioner
shall reserve—

(A) not less than 10 per centum of each
of the amounts authorized to be appropriated
pursuant to such subsection for the purposes
of section 8;

(B) not less than 5 per centum of each of
the amounts authorized to be appropriated
pursuant to such subsection for the purposes
of section 10;

(€C) not less than 3 per centum of each
of the amounts authorized to be appropriated
pursuant to such subsection for the purposes
of section 11.

(2) If the total amount of the sums appro-
priasted pursuant to subsection (a) for any
fiscal year does not constitute at least four
times the aggregate of the amounts specified
for reservation pursuant to paragraph (1) for
that fiscal year, each of the amounts so speci-
fied for that fiscal year shall be ratably re-
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duced until the aggregate of the amounts
reserved under paragraph (1) does not exceed
one-fourth of an amount equal to the sums
50 appropriated.

(3) Of the sums appropriated pursuant to
subsection (a), the Commissioner is author-
ized to reserve an amount, not in excess of
an amount equal to 10 per centum of such
sums, for the purposes of section T(a).

(4) Of the sums appropriated pursuant
to subsection (a), the Commissioner shall
reserve 10 per centum for grants by him to
local educational agencles making applica-
tions under sections 5(a) (2).

APPORTIONMENT AMONG STATES

SEc, 4. (a) (1) From the sums appropriated
pursuant to section 3(a) which are not
reserved under section 3(b) for any fiscal
vear, the Commisslioner shall apportion to
each State for grants within that State an
amount which bears the same ratio to such
sums as the number of minority group chil-
dren enrolled in public schools in that State
bears to the number of such children in all
the States, except that the amount appor-
tioned to any State shall not be less than
$100,000.

(2) Of the amount apportioned to each
State under paragraph (1), the Commission-
er shall reserve not less than one-sixth but
not more than one-fourth for grants to local
educational agencies in that State pursuant
to section 5(b).

(3) Of the amount apportioned to each
State under paragraph (1) the Commission-
er shall reserve not less than 10 per centum
for grants In that State pursuant to section
T(b).

(( b) The amount of any State's apportion-
ment under subsection (a) which exceeds
the amount which the Commissioner deter-
mines, in accordance with criteria estab-
lished by regulation, will be required during
the period for which the apportionment is
available for programs and projects within
such State, shall be avallable for reappor-
tionment from time to time, on such dates
during such period as the Commissioner
shall fix by regulation, to other States In
proportion to the original apportionments to
such States under subsection (a). If the
Commissioner determines, in accordance
with criteria established by regulation, that
the amount which would be reapportioned
to a State under the first sentence of this
subsection exceeds the amount which will
be required during the period of the appor-
tionment for programs and projects within
such State, the amount of such State's re-
apportionment shall be reduced to the extent
of such excess, and the total amount of any
reductions pursuant to this sentence shall
be avallable for reapportionment under the
first sentence of this subsection. Any amount
reapportioned to a State under this subsec-
tion during the period of any apportionment
shall be deemed a part of its apportionment
for that period; and any amount reserved
pursuant to paragraph (2) of subsection (a)
and reapportioned under this subsection
shall be used solely for the purposes for
which it was originally reserved.

ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE

Sec. 5. (a) (1) The Commissioner is au-
thorized to make a grant to, or a contract
with, a local educational agency only If, in
accordance with criteria established by regu-
lation, he determines—

(A) that the local educational agency has
adopted a plan for the establishment or
maintenance of one or more stable, quality,
integrated schools; and

(B) that the number of minority group
children in attendance at the schools of such
agency is (1) at least one thousand and at
least 20 per centum of the number of all
children in attendance at such schools, or
(1) at least three thousand and at least 10
per centum of the number of all children in
attendance at such schools.
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(2) Notwithstanding the provisions of
clause (B) of paragraph (1), the Commis-
sioner is authorized to make grants, in
accordance with special eligibility criteria es-
tablished by regulation for the purposes of
this paragraph, to a local educational agency
which does not meet the requirements of
such clause (B), where such local educa-
tional agency is located within, or adjacent to,
a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area and
makes joint arrangements with an addi-
tional local educational agency, located with-
in the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area
and contalning a substantial proportion of
minority group students, for the establish-
ment and maintenance of one or more stable,
quallty integrated schools. For the pur-
poses of this subsection, an integrated school
shall be a school with a student body con-
taining a substantial proportion of children
from educationally advantaged backgrounds
in which the proportions of minority group
students are at least 50 per centum of the
proportions of minority group students en-
rolled in all schools of the local educational
agencies within the Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area, and a faculty and adminis-
trative staff with substantial representa-
tion of minority group persons.

{b) The Commissioner is authorized to
make grants to, or contracts with, local edu-
cational agencies for unusually promising
pilot programs or projects designed to over-
come the adverse effects of minority group
isolation by improving the academic achleve-
ment of children in one or more minority
group isolated schools, if he determines that
the local educational agency had a number
of minority group children in average daily
membership in the public schools, for the fis-
cal year preceding the fiscal year for which
assistance is to be provided, (1) of at least
15,000, or (2) constituting more than 50 per
centum of such average daily membership
of all children in such schools.

{c) No local educational agency making ap-
plication under this section shall be eligible
to receive a grant or contract in an amount
in excess of the amount determined by the
Commissioner, in accordance with regula-
tions setting forth criterla established for
such purpose, to be the additional cost to
the applicant arising out of activitles au-
thorized under this Act, above that of the ac-
tivities normally carrled out by the loeal
educational agency.

{d) (1) No local educational agency shall be
eligible for assistance under this Act If it
has, after August 18, 1970—

(A) transferred (directly or indirectly by
gift, lease, loan, sale, or other means) real
or personal property to, or made any services
available to any nonpublic school or school
system (or any organization controlling, or
intending to establish, such a school or school
system) without prior determination that
such nonpublie school or school system (i)
is not operated on a racially segregated basis
as an alternative for children seeking to
avoid attendance in desegregated public
schools, and (ii) does not otherwise practice,
or permit to be practiced, diserimination on
the basis of race, color, or national origin in
the operation of any school activity;

(B) had in effect any practice, policy, or
procedure which results (or has resulted)
in the disproportionate demotlon or dismis-
sal of instructional or other personnel from
minority groups in conjunction with deseg-
regation or the establishment of an in-
tegrated school, or otherwise engaged in
discrimination based upon race, color, or
national origin in the hiring, promotion, or
assignment of employees of the agency (or
other personnel for whom the agency has
any administrative responsibility);

(C) in conjunction with desegregation or
the establishment of an integrated school,
adopted any procedure for the assignment of
students to or within classes which results
in segregation of children for a substantial
portion of the school day; or
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(D) had in effect any other practice, pol-
icy, or procedure, such as limiting curricu-
lar or extracurricular actlvities (or partici-
pation therein by children) in order to avoid
the participation of minority group students
in such activities, which discriminate among
children on the basis of race, color, or na-
tional origin;
except that, in the case of any local educa-
tional agency which is .neligible for assist-
ance by reason of clause (A), (B), (C), or
(D), such agency may make application for
a walver of ineligibility, which application
shall specify the reason for its ineligibilivy,
contain such information and assurances as
the Secretary shall require by regulation in
order to insure that any practice, policy, or
procedure, or other activity resulting in the
ineligibility has ceased to exist or occur and
include such provisions as are necessary to
insure that such activities do not reoccur
after the submission of the application.

(2) (A) No local educational agency shall
be eligible for a waiver under paragraph (1)
if—

(1) 1t is ineligible by reason of clause (A),
(B), (C), or (D) of paragraph (1) because
of transactions, practices, policies, or pro-
cedures which existed or oceurred after Au-
gust 18, 1970; and

(11) it has received assistance under the
appropriation in the paragraph headed
“Emergency School Assistance” in the Of-
fice of Education Appropriations Act, 1971
({Public Law 91-380).

(B) (1) In the case of any local educational
agency which is ineligible for assistance un-
der this Act by reason of subparagraph (A),
such agency may make a special application
for a walver of its Ineligibility, which appli-
cation shall inciude (I) all the specifications,

edures, assurances, and other informa-
tion required for a walver under the excep-
tion set forth in paragraph (1), and (II) In
addition, such other data, plans, assurances,
and information as the Secretary shall re-
quire in order to insure compliance with this
subparagraph (B).

(i) The additional matters required by
the Secretary under clause (II) of subpara-
graph (B) (1) shall at least include sufficient
information as to enable the Commissioner
to properly evaluate the application sub-
mitted under section 9 by the applicant for
a special walver under this subparagraph (B)
and advise the Secretary with respect to the
merit of the program for which assistance is
sought.

(3) Applications for walvers under para-
graphs (1) and (2) may be approved only by
the Secretary. The Secretary’s functions un-
der this paragraph shall, notwithstanding
any other provision of law, not be delegated.

(4) No application for assistance under
this Act shall be approved prior to a deter-
mination by the Commissioner that the ap-
plicant Is not ineligible by reason of this
subsection. No walver under paragraph (2)
shall be granted until the Commissioner has
determined that the special applicant has
submitted an application under sectlon 9 of
extraordinary merit.

(6) All determinations pursuant to this
subsection shall be carried out in accordance
with criteria and investigative procedures es-
tablished by regulations of the Secretary for
the purpose of compliance with this sub-
section.

(6) All determinations and walvers pursu-
ant to this subsection shall be in writing.
The Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
of the Senate and the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor of the House of Representa-
tives shall each be given notice of an inten-
tion to grant any waiver under this subsec-
tion, which notice shall be accompanled by
& copy of the proposed waiver for which no-
tice is glven and copies of all determinations
relating to such wailver. The Commissioner
shall not approve an application by a local
educational agency which requires a walver
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under this subsection prior to thirty days
after receipt of the notice required by the
preceding sentence by the chairman of the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare of
the Senate and the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor of the House
of Representatives.

AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES

SEc. 6. (a) Sums appropriated pursuant to
section 3(a) and apportioned to a State pur-
suant to section 4 (which have not been
reserved under paragraph (2) or (3) of sec-
tion 4(a)) and the sums reserved pursuant
to section 3(b)(4) shall be available for
grants to, and contracts with, local educa-
tional agencies in that State which have
been established as eligible under section
5(a), to assist such agencies in carrying out
the following programs and projects de-
signed to establish or maintain stable, qual-
ity, integrated schools, as necessary and ap-
propriate to carry out the purposes of this
Act:

(1) the development and use of new ~ur-
riculums and instructional methods, prac-
tices, and techniques to support a program
of instruction for children from all racial,
ethnie, and economic backgrounds, includ-
ing instruction in the language and cultural
heritage of minority groups;

(2) remedial services, beyond those pro-
vided under the regular school program con-
ducted by the local educational agency, in-
cluding student-to-student tutoring;

(3) guidance and counseling services, be-
yond those provided under the regular school
program conducted by the local educational
agency, designed to promote mutual under-
standing among minority group and non-
minority group parents, students, and teach-
ers;

(4) administrative and auxiliary services
to facilitate the success of the project;

(5) community activities, including pub-
lic information efforts, in support of a plan,
program, project, or other activities de-
scribed in this section;

(6) recruiting, hiring, and training of
teacher aides: Provided, That in recruiting
teacher aldes, preference shall be glven to
parents of children attending schools assist-
ed under section 5(a);

(7) inservice teacher training designed to
enhance the success of schools assisted un-
der section 65(a) through contracts with in-
stitutions of higher education, or other in-
stitutions, agencies, and organizations in-
dividually determined by the Commissioner
to have special competence for such pur-
pose;

(8) planning programs and projects under
this section, the evaluation of such programs
and projects, and dissemination of informa-
tion with respect to such programs and proj-
ects; and

(9) repair of minor remodeling or altera-

tion of existing school facilities (including
the acquisition, installation, modernization,
or replacement of equipment) and the lease
or purchase of moblle classroom units or
other mobile educational facilities.
In the case of programs and projects involv-
Ing activities described in clause (9), the
inclusion of such activities must be found to
be a necessary component of, or necessary to
facilitate, a program or project involving
other activities described in this section or
subsection (b), and in no case involve an
expenditure in excess of 10 per centum of
the amount made available to the applicant
to -arry out the program or project. The
Commission shall promulgate regulations
defining the term “repair or minor remodel-
ing or alteration”.

(b) Sums reserved under section 4(a) (2)
shall be avallable for grants to, and contracts
with, local educational agencies eligible for
assistance under section 5(b) to carry out
innovative pilot programs and projects which
are _pecifically designed to assist in over-

2181

coming the adverse effects of minority group
isolation, by Iimproving the educational
achievement of children in minority group
isolated schools, including the activities de-
scribed in clauses (1) through (9) of sub-
section (a), as they may be used to accom-
plish such purpose.

SPECIAL PROGRAMS AND FROJECTS

Sec. 7. (a)(1) Amounts reserved by the
Commissioner pursuant to section 3(b) (3)
shall be available to him for grants and con-
tracts under this subsection.

(2) The Commissioner is authorized to
make grants to, and contracts with, State
and local educational agencies, and other
public and private nonprofit agencies and
organizations (or a combination of such
agencies and organizations) for the purpose
of supporting special programs and projects
carrying out activities described in section
6, which the Commissioner determines will
make substantial progress toward achieving
the purposes of this Act.

(b) From the amounts reserved pursuant
to section 4(a) (8), the Commissioner is au-
thorized to make grants to, and contracts
with, public and private nonprofit agencies,
institutions, and organizations (other than
local educational agencies and nonpublic
elementary and secondary schools) for pro-
grams and projects tc promote equality of
educational op ortunity, through facilitat-
ing the participation of parents, students,
and teachers in the design and implementa-
tion of comprehensive educational planning;
the provision of services which will enable
parents to become effective participants in
the educational process; the conduct of ac-
tivities which foster understanding amcng
minority group and nonminority group
parents, students, teachers, and school of-
ficials, including public information and
school-community relations activities; and
the conduct of school-related activities to re-
inforce student growth and achievement.

EDUCATION PARKS

Skec. 8. From the sums reserved pursuant to
section 3(b) (1) (A), the Commissioner is au-
thorized to make grants to State and local
educational agencies to assist in the con-
struction of education parks in Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas. For the pur-
poses of this section, the term “education
park” means an integrated school or cluster
of such schools located on a common site,
within a Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Area, of sufficient size to achieve maximum
economy of scale consistent with sound edu-
cational practice, providing the full range of
preschool, elementary, and secondary educa-
tion, with a student body containing a sub-
stantial proportion of children from educa-
tionally advantaged backgrounds, which is
representative of the minority group and
nonminority group student population of the
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area, and
a faculty and administrative staff with sub-
stantial representation of minority group
persons.

APPLICATIONS

Sec. 8. (a) Any local educational agency
desiring to receive assistance under this Act
shall submit to the Commissioner an applica-
tion therefor at such time, in such form, and
containing such information as the Com-
missloner shall require by regulation. Such
application, together with all correspondence
and other written materials relating thereto,
shall be made readily available to the public
by the applicant and by the Commissioner.
The Commissioner may approve an applica-
tion If he determines that such application—

(1) sets forth a plan, and such policies and
procedures, as will assure that (A) in the
case of an application under section 5(a), the
applicant will initiate or continue a program
specifically designed to establish or maintain
at least one or more stable, quality, inte-
grated schools, or (B) in the case of an ap-
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plication under section 5(b), the applicant
will initlate or expand an innovative pro-
gram specifically designed to meet the edu-
cational needs of children attending one or
more minority group isolated schools;

{2) has been developed—

(A) in open consultation with parents,
teachers, and, where applicable, secondary
school students, including public hearings
at which such persons have had a Tull oppor-
tunity to understand the program for which
assistance is being sought and to offer recom-
mendations thereon, and

(B) with the participation and, subject to
subsection (b), approval of & committee com-
posed of parents of children participating in
the program for which assistance is sought,
teachers, and, where applicable, secondary
school students, of which at least half the
members shall be such parents, and at least
half shall be persons from minority groups;
(3) sets forth such policies and procedures
as will insure that the program for which
assistance is sought will be operated in con-
sultation with, and the involvement of,
parents of the children and representatives
of the area to be served, including the com-
mittee established for the purposes of clause
(2) (B);

(4) sets forth such policies and proce-
dures, and contains such information, as will
insure that funds pald to the applicant
under the application be used solely to pay
the additional cost to the applicant in carry-
ing out the plan and program described in
the application;

(5) contains such assurances and other
information as will insure that the program
for which assistance is sought will be admin-
istered by the applicant, and that any funds
received by the applicant, and any property
derived therefrom, will remain under the ad-
ministration and control of the applicant;

(8) sets forth such policies and proce-
dures, and contalns such information, as will
insure that funds made available to the ap-
plicant (A) under this Act wil] be so used
(1) as to supoplement and, to the extent
practicable, increase the level of funds that
would, in the absence of such funds, be made
available from non-Federal sources for the
purposes of the program for which assistance
is sought, and for promoting the integration
of the schools of the applicant, and for the
education of children participating in such
program, and (ii) in no case, as to supplant
such funds from non-Federal sources, and
(B) under any other iaw of the United States
will, in accordance with standards estab-
lished by regulation, be used In coordination
with such programs to the extent consistent
with such other law;

(7) in the case of an application for as-
sistance under section 5(b), that the pro-
gram or project to be assisted will involve an
additional expenditure per pupil to be served,
determined in accordance with regulations
prescribed by the Commissioner, of sufficient
magnitude to provide reasonable assurance
that the desired educationa] impact will be
achieved and that funds under this Act will
not be dispersed in such a way as to under-
mine their effectiveness;

(8) in the case of an application by a local
educational agency, that the State educa-
tional agency governing the school district
or school districts in which the approved
program or project will be carried out has
been glven reasonable opportunity to offer
recommendations to the applicant and to
submit comments to the Commissioner;

(89) sets forth effective procedures, in-
cluding provislons for objective measure-
ment of change in educational achievement
and other change to be effected by programs
conducted under this Act, for the continu-
ing evaluation of programs or projects under
this Act, including thelir effectiveness in
achieving clearly stated program goals, their
impact on related programs and upon the
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community served, and thelr structure and
mechanisms for the delivery of services; and

(10) provides (A) that the applicant will
make periodic reports at such time, in such
form, and containing such information as
the Commissioner shall require by regula-
tion, which regulation shall require at
least—

(i) in the case of reports relating to per-
formance, that the reports be consistent with
specific criteria related to the program ob-
jectives, and

(ii) that the reports include information
relating to educational achievement of
children in the schools of the applicant,
and (B) that the applicant will keep such
records and afford such access thereto as—

(1) will be necessary to assure the correct-
ness of such reports and to verify them,
and

(11) will be necessary to assure the public
adequate access to such reports and other
written materials,

(b) In the event the committee established
pursuant to clause (2)(B) of subsection
(a) does not, after a reasonable opportunity
to do so, approve an application under this
section, the local educational agency may
submit the application for approval by the
Commissioner. The committee may, upon
written notification to the local educational
agency and the Commissioner, seek a review
of the reasons for fallure to obtain approval.
Upon receipt of any such notice, a local
educational agency shall promptly file with
the Commissioner a statement of the issues
in question, the reason for submission of
the application without such approval, and
its grounds for desiring approval of the
application by the Commissioner as sub-
mitted, and shall attach thereto a statement
of the reasons of the committee respecting its
fallure to approve the application. Upon
receipt of a notice filed under the second
sentence of this subsection, the Commis-
sioner shall take no action with respect to
approval of the application in question until
he has reviewed the matters submitted to
him by the local educational agency and any
matters submitted to him by the committee
and, when he determines it to be appro-
priate, has granted an opportunity for an
informal hearing. Within thirty days after
the Commissioner has received the matters
required to be submitted under the third
sentence of this subsection, he shall make a
finding as to whether the local educational
agency was justified in submitting the appli-
cation without approval, as required under
clause (2) (B) of subsection (a). Upon his
finding of justification, the Commissioner
may proceed with respect to the approval of
the application. Such finding, and the rea-
sons therefor, shall be in writing and shall
be made available to the local educational
agency and the committee.

(e) (1) The Commissioner shall, from time
to time, set dates by which applications for
grants under this Act shall be filed and may
prescribe an order of priority to be followed
in approving such applications.

(2) In determining whether to make a
grant or contract under sectlon 5 or in fixing
the amount thereof, the Commissioner shall
give priority to—

(A) in case applications submitted under
section 5(a), applications from local educa-
tional agencies which place the largest num-
bers and proportions of minority group stu-
dents in stable, quality, integrated schools;
and

(B) applications which offer the greatest
promise of providing quality education for
all participating children.

EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION

Sec. 10. (a) The sums reserved pursuant to
section 3(b) (1) (B) for the purpose of carry-
ing out this section shall be available for
grants and contracts in accordance with sub-
section (b).

February 9, 1971

(b) (1) The Commissioner shall carry out
a program of making grants to, or contracts
with, not more than ten public or private
nonprofit agenciles, institutions, or organiza-
tions with the capability of providing ex-
pertise in the development of television pro-
graming, in sufficient number to assure di-
versity, to pay the cost of development and
production of integrated children’s television
programs of cognitive and affective educa-
tional value.

(2) Television programs developed in whole
or in part with assistance provided under
this Act shall be made reasonably available
for transmission, free of charge, and shall
not be transmitted under commercial spon-
sorship.

(3) The Commissioner may approve an
application under this section only if he
determines that the applicant—

(A) will employ members of minority
groups in responsible positions in develop-
ment, production, and administrative staffs;

(B) will utilize modern television tech-
niques of research and production; and

(C) has adopted effective procedures for
evaluating education and other change
achieved by children viewing the program.

ATTORNEYS' FEES

SEec. 11. (a) Upon the entry of a final order
by a court of the United States against a
local educational agency, a State (or any
agency thereof), or the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare for failure
to comply with any provision of this Act, title
I of the Eelementary and Secondary Educa-
tlon Act of 1965 or discrimination on the
basis of race, color, or natlonal origin in vio-
lation of title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, or of the fourteenth article of amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United
States as they pertain to elementary and
secondary education, such court shall award,
from funds reserved pursuant to section 3(b)
(1) (C), reasonable counsel fee, and costs not
otherwise reimbursed, for services rendered,
and costs incurred, after the date of enact-
ment of this Act to the party obtaining such
order.

(b) The Commissioner shall transfer all
funds reserved pursuant to section 3(b)
(1) (C) to the Administrative Office of the
United States Courts for the purpose of
making payments of fees awarded pursuant
to subsection (a).

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 12. Except as otherwise specified, the
following definitions shall apply to the terms
used in this Act:

(1) The term "Commissioner" means the
Commissioner of Education; and the term
“Secretary” means the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare.

(2) The term “elementary school” means
a day or residential school which provides
elementary education, as determined under
State law.

(3) The term “equipment” includes ma-
chinery, utilities, and built-in equipment
and any necessary enclosures or structures
to house them, and includes all other items
necessary for the provision of eduecatlonal
services, such as Instructional equipment and
necessary furniture, printed, published, and
audiovisual instructional materials, and
other related material.

(4) the term “institution of higher educa-
tion" means an educational institution in
any State which—

(A) admits as regular students only indi-
viduals having a certificate of graduation
from a high school, or the recognized equiv-
alent of such a certificate;

(B) is legally authorized within such State
to provide a program of education beyond
high school;

(C) provides an educafional program for
which it awards a bachelor's degree; or pro-

vides not less thah a two-year program which
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is acceptable for full credit toward such a
degree, or offers a two-year program in en-
gineering, mathematics, or the physical or
biological sciences which is designed to pre-
pare the student to work as a technician and
at & semiprofessional level in engineering,
scientific, or other technological fields which
require the understanding and application
of basic engineering, scientific, or mathe-
madtical prineiples or knowledge;

(D) is a public or other nonprofit insti-
tution; and

(E) is accredited by a nationally recog-
nized accrediting agency or association listed
by the Commissioner for the purposes of this
paragraph.

(5) The term “integrated school' means a
school with a student body, containing a
substantial proportion of children from edu-
cationally advantaged backgrounds, which
is substantially representative of the minor-
ity group and non-minority group students
population of the local educational agency
in which it is located, and a faculty which
is representative of the minority group and
nonminority group population of the larger
community in which it is located, or where
the Commissioner determines that the local
educational agency concerned is attempting
to increase the proportions of minority group
teachers, supervisors, and administrators in
its employ, a faculty which is representative
of the minority group and nonminority group
faculty employed by the local educational
agency.

(6) The term “local educational agency”
means a public board of education or other
public authority legally constituted within
a State for either administrative control or
direction of, public elementary or secondary
schools in a ecity, county, township, school
district, or other political subdivision of a
Btate, or such combination of school dis-
tricts, or counties as are recognized in a
State as an administrative agency for its
public elementary or secondary schools, or
a combination of local educational agen-
cies; and includes any other public insti-
tution or agency having administrative con-
trol and direction of & public elementary
or secondary school.

(7) (A) The term “minority group"” refers
to (i) persons who are Negro, American In-
dian, Spanish-surnamed American, Portu-
guese, or Oriental; and (ii) (except for the
purposes of section 4), as determined by the
Secretary, children who are from environ-
ments where the dominant language is other
than English and who, as a result of limited
English-speaking ability, are educationally
deprived, and (B) the term *Spanish-sur-
named American” includes persons of Mexi-
can, Puerto Rican, Cuban, or Spanish origin
or ancestry.

(8) The terms “Minority group isolated
school” and “minority group isolation"” in
reference to a school mean a school and con-
dition, respectively, in which minority group
children constitute more than 6624 per cen-
tum of the average daily membership of a
school.

(9) The term “nonprofit” as applied to a
school, agency, organization, or institution
means a school, agency, organization, or
institution owned and operated by one or
more nonprofit corporations or assoclations
no part of the net earnings of which inures,
or may lawfully inure, to the benefit of any
private shareholder or individual.

(10) The term “secondary school” means a
day or residential school which provides sec-
ondary education, as determined under State
law, except that it does not include any
education provided beyond grade 12.

(11) The term “Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area"” means that area in and
around a city of fifty thousand inhabitants
or more as defined by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget.

(12) The term “State” means one of the
fifty States or the District of Columbia.
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(13) The term “State educational agency”
means the State board of education or other
agency or officer primarily responsible for
the State supervision of public elementary
and secondary schools, or, if there is no such
officer or agency, an officer or agency desig-
nated by the Governor or by State law for this
purpose.

EVALUATIONS

Sec. 13. The Commissioner is authorized to
reserve not in excess of 1 per centum of the
sums appropriated under this Act for any
fiscal year for the purposes of this section.
From such reservation, the Commissioner is
authorized to make grants to, and contracts
with, institutions of higher education and
private organizations, institutions, and agen-
cles, including councils established pursu-
ant to section 9(a)(2), for the purpose of
evaluating specific programs and projects as-
sisted under this Act.

REPORTS

Sec. 14. The Commissioner shall make pe-
riodic detalled reports concerning his activi-
ties In connection with the program author-
ized by this Act and the program carried out
with appropriations under the paragraph
headed “Emergency School Assistance” in
the Office of Education Appropriations Act,
1971 (Public Law 91-380), and the eflective-
ness of programs and projects assisted under
this Act in achieving the purposes of this
Act. Such reports shall contain such infor-
mation as may be necessary to permit ade-
quate evaluation of the programs authorized
by this Aect, and shall be submitted to the
President and to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare of the Senate and the
Committee on Education and Labor of the
House of Representatives. The first report
submitted pursuant to this section shall be
submitted no later than ninety days after
the enactment of this Act. Subsequent re-
ports shall be submitted no less often than
four times annually.

JOINT FUNDING

Sec. 15. Pursuant to regulations prescribed
by the President, where funds are advanced
by the Office of Education, and one or more
other Federal agencies for any project or
activity funded in whole or in part under
this Act, any one of such Federal agencies
may be designated to act for all in admin-
istering the funds advanced. In such cases,
any such agency may walve any technical
grant or contract requirement (as defined
by regulations) which is inconsistent with
the similar requirements of the administer-
ing agency or which the administering
agency does not impose. Nothing in this sec-
tion shall be construed to authorize (1) the
use of any funds appropriated under this
Act for any purpose not authorized herein,
(2) a variance of any reservation or ap-
portionment under section 3 or 4, or (3)
walver of any requirement set forth in sec-
tions 5, 6, 9, and 12(5).

NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

Sec. 16. (a) There is hereby established a
National Advisory Council on Equality of
Educational Opportunity, consisting of
fifteen members, at least one-half of whom
shall be representatives of minority groups,
appointed by the President, which shall

(1) advise the Secretary with respect to
the operation of the program authorized by
this Act, including the preparation of reg-
ulations and the development of criteria for
the approval of applications;

(2) review the operation of the program
(A) with respect to its effectiveness in
achieving its purposes as stated in section
2, and (B) with respect to the Commis-
sioner’s conduect in the administration of
the program;

(3) meet not less than four times in the
period during which the program is au-
thorized, and submit through the Secretary,
to the Congress at least two interim re-
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ports, which reports shall include a state-
ment of its activities and of any recom-
mendations it may have with respect to the
operation of the program; and

(4) not later than December 1, 1873, sub-
mit to the Congress a final report on the
operation of the program.

(b) The Commissioner shall submit an
estimate under the authority of section 401
(c) and part C of the General Education
Provisions Act to the Congress for the ap-
propriations necessary for the Council
created by subsection (a) to carry out its
functions.

The summary, presented by Mr. Mon-
DALE, is as follows:
SUMMARY OF QUALITY INTEGRATED EDUCATION
Act

1. Authorizes $1.56 billion over the next two
years for the following purposes:

40 to 45% of the funds for creating and
maintaining stable, quality integrated
schools that contaln substantial proportions
of children from educationally advantaged
backgrounds and are representative of the
minority group and non-minority group
student population of the school districts in
which they are located. These schools are
designed to be hopeful, promising, ncn-token
demonstrations of quality integrated educa-
tion that could be duplicated throughout the
school distriets.

10 to 15% of the funds for promising pilot
programs in racially or ethnically isolated
schools in districts with over 50% minority
students or 15,000 minority students.

10% of the funds for education parks in
metropolitan areas contalning substantial
proportions of children from educationally
advantaged backgrounds, and student bodies
that are representative of the minority group
and non-minority group student body of the
metropolitan area.

109% of the funds for interdistrict coopera-
tion. Urban-suburban cooperative efforts
producing schools containing children from
educationally advantaged backgrounds and
a proportion of minority group students
equal to one-half the proportion of minority
group students in the standard metropolitan
statistical area would be eligible for funding.

10% of funds for the Commissioner to al-
locate as he sees fit among the various ac-
tivities authorized in the Act.

6% of the funds for funding private non-
profit groups to promote equal educational
opportunity by encouraging the participa-
tion of parents, students and teachers in the
education process.

5% of the funds for integrated children’s
education television programs similar to Ses-
ame Street.

3% of the funds are reserved for reim-
bursement of attorneys’ fees in successful
desegregation and education lawsuits pro-
tecting rights under this Act, Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act, 14th Amendment, and Title
I of ESEA.

1% of the funds are reserved for evalua-
tion.

2. Other Provisions:

Safeguards prohibiting aid to school dis-
tricts aiding private segregation academies,
firing or demoting minority group teachers,
tracking and segregating children within the
school, limiting extra-curricular activities to
avold integration or engaging in other dis-
criminatory actions,

Public information and community par-
ticipation provisions requiring that all docu-
ments relative to the application must be
made public and developed in open hearings
with a participation ot a bi-racial committiee
of parents, teachers and students.

Authorizes bi-lingual, bi-cultural efforts
or projects specifically designed for Spanish-
speaking or other ethnic minorities where
appropriate.

Carefully defines and limits to very spe-
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cific educational purposes the activities fund-
able under this Act (including a provision
that not more than 10% of any grant can be
for remodeling) unlike other bills that would
fund practically any “other specifically de-
signed programs or projects which met the
purposes of this Act.”

Encourages the establishment of quality
Integrated schools, nationwide, regardless of
whether a legal requirement exists,

The analysis, presented by Mr. Mon-
DALE, is as follows:
ANALYSIS OF QUALITY INTEGRATED EDUCATION
Act OF 1971

1. Title

“Quality Integrated Education Act of 1871"

2. Findings and Purpose

The bill contains findings that segregation
of school children by race, color or national
origin, regardless of its cause, is harmful to
all children and deprives them of equality of
educational opportunity, and that such seg-
regation exists throughout the nation.

The bill states two purposes: (a) To pro-
vide financial assistance to encourage estab-
lishment and maintenance of stable, quality
integrated schools, throughout the nation,
which provide sensitive programs for the
education of children from diverse back-
grounds, and which utilize modern educa-
tional techniques including where appro-
priate, integrated bi-lingual, bi-cultural
education; (b) To ald school children to
overcome the educational disadvantages of
minority group isolation.

3. Appropriations

The bill authorized $500 million for the
period g with enactment and end-
ing June 30, 1972, and $1 billlon for the
following fiscal year.

Funds appropriated are to remain avail-
able for one fiscal year beyond the fiscal year
for which they are appropriated, except that
funds for attorneys, educational television
and education parks remain available until
expended.

Funds appropriated for any fiscal year are
to be reduced to the extent that Office of
Education expenditures for other programs
during that year are reduced from the pre-
ceding year.

4, Earmarks

a. Attorneys’ Fees

Three percent of the funds authorized are
earmarked to reimburse attorneys’ fees and
costs not otherwise reimbursed in successful
lawsuits pertaining to elementary and sec-
ondary education under this Act, Title VI,
the 14th Amendment and Title I of ESEA.

b. Children’s Television

Pive percent of the funds authorized are
earmarked for integrated children's televi-
sion programs. The bill authorizes grants to
not more than ten private non-profit organi-
zations. It provides that programs must be
made avallable for transmission free of
charge and shall not be transmitted under
commercial sponsorship. The bill requires
that members of minority groups be em-
ployed in responsible positions, that grantees
utilize modern television technigques and
adopt effective procedures for evaluation.

c. Education Parks.

The bill earmarks 10% of the funds au-
thorized for construction of education parks
in standard metropolitan statistical areas.
An education park must have student bodies
of which a substantial proportion are chil-
dren from educationally advantaged back-
grounds and which are representative of the
minority group and non-minority group pop-
ulation of the standard metropolitan statis-
tical area In which they are located, and
faculties and administrative staffs with sub-
stantial representation of minority group
persons.

d. Inter-District Cooperation
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The bill sets aside 10% of the funds for
suburban school districts with low concen-
trations of minority group students to estab-
lish, through cooperation with urban school
districts, integrated schools with student
bodies of which a substantial proportion are
children from educationally advantaged
backgrounds and which contain a propor-
tion of minority group students equal to
one-half the proportion of minority group
students in the standard metropolitan statis-
tical area.

For example, in the Washington, D.C.
SMSA, which is approximately 30% black
and 70% white, Montgomery County could
receive funding for establishing, in coopera-
tion with the District, a stable quality in-
tegrated school containing a student body of
which 15% are minority group students.

e. The Commissioner's 10%

Ten percent of the funds appropriated are
reserved for the Commissioner to allocate as
he sees fit among the various activities au-
thorized In the Act.

1. Evaluation

One percent of the funds appropriated are
reserved for evaluation.

5. Apportionment to the States

The remainder of the funds (619 ) will
be apportioned among the States on the
basis of the number of minority group chil-
dren in each State, except that no BState
will receive less than $100,000, for the fol-
lowing purposes:

a. Quality Integrmed Schools

Approximately 70% of the funds allocated
to the States (40-45% of the funds author-
ized under the Act) are allocated to fund
guality integrated schools within school dis-
tricts. These schools must be stable, con-
tain a substantial proportion of children
from educationally advantaged backgrounds,
be substantially representative of minority
group and non-minority group student pop-
ulation of the district and contain repre-
sentative faculties.

Funds would be provided for the following
activities in integrated schools:

(1) New curricula and instructional meth-
ods to support a program of integrated in-
struction, including instruction in language
and cultural heritage of minority groups;

(2) Remedial services;

(3) Guidance and counseling services de-
signed to promote mutual understanding
between minority group and non-minority
group parents, students, and teachers;

(4) Administrative and auxiliary services;

(6) Community activities including pub-
lic information efforts;

(6) Recruiting, hiring and training teach-
er aides with preference given to parents;

{7) In-service teacher training;

(8) Planning, evaluation and dissemina-
tion of information;

(9) Minor alteration and remodeling lim-
ited to 10% of a grant.

Districts are eligible for funding integrated
schools which have 1,000 minority group
students constituting 20% of the district’s
enrollment, or 3,000 minority group students
constituting 10%. This limits funding under
the integrated schools section to 1,010 dis-
tricts (of approximately 18,000 in the Na-
tion) containing 859 of the Nation's minor-
ity group students.

b. Racial and Ethnic Isolation

Of the funds allocated to each State, one-
sixth to ome-fourth (10-15% of the funds
under the entire Act) are reserved for prom-
ising pllot programs in raclally or ethnically
isolated schools. Districts are eligible only if
they contain over 50% minority students, or
15,000 minority group students. Within the
eligible districts, only schools with student
bodies containing at least two-thirds minor-
ity group students would be eligible for pilot
programs.
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c. Community Groups

Ten percent of the funds allocated to each
state (approximately 6% of the total funds
under the bill) are reserved for funding
private non-profit groups for programs and
projects to promote equality of educational
opportunity through: encouraging the par-
ticipation of parents, students and teachers
in the design and implementation of educa-
tional planning; providing services which
will enable parents to become effective par-
ticipants in the education process; conduct-
ing school-related activities to reinforce stu-
dent growth and achievement; or improving
communications among the school, minority
and non-minority parents, students and
teachers.

6. Safeguards

The bill prohibits funding districts which,
since August 18, 1870, have engaged in the
following practices:

a. Aid to private segregated schools in vio-
lation of the standard adopted by the U.S.
District Court in Green vs. Kennedy;

b. Disproportionate demotion or dismissal
of minority group teachers in conjunction
with desegregation or the establishment of
an integrated school;

c. Segregation of children within classes
for a substantial portion of the school day
in conjunction with desegregation or the es-
tablishment of an integrated school;

d. Limiting participation of minority group
children in extracurricular activities, or lim-
iting extra-curricular activities in order to
avold participation of minority group chil-
dren, or other discrimination among children
on the basis of race, color or national origin.

Waiver

Districts may receive a walver for viola-
tions committed prior to enactment of this
Act. However, districts which committed vio-
lations while funded under the $756 million
ESAP program must submit applications of

special merit. The Senate Committee on La~-
bor and Public Welfare and the House Com-
mittee on Education and Labor must be given
notice of intention to grant waiver, No waiver
may be granted until 30 days after receipt of
the notice by the appropriate

7. Community Participation

8. All documents pertinent to the applica-
tion must be made open to the public by
HEW and the school district.

b. Applications must be developed through
a process of open hearings, and with the
particlpation of a committee composed of
parents, teachers and students of which at
least half the members are parents and at
least half the members are from minority
groups.

c. Applications would require approval by
the committee, but absent approval, com-
mittee objections would be appended to the
application and the Commissioner of Educa-
tion would have 30 days to declde.

8. Priorities

The bill requires that priority be given to
school district applications which place the
largest members and proportions of minority
group children in integrated schools, and
which show the greatest educational prom-
ise,

9. National Advisory Council

The bill would establish a National Ad-
visory Council on Equality of Educational
Opportunity consisting of 15 members at
least half of whom must be members of
minority groups, which must report to the
Congress on the operation of the program by
December 1, 1873.

10. Commissioner

The Subcommittee bill would place ad-
ministration in the hands of the Commis-
sioner with one exception: only the Sec-
retary could grant walvers of the safeguard
provisions.
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Percentof  Approximate

Purpose total funds amount

Reserved:
Commissioner's fund_.._____ 10
Education parks_.._____._. 10
Inter-district cooperatio 10
Educational TV._ - 5
Attornays' fees. . . 3
Evaluation 1

LU TR LR R e 39

$150, 000, 000
150, 000, 000
150, 000, 000

75, 000, 000
45, 000, 000
15, 000, 000

585, 000, 000

Apportioned among the States:
Cor

P_lrntmunity gn'n‘uliis..i.i i 6 90, 000, 000
{17 2Tk e 10-15 —150,000, 060
225, 000, D00

40-45 —600, 000, 000

675, 000, 000

915, 000, 000

Integrated schools. . ........

Tobale < o cuplioiiics 61

ExHIBIT 1
BENIGN DECEIT IN DESEGREGATION

Last May, in the only constructive rec-
ommendation of an otherwlse vague message
on racial problems in the schools, President
Nixon asked Congress for $1.5 billon to
speed desegregation. These funds were to
help Southern school districts eliminate
dual school systems and underwrite North-
ern efforts to attain better-integrated qual-
ity education in de facto segregated schools.

There have been recurring charges that
an initially authorized emergency fund of
$76 million has been widely abused, either
by being spent on unrelated purposes or, in-
credibly, on subsidizing schools which vio-
lated the letter or the spirit of the desegre-
gation laws.

It is against this background that the fail-
ure of the 9l1st Congress to pass the $1.5-
billion measure must be viewed. Liberals In
the Senate, already disturbed by the ques-
tions raised concerning the use of the in-
terim funds, were further alarmed when the
House submitted a measure so permissive
that its original intent might come to be
overlooked. Such misgivings were intensified
by an amendment prohibiting the use of
these funds for busing in the interest of in-
tegration. And so last-minute efforts to pass
a revised measure failed.

The bill should be revived early in the new
Congress, but with a clear acknowledgment
of its purpose. As the legislation began to
run into trouble in its first round there was
a growing feeling, even among sincere op-
ponents of segregation, that its fiaws ought
to be overlooked. Education is so desperately
in need of aid, the argument ran, that all
children, black and white, would benefit,
even if the legislation did not specify in de-
tall its real mission.

Though well-intentloned, this is a spe-
clous argument. The schools do, of course,
need increased Federal subsidies; but the
vehicle for such ald is the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. If Congress wants
to propose additional subsidies, it can and
should do so. But to appropriate funds in-
tended to bring about speedler, more peace-
ful and educationally sound integration,
without the proper assurance that the mon-
ey will be spent for just such purposes,
would be a policy of benign deceit.

A measure to implement President Nixon's
original recommendation should be enacted
without delay. But the effect of a costly de-
segregation bill that does not desegregate
would be to give the Administration one
more opportunity to take credit for good in-
tentions, while secretly pleasing the segre-
gationists,

Mr, JAVITS. Mr, President, the bill in-
troduced by the Senator from Minnesota
poses for us a very serious and very
important problem, to which I hope
many Senators will address themselves,
as it must be solved very promptly.
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Together with the deputy minority
leader, the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
GRIFFIN), I have introduced the admin-
istration’s bill on the same subject. That
bill is S. 195.

It will be recalled that the President
recommended a program of $1.5 billion,
that $75 million was voted last year,
that sum has been spent or is in the
process of being spent, and that there
is no disagreement between many in
Congress on the amount that is to be
spent, The question is as to the means.

The Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
MonpALE) heads a special committee, of
which I am a member, to deal with this
question of publie school integration or
desegregation, to answer the complaint
that it should proceed effectively in the
North as well as the South, and that
it should be fixed on excellence in edu-
cation, not just on desegregation in com-
pliance with Supreme Court decisions,

There is also a legislative committee
headed by the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PELL), of which I am also a
member, as I am the ranking member
of the main legislative committee, a com-
mittee to which Senator MoNDALE also
belongs, the Comittee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare. The bill that Senator Mon-
pALE has introduced is essentially the bill
agreed upon by the legislative subcom-
mittee of which I am a member, and in
which I joined last year. I am not a co-
sponsor of this measure. The bill which
I have introduced is similar to the bill
passed by the House of Representatives,
with the exclusion of an antibusing pro-
vision which the House of Representa-
tives had included last year and some
other modifications.

These are differing approaches. I be-
lieve that at this time, Mr. President,
while I am very sympathetic with the
MonpaLE bill, I can best serve the pur-
pose of getting a bill passed by being the
main sponsor of the administration’s bill
and endeavoring to find a way out of the
differences that face us.

The dilemma is not as complex as it
sounds. The Mondale bill seeks to zero
in on stable quality integrated schools.
The administration bill seeks to zero in
on the elimination or reduction of minor-
ity group isolation, essentially the racial
concept. The administration bill gives
practically all the money to that pur-
pose. The Mondale bill gives about 40 to
45 percent to the purpose of a stable
integrated school, which may be inappli-
cable in certain areas where the com-
position of a school district does not per-
mit of that kind of application.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Minnesota has ex-
pired, and the time for routine morning
business has expired.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, could I be
recognized again, as no other Senator is
seeking recognition, if the Senator from
West Virginia would obtain an addi-
tional 3 minutes?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
time for the transaction of routine morn-
ing business be extended for 3 additional
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I would be constrained to object to
the Senator from New York having addi-
tional time, but I would be glad for the
Senator from Minnesota to have 3 addi-
tional minutes in his own right.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. MONDALE. I yield to the Senator
from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I shall take
just a minute, because I would like the
Senator’s comments on this.

As I see our job, Mr. President, it is
to design a bill which will bridge this
seeming difference between the adminis-
tration bill anid the bill of the distin-
guished senior Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. MonpaLE), expressing the views of
the Legislative Subcommittee as well. I
wish to assure the Senate and my very
dear friend and colieague from Minne-
sota that I shall apply myself completely
to that effort. I believe that I shall He
much better able to do what must be
done if I stand where I am, rather than
immediately joining in his bill at this
time. I hope that both he and others will
understand that it does not represent at
all any retirement from the position I
have taken which induced me to join in
the bill reported by the Education Sub-
committee during the closing days of the
91st Congress. 1 have confidence that we
will work out a permanent piece of legis-
lation, and that in order to do it, 1
believe I am in the best position this way.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator
from New York. The measure which we
introduce today is in part a product of
the contribution offered by the Senator
from New York, and is the measure which
last session was unanimously recom-
mended by the Senate Subcommittee on
Education. It incorporates the most
hopeful strategies of which we are aware
to try to deal with this heartbreaking
and tragic issue of segregation and un-
equal educational opportunities in Amer-
ica today.

Anyone who feels he knows all the
answers ought to spend a few days with
us on our Education Subcommittee, to
realize what a difficult and profoundly
important issue this is. It is not some-
thing we can run away from; we must
deal with it, end I am very hopeful that
this session of Congress can handle it
directly.

There is no Senator who has stood
more for this proposition or who is better
advised or more experienced that the
Senator from New York. I look forward
to working with him on this issue.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague, and
also thank the deputy majority leader for
his graciousness.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the able Senator.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

THE GEORGE WASHINGTON UNI-
VERSITY SESQUICENTENNIAL

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the
George Washington University, the only
private nonsectarian university in our
Nation’s Capital, is celebrating its 150th
anniversary of the signing, by President
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James Monroe, of the congressionally ap-
proved charter under which the univer-
sity still operates.

From a shoestring, beginning in 1821,
with 30 students and three professors,
the George Washington University has
grown into one of the major educational
institutions in the United States.

Enown as the alma mater of Federal
decisionmakers, this private, nonsectar-
ian university has more graduates in the
foreign service and in top Federal execu-
tive positions than has any cther college
or university in the Nation.

I am proud that I am a graduate of
George Washington University National
Law Center. Other Members of the 92d
Congress who are alumni include Sena-
tors RoeerT C. BYrp, West Virginia; Nor-
ris CorroN, New Hampshire; Danien K.
Inouve, Hawaii; and Frank E, Moss,
Utah; and in the House, Representatives
GaARrY BrRowN, Michigan; JoeL T. BrRoY=-
HILL, Virginia; GoooLoE E. Byron, Mary-
land; CuArRLES E. CHAMBERLAIN, Michi-
gan; Joe L. Evins, Tennessee; JOHN J.
FrynTt, Georgia; GIiLeerT GuUDE, Mary-
land; OrvaL HanseN, Idaho; SHERMAN P.
Lrnoyp, Utah; Paur G. Rocers, Florida;
Wirtriam L, Scorr, Virginia; Keite G.
SeeeLius, Kansas; and JoSEPH SKUBITE,
Esansas. Also included are two members
of the President’s Cabinet, Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development George
W. Romney and David M. Kennedy, Sec-
retary of the Treasury. FBI Director J.
Edgar Hoover, Mrs. Jacqueline Kennedy
Onassis, and Mrs. Margaret Truman
Daniel are among GW'’s famous gradu-
ates,

The university's 40,000 living alumni
include equally distinguished people in
business, industry, and the professions.
In the Washington area alone, there are
20,000 alumni, including 4,200 lawyers,
900 physicians, 2,300 educators, and 1,000
engineers.

The cowinner of the 1970 Nobel Prize
in medicine, Julius Axelrod, is a GW
graduate and part-time faculty member.
Other notable lecturers include former
Chief Justice Earl Warren and Consumer
Advocate Ralph Nader.

GW’s student body numbers 15,000 on
campus—from 50 States and 92 coun-
tries—and 10,000 offcampus adults who
take GW courses in the suburbs, in the
Federal agencies, and in the Armed
Forces. The oncampus student popula-
tion includes 97 minority group students
from the District of Columbia who are
admitted without charge.

Under President Lloyd H. Elliott, GW
is completing an ambitious development
program which, in the past 5 years, has
doubled the value of its physical plant
and given identify to its 16-block urban
campus bounded by Pennsylvania Ave-
nue, 24th, F, and 19th Streets NW., just
three blocks west of the White House.

Currently under construction is a $25,-
000,000 medical school complex and a
$16,000,000 income-producing building to
be leased to Pctomac Electric Power Co.
A $10,000,000 university library is ex-
pected to get underway this spring. Re-
cently completed were a $9,000,000 Uni-
versity Center and a $4,500,000 classroom
building. Other recent additions include
the Jacob Burns Law Library, the Luther
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Rice Administration Building, the Eugene
Meyer Pavilion of the university hospi-
tal, the Joseph Henry Office Building,
a new office building, a new emergency
unit for the hospital, and the university
clinic—offering all major specialties for
outpatient care.

With more than 6,500 personnel, GW
is the second largest corporate entity in
the Metropolitan Washington area. The
university is channeling $200,000 a day,
3656 days a year, into the Metropolitan
Washington &area through its annual
budget of approximately $75,000,000.

Academic programs are offered
through eight degree-granting schools
and colleges, including the Nation’s sec-
ond largest law school and the well-
known schools of medicine, public and
international affairs, and Government
and business administration. Interdis-
ciplinary approaches to study and re-
search are exemplified by programs in
science, technology, and public policy;
Sino-Soviet studies; and law, psychiatry,
and criminology.

At the undergraduate level, a wide
range of conventional subjects is com-
plemented by unique programs in speech
pathology, medical technology, Chinese
studies, Latin American studies, statis-
tics, and experimental humanities.

Exceptional opportunities for learning
are made possible through cooperative
programs conducted in various fields of
study with the Library of Congress, U.S.
Information Agency, the Smithsonian,
National Gallery of Art, Members of
Congress, and such inner city groups as
Shaw People for Urban Renewal—
SPUR—Congress Heights Association for
Services and Education—CHASE—Con-
gress Heights Commitiee for Health
Facilities and Medical Services, and the
Washington Metropolitan Planning and
Housing Association.

Through these and other academic of-
ferings, GW seeks to provide future lead-
ers with the knowledge, experience, and
motivation to devote a lifetime to cop-
ing with the problems which the Nation
is, and will be, facing.

The Metropolitan Washington Board
of Trade paid tribute to the university
on January 19, 1971, at a special sesqui-
centennial luncheon. Almost 500 govern-
ment, business, and industrial leaders
honored the George Washington Uni-
versity for its 150-year contribution to
our Nation and the Metropolitan Wash-
ington area. Congratulatory messages
were received from a number of leading
government officials. President Richard
M. Nixon said:

Throughout its eventful history the George
Washington University has responded with
strength and imagination to the changing
academic needs of our growing society.

Mayor Walter E. Washington, District
of Columbia, said:

George Weashington University's 150 years
of growth and steady progress, and its sig-
nificant future plans, combine to constitute
an exemplary source of great inspiration to
the City of Washington and to the entire
metropolitan community. Even beyond the
academic contributions, we are aware of the
significant economic impact that is made by
the Universlty to the general welfare of our
citizens.
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Gov. Marvin Mandel of Maryland:

Marylanders—as well as the people of all
the 50 states and many foreign nations—can
take great pride in the outstanding educa-
tional and cultural opportunities offered by
The George Washington University.

Gov. Linwood Holton of Virginia:

For 150 years George Washington Univer-
sity has made a continuing contribution to
higher education throughout the world. We
in Virginia feel a particular bond to an in-
stitution whose alumni can be Ifound
throughout the Commonwealth.

Mr. President, I know that all Sena-
tors would want to join in extending
congratulations to the George Washing-
ton University on the occasion of its ses-
quicentennial, 1821-1971.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, this is
not the first time that I have been physi-
cally present in the Chamber while my
thoughts have been downtown at George
Washington University.

Some years ago, when Senator George
M. Moses, of New Hampshire, was serv-
ing so ably in this body, there was on
the Senator’s staff a fellow named NORRIS
Corron, and although this young assist-
ant was supposed to be devoting his at-
tention to the matters of Congress, I
must admit that his mind frequently
strayed to the courses that he was taking
at the same time at the George Washing-
ton University Law School.

I am grateful, Mr. President, that
that young staff member somehow got
through his courses at GW and that he
now has the privilege of standing here
today as the senior Senator from New
Hampshire, and that the university, in
turn, managed to survive CorToN and is
now celebrating its 150th anniversary
year.

I feel a deep sense of personal grati-
tude for the outstanding instruction
and guidance I received through the
university.

I feel humbly pleased to be numbered
in the company of the sons and daugh-
ters who comprise GW'’s alumni.

To the officials, the teaching staff, and
the student body at GW, I extend my
most sincere congratulations and com-
mendations, and I offer my very best
wishes to the university for centuries
more of leadership in the academic world.

MARVIN MANDEL IS INAUGURATED
MARYLAND'S 56TH GOVERNOR

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, at noon
on January 20, 1971, the Honorable Mar-
vin Mandel was inaugurated to a 4-year
term as the 56th Governor of Maryland.
I ask unanimous consent that Governor
Mandel’s inaugural address delivered at
the State house in Annapolis be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

INAUGURAL ADDRESS OF Marvin MANDEL,

GOVERNOR OF MARYLAND

Lieutenant Governor Lee, Mr. Presldent,
Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gentlemen of the
General Assembly, Right Reverend Clergy,
Distinguished Guests, My Fellow Mary-
landers:

Today is a day of accounting as well as a
cause for celebration. For today, Maryland
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has an opportunity to speak out to a troubled
nation—to show the way toward a new path
of purpose and progress.

For this generation of Marylanders, as no
other before it, has earned the future by
persevering In the present. And I have just
sworn before you and Almighty God that
future generations of Marylanders will look
back upon today, not in anger, but in grati-
tude for the legacy we will have left them.

Just as the first elected governor of Mary-
iand, Thomas Johnson, took the oath of
office in the midst of a great Revolution, I
stand before you—the fifty-sixth Governor
elected in a continuous line—at a time of
tension and turmoil.

The history of the last decade is virtually
the story of civilization as the young among
us know it, and a shattering episode in the
cycle of events as the older among us have
lived 1it.

All of us—young and old alike—have been
hurtled through that time frame with such
unprecedented ferocity that the mnation’s
vision has been temporarily blurred.

By any measure of the immediate past,
we truly are a troubled nation—sick in spirit,
almless and adrift, overwhelmed by bigness,
tortured by a feeling of helplessness, tor-
mented by our own impatience with things
as they are.

We fight our individual battles instead of
joining together to conquer our common
enemies.

The rhythmns of history—of mankind, of
our nation, of our State—are a series of
ups and downs. And this nation has had
its share of both.

But often our memories are short.

Have we forgotten the Revolution that
ended on this very hill in 17837

Have we forgotten that just over a century
ago this nation was divided against itself,
and fought a bitter war to preserve its unity?

Have we forgotten the struggles and des-
peration of the Thirties, when half the na-
tion was hungry and our very system was
under siege?

Have we forgotten the great struggles for
freedom that have taken place around the
globe in this century?

Our memories are short, indeed.

For the struggles and challenges of today
are the very same ones that tested our fore-
bears.

The great anxiety that besets us today is a
weariness of spirit, a desolation of the soul
that betrays our destiny of greatness as a
nation,

Daily we see our customs and traditions
uprooted and derided by those who ignore the
heritage upon which they are built.

Daily we witness generation turn upon gen-
eration, with shameful disregard for unity as
a source of national strength.

Daily we see race turn upon race, forget-
ting that our national goals are achieved by
bullding together rather than by tearing
apart.

There are those among us who say this
mighty and proud nation of 200 million has
lost its way—

That by our division and indifference we
have gouged wounds too deep to heal.

That by our bitter rhetoric and brash
threats, we have stirred fears that will never
be calmed.

That we have created problems too great
to tame.

I come before you today neither to ad-
vance an impossible dream nor to preach
a Gospel of doom.

I am here, instead, in the spirit of renew-
al as well as change—for today, there is a
counterforce alive in the nation—the voice
of reason ringing out across the land.

To those among us who believe that vio-
lence is a badge of conviction, the majority
of us say you are wrong.

To those among us who contend destruc-
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tion and disturbance are symbols of commit-
ment, I say you are misguided.

To those among us who are indifferent to
both good and 111 In our system, I say that
indifference is our greatest na‘icnal sin.

And to everyone—black ancd white, young
and old, rich and poor—I say that we will
not be terrorized into tyranny of the right or
the left, or by impotence that threatens to
weaken us as a nation.

Let us lay aside, once and for all, the new
American plpedream that we are too weak
of will and void of spirit to try again.

The challenge is clear—whether the new
myth of national impotence is stronger than
the old reality of national decency and
etrength. I say it is not.

I believe today—as I have always believed—
that we, as a people, have the fortitude, the
courage, the guts to face our problems
sguarely, For we have always been at our best
in adversity.

The battles we have fought—the crises we
have endured—all have been crucibles for
the enlargement of freedom—freedom for
our nation, freedom for us as individuals.

Be it in a distant rice paddy, or in a ghetto
wasteland, the Falth of Our Fathers—
whether it be of Jesus, of Moses, or of Mo-
hammad—has been the gulding force that
has driven us onward as a nation. For free-
dom, no matter how unfair its distribution,
is truly a gift of God. And I belleve we have
been bountifully blessed with it.

And now we must pick up the challenge
again, to renew our spirit once more, before
the American Dream actually becomes &
nightmare.

The conflict we uncertake today is a con-
flict of creativity, a test of whether we can
peacefully put to work the best of our na-
ture so that we, as & people, can conguer our
common enemies—hunger, deprivation, in-
justice, sickness, environmental disaster.

This ceremony today symbolizes not a be-
ginning, but a continuation of the spirit of
government that has been stirring in Mary-
land for the past two years.

And you, the citizens of Maryland-—born
into a fierce tradition of individual freedom
and intolerant of anything less—have paid
me great tribute by giving me the oppor-
tunity to serve you.

For I believe, with all of you, tkat gov-
ernment is an instrument of orderly social
change. And with your help, 'and with the
grace of Almighty God, we will turn the tem-
per of the times into a constructive force
that will benefit us all as a State, as a nation.

We have the makings of greatness. All we
need is the courage of initiative.

For government is the servant of the peo-
ple, a loyal servant whose only interest is
the public interest.

To be compassionate but firm, to feel but
to be fair, to hear but to weigh, to respond
but never be pressured, to accept this office as
a great public trust—these are my ambitions
as Governor of Maryland.

I ask you to join me in this venture, for
the success of each of us depends upon the
determination of both of us.

All the terrible struggles of our history
were part of an honesty, a toughness, a de-
cency, which is uniquely American.

So this challenge is not mew. Nor is our
capacity to deal with it. Only the choice is
new.

To those who seek the simple convenience
of labels and causes, I say:

I am neither liberal nor conservative, I
belong to no cults or cliques, I am not
swayed by fad or fashion. I will do what
must be done because I believe it is right.

And I share the wisdom of Woodrow Wil-
son's observation, that “The ear of the leader
must ring with the voices of the people.”

I assure you, your volces will always be
heard.

Thank you.
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INTERNATIONAL LAW AND TU.N.
CONVENTION

Mr., PROXMIRE. Mr, President, the
United Nations, over two decades ago,
undertock the noble task of improving
the observance of human rights
throughout the world. Few can doubt the
significance of the United Nations and
the role it plays in the world today.

I have consistently urged that the
United States join this noble task by
having the Senate advise and consent
with regard to the Convention on the
Prevention and Punishment of Genocide.
I must commend the President of the
United States for having urged this body
to act. I must also commend the distin-
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee (Mr. ForericHT) for his
work in getting this Convention sent to
the floor at the last session of Congress;
also the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH), the able and dedicated chair-
man of the subcommittee, under whose
leadership hearings were held regard-
ing the Genocide Convention.

In urging ratification of the Genocide
Convention, I have continually stressed
its potential impact of the actions and
deeds of nations. By ratifying this Con-
vention we can join in yet another way,
with the United Nations in that noble
task it undertook some 20 years ago.

In this light, it has been sad to hear
some opponents of the Genocide Treaty
claim that its ratification will have no
significant effect on world affairs. I can-
not accept this view. If it is true, then
the hopes of mankind that someday we
will live under law which guarantees all
human rights is hollow. I cannot accept
this view either.

Furthermore, if we had taken this at-
titude as regards the founding of the
United Nations, or the writing of the
Declaration of Independence, then we
would never progress toward greater
compassion and liberty.

There is an urgency today that is
greater than at any time in our history.
An urgency, in the words of the Secre-
tary General of the United Nations:

To subordinate our ancient quarrels and
launch a global partnership to curb the arms
race, to improve the human environment, to
defuse the population explosion and to sup-
ply the required momentum to development
efforts. If such a global partnership is not
forged within the next decade then I very
much fear that the problems I have men-
tioned will have reached such staggering
proportions that they will be beyond our ca-
paclty to control.

In June 1967, the Secretary General
prepared a study regarding the interna-
tional infiluence of the Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights. This study
conclusively demonstrates, that UN. ef-
forts toward guaranteeing human rights
has made a significant difference in the
life of mankind. The Genocide Conven-
tion was drafted in the hope that we
could strike out against the cruelest of
crimes, the mass slaughter of people, and
rid the world of this terrible plague,
and thus be one step closer to fulfillment
of all basic human rights.

The study prepared by U Thant lends
great weight to the argument that ratify-
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ing the Genoecide Convention will affect
the actions of men. I ask unanimous
consent that this study, entitled “Meas-
ures Taken Within the United Nations
in the Field of Human Rights,” be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the study
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

ExcErRPTs FROM MEASURES TAKEN WITHIN THE

UniTED NATIONS IN THE FiEdD oF HuMawn

RIGHTS

L] - " - .

C. AUTHORITY AND IMPACT OF THE UNIVERSAL
DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS

25. The Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, In the nineteen years which have
elapsed since it was adopted, has exercised
an extremely powerful influence throughout
the world both internationally and nation-
ally. Its provisions have been used as a basis
for various types of action taken by the
United Nations; they have inspired a num-
ber of International conventions both within
and outside the United Nations; they have
exercised a significant Influence on national
constitutions and on municipal legislation
and, In several cases, on court decisions. In
some instances the text of provisions of the
Declaration was actually used in interna-
tional instruments or national legislation.
There are also very many instances of the
use of the Declaration as a code of conduct
and as a yardstick to measure the degree of
respect for and of compliance with the in-
ternational standards of human rights.

26. In the paragraphs that follow an at-
tempt is made to indicate some of the most
significant actions of the United Nations and
its organs and of individual Governments
which were inspired by or based upon the
Universal Declaration. By and large, one can
trace three main areas in which the impact
of the Universal Declaration has been felt:
(a) decisions taken by the United Nations,
its organs, the specialized agencies and other
intergovernmental organizations; (b) inter-
national freatlies and conventions; and (c)
national constitutions, municipal legisla-
tion and court decisions.

D. IMPACT OF THE UNIVERSAL DECLARATION ON
DECISIONS TAEEN BY THE UNITED NATIONS
AND ITS ORGANS

27, On several occaslons the General As-
sembly has used the Declaration as a code
or standard of conduct and as a basis for
appeals In urging and recommending Gov-
ernments to take measures to promote re-
spect for and observance of human rights
and fundamental freedoms.* In its resolu-
tion entitled “Essentials of Peace,” ¥ the
Assembly called upon every nation: “To pro-
mote, in recognition of the paramount im-
portance of preserving the dignity and worth
of the human person, full freedom for the
peaceful expression of political opposition,
full opportunity for the exerclse of religious
freedom and full respect for all the other
fundamental rights expressed in the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights ., , .".
In 1965, the Assembly, in a resolution en-
titled “Measures to accelerate the promotion
of respect for human rights and funda-
mental freedoms”* urged all Governments
to make special efforts during the United
Nations Development Decade to promote re-
spect for and observance of human rights
and fundamental freedoms and invited them
to include in their plans for economic and
social devolopment measures directed to-
wards the achievement of further progress
in the implementation of the human rights
and fundamental freedoms proclaimed In
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights
and in subsequent declarations and Instru-
ments in the field of human rights.

28. At its twenty-first session, in 19686,
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the General Assembly, convinced that “gross
violations of the rights and fundamental
freedoms set forth in the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights continue to occur in
certaln countries”, called, inter alia, upon
all States “to strengthen their efforts to pro-
mote the full observance of human rights
and the right to self-determination In ac-
cordance with the Charter of the United
Nations, and to attain the standards estab-
lished hy the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights”*

29. At the fourth session in 1949, the Gen-
eral Assembly resolved: “To declare formally
that discrimination on raclal grounds as re-
gards educational facilitles available to the
different communities in the Trust Terrl-
tories 18 not in accordance with the prin-
ciples of the Charter, the Trusteeship Agree-
ments and the Universal Declaration of Hu-
man Rights".#

30. With regard to the question of human
rights in Non-Self-Governing Territories, the
General Assembly, in 1860, adopted a resolu-
tion dealing with information on this subject
which noted the provision contained in ar-
ticle 2 of the Universal Declaration of Hu-
man Rights that no distinction shall be made
on the basis of the political, jurisdictional
or international status of the country or
territory to which a person belongs, whether
it be independent, trust, non-self-governing
or under any other limitation of sovereignty.
The resolution then invited the Members re-
sponsible for the administration of Non-
Self-Governing Territories to include, in the
information to be transmitted to the Secre-
tary-General under Article T3e of the Char-
ter, a summary of the extent to which the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights was
implemented in the Non-Self-Governing
Territories under their administration; and
requested the Special Committee dealing
with this subject to include in its report to
the General Assembly such recommenda-
tions as it might deem desirable relating to
the application In Non-Self-Governing Terri-
tories of the principles contained in the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights.1®

In the following year, the General Assem-
bly requested that the Administering Mem-
bers describe “the manner in which human
rights, in accordance with the prineciples set
forth in the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, are protected by law, particularly in
respect of (a) legal principles and proce-
dures; (b) baslc legislation and its applica-
tion; (e) anti-discrimination legislation® =
In 1952, the Assembly further recommended
to the Members responsible for the admin-
istration of such territories “the abolition in
those Territories of discriminatory laws and
practices contrary to the principles of the
Charter and of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights”.2

31. The General Assembly has had re-
course to the Declaration in various decisions
concerning the Territory of South West
Africa. In 1957, In examining the report of
the Committee on South West Africa, it
noted with concern that “existing conditions
in the Territory of South West Africa and
the trend of the administration represent a
situation contrary to the Mandates System,
the Charter of the United Nations, the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights, the ad-
visory opinions of the International Court
of "ustice and the resolutions of the General
Assembly”.®® Simillar concern was expressed
by the General Assembly in 1959 and 1960
when it noted that the administration of
the Territory had been conducted increas-
ingly in a manner contrary to the Mandate,
the Charter of the United Natlons, the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights and
the advisory opinions of the International
Court of Justice.® The Assembly further, in
a resolution adopted in 1960 on the same
subject, considered that the apartheid policy
applied in South West Africa was contrary
to the terms of the Mandate, the provisions
of the Charter of the United Nations and
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the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.»
At its twenty-first session in 1066 the Gen-
eral Assembly, convinced that the adminis-
tration of the Mandated Territory by South
Africa had been conducted “in a manner
contrary to the Mandate, the Charter of the
United Nations and the Unliversal Declara-
tion of Human Rights", decided that the
Mandate was terminated and that South
Africa had no other right to administer the
Territory.=

32. The Universal Declaration has also
been invoked in several declisions of the Gen-
eral Assembly concerning the general prob-
ilem of discrimination. In 1952 the General
Assembly emphasized "“that the full applica-
tion and implementation of the principle of
non-discrimination recommended in the
United Nations Charter and the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights are matters of
supreme importance, and should constitute
the primary objective In the work of all
United Nations organs and institutions” =
At its fifteenth session in 1960, it resolutely
condemned all manifestations and practices
of —acial, religious and national hatred in
the political, economie, social, educational
and cultural spheres of the life of soclety
as violations of the Charter of the United
Nations and the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights".# The Universal Declaration
of Human Rights has also been recalled and
cited in the General Assembly resolution
proclaming and adopting the United Nations
Declaration on the Elimination of All Forms
of Racial Discrimination®

83, The Declaration was also Invoked in
several decisions of the General Assembly
concerning the treatment of people of In-
dian and Indo-Pakistan origin in South
Africa. In repeated resolutions the Assem-
bly called upon the parties to solve the dis-
pute “in aecordance with the purposes and
principles of the United Nations Charter
and the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights.” =

34. With regard to the problem of racial
prejudice and religious intolerance, the Gen-
eral Assembly, In 1962, reiterated “its con-
demnation of all manifestations of racial
prejudice and of national and religious in-
tolerance as violations of the Charter of the
United Nations and of the Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights" 2

85. The Universal Declaration provided
the basis of a decision of the General Assem-
bly of 1949, when it took action on the ques-
tlon of discrimination practised by certain
States ng labour: *“In
view of the importance of the principle of
non-discrimination embodied in the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights” the
General Assembly decided that there should
be no offensive distinctions with regard to
the enjoyment of all facilitles for accom-
modation, food, education, recreation and
medioal assistance against such workers and
their families.®

36. In considering the question of inter-
ference with radio signals, the fifth session
of the General Assembly invoked article 19
of the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights and invited the Governments of all
Member States to refrain from such inter-
ference.®

87. In 1952 the Assembly, dealing with the
problem of information facilities in under-
developed regions of the world, inter alia, in-
vited the Economic and Social Council *“to
recommend to the organizations participat-
ing In the technical assistance and other
programmes providing ald or assistance at
the request of Member States" that they
give sympathetic consideration to such re-
quests as “one means of implementing the
right of freedom of information as enun-
clated in article 19 of the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights,” =

38. On the question of the status of wom-
en, the General Assembly, at its ninth session
in 1954, In recalling “the principles set forth
in the United Nations Charter and in the
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Universal Declaration of Human Rights” and
in considering that “in certain areas of the
world women are subjected to customs, an-
cient laws and practices relating to marriage
and the family which are inconsistent with
these principles”, recommended that special
efforts be made to inform public opinion in
those areas concerning the Universal Decla-
ration of Human Rights and existing decrees
and legislation affecting the status of
women,*

39. The General Assembly and the Security
Council repeatedly invoked the TUniversal
Declaration or referred to its principles in
their endeavour to put an end to the policy
of apartheid practised in South Africa. This
question is dealt with in detail in another
part of this study.® Suffice it here to recall
Security Council resolution 182 of 4 Decem-
ber 1063, in which the Council urgently
requested ‘“‘the Government of the Republic
of South Africa to cease forthwith its con-
tinued imposition of discriminatory and re-
pressive measures which are contrary to the
principles and purposes of the Charter and
which are in violation of its obligations as a
Member of the United Nations and of the
provisions of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights”. The General Assem..7, in
previous decisions® had also consldered that
the raclal policles practised in South Africa
were “contrary to the United Nations Charter
and the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights”,

40, In resolution 285 (III) of 25 April 1940,
the Assembly recommended that one State
Member withdraw the measures which pre-
vented its nationals, wives of citizens of other
nationalities, from leaving their country of
origin with their husbands or In order to
join them abroad. In this connexion the
Assembly invoked articles 13 and 16 of the
Universal Declaration, which provide that
everyone has the right to leave any country,
including his own, and that men and women
of full age have the right to marry without
any limitation due to race, natlonality or
religion. In opposition to this some delega-
tions stated that the matter was exclusively
within the dometsic jurisdiction of the coun-
try concerned.

41, At its fourteenth session the General
Assembly adopted a resolution concerning
the question of Tibet, iIn which it recalled
the principles regarding fundamental hu-
man rights and freedoms set out in the Chap-
ter and in the Universal Declaration of Hu-
man Rights and called for respect for the
fundamental human rights of the Tibetan
people.®® Delegations opposed to the resolu-
tion pointed out that it was contrary to Ar-
ticle 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter. At its
sixteenth and twentieth sessions the General
Assembly adopted resolutions on the question

| of Tibet in which it reafirmed its conviction

that respect for the principles of the Char-
ter and for the Universal Declaration of Hu-
man Rights was essential for the evolution
of a peaceful world order based on the rule
of law.»®

42, The Universal Declaration also pro-
vided the basis for action in several decislons
and recommendations of the Economic and
Social Council. In 1955, the Council noted
article 23, paragraph 2, of the Unilversal Dec-
laration of Human Rights, which, referring
to all men and women workers, stated that
“Everyone, without any discrimination, has

|the right to equal pay for equal work”, and
recommended that Governments give prac-
tical effect to the principle of equal pay for
equal wrk.® In another resolution, the Coun-
cil recommended to Governments that they
take the necessary steps to remove legal and
other obstacles impeding the access of mar-
ried women to public services and functions
and the exercise by them of such functions.
In doing so, the Council invoked article 21
lof the Universal Declaration of Human

Footnotes at end of article.
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Rights, which provides that everyone has the
right to take part In the government of his
country and the right to equal access to pub-
lic service in his country.2

E. INFLUENCE OF THE UNIVERSAL DECLARATION

ON INTERNATIONAL TREATIES AND CONVEN-

TIONS

43, In the International Covenants which
the General Assembly adopted on 16 Decem-
ber 1966 the provisions of the Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights were with some
exceptions—transformed into international
conventional law. However, independently
from the Covenants, the drafting of which
occupled the United Nation organs for many
years, a considerable number of international
conventions were prepared and put into ef-
fect after 1948, the purpose of which was to
implement rights proclaimed in the Declara-
tion, The text of the Preambles of the Con-
ventions often specifically refer to the Dec-
laration or reproduce the relevant provisions
thereof.

44, These Conventions are, in part, of a
world-wide character and, in part, of terri-
torially limited application, i.e., of a regional
or bilateral character. The Conventions of
world-wide application were prepared and
adopted by the United Nations, by confer-
ences convened by the General Assembly or
by the Economic and Social Council or by
specialized agencies (International Labour
Organisation and UNESCO) . In chronological
order these instruments are the following:
the Conventlon relating to the Btatus of
Refugees (1951), the Equal Remuneration
Convention (1951) (ILO), the Convention on
the Political Rights of Women (1952), the
Convention on the Status of Stateless Per-
sons (1954), the Suppiementary Convention
on the Abolition of Slavery, the Slave Trade
and Institutions and Practices Similar to
Slavery (1958), the Convention on the Na-
tionality of Married Women (1957), the Con~-
vention on the Abolition of Forced Labour
(1957) (ILO), the Discrimination (Employ-
ment and Occupation) Convention (1958)
{(ILO), the Convention against Diserimina-
tlon in Education (1960) (UNESCO), with
the Protocol of 1962; the Convention on the
Reduction of Statelessness (1961), the Con-
vention on Consent to Marriage, Minimum
Age for Marriage and Registration of Mar-
riages (1962), the Employment Policy Con-
vention (1964) (ILO) and the International
Conventlon on the Elimination of All Forms
of Raclal Diserimination (1965).

45. The European Convention for the Pro-
tection of Human Rights and Fundamental
Freedoms, slgned at Rome on 4 November
1950, proclaims in its Preamble that it was
agreed to by the SBtates Parties In order “to
take the first steps for the collective enforce-
ment of certain of the rights stated in the
Universal Declaration”. The Universal Dec-
laration is listed as the first of the considera-
tions which led the signatory Governments
to conclude the Convention. As far as sub-
stance is concerned, the European Conven-
tion contalns detalled provisions on most of
the civil and political rights set forth in the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights.
Protocols to the Convention agreed to in
1952 and in 1963 give effect to a number of
additional rights proclaimed in the Declara-
tion.

46. The following Instruments applying to
specific countries or territories or to a whole
region refer to the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights: the Trusteeship Agreement
with Italy concerning Somaliland under Ital-
ian Administration (1950), the Peace Treaty
with Japan (1951), the Special Statute con-
cerning Trieste (1954), the Charter of the
Organization of African Unity (1963).

F. INFLUENCE OF THE UNIVERSAL DECLARATION
ON NATIONAL CONSTITUTIONS, MUNICIPAL
LAWS AND COURT DECISIONS
47. Evidence of the impact of the Universal

Declaration may be found in texts of various
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national constitutions which were enacted
after the adoption of the Universal Declara-
tion.'2 Several of these constitutions expressly
refer, either in their preambles or in their
operative provisions. to the Universal Decla-
ration, In addition, many other constitu-
tions contain detailed provisions on a num-
ber of human rights, most of which are in-
spired by, or often modelled on, the text of
the articles of the Declaration. Several con-
stitutions drafted with the assistance of
United Nations experts, such as those of
Libya (1951) and Eritrea as an autonomous
unit of Ethiopia (1952;, show the marked in-
fluence of the Universal Declaration. The im=-
pact of the Declaration, however, is also re-
flected in many cther instruments.

In the period between 1958 and 1964 the
constitutions of several States have expressly
referred to the Universal Declaration, In the
constitutions of Algeria (1963), Burundi
(1962), Cameroon (1960), Chad (1960), Dem-
ocratic Republic of the Congo (1964), Re-
public of the Congo (1963), Dahomey (1964),
Gabon (1961), Guines (1858}, Ivory Coast
(1960), Madagascar (1959), Mall (1960),
Mauritania (1961) Niger (1960), Senegal
(1963), Togo (1963) and Upper Volta (1960)
the peoples of these countries affirm solemnly
their devotion to the prineciples and ideals of
the Universal Declaration. The Constitution
of Somalia of 1960, in its article 7, provides
that the Republic of Somalia shall comply, in
so far as applicable, with the Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights. The Constitution
of Rwanda of 1962 expressly provides that
“the fundamental freedoms as defined by the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights are
guaranteed to all citizens”,

48, Other constitutions recently enacted,
although they do not expressly refer to the
Universal Declaration. are clearly inspired by
its provisions and very often reproduce its
phraseology. Some examples are the constitu-
tions of Afghanistan (1964), Central African
Republic (1964) Cyprus (1960), Dominican
Republic (1963), Gambia (1965), Guatemala
(1965), Haitl (1964), Honduras (1965), Ja-
malica (1962), Kenya (1964), Malawi (1964),
Malta (1964), Morocco (1962) Nigeria (1960),
Romania (1965) . Sierra Leone (1961), Singa-
pore (1965), Syria (Provisional Constitution,
1964), Tangayika (1962), Trinidad and To-
bago (1962), Uganda (1962), United Arab
Republic (1964), Yugoslavia (1963) and
Zanzibar (1963).

49. The impact of the Declaration in the
sphere of muniecipal law can be found in a
number of laws and decrees enacted in vari-
ous countries. In 1951 Paraguay adopted an
act (No. 94) to protect sclentific, literary and
artistic works and to establish a public reg-
ister of intellectual rights. The preamble
of the act cites article 27, paragraph 2, of
the Universal Declaration providing that
“Everyone has the right to the protection
of the moral and material interests resulting
from any sclentific, literary or artistic pro-
duction of which he iz the author".®

50. The Provincial Legislature of Ontarlo,
Canada, adopted an act to promote falr em-
ployment practices in 1851 and an act to
promote fair accommodations practices In
1954. The purpose of both acts is to elim-
inate any discrimination ‘“because of race,
creed, colour, nationality, ancestry or place
of origin”. The preamble of either act de-
clares that the act is “in accord with the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights as
proclalmed by the United Nations™.#

51. The Government of Argentina issued a
legislative decree (No. 1664) in 1955, which
declares in its preamble that provisions pur-
porting to deprive anyone of his nationality
as a measure of political persecution are con-
trary to human rights as proclaimed by the
General Assembly of the United Nations.s

52. The Government of Bolivia issued a
legislative decree (No. 3937) 1n 1955 to estab-
lish a natlonal system of education. In its
preamble the decree reaffirms the principle
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of equality of opportunity for all Bolivians,
without any discrimination, and declares
that national education shall be inspired
by the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights.4

53. Panama enacted a law (No. 25) in 1956
to implement article 21 of its Constitution,
which prohibits discrimination on account
of birth, race, social origin, sex, religion or
political opinion. In its preamble the law
says that any discrimination on account of
colour or race Is “a flagrant violatlon” of ar-
ticle 21 of the National Constitution and "of
the Unlversal Declaration of Human Rights
adopted by the General Assembly of the
United Nations on 10 December 1948".%

54. The Government of Costa Rlca pro-
mulgated an act (No. 2694) In 1960 pro-
hibiting all forms of discrimination in em-
ployment. In paragraph 4 of its preamble
the act makes reference to “the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, proclaimed by
the United Nations General Assembly’ .

55. The Declaration or its individual arti-
cles have been invoked with varylng effect
In judicial proceedings and cited in a num-
ber of judicial decisions and opinions.

58. The Unlversal Declaration has been re-
ferred to by judges of the International
Court of Justice.®

57. At the level of national courts the
Universal Declaration has been referred to,
inter alia, In: Fujii v. State of California
(California District Court of Appeals, 1950);
in Wilson v. Hacker (New York Supreme
Court, 1950); iIn Lincoln Union ». North-
western Company and American Federation
of Labor v. American Sash and Door Com-
pany (Supreme Court of the United States,
1949) ; in Public Prosecutor v. F. A. V. A. (Pe-
nal Chamber of the Supreme Court of the
Netherlands, 1951); In Borovski v. Commis-
sioner of Immigration and Director of Pris-
ons and Mejoff v. Director of Prisons (Su-
preme Court of the Philippines, 1851); in
several decisions (1951, 1952, 1954, 1956) ren-
dered by the Civil Court of Courtral (Bel-
glum); in a ruling (1954) of the Court of
Taranto (Italy); in Soe. Roy Ezport at
Charlie Chaplin v. Soc. Le Film Rayée
Richebé (Court of Appeals of Paris (France),
1980) in Israel Film Studies Lid. v. Films In-
spection Board (Supreme Court of Israel,
1962) In Gold v. Minister of Interior (Bu-
preme Court of Israel, 1962), in The Queen
v. Liyanage (Supreme Court of Ceylon, 1963)
and in a decision (1964) handed down by
the Milan (Italy) Court of Appeals (Foro
Italiano), 1965, II, 122 pp.)
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NEED FOR BETTER FOREST MAN-
AGEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President we are
all aware of the many benefits provided
by our forests. Forests provide recrea-
tional opportunities which every Ameri-
can should have the chance to enjoy.
They provide a natural home for wild-
life. And they also supply homes for our
people. Americans are demanding more
of each of these benefits—as well as the
myriad others—which are available in a
quality forest environment, and we are
failing to keep pace with the demand.

The way to meet all of the increasing
needs is to institute a balanced policy
of better forest management and devel-
opment. It is to the advantage of all
Americans to insure that our forests will
continue to provide unique recreational
opportunities, including wilderness areas,
and wood for housing. Last week I intro-
duced the American Forestry Act, which
includes a program to encourage small
landowners to grow trees and a Forest
Lands Management Fund to provide for
better forest management, consistent
with the principles of multiple use and
environmental quality.

Loran L. “Stub” Stewart has written
an excellent article, which was published
in the New York Times of January 31,
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pointing out the need for new forest laws.
I believe that the American Forestry Act
would provide solutions to the problems
to which Mr. Stewart addresses himself.
I ask unanimous consent that the article
be printed in the REcorp.

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

New Forest Law NEEDED
(By Loran L. Stewart)

People need housing and they want forests.

These same people want the nearly 5,000
products that are derived basically from wood
fiber. They can have both products and for-
ests, but only if they recognize that trees
are living things that, like people, grow with
proper care and nutrition, mature, and even-
tually die and return to the earth. Trees
in commercial forests that have stopped
growing should be harvested and used so they
will not be wasted and so highly productive
lands can be made available to grow healthy
new forests.

While a forest is growing it provides many
basic environmental benefits. Growing trees
manufacture oxygen and absorb carbon di-
oxide; they feed and shelter wildlife; they
protect and expand soil and watershed values,
and they afford unlimited opportunities for a
variety of outdoor recreational experiences
from camping and hunting through picnick-
ing and berry picking.

When forests grow old, however, like peo-
ple, they decline. Left to themselves, without
care or protection, forests fall victim to old
age, fire. insect infestation, storm and disease.
They lose thelr beauty and cease to provide
their multiple benefits for other living things.

0Old forests absorb as much oxygen as they
produce, through decay; game and birds flee
their oppressive shade since mnutritious
ground cover disappears; recreation values
diminish except for the hardy and wealthy
few who can penetrate a remote, roadless
wilderness.

The public benefits of a so-called “pre-
served"” forest are avallable to only the ex-
ceptional citizen. And, most seriously, both
the standing timber on such forests and the
land potential for growing dynamic new for-
ests are wasted.

The areas of national forest designated as
“commercial timberlands” are a classic case in
point. Because of well-meaning, but ill-con-
ceived public pressures to “preserve” forests,
the publicly owned stockpile of mature tim-
ber is being surrendered to fire, pestilence,
disease and senility.

Last year, the National Forest Timber Con-
servation and Management Act, designed fo
enable responsible forest management on the
“commercial timberlands" in national forests,
was refused debate in the House of Repre-
sentatives as a result of such pressures. It
was charged that the measure would permit
commercial exploitation of public forests,
prevent wilderness set-asides and prohibit
multiple use of national forests. None of these
charges was true.

“Commercial timberlands" make up only
53.1 per cent of lands within the national
forests under management of the Forest Serv-
ice of the Department of Agriculture. These
are the 069 million acres of timberland
within the more than 182.6 million acres of
the national forests, which, by law, are to
“furnish a continuous supply of timber for
the use of the United States.”

Both this law establishing the national
forests and the natural law of birth, growth,
death and regrowth are being viclated under
present management of the national forests
in the United States. A new statute is needed
to guarantee that the national forests do not
suffer further wasteful abandonment.

Vast areas of the commercial timberlands
in national forests are victims of thoughtless
waste and Imposed neglect. These are the
lands where forests have stopped growing in
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their natural life cycle, from which birds and
game have fled, where oxygen production has
become minimal and where timber is al-
legedly “stored for the future.”

Sixty per cent of the national softwood
sawtimber inventory suitable for manufac-
ture of lumber and plywood required to bulld
America’s homes now stands in national for-
ests. The annual growth rate of all timber
volume in national forests is 0.7 per cent.
In contrast, industrial forests, scientifically
managed under sound business practices,
add wood fiber to Inventory at a rate of 3.1
per cent a year. These same Industrial forests
are managed for multiple use by the public
for outdoor recreation of all kinds.

Because aging trees most readily fall vic-
tim to fire, disease, pestilence and storm,
they cannot be “stored” with any assurance
that they will be available for some indefl-
nite future use,

Responsible stewardship of the public
commercial timber assets of the United
States, which belong to all the people, de-
mands that public officials and all the citi-
zens insist that the nation realize the total
benefits available from the public forest re-
source and the land where it now stands.
Fallure to do so will deprive the people of
the wood fiber products they must have, limit
the environmental benefits that can be real-
ized from vital forests and, ultimately, im-
pose serious economic burdens on all Amer-
icans both as taxpayers and as consumers,

Citizens become angry when dairy farmers
dump milk or when truck farmers leave crops
to rot in the field because they cannot get
the price for their commodities that they
believe they must have. There is indignation
at such waste of the bounty of the land when
people are going hungry.

There should be equal indignation when
the Federal Government itself, responding to
uninformed pressures to save trees, fails to
apply sound forest management to public
commercial timberlands when milllons of
Americans are illhoused, when unemploy-
ment is rising, and when hundreds of mil~
lions of dollars are being spent annually to
preserve forests that mature itself will ulti-
mately destroy.

More than 1.6 million men and women, or
8.6 per cent of the national manufacturing
labor force, are directly employed in lumber
and wood products, furniture and fixtures,
and pulp and paper products. Additional
millions are engaged in distribution and in-
stallation of wood-based items.

These American citizens and their jobs
are threatened when the Federal Govern-
ment falls to manage Its timber resources
for economic as well as esthetic and recrea-
tional values. Denial of raw material security
to forest-based manufacturing facilities,
which are frequently the hub of rural com-
munities, diverts capital investment, which
can ultimately spell doom to a basic industry
and create serious national shortages of
necessities fashioned from wood fiber. Loss of
jobs in rural communities accelerates the
flight to the ecities, adding to urban prob-
lems.

There are compelling reasons for Con-
gress to insist on wise use of our national
forests rather than their consignment to
the limited purposes envisioned by preser-
vationists.

Wise use of our national forests, which is
true conservation, can provide the means to
assure our {ll-housed millions a decent
home. Nearly 75 per cent of the single-
famly houses in the United States are of
wood frame construction.

Wise use of our national forests can afford
significant employment opportunities to rela-
tively unskilled workers in the woods, in the
mills, in transportation, in the distribution
chain and in the construction industry.

Wise use of our national forests can guar-
antee all of the forest land values forever:
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fish and wildlife, watershed, forage and out-
door recreation, as well as timber,

Wise use of our national forests, including
the sale of public timber to industry for
conversion to products, will generate substan-
tial revenue to the Federal Government. Na-
tional forest timber sale revenues in the last
decade totaled more than #2.4-billion,

During the same period, losses of timber
in national forests due to natural disaster
such as fire, insects and disease, were only
one billion board feet less than the volume
of timber sold. It is estimated that the an-
nual loss of timber through disaster in na-
tional forests is 10 billion board feet. The
average volume sold by the Forest Service
annually from fiseal year 1960 through 1970
was 11 billion beoard feet.

Can the United States afford such needless
waste of its only remewable Industrial raw
material? Of course not., The Federal Gov-
ernment must face this fact, and so must
the people.

The means to manage the national public
forest resource for the maximum benefit
of all the people are well known. They have
been practiced on Industrial commercial
forests for more than 30 years. The one
significant difference between industrial and
national forest management is that industry
has reinvested earnings In growing dynamic
new forests.

The Forest SBervice has been unable to do
this. Dollars earned for the Federal Treasury
through the sale of national forest timber
are not reinvested In forest regeneration,
cultivation and related silvicultural prac-
tices.

While the Forest Service is a rare revenue-
producing agency of government, it must
seek annual appropriations from Congress
to conduct its business of growing timber.
This critical deficiency in Federal fiscal
management must be overcome, either by
legislation or by the Office of Management
and Budget in the Executive Branch.

Public forests are a public trust and must
be managed for the benefit of the total pub-
lic; national forests are not.

THE BENEFITS OF OPEN WORLD
TRADE

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, all of
us realize that the trade issues which
choked the closing days of the last Con-
gress are still with us.

We may hope that some lessons have
been learned and that some people have
been awakened to the need to proceed
actively but responsibly on trade, in
spite of the protectionist sentiment that
always gains such a dangerous momen-
fum in the midst of a recession.

I think this case for a positive, respon-
sible effort toward a solution of our
trade problems was stated extremely well
in an editorial published in the Daily
Republican Eagle of Red Wing, Minn., on
January 8, 1971.

The editorial is not only well worth
reading, but is representative of many
such editorials and articles which have
appeared throughout my own State and,
I am sure, throughout most States
across the country, on the dangers of
sliding into a protectionist war.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the REcorb.

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

Trape FoEs UNITE

The trade protecticnists who were defeated

in Congress should pay heed to the fact that
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two previous adversaries are now sounding
similar tunes, President Nixon is rightfully
reminding Congressmen that his defeated
trade package contained not only restrictive
quotas but also a number of constructive
programs almed at helping the U.S, gain a
more fortunate position in the import-export
balance. Sen. Mondale is saying much the
same, pointing out that all trade factions
within the country should work together to
strengthen the U.S. bargaining hand—but
only within internationally accepted ground
rules.

Despite the seeming harmony of these two
points of wiew, the protectionist billls are
likely to return in equal numbers in the
coming session. However, the arguments in
their favor are being continually weakened.
Japan, a tough opponent in trade competi-
tion, is being forced to give up some of its
protections. Its leaders have discovered that
they can’t afford the retaliations from other
nations. Both the U.S. and Australia have
moved to withhold key raw materials which
Japan must import in volume if she Is to
continue economic expansion. Wages also are
rising rapidly in Japan, making it less of a
threat to U.S. textile manufacturers. Mean-
time, other low-wage countries such as Hong
Kong, Talwan and South Korea are moving
to take Japan's place.

What all this means is that each nation
needs to produce what it's best sulted to
produce, with the U.S. tending toward the
manufacture of high-capital, high-technol-
ogy, high-wage products at home and toward
the purchase of low-wage products abroad.
Obvlously, the transition will never be com-
plete and will continue at times to be pain-
ful. But the path is one that's clearly
marked, and legislation that artificlally re-
stricts our progress is as futile as attempting
to turn back the clock.

LITHUANIA'S FIGHT FOR FREE-
DOM—30 YEARS OF SOVIET OP-
PRESSION

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, for too
long too many people throughout the
world have been unaware of what has
happened fo the people of Lithuania. The
Kremlin is fond of saying that Russian
imperialism died with the czar. But the
fate of Lithuania shows this to be a cruel
fiction. The Communist regime did not
come to power in Lithuania by legal or
demoeratic process. The Soviets invaded
and occupied Lithuania in June of 1940,
and the Lithuanian people have been
suffering in Russian Communist slavery
for more than 30 years.

Americans of Lithuanian origin or de-
scent, numbering over 1 million, will com-
memorate two very important anniver-
saries during the second part of Febru-
ary 1971: First, they will observe the
720th anniversary of the formation cf the
Lithuanian state when Mindaugas the
Great unified all Lithuanian principal-
ities into one kingdom in 1251; and sec-
ond, they will mark the 53d anniversary
of the establishment of the modern Re-
public of Lithuania on February 16, 1918.
But this celebration of Lithuania's Inde-
pendence Day will not be similar fo
American celebration of the Fourth of
July. It will contain no note of joy, no
jubilant tone of achievement and vie-
tory. On the contrary, the observance will
be somber, sorrowful, underlined with
the grim accent of defeat and tragedy.
For Lithuania has lost its independence,
and today survives only as a captive na-
tion behind the Iron Curtain.
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The Lithuanians are proud people who
have lived peacefully cn the shores of the
Baltic from time immemorial. Lithuania
has suffered for centuries from the ac-
cident of geography. From the west the
country was invaded by the Teutonic
knights, from the east by the Russians.
It took remarkable spiritual and ethnic
strength to survive the pressures from
bhoth sides. The Lithuanians, it should be
kept in mind, are ethnically related
neither to the Germans nor the Russians.
Their language is the coldest in Eurcpe
today.

After the Nazis and Soviets smashed
Poland in September of 1939, the Krem-
lin moved troops into Lithuania and an-
nexed this Republie in June of 1940. In
one of history’s greatest frauds, elec-
tions were held under the Red army
guns. The Kremlin then claimed that
Lithuania voted for inclusion in the So-
viet Empire.

Then began one of the most brutal oc-
cupations of all time. Hundreds of thou-
sands of Lithuanians were dragged off to
trains and jammed into cars without
food or water. Many died from suffoca-
tion. The pitiful survivors were transport-
ed to the Arctic Siberia. The people of
Lithuania have never experienced such
an extermination and annihilation in
their long history through centuries as
during the last three decades. Since June
15, 1940, Lithuania has lost more than
one-fourth of the country’s population.

Since the very beginning of Soviet
Russian occupation, however, the Lithu-
anians have waged an intensive fight for
freedom. Briefly, during the second part
of June of 1941, the people of Lithuania
succeeded in getting rid of the Communist
regime in the country. Freedom and in-
dependence were restored and a free gov-
ernment was reestablished. This free,
provisional government remained in
existence for more than 6 weeks. At that
time Lithuania was overrun by the Nazis
who suppressed all the activities of this
free government and the Government it-
self, During the period between 1940 and
1852 alone, more than 30,000 Lithuanian
freedom fighters lost their lives in an
organized resistance movement against
the invaders. The cessation of armed
guerrilla warfare in 1952 did not spell
the end of Lithuania’'s resistance to So-
viet domination. On the contrary, resist-
ance by passive means gained a new
impetus.

The persecution of Solzhenitsyn, the
clamp on Rostropovich and other dis-
senters in the Soviet Union received a
great deal of publicity in the free world’s
press. Very well publicized were the
Simas Kudirka-Coast Guard tragedy,
the hijacking of a Russian jetliner by
Brazinskas and his son, death sentences
imposed on two Jews and a young Lith-
uanian, Vytautas Simokaitis, for trying
to escape the Communist tyranny. But
this is only the tip of the iceberg of
desperation of the Soviet empire. In slave
labor camps in the Soviet Union many
people are still being held. Many dis-
senters are being confined to psychiatric
institutions. It is believed that a bril-
liant Lithuanian linguist, Dr. Jonas
EKazlauskas, 40 years old, was murdered
in a psychiatric hospital in Moscow 3
months ago, His only “crime” was that
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he had received an invitation to come
to the University of Pennsylvania—in
Philadelphia, Pa.—as a guest professor
for this very spring semester of 1971,

The Government of the United States
of America has refused to recognize the
seizure and forced “incorporation” of
Lithuania by the Communists into the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. Our
Government maintains diplomatic rela-
tions with the former free Government
of Lithuania. Since June of 1940, when
the Soviet Union took over Lithuania, all
the Presidents of the United States—
Franklin D. Roosevelt, Harry S. Truman,
Dwight D, Eisenhower, John F. Kennedy,
Lyndon B. Johnson, and Richard M.
Nixon—have stated, restated, and con-
firmed our country’s nonrecognition pol-
iey of the occupation of Lithuania by the
Kremlin dictators. However, our country
has done very little, if anything, to help
the suffering people of Lithuania to get
rid of the Communist regime in their
country.

At a time when the Western Powers
have granted freedom and independence
to many nations in Africa, Asia and
other parts of the world, we must insist
that the Communist colonial empire
likewise extends freedom and independ-
ence to the peoples of Lithuania, Latvia,
Estonia, and other captive nations whose
lands have been unjustly occupied and
whose rightful place among the nations
of the world is being denied. Today and
not tomorrow is the time to brand the
Kremlin dictators as the largest colonial
empire in the world. By timidity, we
invite further Communist aggression.

The U.S. Congress has made a right
step into the right direction by adopting
House Concurrent Resolution 416 that
calls for freedom for Lithuania and the
other two Baltic republics—Latvia and
Estonia. All freedom-loving Americans
should urge the President of the United
States to implement this very important
legislation by bringing the issue of the
liberation of the Baltic States to the
United Nations. We should have a single
standard for freedom. Its denial in the
whole or in part, any place in the world,
including the Soviet Union, is surely
intolerable.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that certain documents concerning
the adoption of a concurrent resolution
on the Baltic States by this body in 1966
be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

House CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 416

Whereas the subjection of peoples to alien
subjugation, domination, and exploitation
constitutes a denial of fundamental human
rights, 18 contrary to the Charter of the
United Nations, and is an impediment to the

promotion of world peace and cooperation;
and

Whereas all peoples have the right to self-
determination; by virtue of that right they
freely determine their political status and
freely pursue their economie, social, cultural,
and religlous development; and

Whereas the Baltic peoples of Estonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania have been forcibly
deprived of these rights by the Government
of the Soviet Union; and

Whereas the Government of the Soviet
Union, through a program of deportations
and resettlement of peoples, continues in its
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effort to change the ethnic character of the
populations of the Baltic States; and

Whereas it has been the firm and con-
sistent policy of the Government of the
United States to support the aspirations of
Baltic peoples for self-determination and
national independence; and

Whereas there exist many historical, cul-
tural, and famlly ties between the peoples
of the Baltic States and the American peo-
ple: Be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate comcurring), That the House of
Representatives of the United States urge the
President of the United States—

(a) to direct the attention of world opin-
ion at the United Nations and at other ap-
propriate international forums and by such
means as he deems appropriate, to the denial
of the rights of self-determination for the
pec&ples of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania,
an

(b) to bring the force of world opinion to
bear on behalf of the restoration of these
rights to the Baltic peoples.

[From the CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp, Oct. 22,
1966]

CONCURRENT REsSOLUTION To REQUEST THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED BraTEs To URGE
CERTAIN ACTIONS IN BEHALF OF LITHUANIA,
ESTONIA, AND LATVIA

Mr. MansFIELD. Mr,. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate turn to the
consideration of Calendar No. 1573, House
Coneurrent Resolution 416,

The PrRESIDING OFFICER. The concurrent res-
olution will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERE. A concurrent reso-
lution (H. Con. Res. 416) to request the
President of the United States to urge certain
actions in behalf of Lithuania, Estonia, and
Latvia.

The PresmIinG OFFicEr. Is there objection
to the present consideration of the concur-
rent resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate pro-
ceeded to its consideration.

Mr. EucHEL. Mr. President, I wish to say
that I am delighted that this matter is being
taken up. It deserves attentlon in this ses-
sion as a mark of our continuing concern for
those peoples who have been deprived of
their democratic institutions and are un-
able to speak for themselves.

The PresmoiNGg OFrFicER. The question is on
agreeing to the concurrent resolution.

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
416) was agreed to.

EXECUTIVE FPOSITION

The position of the executive branch with
respect to the concurrent resolution is out-
lined in the correspondence which follows:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, June 1, 1965.
Hon. THoMAS E. MoRGAN,
Chairman, Commitiee on Foreign Affairs,
House of Representatives

DeAr Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am writing in reply
to your letter of May 20, 1965, to the Secre-
tary of State, requesting the Department's
comments on House Concurrent Resolution
416, which has been approved unanimously
by the Subcommittee on Europe and ordered
favorably reperted to the full Committee on
Forelgn Affairs. The resolution requests the
President of the United States to urge cer-
tain actions in behalf of Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania. The language of the resolution,
as formulated, Is not objected to by the De-
partment of State.

The Department has been advised by the
Bureau of the Budget that from the stand-
point of the administration's program there
i1s no objection to the submission of this
report.

Sincerely yours,
DoveLas MAcArRTHUR II,
Assistant Secretary for
Congressional Relations
(For the Becretary of State).
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AN ALL-VOLUNTEER
ARMED FORCE

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, due to
a number of factors, public attention is
once again focusing on the draft and its
inherent inequities. There is still a great
deal of debate throughout the country as
to the desirability of conscription and
deep-rooted questions as to its alterna-
tive, an all-volunteer armed force.

Look magazine for February 23 con-
tains an excellent article by J. Robert
Moskin in which he discusses many of
the issues involved. I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed in the Recorp.

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

Tae DuomMp-THE-DraFT TALE 15 DoOUBLE-

TALKk—UNCLE SaM STILL WANTS You, Kmn

(By J. Robert Moskin)

Don't count on the end of the draft when
the Selective Service law expires this June.
The Pentagon brass and their political allies
are ganging up to keep their good old red-
white-and-blue draft alive. After 22 years,
they are not about to let go. They say they
need more draftees for mud-slopping combat
jobs. Uncle Sam still wants you, kid.

It's not falr, I suppose, to remember a
presidential candidate’s promise more than
two years after he is elected, but Richard
Nixon has not forgotten that on October 17.
1968, he told the nation he would end con-
scription. He may someday; but now, his Na-
tional Security Counecil, Joint Chlefs of Staff,
Office of Management and Budget, etc., are
all busy figuring how to extend the draft
again this spring.

Although Mr. Nixon, as Presldent, has re-
peated his promise, he has always whiffled on
timing. He has pulled 208,000 men out of
Vietnam, but he still insists the draft must
be renewed. He agrees—in principle—that we
can manage with an all-volunteer armed
force, but, in fact, he gives the nod to the
generals,

Left to themselves, the generals would
never dump the draft, and pressure from
those who oppose it cannot match the big
guns of the Pentagon-political alliance. Sen.
John Stennis of Mississippi, the chairman of
the crucial Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee, believes “the finest thing that can hap-
pen to these young men" is to force them to
learn close-order drill, EP and rifle firing.
And Rep. F. Edward Hébert of Loulsiana,
chairman of the powerful House Armed Serv-
ices Committee, says, “I don't think you'll
ever have an all-volunteer army. . . . His-
tory shows you can't have one . . . a volun-
teer army is a dr i

The draft’s opponents range, surprisingly,
from conservative Sen., Barry Goldwater to
liberal Sen. Mark Hatfield, and from the
right-handed youth group, Young Amerleans
for Freedom, to the left-handed National
Council to Repeal the Draft. The White
House Conference on Youth is against it. But
some kind of miracle would be needed for the
opposition to win the coming congressional
battle. The Administration and the draft
lovers hold the high ground.

Everyone realizes the draft is dangerous
for young people and other living things. It
has distorted the lives of millions of
men. Since 1965, more than 1.5 million young
Americans have been inducted for 24 months
service, and countless more have enlisted
under the draft’s threat. At least 30,000 have
gone into exile, hundreds into jall. In Viet-
nam, an Army draftee's chance of being
killed or serlously wounded has been almost
twice as high as that of an enlistee. Well
over half the Army’'s enlisted dead have been
draftees.

When the Johnson Administration used the
Gulf of Tonkin incident to justify its massive
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19656 buildup in Vietnam, it made & horren-
dous mistake—a mistake Nixon has never cor-
rected. It rejected using the nation’s mili-
tary reserves because, being older and belng
voters, they had too much political clout.
Instead, it used the draft law already on the
books, increased draft calls and ordered re-
luctant young men to fight and die.

The decision seemed smart. The youngsters
threatened with conscription were unorga-
nized. Who would make a fuss? But this de-
cision tore the nation apart. It was one rea-
son for the violent and impassioned opposi-
tion to this war. It helped popularize the
peace movement, disrupt the nation’s col-
leges, destroy Lyndon Johnson and put the
Republican party in the White House.

Promising to end the draft as soon as the
Vietnam Involvement allowed it, Candidate
Nixon sald in 1968, “Today all across our
country we face a crisis of confidence. No-
where is it more acute than among our young
people. They recognize the draft as an in-
fringement on thelr liberty, which it i1s. To
them, it represents a government insensitive
to their rights, a government callous to their
status as free men. They ask for justice, and
they deserve it."” Nixon won the election by
just over 500,000 votes out of 73 million; his
anti-draft pitch helped.

Hatred of conscription is as old as the na-
tion; uncounted Americans came here to es-
cape European conscription. Only in our own
time, the era of the cold “war,” the Eorean
“war” and the Vietnam “war,” has the United
States accepted a draft without a major, de-
clared war. For most of our history, we have
had freedom from conscription. We've lost it.

White House adviser Dr. Martin Anderson,
the 34-year-old Dartmouth ROTC graduate
who first interested Richard Nixon in the
draft problem, says, “The draft is the last
vestige of involuntary servitude we have left
in the country.” He adds, “We don't draft
policemen. Why draft people into the armed
forces?"

Two months after his inauguration, Presi-
dent Nixon created a special Commission on
an All-Volunteer Armed Force to tell him
how to end the draft and set up a volun-
teer armed service., He chose a distinguished
group headed by Thomas 8. Gates, chairman
of the executive committee of the Morgan
Guaranty Trust Co. and former Secretary of
Defense. It included two former Supreme
Allled Commanders in Europe, Gen. Lauris
Norstad and Gen. Alfred Gruenther.

The Commission reported to the President
last February. Its recommendation was
unanimous and crystal-clear: End the draft
by July 1, 1971. And create an all-volunteer
military force and reserves, primarily by rais-
ing the pay of enlisted first-termers and by
using manpower efficiently.

The Commission concluded straightaway:
“We unanimously belleve that the nation’s
interests will be better served by an all-
volunteer force, supported by an effective
stand-by draft, than by a mixed force of
volunteers and conscripts. . . . We have satis-
fled ourselves that a volunteer force will not
jeopardize national security, and we believe
it will have a beneficial effect on the military
as well as the rest of our soclety.”

Agaln, President Nixon whiffled. He agreed
with his Commission—in principle—but re-
jected the July 1, 1971, date to end the draft.
He has been commanding an armed force
of nearly three million and fighting a war
for which, he fears, not enough Americans
would show up. He said, “No one can predict
with precislon whether or not, or precisely
when, we can end conscription.”

Last April, President Nixon promised to
recommend to Congress $2 billion for addi-
tional military pay and benefits, especially
for those serving their first two years. But
this pay raise would not begin until fiscal
1972, after the present draft law expires.

In the civilian bureaucracy of the Penta-
gon, the Nixon Administration started Proj-
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ect Volunteer, to find out how future pay
increases should be applied and how to make
military life more attractive. Project Volun-
teer studied 500 ideas and decided better
pay, better housing, better educational op-
portunities, better use of men are among the
most serious needs.

Despite the shuddering doubts of many
senior uniformed officers, a varlety of “radi-
cal” experiments are now being tried, and an-
noylng “Mickey Mouse™ rules scrapped. Rev-
eille and bed checks are out; beer is per-
mitted In barracks; hair may be worn long-
er. Belatedly, the Army is trylng to clean
up its barnyard. For the present generation,
it may already be too late. Says Selective
Service Director Dr. Curtis W. Tarr, “You
could break your back appealing to people
who are now 19.”

Of course, it is easier to raise an armed
force with a draft than to have to make a
military career appealing. But we could de-
mand that the generals get off their duffs
and to do their job without resorting to the
threat of prison for 19-year-olds.

The top Pentagon chiefs have publicly
sworn their loyalty to the new ldeas, pressed
on them by Assistant Secretary for Manpower
and Reserve Affairs Roger T. Kelley. “I be-
lieve deeply In the all-volunteer concept
now. I didn't earlier. A conscripted army has
an almost unlimited tolerance for wasting
people,” Eelley told me. “If you can go to the
well as often as you wish, it makes it easy to
misuse human resources.” He adds, “An all-
volunteer organization should be a better-
managed organization, a smaller organization
and a higher-pald organization than what we
have now.” But then Kelley does the Pent-
agon flip-flop and supports the push to re-
new the draft: “Certainly nothing less than
a two-year extension makes sense. From a
national-security viewpoint, I'd llke to see
a longer extension.”

The Army, which has the greatest recruit-
ing problem, has appointed Lt. Gen. G. I
Forsythe, a veteran Vietnam commander and
University of Montana ROTC graduate, as
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff for
the Modern Volunteer Army. Says General
Forsythe, “I don’t want to get rid of the
draft. Neither does General Westmoreland.
The draft has to be extended this year. It is
inherent in our national value system to
have a [draft] law on the books.” Others
in the Pentagon told me candidly that the
military must demonstrate some movement
toward an all-voluntesr force not so much
to end the draft as to make 1ts renewal easler
politically.

If one looks at the figures coldly, the
draft's value may seem highly exaggerated.
The great majority of men on active duty
in our armed forces today volunteered. Of
the total active-duty force of 2.9 million,
only 368,000 are actual draftees. All 900,000
men with more than four years’ service are
professionals, and so are at least a third of
those with fewer than four years. The rest
are draftees and draft-induced volunteers.

“True volunteers” (not draft inspired)
now total 250,000 a year. To man an all-
volunteer force of 2.6 million, only 75,000
more men must volunteer from the qualified
1.5 million who turn 19 each year. And the
Administration hopes to be slightly below
the 2.5 million force level by mid-"72.

Those who love the draft push more emo-
tional arguments: “I did my time; why
shouldn't they?" "It's their duty to their
country.” “Let’s put some of those hipples
in uniform.” “We can’'t have our armed
forces dependent on blacks and poor.” But
as Martin Anderson says, when he talks of
officers who voice pride in their uniform,
“One could ask them: ‘Sir, do you think your
profession is so bad you have to force people
to join 1t?" ™

Those who want to end the draft fought
their first pitched battle iIn Washington's
sticky heat last August. Senators Hatfleld
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and Goldwater combined their disparate
forces to try to put the Gates Commission
pay recommendations into effect immediate-
1y, so that the draft would become unneces-
sary by June. Senator Stennis, a staunch
frlend of the military (but then so is ex-
Major General Goldwater), manned the ram-
parts, labeled the proposal “half-baked" and
“a picked chicken in a hallstorm"” and as-
serted, “I do not buy all of this volunteer-
army concept, by any means.” The White
House and the Pentagon massed behind
Chairman Stennis and won the day. The re-
sult wasn't close, but 35 senators did vote for
the Gates Commission recommendations.
Clearly, the fight isn't over yet.

In all the double-talk, there are two
phrases to watch ecarefully. One is “the end
of the draft,” and the other is “zero draft
call.” Presldent Nixon uses them inter-
changeably, but there is a vital difference.

To end the draft means to take away the
right of the executive branch to order young
men into uniform. This caa be done in two
ways. One 1s to repeal the 1948 Selective
Service Act, which set up the draft machin-
ery. The Belective Service System, 4,102 local
draft boards, the lottery, etc., would all be
abolished. Nothing would remain. Senator
Hatfield favors this tactic. The other way is
for the Congress to refuse to renew the Mili-
tary Selective Service Act of 1967, which
gives the President the power to induct
draftees. The Selective Service System would
remain, but no oze could be drafted after
June 30.

Zero draft call is quite another matter. It
means that the Selective Service System stays
intact, and the President keeps the power
to induct young men at will, but he chooses
not to draft anyone for a particular month
or longer period. (The last time this hap-
pened was back in 1961.) If the President
decides that draftees are needed, for what-
ever reason, he has the power to call them

up Instantly without Congress's approval.
For every young man, the threat remains.

Obviously, the =zero-draft-call approach
would suit the military best, They are candid
about that. Secretary of Defense Melvin
Laird has said U.8. troops will not be In
ground combat after this summer, but he
still sees July 1, 1973—nearly two and a
half years from now—as the “goal” for get-
ting draft calls down to zero. That is far
enough into the future to be ple in the sky—
and on the safe side of the next presidential
election.

The congressional battle this spring will
be fought furlously on three fronts: 1) draft
reform, 2) renewal of the President’'s power
to induct draftees and 3) a money package
for an all-volunteer force.

DRAFT REFORM

President Nixon has already trled to make
the draft fairer. He set up the lottery and
stopped deferments for reasons of occupa-
tion, fatherhood and most graduate study.
Now he wants Congress to wipe out defer-
ments for future undergraduate students.

If undergraduate deferments are elimi-
nated, a college student with a low lottery
number would be called up in his sophomore
or junior year. There is no plan to hold the
lottery so that a young man gets a number
when he is 16 or 17 and, if he draws a low
one, can do his military service before start-
ing college. Selective Service Director Tarr,
himself a former college president, says, "I
don't think it hurts to Interrupt a college
education.”

A Pentagon official told me, "You have a
lot of people in universities who want to
avoid the draft. A lot of trouble on campuses
comes from these people.” Tarr, who favors
ending the undergraduate deferment, says,
“I think we're going to get it.”

But draft reform won't solve the basic
problem because the military can take a
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scant fraction of the young men available.
Only 163,500 were inducted last year, and
even fewer are supposed to be drafted In
1971.

Those who want to avold the draft have
grown sophisticated. They now find escape
hatches in the regulations for physical stand-
ards for induction. They avoid the draft with
such relatively minor defects as braces on
thelr teeth, asthma, acne, high blood pres-
sure or a nervous stomach. One draft official
admitted, “If a guy wants to strongly enough
and has time and money, he can get around
the draft.” As Candidate Nixon sald two
years ago, “In the long run, the only way to
stop the inequities is to stop using the sys-
tem. It does not work fairly, and given the
facts of American life, it just can't.”

THE PRESIDENT'S INDUCTION POWER

That this battle comes in an odd-num-
bered year is no accident. No President or
congressman wants to renew the draft in an
election year.

Earnest draft lovers praefer to extend the
induction authority for four more years.
They will probably have to settle for two
years—or for one, if we will really get out
of ground combat in Vietnam this summer.

The alternative to renewing the Presi-
dent’s induction authority iz by definition,
an all-volunteer military. All the arguments
agalnst a voluntary force will be dragged out
again now. “It exposes the brave, the fool-
hardy, the patriotic, the poor/black. It fa-
vors the non-venturesome, the ungrateful
and the well-to-do.” Gen., Maxwell Taylor,
former chairman of the joint Chiefs of Staff,
told me.

It is charged that an all-volunteer force
will attract too many blacks and poor. The
Gates Commission studied this accusation
and decided it was not true. The military
seem to agree, because, they say, many
poorly educated blacks cannot meet the mili-
tary's mental standards.

Some fear a volunteer force will create a
military class. But most enlisted men today,
plus the vast majority of officers, are “true
volunteers” already. Drafting reluctant pri-
vates will not prevent the rise of a military
elite. That has to be done by civilian control
at the top.

The Army's toughest job is to find 5,000
enlisted men a month for combat jobs; only
800 now volunteer. As a result, 88 percent of
the Infantry riflemen in Vietnam for the last
couple of years have been draftees. The
Army would like to give fat bonuses to men
who volunteer for combat specialties, but it
has run into heavy resistance from the Air
Force and Navy, which must compete for
such men.

The entire draft issue separates those who
prize duty to the state above all and those
who glve priority to individual freedom, the
freedom to organize your life as you see fit.
Bome certified liberals, rather surprisingly,
oppose the all-volunteeer idea. Sen. Edward
Kennedy, for one, believes every young man
should be liable to be drafted to fight for
the nation.

The tricklest ground is in the middle,
where President Nixon stands, supporting
the all-volunteer idea in principle but re-
peatedly stalling on putting it into action.
Randal Teague, the 26-year-old executive
director of the conservative Young Ameri-
cans for Freedom, says, A lot of cur people
are very disenchanted. Nixon made this a
major campaign promise to get the youth
vote. In all honesty, I wonder if President
Nixon really wants a volunteer military.”

The reasons for Nixon's distress are easy
to spot. Politlcally, the draft and the war
it supports are vastly unpopular, And now
with 18-to-20-year-olds able to vote in na-
tional elections, opponents of the draft will
be reinforced. Nixon also inherited world-
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wide military commitments; 300,000 uni-
formed men still in Eurcpe as part of an ob-
solete NATO commitment; 53,000 men In
Korea nearly 18 years after that armistice;
the prospect of keeping at least some forces
in Vietnam Indefinitely, and a military estab-
lishment grown accustomed to $75 billion
budgets.

There is a theory that if a nation has a
large standing army, it is tempted to use it.
The Vietnam war suggests this is true. Two
years from now, as draft calls decrease with
our piecemeal withdrawal from Indochina,
the odds are that effective opposition will
be defused and the conscription law will stay
on the books, ready for some future Presi-
dent to use again. And one lesson from Viet-
nam will have been lost.

THE PAY PACEAGE

The double-talk over the cost of the draft
versus an all-volunteer force is shrill. End-
the-draft advocates argue that an all-volun-
teer force will actually save the country
money. Pro-draft partisans shoot out figures
as high as $17 billion for the cost of a vol-
unteer force over a mixed force that includes
draftees. The Gates Commission figured that
an all-volunteer force of 2.5 milllon would
cost about 83 blllion extra initlally. Penta-
gon Insiders say privately that the Gates
estimate 1s very close to accurate.

The pay debate centers about a simple
idea. Draftees and new enlistees are pald
very little, and as long as draftees are avall-
able by just whistling, there is no need to
pay them more. This keeps the budget down,
but it means that enlisted men must pay
for part of our standing army out of their
own hides. Within the past year, 50,000 mar-
rled young men in uniform were, shock-
Ingly, on relief.

The Gates Commission argued that a re-
cruit should be paid something closer to
what he would earn in civillan life (and
extra If he Is assigned to risk his life against
an enemy). Thls sounds reasonable and fair.
The additional cost would have to be carried
by the taxpayers, but the slower turnover of
volunteers, compared to draftees, would
mean lower recruiting and training costs and
a more gkilled and efficlent armed force.

In his new book, The Military Establish-
ment, former Speclal Assistant Secretary of
Defense Adam Yarmolinsky says: “No other
institution, private or public, is now author-
ized to use compulsory processes to make
up its manpower deficit. . , . The United
States has experienced and is experiencing
critical shortages of health services person-
nel, teachers and teachers' aldes, and police
officers, . . . But the nation has never assumed
a responsibility for ensuring that these
shortages are met.”

In the end, the two strongest arguments
for the draft don't hold up. First, the military
claim they cannot attract enough volunteers.
One thing is certaln: They never will as long
as the draft is around. You can bet on that.
And second, an all-volunteer force will cost
the taxpayer more, If the nation needs these
young men—and is not fighting for its own
survival—the nation should pay them a de-
cent wage for the job they do.

Money will be loudly debated In the com-
ing battle over the draft, but it is not the
heart of the problem. If we are going to let
our military establishment spend $60 to $75
billion & year, we can find the five or six per-
cent of that sum needed to pay our youngest
volunteers properly—if we want to.

The real heart of the problem is whether
we now truly want a conscripted standing
military force or whether the draft is de-
manding a human price of compulsion and
disruption that we do not want to keep on
paying. Today, we nelther need—nor can af-
ford—conscription if this nation is to be
both secure and free.
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THE PRESIDENT'S SIX-POINT
PROGRAM

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, there
has been much praise for President
Nixon'’s far-sighted six-point program,
which he set forth in his State of the
Union message last week.

I am especially pleased to see that the
National Association of Counties has re-
cently applauded the President—and
conspicuously so—in a full page an-
nouncement in the Washington Post.
This bipartisan group, which represents
more than 200,000 county officials across
the Nation, is to be commended for its
continued recognition of the need for
welfare reform and revenue sharing.

If we are to alleviate the desperate
financial condition of our State and local
governments, if we are fo revitalize our
present welfare system which, clearly, is
morally and financially bankrupt, it will
be invaluable to have the active and
energetic support of the National Asso-
ciation of Counties.

All Members of Congress, I think, will
be interested to read the bold proclama-
tion of their endorsement. I am, there-
fore, pleased to ask unanimous consent
that the association’s announcement,
from the Washington Post of January 25,
1971, be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the an-

nouncement was ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:
ANNOUNCEMENT
The National Association of Counties
thanks you, Mr. President.
In your State of the Union message you re-

kindled a dream that 1s worthy of the best
effort of each of us when you said: “Millions
of frustrated young Americans today are cry-
ing out—asking not what will government
do for me, but what I can I do, how can I
contribute, how can I matter?

“Let us answer them. To them and to all
Americans, let us say: “We hear you and we
will give you a chance. We are going to give
you a new chance to have more to say about
the decisions that affect your future—to par-
ticipate in government—because we are going
to provide more centers of power where what
you do can make a difference that you can
see and feel in your own life of your whole
community." "

The 20,000 county officlals who are mem-
bers of the National Association of Countles
(NACO) want to give their very best to make
the dream a reality and we pledge the follow=-
ing:

1. Revenue Sharing Jet-Ins. This week
NACO is opening its efforts in the support of
Revenue Sharing by covering the entire
country with a series of 4 one-day airport
rallies. These are are meetings of public of-
ficials and news medla to dramatize the
critical finaneial condition of our state and
local governments and the urgent need to
support your truly imaginative revenue shar-
ing proposals. These Jet-Ins are as follows:

Wednesday, January 27, 1971: Atlanta Air-
port (Holiday Inn), keyroted by Vice Presi-
dent Spiro T. Agnew.

Wednesday, January 27, 1971: Kansas City,
Missouri Airport (Prom Sheraton), keynoted
by Vice President Spiro T. Agnew.

Friday, January 29, 1971: San Francisco
Airport (Hilton Ailrport Inn), keynoted by
Governor Daniel Evans.

Friday, January 20, 1971: Cleveland, Ohio
Alrport (Sheraton-Hopkins Motel), keynoted
by Governor Richard Ogllvie.

2. Welfare Reform. In the last session of
Congress, county officlals vigorously sup-
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ported your Family Assistance Plan, We made
a determined effort to persuade the Congress
that the present welfare system was finan-
cially and morally bankrupt. We are de-
lighted that the first bill introduced in the
House of Representatives is HR. 1—a welfare
reform measure. We are pleased that the
highly respected Representatives Wilbur D.
Mills, Democrat of Arkansas, and John W.
Byrnes, Republican of Wisconsin, have given
this legislative top priority in the House
Ways and Means Committee.

3. Modernization of County Government.
County officials knew that many of our local
governments have fallen behind the times.
They are in need of overhaul and moderniza-
tion of the type that we have witnessed in
recent months in Prince George’s County
and Montgomery County, Maryland. NACO,
through its Research Foundation has estab-
I'shed a “New County—USA" central clear-
ing house and advisory center on local re-
organization. Information from this center
is already being used by 300 counties where
citizens are accepting your challenge to make
their institutions responsive to their needs,

Mr. President, we want to publicly pledge
to you, the Congress and our fellow Ameri-
cans our support to make your big dream a
reality.

Respectfully yours,
CrLEssON Y. CHIKASUYE,
President.
BeErRNARD F. HILLENBRAND,
Ezecutive Director.

(National Association of Counties, 1001
Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C.
20036.)

THE TIME IS NOW TO CONTROL
THE “SPEED” DRUGS

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr, President, I am
pleased once again to join with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Missouri (Mr.
EacrLETON) and others in introducing the
bill, S. 674, to put tighter controls on
amphetamines, the drugs commonly
known as “speed.”

The call for action is becoming increas-
ingly clear with revelations that have
been appearing in the Nation’s press in
recent days and weeks. I was particularly
interested in an article published in the
Wall Street Journal on last Friday. The
article points up the manner in which
apparent illicit operations are being or-
ganized to produce “speed” drugs by
so-called pillars of the community.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Wall Street Journal article
be printed at this point in the REcorp.

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

THE Trip Business—ILLiciT DrUGS INCREASE
AS “RESPECTABLE” TYPES DiscOvER MONEY
N PILLs

(By Richard A. Shaffer)

In Charleston, W. Va., they used to think
of Robert A. Frame, Jr., as a nice, bright boy
who worked hard and had made good.

At military school he was an honor student.
He made Phi Beta Eappa at West Virginia
University in Morgantown. He graduated first
in his class while working part-time and
serving as yearbook photographer. At Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology he earned
a Ph. D. In chemistry. And after a promising
career in research at Eastman EKodak he
started a successful business of his own near
Phoenix, processing color film.

But, as it turned out, that wasn't his only
business. One day Federal agents raided his
garage and found a secret, well-equipped
laboratory and $672,000 of methampheta-
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mine, one of the powerful stimulants that
drug users call “speed” or “crystal.” Mr.
Frame—a qulet, 36-year-old, churchgoing
bachelor who had never been in trouble be-
fore—was sentenced to five years in prison
after being convicted on charges of illegally
manufacturing and selling dangerous drugs.

A TOUGHER JOBE FOR POLICE

Mr, Frame’s case, which is on appeal, is an
extreme example—but not an isolated one.
Authorities say more and more sophisticated
operators are entering the drug-production
business, making it more difficult for law-
enforcement officlals to curb illegal drugs
and sharply increasing the output of such
products, Untll recently, stimulant and psy-
chedelic drugs were illicitly brewed only in
small batches on make-shift equipment,
often by hipples for themselves and their
friends. But lately an increasing proportion
of the supply is spewing from better-
equipped laboratories, operated by persons
of all callings bent solely on turning a fast
buck.

Unlike the hit-or-miss amateur, who often
had little knowledge of chemistry and clum-
sily drew attention to himself after sam-
pling his own wares, the newer and more
sophisticated drug producers tend to cleverly
conceal their operations. SBuch operators,
lured into the business by huge profits,
usually pass easily as successful business
or professional people—which they sometimes
are.

The bootlegger of psychedelic or stimulant
drugs is seldom a heavy in the professional
underworld; frequently he hasn't had any
prior brush with the law. And his drug fac-
tory, instead of being in a rundown neigh-
borhocd, now is often in an urban store or
in an expensive home in a good section of
town.

THE DAY THE GRASS TURNED BROWN

In Denver a major drug mill was discovered
by chance when the landlord noticed that
the lawn of one of the homes he rented out
was turning brown. No one answered the
door when he went to complain. And he
detected *“a kind of sweet, rotten smell,”
which convinced police that the tenants
must be dead. But it wasn't the odor of
bodies. The basement of the house concealed
an elaborate laboratory for making LSD and
STP, another psychedelic drug. The entire
water system of the house, including the
lawn-sprinkler pipes, had been diverted to
supply the lab.

The operators were so well-organized that
they kept a detalled notebook record of
every batch of drugs made and even had a
eystem providing for the regular reordering
of supplies. It took seven truckloads to haul
away the 300 beakers, bell jars, condensers
and other pieces of l1ab equipment from what
one narcotics agent called “one of he most
high-class, businessllke operations we ever
ran across.”

One person convicted In the case was a
28-year-old chemistry graduate of the Uni-
versity of California with an apparently im-
peccable background. An alleged assoclate,
awaiting trial, 1s described by friends as an
electronics genius who holds several valuable
patents on products he designed, although
he is only 26.

In Santa Monica, Calif., Federal authorl-
ties say chemists at a supposed cancer-
research center were manufacturing large
quantities of the drug PCP, or phencyclidine
hydrochloride, The drug was being shipped
to a warehouse in Berkeley, where it was
pressed into tablets on a $4,500 machine
capable of turning out 80,000 an hour, the
officials say.

LSD SUPPLIES UP, PRICES DOWN

Officials are clearly worrled by the trend.
“The clandestine-laboratory problem is defi-
nitely getting worse,” says Robert N. Hinds,
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& Washington supervisor in the Federal Bu-
reau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs.

It's already severe, as a look at LSD shows.
Over the past four years, the proportion of
college students who have tried LSD has
soared to one in seven from one in 100, ac-
cording to Gallup Polls, And it is clear that
nearly all the LSD they tried came from
underground labs; the drug hasn't been le-
gally made in this country since 1966, and
customs officials say smuggling is rare. In
fact, these flourishing labs have become s0
productive that despite heavy demand, the
price of an LSD tablet has fallen to about 50
cents in most parts of the country from
about §5 a few years ago.

Federal undercover agents used to consider
500 LSD tablets a major wholesale purchase.
Now huge gquantities are available in nearly
every major city, and 10 times that number
can easily be bought from almost any retailer
of illieit drugs.

The use of tablets in itself provides one
measure of the important role that fancler
labs play. No street dealer would sell 5,000
doses at a time if he had to drop the LSD
on the once commonly used sugar cubes,
which crumble when handled In bulk. So
most producers have turned to tablets, often
made on machines whose cost i1s beyond the
reach of most amateurs.

The Government, which ldentifies these
machines by the markings they leave on the
tablets, believes the number in the hands of
drug bootleggers has grown to perhaps as
many as 100 from none just a few years ago.
An exact count Is impossible because some
machines can simultaneously press 18 tablets
with different sets of markings.

The production of such other popular psy-
chedellcs as STP, DMT and psilocybin is also
becoming more commercialized as the output
moves from the prophets of inner awareness,
who once made them for their own use, to
those whose awareness is attuned to profits.
There’s a similar story with the stimulants,
except in this case the impact of clandestine
production is less easily gauged; at least half
the black-market pills originally come from
legitimate drug manufacturers.

To illustrate the profits avallable in the
filleit drug business, consider the case of
Richard Bennetto. A friend describes him as
“a knockabout guy who never even finished
high school.'" Before he was 30, Bennetto
was making $300,000 a year.

It was quite a life—while it lasted. He wore
expensive clothes and dined In the best
restaurants, where he treated dozens of
friends at a time to fancy meals. “He al-
ways had plenty of fast cars and women
around,” one friend recalls.

It took two years for authorities to dis-
cover that his insecticlde and dye-manufac-
turing business was only a front. The real
source of his income was a bit different—
methamphetamine.

Bennetto, who once served time for re-
celving stolen property, opened shop in his
mother-in-law's basement with an Initial
investment of less than $200 in equipment
and chemicals. It wasn't long before his
labs—Ilocated in several San Francisco apart-
ments—were producing a pound of the drug
every few days, he told a Congressional in-
vestigating committee. It cost him $30 to
l::oa%%ce & pound; he sold 1t to dealers for

Bennetto now is serving an “indeterminate”
sentence in California for possession of dan-
gerous drugs.

A PROBLEM OF QUALITY CONTROL

Drug experts say many of the proliferating
new commercial operations turn out a safer,
more sanitary product. But such operations
still aren’t producing a high enough propor-
tion of illicit drugs to significantly improve
the quallty of the product most drug users
are buying. “A really good product no sooner
hits the street than a dozen Inferior imita-
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tions come along,” says Dr. Eugene Schoen-
feld, a Berkeley physician who writes a hip
syndicated newspaper column on drugs, sex
and nutrition. Although the ratio is chang-
ing, perhaps rapidly, most illicit drugs are
still made haphazardly in sleasy shops, the
drug experts say.

Larvin Cahn, a San Francisco attorney
who has defended several accused makers of
illegal drugs, says many producers are “such
idiots that I wouldn’t trust them to wash my
car.” He maintains that “poor quality-con-
trol is probably what causes a great deal of
the physical and psychological damage done
by these drugs, rather than the drug itself.”

Chemists have found rat poison in LSD.
Most of what is sold as mescaline—and al-
most all synthetic THC, the active ingredient
in marijuana—is only a veterinary tranquil-
izer. And some liquid methamphetamine con-
tains a large amount of urine. Not long ago
a youth in Boulder, Colo., purchased some
powdered methamphetamine but sald he
found it impossible to inject. The drug had
been so adulterated with cornstarch that it
quickly turned to jelly when mixed with
water and heated.

GOVERNMENT INCREASES ITS ATTACK

The Federal Narcotics Bureau 1s enlarging
its attack on illegal production of drugs,
putting more agents with broader powers on
the job. But it concedes that the task Is awe-
some. No one knows for sure how many un-
derground drug mills exist or what their
output is.

Because of a Comprehensive Drug Abuse
Prevention and Control Act that takes effect
next May, Federal narcotics agents for the
first time will be able to serve search war-
rants on drug labs at night, when most man-
ufacturing takes place, At present raids can
only be staged in daylight, and agents often
find that the drugs have already been
shipped out or haven't yet been made, leav-
ing them with flimsy evidence.

The law also gives the Attorney General
the power to control the sale and production
of what are called the immediate precursors
of a dangerous drug—that 1s, the prineipal
ingredients most commonly used to manu-
facture it,

Despite the new law's relaxation on drug
ralds, agents first must find a lab in order to
raid it. And that’s becoming more difficult.
The larger the lab the more money operators
invest in hiding it. The problem has become
so acute that the Government is finaneing
the design of special airborne equipment to
detect labs from the sky. Agents would use
the same remote sensing techniques that
have already proved useful in locating guer-
rillas in Vietnam and in sampling the atmos-
phere of other planets.

Mr, McCINTYRE. Mr. President I was
disappointed that the bill, even though
passed by the Senate on October 7, 1970,
by a vote of 40 to 16 as an amendment
to other legislation, was dropped along
with other important measures in the
Conference on the Comprehensive Drug
Abuse Prevention and Control Act of
1970.

Amphetamines do have a minor place
in health care. They are useful in the
treatment of narcolepsy, a rare sleeping
sickness, and they have some usefulness
in the treatment of obesity.

There is misuse of these drugs to stay
awake while driving, during study for
exams, and at other times when there is
a desire to avoid sleep. These drugs are
even used, according to some reports, to
pep up participants in athletic contests.
This sort of misuse is sometimes danger-
ous but it is not the real problem which
exists with “speeds.”
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Mr. President the real abuse is the
misuse that is being made of this drug
by the swallowing of handfuls of the pills,
the so-called snorting of the drug in pow-
der form, and its injection in the vein in
the form of solution. Experts say that the
progression of use is from swallowing, to
snorting or sniffing, to intravenous in-
jection. The drug most frequently used
in this country for this purpose is meth-
amphetamine—speed, crystal, and meth.

Experts also report that the continued
use of amphetamines in large doses is
physically addicting, meaning that tol-
erance builds up and definite withdrawal
symptoms occur when the drug is dis-
continued.

There are many examples of the hor-
ror of misuse of amphetamines. The user
faces panic, paranoid states, malnutri-
tion, and prolonged nervous breakdowns.
Infections occur in many instances. It
has even been demonstrated in animals
that prolonged use of the amphetamines
over a long period of time may lead to
brain cell damages.

As I stated on the floor of the Senate
last year, Representative CLAUDE PEPPER,
of Florida, who has done such a brilliant
job of studying drugs as a part of his
work as chairman of the Select Commit-
tee on Crime in the House of Represent-
atives, reported:

In our hearings in San Franclsco, there
were 13 bins of amphetamines somewhat like
Benzedrine, as I recall, that had 1,200,000 of
these pills in the bins, and they were con-
B!gned bj" a manufacturer in Chlcago to a
consignee in Tijuana, Mexico, The Federal
Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs
acting on information furnished by our com-
mittee staff checked up on it, and they found
that the address of the so-called consignee
was the 11th hole of the golf course In
Tijuana and that a customs broker had
diverted these amphetamines at the border
into the black market.

This kind of example, which has re-
cently been highlighted again in the
press, makes it clear that existing con-
trols such as now practiced are inade-
quate. It is evident that the present sys-
tem of controls places the major risk,
pain, and financial burden of amphet-
amines on the consumer.

In addition, those who do not use
drugs must be taxed to control the social
disruption resulting from this drug abuse.

Mr. President, I urge that the Senate
act swiftly. Every day new evidences are
unearthed of the need to more tightly
control the “speed” drugs if we are to
win the battle against drug abuse.

HARRY F. KELLY, FORMER MICHI-

GAN GOVERNOR, A GREAT

AMERICAN

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I was
saddened today by the news of the death
of one of Michigan’s most distinguished
somns.

Harry F. Kelly, jurist, former Gov-
ernor and a great statesman of Michigan
died last evening at the age of 75.

Mr. Kelly served his State for 4
years as its chief executive. Prior to that
he served as Michigan secretary of state
and as an assistant Wayne County prose-
cutor. For 17 years he was a member of
the State Supreme Court.
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Mr. Kelly retired from the bench just
6 weeks ago—after spending virtually
his entire adult life serving the people of
our State.

Last Friday evening Governor Kelly
suffered a massive stroke in West Palm
Beach, Fla., where he was spending his
short-lived retirement. He died Ilast
evening.

I know, Mr. President, that Harry
Eelly will be missed by his many friends,
but his absence will be most keenly felt
by the people of Michigan,

Mrs. Griffin and I extend our deepest
sympathies to the surviving members of
his family.

A PLEA FOR JUSTICE FOR THE
PEOPLE IN THE HOLY LAND

Mr, HATFIELD, Mr. President, on the
evening of January 27, 1971, an historic
event occurred at the Washington Ca-
thedral. A meeting focusing on the hu-
man suffering in that troubled part of
the world was held with more than 1,-
000 people attending. Among those
sponsoring the event, besides myself, in-
cluded the Reverend—and Chairman—
Edward L. R. Elson, Senator HENRY
BerimoN, Rabbi Elmer Berger, Eugene
Black, Erwin D. Canham, Dr. Andrew
Cordier, Dr. Gerald Dorman, His Emi-
nence Archbishop Iakovos, Reverend
Frederick Meek, Msgr. John G. Nolan,
Dr. Mohammed Abdu El-Rauf, Reverend
Joseph Ryan, Most Reverend Philip

Saliba, the Very Rev. Francis B. Sayre,
the Most Reverend Edward E. Swan-
strom, Dr. Cynthia Wedel, and Dr. Paul

Dudley White. It was an historic oceca-
sion in many ways. Essentially, how-
ever, it marked the first organized and
public expression of concern in the
United States for the plight of the people
of the Holy Land, particularly the Pal-
estinians. Numerous statements were
read and delivered that evening. Among
those speaking were Miss Nomi Erte-
schik, an Isrgseli working on her Ph. D.
in linguisties at MIT, and Dr. John
Davis, former Commissioner General of
the United Nations Relief and Works
Agency.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the addresses of these two in-
dividuals be printed in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the addresses
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

STATEMENT BY Miss Nomi ERTESCHIK

As an Israeli I am happy to participate in
this plea for social and national emancipa-
tion of the Palestinians. The Palestinian
people are an essential party in any future
negotiations concerning the Middle East and
in particular the future of Palestine. The
Rogers Plan or other Great Power formulas
are not viable because they side-step the
inallenable rights of the Palestinians. There
is an ultimate contradictlon between the
interests of the United States and the Soviet
Union on the one hand and the needs of the
people of the Middle East on the other, As
long as the United States and Sovlet im-
perialist forces take part In and dominate
the peace talks because they find it profit-
able, the people of the Middle East will not
find 1t so.

The emancipation of the Palestinians runs
counter not only to the interests of the
Great Powers but also to the interests of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

the Arab governments and the Zionist gov-
ernment of Israel. The governing principle of
Zionist Israel is the idea of an exclusively
Jewlsh state. As long as this principle holds,
the return of the Palestinlans to their home-
land will continue to be blocked by Israel.
Th> conclusion is obvious: either there will
continue to be an exclusively Jewish state
which by its nature discriminates against
non-Jews and insures permanent conflict
with the Palestinians, or the Israell people
will come to the realization that some kind
of co-existence with the Palestinians is es-
sential to peace in the Middle East.

The Palestinians are also a cause of anxiety
within the Arab regimes as well, since Arab
governments take advantage of anti-Israeli
propaganda, into which mass discontent and
pressure are channelled. These Arab regimes
would do anything to stifle the Palestinian
revolutionary forces because their social 1ib-
eration will trigger a series of social trans-
formations in the Middle East which will
threaten the interes’s of the established
class,

No solution to the Palestine problem which
does not acknowledge the demand of the
Palestinians to return to their homeland
and to be able to live anywhere in Palestine
with equal social and political rights is viable
for the people of the Middle East. The solu-
tions endorsed by the Great Powers and
their allies in the area do not fulfill this
requirement. None of the parties participat-
ing in the Peace Discussions have up to
now shown any genuine concern for the
rights of the Palestinians because they are
apprehensive of the Middle East revolution
which the Palestinians advocate. Therefore I
cannot see how peace talks conducted in such
an atmosphere even including Palestinian
delegates, could solve the conflict.

As an Israell I remain convinced that so-
cial and national emanicipation of the Pales-
tinians does not endanger the welfare of
the Israelis.

The final territorial and political arrange-
ments should be freely negotiated by the two
parties concerned—the Israells and the Pal-
estinians—in the framework of the mu-
tual recognition of the right of both groups
to self~-determination in Palestine.

AN APPEAL TO AMERICANS FOR JUSTICE FOR
PeEOPLE oF THE HoLy LaND

(By Dr. John H. Davis)

Conflict continues in the Middle East, year
after year, because year after year a funda-
mental element of discord goes unresolved.
This element of discord is the festering plight
of the Palestinian people, both Moslems and
Christians.

The creation of the state of Israel brought
catastrophe to most of the native Arabs of
Palestine, More recent events have made their
plight still worse. Today, three million Pales-
tinian Arabs exist as a people without a
country.

The world community of nations has taken
note of this tragedy on many occasions,
through action in the United Nations. Among
the basic resolutions passed there are those
calling for repatriation and compensation for
refugees, creating a Palestine coneciliation
commission and setting up an agency to ad-
minister relief (UNRWA). The resolution
calling for repatriation and compensation
has been reaffirmed some twenty-three times
but never implemented. Peace efforts have
been launched one after another, but all to
no avail. The support of UNRWA has always
been meager, about ten cents per refugee per
day, and this year the agency faces a 6 mil-
lion dollar deficit. Unless this deficit 1s met,
UNRWA must drastically cut its rellef serv-
ices. This will mean increased suffering for
the refugees. It will mean closing schools and
vocational training centers. This closing of
schools will shut the door of opportunity to
maturing refugee youth.
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In the absence of peace, bitterness gets
deeper, armaments get bigger, and the great
powers become more and more Involved and
in a way that makes the danger of a holo-
caust ever more menacing. All of this tran-
spires because neither the great powers or
the world community of nations will face the
fact that three million Palestinian Arabs
have been made a people without a country.
They still live as refugees, or exiles, or sub-
Jjects under occupation, or as citizens of a
country that restricts their rights and oppor-
tunities. This is the source of Arab bitter-
ness. This is the fuel of hatred that feeds the
flames of confilct.

It is time now to declare categorically that
the Palestinian Arabs have been and are vie-
tims of grave injustice. It is time now to do
something about It.

Today a new peace effort 1s under way. Its
plan is to engage the Arab states that bor-
der on Israel, particularly the United Arab
Republic and Jordan, in discussions with
Israel. But what about the Palestinian
Arabs? Should not the voice of these three
million human beings be heard? It is not
right, it 1s not just, that their volces be
muffled in peace talks since 1t is their destiny
that now hangs in the balance. The griev-
ances of the Palestinian Arabs must be made
a substantive item on the agenda.

You may ask, but who will speak for the
Palestinian Arabs? All I can say 18 that this
is part of the puzzle that statesmen must
resolve. The starting point on the road to
peace must be a search for a way to give the
Palestinian Arabs a voice in the peace talks,
To deny them a voice there just because
they do not now have a government of their
own is to sllence the voices of our own past—
voices such as Patrick Henry's whose “Give
me liberty or give me death” is emblazoned
on the soul of America. Having been made a
people without a country, how could the
Palestinian Arabs now have a government
of their own?

This brings us now to the fundamental
gquestion, should the Palestinian Arabs have
a country of their own? Why not let the
Palestinian Arabs speak for themselves on
this subject, by exercising the right of self-
determination—a principle that the United
States has championed for years. Admittedly,
this will not be easy to do while the Pales-
tinlans are scattered as they now are. Let us
place this subject high on the peace agenda
for the purpose of finding a way by which
they can decide this issue for themselves,

The status of the City of Jerusalem is an-
other crucial item. This city is sacred to
Jews, Christians, and Moslems. The annexa-
tion of Arab Jerusalem by Israel denies most
Moslems and most Arab Christians access
to the holy places of their faith, thereby
feeding the fires of discontent. Only bitter-
ness and war can be kindled from these
flames.

What about the rights of refugees to re-
patriation and to compensation for loss of
home or farm and homeland? Here we are
talking about human rights that are ab-
solutely basic. We are talking about the
right of man to have a home and to have a
country and to be secure within them. We
are discussing the right of a people to self-
determination; the right of a people to be
free.

These basic human rights must be high
on any peace agenda and until grievances
pertaining to them have been justly resolved,
lesser items and talk of signing peace agree-
ments must wait. This Is simply a matter of
putting first things first and any peace ef-
fort that falls to do this will be foredoomed
before it starts. If you doubt this, look at
the array of wrecked peace efforts in the
Middle East that clutter the record of the
past twenty-three years, none of which put
first things first.

But you may ask, what will all of this do
to the state of Israel? Will not a settlement
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of valid Arab claims place heavy burden on
Israel, even to the point of compromising her
very status as an exclusive state for the
Jewish people? This may be so. However, to
to the extent that Arab claims are just, this
is the price that Israel must be prepared
to pay for enduring peace. The Palestinian
people were in Palestine centuries before
Israel was created.

At the heart of the tragedy of the Pales-
tinian Arabs is the hard fact that there is
no place in Israel for Arabs in large num-
bers. Israel is a Jewish state and in keeping
with this role she has given preference to
Jews over non-Jews, even those born native
to the land she now governs. Yes, even to the
point of making refugees and exiles of most
of the native Arabs. This is why there is a
refugee problem. This is why it persists. The
Arabs have not accepted this state of affairs,
nor should they be required to do so now.

This, in brief, s the backround of our plea
for justice tonight.

The present peace effort, referred to as the
Rogers' Plan, is founded on a resolution of
the Security Council, It has been accepted
in principle by both Israel and leading Arab
states. This is good s0 far as it goes but
the Rogers' Plan has one great weakness
that may prove to be a fatal flaw. It does not
contain adequate provisions for the Pales-
tinlan Arabs. It does not assure them of
justice. It does not invite them to the peace
talks, which may determine their very fu-
ture.

This flaw MUST be corrected if the Rogers'
Plan is to succeed. In accordance with the
richness of American traditions and in sup-
port of the spirit and the letter of the Char-
ter of the United Nations, we must recognize
that the people of Palestine are entitled to
equal rights and to self-determination. We
must further recognize the unalienable rights
of the people of Palestine as an indispen-
sable element in the establishment of a just
and lasting peace in the Middle East. Let
America now take the lead in this direction.
This we plead In the name of justice for
the oppressed people of the Holy Land.

A NEW APPROACH TO PESTICIDES

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, we
are faced with irrefutable evidence of
the dangers posed by too many years
of laxity in the control and use of pesti-
cides in this country.

The evidence is in the earth we live
and grow our food on, the water we
drink, the air we breathe.

It threatens our very survival.

I am not being dramatic. I am being
very frank. If anything, I may be un-
derstating the problem.

The present law governing the manu-
facture, sale and use of pesticides in
the United States has become a farce.

It is so full of loopholes that it lets
through more than enough of these dan-
gerous poisons to choke us all with an
uninterrupted flow of banned pesticides.

The time has come to strike this law
from the books and replace it with one
that will deal forcefully with the threats
posed by the misuse, abuse and over-
use of pesticides.

We cannot afford to wait much longer.

That is why I am joining with the
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. NELsoN) in cosponsoring legislation
to amend the Federal Insecticide, Fungi-
cide and Rodenticide Act of 1947, in-
cluding changing its title to the National
Pesticide Control and Protection Act.

According to the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, at least 800 to 1,000 peo-
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ple die each year from pesticide poison-
ing and another 80,000 to 90,000 people
are injured from these chemicals.

But worse than that is the slow but
inereasing number of human deaths
caused by carcinogenic, mutagenic, and
teratogenetic effects of chemicals like
DDT or 2,4,5-T after a lifetime of ex-
posure.

In addition, there is the deadly threat
to wildlife, fish and the overall quality
of the environment. Evidence of the dam-
age caused by some pesticides has been
found on the polar ice caps and in the
upper reaches of the atmosphere.

This is no longer a regional problem.
It is not smog in the cities and pesti-
cides in the country. This is a national—
really, an international—problem, and it
demands a new approach.

A new approach to the regulation of
pesticides and pest control devices.

A new approach to the testing, regis-
tering, canceling and suspending of
these products, with the emphasis on
protecting public health and the envi-
ronment.

A new approach to the way these prod-
ucts are sold and used, with attention
given to having the purchaser justify the
need and the safety of his planned use.

A new approach that emphasizes re-
search to make chemical pesticides safer
and to find biological and nonchemical
alternatives.

An important element of this new ap-
proach is the transfer of authority for
pesticide regulation from the Agriculture
Department to the new Environmental
Protection Agency.

There are those who would tell you that
the movement to control the use of pesti-
cides, insecticides, rodenticides, fungi-
cides and herbicides is based more on
emotion and politics than on solid scien-
tific fact.

Do not believe it. The facts are there.
And they are frightening.

I say to the farmer, do not be short-
sighted. Do not just think about today.

Just as the farmer learned about crop
rotation as a method of preventing de-
pletion of the soil and a way to make his
land more productive, he is learning that
he cannot continue to spray all kinds of
poisons on his land and on his crops and
not expect to pay the price.

Surely, in the short run pesticides in-
crease production. But what about the
long run? How much longer can we
drench the world indiscriminately with
these chemical killers?

And yet pesticides are an extremely
important tool of agriculture.

The proposed legislation goes farther
than the very vital need for more effec-
tive regulation of pesticides. It provides
for research into safer and better meth-
ods of doing the job and it offers hope
for a healthier future.

It is in the best interest of agriculture
gd all Americans that the bill become

W.

SEVEN HUNDRED AND NINE FEWER
FLIGHTS BY AIRLINES IN UNITED
STATES IN 1970 THAN IN 1969, AND
STILL DROPPING

Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. President, air-
line scheduled departures from the 590
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airports in the United States receiving
commercial service were T09 fewer in
1970 than in 1969, with the situation
growing worse in 1971, That is the bur-
den of official testimony by air trans-
port industry spokesmen.

Modest shrinkage in airline service to
West Virginia airports has not been
worse than the national experience, I
note in studying the statistics and prob-
lems presented by spokesmen for the air-
lines.

In fact, a leading spokesman for the
industry testified that recent cutbacks
in airline schedules are the first danger
signals of shrinking service still to come
all over the United States unless airline
earnings are restored quickly.

The cutbacks in the number of flights
operated by the scheduled airlines are
reducing revenues at all but the very
largest metropolitan airports. Even the
country's top 20 air passenger markets
operated approximately 140 fewer daily
nonstop flights last year than they did
in 1969. Such major hub centers as
Cleveland lost 18, and will lose more after
March 2; Detroit's loss was 40 and with-
in another month will be approximate-
ly 54 less than a year ago; and Kansas
City is being served by a dozen fewer non-
stop flights. Even Miami has felt the
shrinkage—even in a time of winter
trafiic.

The experience of cities with nonstop
flight losses is bad enough, but the bulk
of the decline in airline scheduled de-
partures is in short-haul service hereto-
fore provided by trunkline carriers—
flights such as United’s Charleston-Pitts-
burgh and Eastern’s Charleston-Hun-
tington-Lexington-Louisville.

In spite of its importance to northern
Ohio, shrinking airline schedules and
shortages of passengers caused by the
slumping economy have hit the regional
airport at Akron-Canton. Eastern Air-
lines, which has been operating two trips
daily out of Akron-Canton Airport, has
filed an application with the Civil Aero-
nautics Board to discontinue serving that
regional airport. Eastern Airlines has
been given some new long-haul routes
and seems to be anxious, like other
trunkline carriers, to curtail short-haul
service. With most of the trunk airlines
losing money, these cutbacks are under-
standable.

THE INCREASING COSTS OF MEDI-
CAL CARE

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, much has
been said in the past several months
concerning the increasing costs of medi-
cal care. This problem has reached such
a magnitude, that no one now questions
the need to provide a better means for
the average American citizen to finance
his health care.

‘While the difficulties of the average
American to finance his health care are
well known, the equally difficult financial
problems facing most of our hospitals
are not as well known. In Oklahoma
alone, 38 hospitals have been closed since
1966. In the rural areas of other States,
similar financial difficulties have been
experienced. As a result, many Americans
in rural areas are without adequate
health facilities.
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I believe it is the responsibility of this
Congress to give full consideration to
ways of meeting the financial needs of
the Nation’s hospitals.

I, and other members of the Oklahoma
delegation, recently met here in Wash-
ington with representatives of the Okla-
homa Hospital Association to discuss pos-
sible solutions of their financial prob-
lems. We discussed the reimbursement
formulas of medicare and medicaid, a
cost containment demonstration project
that has been proposed to the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
by the Oklahoma Hospital Association,
and the American Hospital Association’s
proposed ‘“Ameriplan.”

I was very much impressed with the
presentation made by the members of
the association and I was particularly
interested in the proposed cost contain-
ment demonstration project which, if ap-
proved, would require the Government to
view the hospital’s financial requirements
prospectively rather than retroactively.
I hope this demonstration project will be
favorably considered by the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare.

For the benefit of my colleagues, I ask
unanimous consent that the written
statement of the representatives of the
Oklahoma  Hospital Association be
printed at this point in the REcorbp.

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

A BTATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVES OF THE
OELAHOMA HOSPITAL ASSOCIATION

Oklahoma hospitals are most appreclative
of this opportunity to meet with our Con-
gressional Delegation. Our purpose is three-
fold. We would like to explain to you why
Oklahoma hospitals are in a very precarious
financial condition and to urge your help in
securing corrective legislation. Secondly, we
would like to bring you up-to-date on the
status of our proposed hospital cost contain-
ment demonstration project, which we sub-
mitted to the Department of Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare last July. And, thirdly, we
would like to make a few comments on the
American Hospital Assoclation’s proposed
“Ameriplan”.

The federal Medicare program, with its
retroactively determined cost provisions, has
contributed to the financial dilemma facing
Oklahoma hospitals that is resulting in an
alarming acceleration of hospital charges to
private paying patients that we serve. To
illustrate, let me give you a composite pie-
ture of the patients presently being served
by Oklahoma hospitals:

1. Thirty-seven percent of the hospital’s
patient days are for Medicare patients.

2. Approximately thirteen percent of the
hospital’s’ patient days are for Medicald pa-
tients, although the Medicald program is only
able to pay for approximately ten percent
of these days, as they have had to reduce
the scope of their program to a maximum of
ten days per admission for an adult Medi-
cald recipient because of the limit of state
matching funds,

3. Ten percent of the patlents in Okla-
homa hospitals could not pay for their care
and are not eligible for Medicaid and have
to be considered as bad debts or charity by
the hospitals.

4. The balance of forty percent are those
who have Blue Cross, commercial insurance
or private pay patients, who must assume
more than thelr proportionate share of the
hospitals® total financial requirements be-
cause of the inequities presently existing in
the Medicare reimbursement formula.
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To further illustrate this point, the cost of
care of the ten percent of our patients who
are not eligible for Medicaid and are not able
to pay for their own care must be borne en-
tirely by the forty percent of our private
paying patients as the Medicare and Medi-
caid law says they would assume no respon-
sibility for the hospitals’ cost for charity
services.

In addition, hospitals have many commu-
nity services that are financial “'losers”; such
as emergency room services, obstetrical serv-
ices, charity out-patient clinics and other
similar community services, Medicare will
not assume any part of these costs for com-
munity services in their definition of allow-
able, reasonable cost. This, in effect, is saying
that the forty percent of the private paying
patients must assume the total cost of these
community services, rather than apportion-
ing these costs equally among all users of
hospltal services.,

During the last few years, many hospitals
have had to borrow capital on short-term
loans to expand and modernize their facili-
ties. Yet Medlcare and Medicald will not allow
the retirement of debts as a part of allow-
able cost and will only allow a percentage of
the depreciation allowable over a 40-year
period. Therefore, a large part of the finan-
cial burden for capital improvement must
also be passed on to the forty percent private
paying patlents.

As a result of this retrospective determina-
tion of what is, or what is not, an allowable
cost, hospltals are finding that they actually
recover less than eighty percent of regular
and normal charges rendered to Medicare and
Medicaid patients.

If Oklahoma hospitals are to contain their
costs to their private paying patients (who
are the taxpayers paying the Social Security
taxes and the general revenue taxes to
finance Medicare-Medicaid program), we be-
leve the following changes must be written
into the law to provide for equity among all
purchasers of hospital care, including the
federal government:

1. The hospitals’ financial requirements
must be met by equity payments appro-
priated on the basis of each group of patients’
use of hospital services. For example: If
Medicare patients use thirty-five percent of
the hospital’s services, their payments for
this service must be approximately thirty-
five percent of the hospital’s financial re-
quirements, including their proportionate
share of the hospital community service
programs and their capital financial require-
ments.

2. Since Oklahoma’s non-profit hospitals
furnish care to all patients admitted to the
hospital by the patient’s physiclan, regard-
less of their ability to pay, either the Medic-
aid program must be expanded to pay for
the cost of this care to the medically needy,
or the cost must be apportioned equally
among all the users of the hospital, includ-
ing Medicare.

3. Because of the obvious failure of ret-
roactive determination of allowable hospital
costs that has contributed largely to the
hospital’s financial dilemma, we urge that
the hospital’s financial requirements must be
reviewed prospecitively by the major pur-
chasers of hospital care and that the hos-
pitals be paid their cost during the perlod
they render the care, thus enabling the
hospitals to be financially able to provide
the needed services for the patients that
they serve.

OKLAHOMA'S PROPOSED HOSPITAL COST CON-~-
TAINMENT DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

Last year when we met with you, we told
you we were working with the Oklahoma
Department of Public Welfare and the Okla-
homa Blue Cross Plan on approaching the
Department of Health, Education and Wel-
fare on a proposed three-year hospital cost
containment demonstration project. This
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past July, we did meet with officials of HEW,
along with Lloyd Rader, Director of the
Department of Public Welfare, and Ralph
Bethel, President of the Oklahoma Blue Cross
Plan, and informally submitted our proposal.
They were non-committal, but asked us to
proceed in developing the detailed proposal.
We asked that they send a representative to
meet With us to work out some of the details
of the proposal. They agreed to do so. We
have had six or seven meetings, and hope to
have the final proposal formally submitted
to the Secretary within the next thirty days.
This proposal, if approved, would give Okla-
homa hospitals that participate in the pro-
gram some finaneial relief by assuring them
of their financlial requirements, but, at the
same time, we believe, would contribute
much toward containing costs. Once this
program is submitted to the Becretary, we
will solicit your help in urging the Secretary
to favorably consider the demonstration
project.

AMERICAN HOSPITAL ASSOCIATION'S

“AMERIPLAN"

The American Hospital Association recently
released a "Reporv of a Special Committee
on the Provision of Health Services". After
considerable study. the Committee came to
the following conclusion: before we design
a national financing plan for health services
for the people of this country, we should first
restructure the health care dellvery system
so that it will assure health care to every
individual.

They then proposed what, we believe, is a
realistic financing plan to coincide with the
development of the restructural delivery sys-
tem. The basle unit of restructuring the de-
livery system would be joining together of
the community health resources—the hospi-
tals, nursing homes and physicians—under
an umbrella health care corporation, which
would be franchised to furnish health care
for a certain geographical area.

We will forward you copies of this special
committee's report ouilining these proposals,
and hope that you and your staff will have
time to review them, as we believe that one
of the primary issues facing the Federal Con-
gress during the 1970's will be restructuring
and financing our health care delivery sys-
tem. We certainly offer our assistance to you
in furnishing any information you might
desire to assist you in coming to conclusions
relative to these national problems.

In conclusion, we would like to reempha-
size that Oklahoma’'s non-profit, community
hospitals are organized to provide service—
they are not organized to earn money. How-
ever, they must earn money to continue pro-
viding these services. We need your help if
we are to continue to maintain and improve
our hospital system In Oklahoma. To con-
tinue to improve services to the patients we
serve, we must have more adequate financing,

FROPOSED

PUBLIC POLICY—CENTRAL POWER
REVENUE SHARING

Mr. KEENNEDY. Mr. President, the
solutions to the problems that beset our
Nation are stymied in a gigantic bureauc-
racy in Washington. Power is invested
in various sectors of government to such
a degree that the individua] turning to
it for guidance or assistance is lost,
ignored or filed away in triplicate. There
is a growing feeling that people have lost
control and that government and those
they have selected as their representa-
tives are beyond their scope and reach.
This sensation of futility and often anger
at alienation, frustration and inefficiency
has developed into a growing ery for de-
centralization.

Mr. Richard Goodwin has skillfully
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dissected this situation in two articles
appearing in Commentary and the New
Yorker. Rising public discussion of the
need for revenue sharing and the form
such a program should take makes his
analysis significant and timely. His
unique insight into these problems and
great sense of perspective would be of
special interest, I believe, to every Mem-
ber of Congress.

I therefore ask unanimous consent
that “The Shape of American Politics” in
Commentary, June 1967 and ‘“Reflec-
tions” in the New Yorker, January 4,
1969, by Richard N. Goodwin, be printed
in the RECORD.

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

THE SHAPE OF AMERICAN POLITICS
(By Richard N. Goodwin)

(Note—Richard N. Goodwin, a former
special assistant to Presldents Kennedy and
Johnson, is currently a fellow of the Center
for Advanced Studies at Wesleyan Univer-
sity. He was one of the participants in our
round-table discussion, “Containing China”
(May 1966).)

Over the past several decades much of the
world has been experiencing the growing
power and dominion of centralized national
leadership. The word “nation” itself, having
once described a loosely governed confedera-
tion of territories or people, now increasingly
refers to a fixed geographical area where a
central authority assumes mounting respon-
sibility for a range of soclal and economic
activities formerly left to localities, tribal
groups or individuals. Empires have Irag-
mented into nations or, as in Russia and
China, old divisions have been obliterated
under the imperatives of single rule.

Since this is a modern process, it tends
to be most advanced in those countries most
firmly committed to industrialization and
national power. Africa, on the other hand,
still struggles against tribalilsm, while some
Latin American countries battle to assert
national authority over historic enclaves of
independent power and wealth. It may well
appear from a distant point in history that
the principal barrier to national progress
in our time was simply the lack of a nation.
Certainly one reason that many Latin Amer-
fcan countries have not developed despite
150 years of independence and a Western
heritage is that they have not been countries
at all, but collections of independent prin-
cipalities,

This process of centralization has not been
confined by ideology. It has occurred under
democracy and dictatorship; it has been
gulded by capitalism and socialism, Commu-
nism and Fascism. For it is imposed by the
fusion of technology with the psychology of
power. In making the concentration of power
possible and expanding its uses, technology
helps to liberate more forceful and sweeping
impulses in those individuals who seek au-
thority.

The process is global and differently
shaped by the Innumerable varieties of cul-
ture and circumstance, My discussion, how-
ever, will be restricted to the United States.
It Is what I know, and it best illuminates
the most troubling political fact of our age:
that the growth in central power has been
accompanied by a swift and continual dim-
inution in the of the individ-
ual citizen, transforming him from a wielder
into an object of authority.

Although the problem is larger than poli-
tics, I write of it only in that single dimen-
slon: one, however, which is steadily more
pervasive. Of all human activities, politics—
the process of acquiring and using govern-
mental or officlal power—Is among the most
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responsive to shifting values and situations,
always reflecting the dominant and visible
themes of the human turbulence which
creates it and which it attempts to govern.
Hence politics cannot be understood or
analyzed apart from the wider soclety which
gives 1t coloration and direction. An artist
may be an age ahead of his time. Even the
greatest politician can only be a step or two
ahead of his, although important action can
spring from his abllity to penetrate the
obscurity which always enshrouds the real
demands of any period. Actlons and public
words based on a more profound vision than
this may suit a prophet, but not a politician,
His material is the desires and attitudes of
living people, and even the most violent rev-
olutionary cannot escape that constraint, as
Lenin knew and Alexander learned.

The growth of central, or federal, power in
America during the past few decades has
been phenomenal. Only thirty-five years ago,
Mencken could write: “The rewards of the
Presidency are mostly trashy.. . . The Presl-
dent continues, of course, to be an eminent
man, but only in the sense that Jack Demp-
sey, Babe Ruth, and Henry Ford have been
eminent men.” He describes a typical Presi-
dential day: “All day long the right hon.
lord of us all sits listening to bores and
quacks, Anon a Secretary rushes in with the
news that some eminent movie actor . . .
has died, and the President must seize a pen
and write a telegram of condolence to the
widow. Once a year he is repald by receiving
a telegram on his birthday from King George.
. . . It takes four days hard work to con-
coct a speech without a sensible word in it.
Next day a damn must be opened somewhere.
Four Senators get drunk and try to neck a
lady politician. . . . The Presidential auto-
mobile runs over a dog. It rains.”

We still mock our Presidents, sometimes
brutally, but not because they are futile,
comie, or unimportant. The springs of to-
day’'s satire are fear and rage rather than
condescension, For the target is immense.

The federal government spends about one-
seventh of our national wealth and creates
more of it. Between 1950 and 1860, nine out
of ten new jobs were created by the public
and the private not-for-profit sectors, and
only one out of ten by private enterprise.
Today, one-third of the entire labor force
works for someone other than a profit-
making institution. The towering apparatus
of seientific and technological research which
is remaking our soclety, and causing appre-
hension in Europe, is increasingly fueled by
federal funds. It is the government, not pri-
vate business, that is held responsible for
the condition of the economy: credited with
prosperity; blamed for recession and infla-
tion; expected simultaneously to make the
country prosper, end unemployment, and
keep prices down. Of course Washington's
power and skill are not equal to such ex-
pectations, but it is inconceivable that any
President today would greet economic dis-
satisfaction by pleading, “There is nothing
I can do,” or even worse, “It is none of my
business.” The first to assault any such for-
felture would be the conservative members
of the business establishment, rapidly joined
in an improbable chorus by liberal demo-
crats, the New Left, and the editors of the
New York Review of Books.

But today's government is not only ex-
pected to maintain prosperity: it is also ex-
pected to ensure jJustice. Those who are
denied their fair demands by our society
look to Washington for help in righting felt
wrongs, or scorn it for inaction. The hopeful
and contemptuous alike have little doubt
where the main responsibility lies. Social
ills, from benighted citles to polluted air,
are regarded as the charge of government;
and Washington 1s also expected to lead the
way out of the automobile-choked tunnels
in which we are incarcerating ourselves,
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The 1966 elections dramatized yet another
important responsibility now assigned to gov-
ernment: keeper of the status quo. It is ex-
perted to be the protector of all those who
are both delighted and unsure about their
new affluence—the suburban houses, new
cars, and televislon sets. They command the
government to restrain any soclal turbulence
which seems to threaten their personal po-
sitlon. This demand, which might be called
Reaganism, finds its most violent expression
when it combines with racial fears and big-
otry into the “white backlash.” Increasingly,
the obligation it imposes conflicts with the
alms of justice and with the more embracing
effort to modify society in the direction of
an enlarged individual existence for all.

‘We have, for the most part, tried to extri-
cate ourselves from this clash of aims by a
kind of tokenism: pretending to make war
on poverty or to enforce civil rights while
confining resources and power to a dismally
inadequate level, thus easing conscience and
subduing fears while making real sacrifice
unnecessary—all often accompanied by a
spurious rhetorical evenhandedness which
equates the violence of a few frustrated
Negroes with the huge cppression of millions.
Fortunately the tokenism extends to both
sides of the soclal clash, as we substitute
“wars on crime"” or exhortations against
“violence" for more vigorous repression. How-
ever, in a relatively nonviclent country,
where the most urgent interests are those of
& minority, tokenism is not neutral. It is a
powerful ally of existing Inequalities.

Augmenting the swelling domestic author-
ity of government, there is the conduct of
forelgn policy, which gives to a few men,
often acting In partial secrecy, the power to
commit our country to action in all parts of
the world, send hundreds of thousands to
fight in distant lands, and entangle the re-
sources and honor of the natlon in adven-
tures, promises, programs, and acts in every
continent. This control culminates in the
numbly familiar power to decree our destrue-
tlon—a power less real because it is beyond
the grasp of consciousness, but present and
infusing all the other acts of government
with majesty and terror.

‘We usually associate all this centralization
with the Presidency, both because the power
of that office has increased disproportionately
and because the President is most visible to
our expectations and our rage: we find a
personal target more congenial than an in-
stitutional one. Most of our discontents are
therefore directed at an individual's defects
of character, temperament, or intelligence,
rather than at the structure which permits
such qualities to rule, or, at least, leaves a
great deal of our welfare in the hands of
chance, The more that power is concentrated,
the greater the stakes on the always obscure
gamble of selection.

Yet the Presidency is not the only part of
our government whose power has grown. The
Supreme Court helped lead the soclal revo-
lution of the Negro: an astounding role for
an institution whose previous incursions into
the political process had nearly always been
to check the affirmative action of govern-
ment (e.g., the New Deal Court, the Income
Tax Cases, and, more ambiguously, the
Dred Scott decision). S8haring in the general
euphoria of power, the nine justices of the
Supreme Court make major political deci-
slons, unresponsive to the democratic proc-
ess, in secret meetings on Friday afternoons.
Both the number and the scope of such de-
cisions steadily mount. Liberal critics have
generally approved this development because
they approve the content of the decisions,
while the fundamental reshaping of an
important institution seems not to trouble
them. But it is a transformation which al-
most certainly will come back to plague us
as judlcial personnel and social attitudes
change, and as an institution which has
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become more and more political develops an
even greater sensitivity to transitory shifts
in the political temper.

Congress, too, shares in the mounting
power of the federal government, exercis-
ing its authority to frustrate the will of
the President, or to collaborate with him
in denying redress. Congressional action is
often spoken of as negative power, a sort of
reverse veto. But that is because we are
trapped in the liberal rhetoric which defines
positive action as increased spending, great-
er regulation, or new programs. Freed of
that semantic trap, we see that the judg-
ments of Congress are extraordinarily power-
ful affirmative ones: to direct more of our
resources toward private comnsumption than
public needs, to cut taxes rather than in-
crease spending, to calm the fears of the
homeowner against black invasion, to deny
assistance to developing countries, or to sup-
port isolationism and chauvinism. At times
its judgments are—from & liberal stand-
point—more benign, although this is often
not perceived, since it tends to take the form
of support for the administration. (On the
other hand, congressional leaders helped de-
cide that we should stay out of Indochina
in 1954, and that the right to some privacy
overrode the need to wiretap.) More im-
portant than its specific actions is the fact
that Congress sets the limits and framework
for Presidential action. Perhaps the most
effective restraint on social legislation, in-
creased spending, and other liberal measures
is not any sense of popular opposition, but
the foreknowledge that Congress will reject
such proposals or that the effort to pass
them will eat up so much political capital
as to endanger measures thought more essen-
tial, or even erode the =zealously guarded
prestige and power of the President (as in
the case of Harry Truman and "“socialized”
medicine). Presidents would often be far
more radical if they thought Congress would
let them get away with it. Nor are such
assumptions about the limits of congres-
sional tolerance usually made explicit in dis-
cussions between congressional leaders and
the administration. They are so much a part
of the political atmosphere that they domi-
nate and restrict discussion at even the most
private meetings. It is not that proposals
are rejected. They are not even put forth
for analysis or debate; and the process of
innovation is one of constantly and cau-
tiously probing these invisible boundaries.
Of course, Congress has not shared to any
comparable extent in the conduct: of foreign
affairs. However, the President’s concern with
foreign matters has probably inecreased con-
gressional importance in the domestic field
since, especially in times of ecrisls, he must
often seek support by moderating his do-
mestic demands, in a sense “buying” alle-
giance. As most congressmen are far more
interested in these issues, they find the divi-
slon satisfactory.

The reality of increased federal power is
undeniable. The events and circumstances
which have created it are more tangled and
ambiguous. Most obvious is the necessity for
federal leadership in the conduct of foreign
affairs, accepted by even the most conserva-
tive. Thus, as America became & global power
with swiftly spreading burdens and ambi-
tions, government waxed. Our relations with
other countries, deeply and even mortally
consequential in themselves, inevitably
seep into a hundred areas of national life,
shaping the structure of our industrial sys-
tem, setting priorities for education and
scholarship, pushing us toward technology
and away from other pursuits.

Through this indirect effect on other
institutions, and through the immediate
impact of particular decisions and acts, the
conduct of foreign affairs pervades the atti-
tudes of the nation, contributing to a na-
tional mood of enthusiasm or resignation,
anger or despair, which unavoldably carries
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over into a wide range of unrelated public
problems and private sensibilities. The war
in Vietnam has crippled and dralned the drive
behind civil rights. The presence and poten-
tial of nueclear power has entered into our art,
and probably into the psychological struc-
ture of every citizen. Yet this towering
power is for the most part in the hands of a
single man and his employees. Even the nor-
mal checks on public dissent are partially
sterilized by lgnorance, central control over
information, and the fact that immediate
self-interest is usually not involved, thus de-
priving protest of the passion which comes
from simple personal engagement. It is part
of the naivete of the conservative position to
believe that foreign affairs can be compart-
mentalized—that enormous power can be
granted in the wcrld arena while being with-
drawn from domestic affairs. The truth is
that authority over foreign affairs carries
with it a new, wholly modern, ability to
alter the nature and direction of our society.

In some measure the increase in central
power is attributable to the converging flow
of historical and psychological factors. The
New Deal, out of necessity, created large new
authority for government. More importantly,
it led citizens to expect a great deal more
than they previously had from Washington.
Once this process had begun, it could not
easily be arrested. For the natural iner-
tia of the American system resists all but the
most critical and revolutionary conditions,
such as the Depression itself. The single con-
servative administration since Roosevelt
could only consolidate, and not reverse, the
flow. In our nation popular expectations
and political power ride side-by-side. As de-
mands increased, the central government
was compelled to seek fresh authority. Those
who chose conservative principle over politi-
cal response met the fate of Taft and Gold-
water.

Strengthening this domestic “revolution
of rising expectations" is the natural ten-
dency of political leaders to add to their
power, to relish the “anguish" of decision,
and to resent any effort to oppose their will.
I do not mean this as criticism. It is a psy-
chological condition of great leadership to
want power and receive satisfication from its
exercise, just as a great artist must desire
command over his materials. (Justice Frank-
furter once told me no one could be a great
President who didn't enjoy the job—even if
he was occasionally tormented by its bur-
dens. Of course, the fact that a man enjoys
power does not in itself make him great.)
It is natural for a leader, once in possession
of power, to resist frustration. Our system is
deliberately and instinctively designed to
restrain this ominous psychological inclina-
tion. The great number of institutional
“checks and balances” are combined with
less formaal limitations grounded in na-
tional traditions and values, political reali-
ties, popular sentiment, and the power of the
press to criticlze and expose. These are often
the most potent restraints, not only limiting
what a leader can do, but what he would
think of doing. They are accepted and even
cherished by men whose indoctrination in
the American system is stronger than inner
drives to power. Lilke most important politi-
cal guldes, they are rarely articulated, hav-
ing been absorbed into character and per-
sonality. (For example, no one doubted that
President Truman would relinquish the steel
industry when the Supreme Court ordered
him to do so. Yet it 15 hard to think of
another country where a President would
yleld to a judicial body on a matter of such
magnitude. Nor could the Court have made
him act if he refused to. It was simply “un-
thinkable” that he should refuse.)

The price of this system is often inaction,
or very slow progress. For radical and swift
changes require great and concentrated au-
thority, which, in turn, -is extraordinarily
dangerous in the wrong hands, We can see
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today how the concentration of power over
foreign affairs in a single man—Ilong a goal of
that liberal thought which was contemptuous
of congressional conservatism—has dissolved
the normal checks of our institutional
structure. And these restraints have been
neutralized precisely in the area where po-
litical checks—public opinion and the press
are weakest, poorly informed, most prone o
emotional reaction (especially since per-
sonal economic interests are rarely affected in
any obvious way), and most willing, in re-
signed bafflement at complexities, to accept
Presidential direction on faith. It is possible
that conservatives have something to teach
about the value of institutional arrange-
ments, and the unwisdom of sacrificing them
to immediate desires. At least we should un-
derstand that the hope for pure self-restraint
in the use of power can be a very feeble
guarantee, and often weakest in the temper-
ment which wishes to accomplish the most
for the country.

This interlocking psychological and histor-
ical process has been given a greater mo-
mentum by our increasing ability to shape
events from the center. Economics and, to
a far lesser extent, other social sciences have
enabled us to achieve an improved mastery
over the operations of society. We now try to
control economic conditions in every section
of the country, using newly refined tools of
fiscal and monetary policy—raising and low-
ering taxes and interest rates in response
to computerized projection and the counsel
of experts and businessmen. (These tools
are more doubtful than a few recent successes
have led us to belileve, and as presently used
they have serious social costs, depriving the
government of revenue to support needed so-
clal programs and generally aggravating mal-
distribution of income.) Mass communica-
tions and swift transportation have en-
abled government to bring its authority and
assistance to bear in a detailed and specific
manner, allowing it to construct the rapidly
responsive bureaucracy hitherto thought im-
possible in a nation of continental dimen-
slons, and encouraging the natural tendency
of local officials to turn to the federal govern-
ment. Hardly a day passes without a phone
call from a mayor asking for concrete ad-
vice or help. Task forces and experts are con-
stantly dispatched to states and towns, not
only in flood or famine, but to examine hous-
ing programs, evaluate complaints about pol-
lution control, and to decide whether new
power lines are going to blight a suburban
area. Computerization of government, the
next stage, will increase the possibilities of
central control and influence and, unless we
make some fairly radical structural changes,
will in fact bring about such an increase.

Many of these new mechanisms and tech-
niques are more efficient and result in greater
justice—at least in the abstract sense of that
term. It is hard to argue that we should not
make sure everyone pays his taxes. Yet the
knowledge that a glant computer in West
Virginia is making a detailed analysls of the
economic status of every American will add
an inevitable, subtle, and pervasive tension
to the financial transactions of each citi-
zen—just as the sight of a police car in the
rear-view mirror makes even the law-ablding
motorist wary and self-conscious, That is
a rather high price to pay to catch a few
cheaters, especially when our tax laws give
advantages to the privileged which no system
of automation can remedy.

Access and communication, however, also
work in reverse, occasionally yielding a po-
litical influence to disadvantaged groups
greater than their economic and social power.
We are past the time of the 1920's when mil-
lions of farmers could languish in despera-
ton and cause scarcely a ripple in Washing-
ton. For example, the civil-rights movement
owes much of its impact to the television
cameras which displayed the.cruelties of Bull
Connor and the viclence of Selma to-an au-
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dience for whom raecial injustice in the
Bouth had seemed as remote as apartheid in
South Africa. Through modern communica-
tion, Negro leaders have become national
celebrities, enhancing the power and possi-
bllitles of leadership. Similarly, the poverty
program Owes a great deal to books and ar-
ticles: a ceries in the New York Times on
Eentucky, Michael Harrington's book, and a
plece by Dwight Macdonald in the New
Yorker—all of which helped to stimulate
consclence and political action by introduc-
ing thoughtful ecitizens and national lead-
ers to the agonles of the previously unnoticed
millions trapped beneath the surface of
afiuence. |

These varled forces contributing to central
power have a unifying theme: the mutually
reinforcing concurrence of national demand
and expectation with the assertion of power
and the capacity to exercise 1t. There is, how-
ever, a more subtle, pervasive, and probably
more significant factor. It is the gradual dis-
solution of alternative outlets for grievances,
demands, ambitions, and inner needs. It is
as if many small magnets and a single large
one were scattered on a floor. If the smaller
magnets steadily lost their force, particles
would break away and take their place in the
stronger field of force. Something llke that
has happened to American political life.

There are, after all, many ways for a man
to change the conditions of his life or modify
his environment. He can act through local
government, soclal institutions, and private
organizations. Or he can gain access to op-
portunities which do not rest on official ac-
tion—by, for example, “going West" to an
unsettled frontier.

All these possibilities have been dissolving.
Large-scale opportunity outside settled in-
stitutions began to disappear when the West
was closed. After that, migrants and minori-
tles sought a path into society through un-
skilled labor. Its virtual elimination in mod-
ern times may prove as momentous an event
as the end of the frontier. Certainly the dis-
tress of northern Negroes, and thelr strug-
gle, would have taken a different shape if this
same opportunity had been open to them.
Today 1t is no longer possible to avoid con-
flict with soclety while gathering strength to
force an entrance. The confrontation must
be direct and immediate, and the unequal
odds in such a clash require the intervention
of the federal government, now the necessary
agent of social change—and thus more
powerful still.

More important to the growth of central
power than the destruction of frontiers is the
dwindling influence of local government and
private assoclations, This eroslon has been
produced by two major social changes. The
first, and most obvious, s the enormous re-
sistance and complexity of many modern
problems, requiring an antagonist of great
force and resources. The second is a loss of
connection: the fraying of human, civic, and
territorial bonds between the Individual and
the disembodied structures which surround
him. In consequence, the individual loses
confidence in the capacity of local structures
to modify the political conditions of exist-
ence, & self-fulfilling distrust which accel-
erates the weakening process. Diminishing
faith turns people, not away from authority,
but toward a more powerful center, This is
certainly one of the reasons that totalltar-
lanism finds its moment of opportunity at
times of relative chaos.

Added to the many social and psychological
conditions which have assaulted these his-
toric structures are the growth in population
{dlluting participation in local government)
and our fantastic mobility (making it hard
to retain local allegiances). Therefore, in-
dividuals again turn toward the central gov-
ernment where, It seems, grlevances and
hopes can be effectively aired, and te which
citizens'in all parts of the country, even the
rootless and displaced, feel some conneetion.
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These weakened structures confront a
social order whose growing rigidity closes off
many traditional non-governmental outlets
for change and for those personal ambitions
which depend on social justice. The power of
large corporations, the sanctity of the search
for profits, the desirability of swift eco-
nomic growth (we measure our success by
our Gross National Product), and the exalta-
tion of technology, are all virtually beyond
serious challenge. Private citizens, com-
munities, and even states feel helpless to
deal with abuses resulting from an un-
challengeable ideology and, being small, they
are most vulnerable to the interests which
benefit from this ideology. Thus our suburbs
become horrors of ugliness, discomfort, and
spiritual devastation because the right to
buy land and build on it is sacred. The blur-
red advance of technology makes it im-
possible for any but the most sophisticaved
and endowed to weigh the advantage of
change agalnst the soclal ills it may bring.
Since so much of our system is fixed, it is
necessary to turn to the one authority still
capable of channeling our institutions,
through coercion or guidance, toward desired
change: the central government.

Rising wealth also adds to central power.
Although new affluence encourages con-
servatism, the “new conservatives” are usu-
ally far more concerned with the content of
authority than the fact of its exercise. They
find it possible to cppose welfare programs
on’ the ground that they are against big
government while supporting larger police
powers and a range of new coercive author-
ity for the state. In addition, many modern
conservatives favor an interventionist and
aggressive foreign policy which would in-
evitably lead to meore formidable and sweep-
ing powers for the federal government. This
is far less principled than the conservatism
of Jefferson or even Taft. It is rooted in
economic self-interest, but whereas the
dominant emotion of classical New England
conservatives was confidence in themselves
and in local institutions coupled with resent-
ment at intrusion, the dominant feeling be-
hind much of the new conservatism is fear
(reinforced by & temperamental preference
for abstraction over compassicn). Behind
the paradoxical conservative contribution to
growing central power is the desire for pro-
tection of the newly affluent against un-
plessant, troubling, and threatening soeial
forees. Much of the root of today’s liberal-
conservative tension is the clash between fear
and confidence, which is why conservatism
tends to rise In times of felt danger and
crisis. Certainly some of the most successful
reactionary and conservative movements
have rested on uncertainty and apprehen-
sion, while liberalism heas generally tried to
fuse popular deslres with elitist confidence.
(This gives us some hope that the second
and later generations of the newly afluent—
even in California—will be less conservative.)

Central power is not in itself contemptible
or hazardous, but must be judged by the ex-
tert to which it enlarges or constricts the
possibilities of individual existence. Difficult
as It'is fo untangle relationships and sources,
we ¢an be certain that rising central power
has been accompanied by the diminishing
significance of political man. In part this
human lessening flows from the increase in
central power 1tself; in part from the changes
contributing to that increase; and, in In-
calculable part, from the general nature of
the modern world.

The individual's confidence in his own
significanice rests on the share of mastery he
possessSes over his life and environment. An
internal ability to come to terms with the
world, to seek a place in the drama, is im-
perative. Still, even the most intense and
conirolled .:awareness of self will not suffice
for the person- who is constantly denied, re-
Jjected, and ignored by his. world, unless he
possesses those rare Inner resources which
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allow him to create his own. But that is not
politics. As political affairs become more cen~
tralized and as personal, group, and local re-
sponsibilities are absorbed, this vital sense
of mastery is eroded. For, in fact, the in-
dividual's ability to control circumstances is
diminished.

This is not simply a political phenomenon.
It saturates our philosophical, technological,
and social environment; and even as politics,
it cannot be discussed apart from the com-
manding values of the time. These values
differ radically from those which in one form
or another have been dominant since the
Renaissance—a historical moment, Michelet
explained, that was characterized by "man’s
discovering of the world and of man.” Be-
fore this, Burckhardt says, man had seen
himself as a part of a series of categories—
a member of his people, party, or family.
Now “man became a spiritual individual.” As
this focus shifted, there was an effort to com-
prehend the essence of man, along with a
search for a fresh synthesis of the new
“spiritual individual” with the world around
him. There was a growing faith that incom-
plete human understanding resulted from
an imperfect knowledge we could labor to
complete.

One of the last glories of the Renalssance,
and one of its destroyers, Albert Einstein,
when faced with theorles that assumed the
essential role of chance in describing the
existence of basic units of the material world,
asked: “Do you really belleve God resorts
to dice playing?” He spoke in the tradition
which encouraged the conviction that the
free play of the inquiring mind would lead
to a complete and harmonious account of
reality. In that tradition philosophers and
artists alike had struggled to grasp man's
nature as incorporated into systematic state-
ments of faith and organic representations
of reality. Now the belief in the possibility
of such unity and wholeness is fading. We
live, instead, at a time of fragmentation and
dissection, in search of the components of
our sensible world. The concept of God as
& source of moral authority dissolves into
mystical generalizations or disappears. Ef-
forts at systematic philosophy are scorned,
ignored, or become the province of esoteric
technicians. Saint Augustine and Spinoza
become Norman O. Brown and Marshall
McLuhan.

Art continues and reflects the process of
fragmentation, reducing objects to light and
form and regarding constituent elements as
ultimate realities rather than as parts of a
large reconstruction. In literature and films
we dissect emotions and actions alike, cast-
ing them as isolated fragments in order to
evoke confused sadness at absurdity. Our
hunger is more for experience than for mean-
ing, for expanded sensation rather than co-
herent understanding. Even the insistent
quest for the nature and meaning of man
begins to yield, as psychology and biochem-
istry break us up into instinets, drives, crea-
tlons of other beings, molecules, chemical
codes, and electrical patterns, until the ques-
tion, What is man?, begins to lose meaning
in its historic sense. Man becomes a physical
phenomenon, different from other forms of
life only in degree and power, all his com-
plexities ultimately describable and predict-
able. We look for the truth in the pieces of
the puzzle and not in the picture they make.
For that plcture is largely the random, pur-
poseless assembly of myrlad components in
& single unit of living flesh.

This drive away from system and toward
fragmentation has the force of a primitive
religion. No one denies that it must go on, or
that science and technology are to be pur-
sued regardless of the values they imperil.
They are the values. At one time it was pos-
sible to ask whether the fact that the earth
revolved around the sun was worth knowing,
if knowing it might deprive us of God. But
it is Galileo who is our hero, not his foes.
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Our American culture, more intensely than
any other, reflects the process of fragmenta-
tion. A man as perceptive as André Malraux
can clalm that the United States lacks a na-
tional culture, since he looks for that cul-
ture in its classical sense—a structure of
values and meaning embodying itself in cer-
tain forms. Our culture is of a different kind,
rooted in our history as a nation. It is a cul-
ture of restlessness. Its principal values are
change and movement, all continuously feed-
ing the hunger for experience. This culture
is sweeping the world, in painting, in theater,
in the changing beat of music, in the adora-
tion of technology. It is the culture of an
age of fragmentation, at once reflecting and
feeding that process. For it does not demand
or provide the restingplace that unity and
wholeness require. It transforms values into
psychology, drives, hungers, and actions; it
replaces belief with “authenticity.”

Whatever this process of fragmentation may
yield us In scientific knowledge or artistic ac-
complishment, it is charged with danger for
political and social man. In these arenas of
human activity there is no possible unit
smaller than the Individual. And the most
vital and passionate need of the individual is
for mastery: both over himself, and through
some shaping share in the world around him.
It becomes enormously difficult to achieve
such mastery in the midst of dissolution and
constant movement. Yet those who are de-
prived of mastery for themselves are often
driven to cede it to others, perhaps ulti-
mately forfeiting their freedom.

Whether or not the foregoing description
has psychological and philosophical validity,
it provides an analytic lens through which
we can view our political and social institu-
tions. More conservative than science or
thought, they still reflect—as already sug-
gested in the above account of the forces
behind rising central power—the more pro-
found contemporary currents of fragmenta-

tion and dissolution. Family ties stretch and
break as the gap between the experience of
the generations widens, and as more spacious

possibilities of geographical and occupa-
tional mobility remove the pressure to rec-
oncile natural hostilitles and make it easier
to indulge them. The community disappears,
as the comprehensible unit of living blends
into the huge, accidental monstrosities our
cities have become. Sclence describes our
world in terms beyond all but the most spe-
cialized understanding, disselving control in
mystery. Most of us know little more about
the working of our world than did the an-
cients who ascribed natural phenomensa to
spirits. They, however, had the advantage of
believing in their explanation, while we are
only aware of our ignorance. Cities and tech-
nology, production and population, grow and
change, powered by forces which seem be-
yond the control, and even the desire, of the
individual person. A handful of men in re-
mote capitals hold our existence hostage to
their wisdom or impulse or sanity. The small
groups where we could once achieve a sense
of belonging and of being needed, because
we could encompass them with our knowl-
edge and presence, are disappearing, while
the activities they once guided—the life of a
town and of its citizens—now seem hope-
lessly beyond their competence.

As these myriad enemies assault the pri-
vate stronghold of influence and importance
alienation, rage, desperation, and a growing
sense of futility increasingly scar our politi-
cal life. Two prinecipal forms of reaction
emerge, Violent protests and extreme corvie-
tions reflect the frustration of many at their
inability to assert their significance and to
share in the enterprise of socciety. Men of
vitality and passion matched against indiffer-
ence and encumbered by futility have vir-
tually no recourse but rage. The history
of the civil rights movement reveals how
helplessness can drive the pursult of unex-
ceptionable goals toward violent rhetoric.
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“Black power" is more a ery of despair and
a plea for attention than a signal for bat-
tle. Among larger numbers, less endowed
with vitality and conviction, there is a ris-
ing determination to protect and conserve.
They seek security for their present position
in the face of receding confidence in their
own ability to shape the future.

We see these basic impulses in manifold,
sometimes terrifying forms: more reason-
ably in the New Right and the New Left, ir-
rationally violent among Minutemen and
John Birchers, Black Muslims and South-
ern Secessionists. They are reflected in the
compulsive search for a hero or an enemy,
and in a deepening disgust with political life
itself. (Nothing more ironically illuminates
this point than the contrasting attitudes to-
ward power in MacBird and in the Shakes-
pearean plays of which it is a pastiche). All
these conflicting movements help serve the
single purpose of giving the individuals who
belong to them the inner sense of signifi-
cance that comes from being a part of some
larger purpose. They reveal how a Tfeeling
of impotence is charged with danger, polar-
izing groups and individuals and creating a
nation of strangers, until even those with
whom we sympathize glare at us across an
impassable barrier of hostility. The grad-
ual decline of the Vietnam debate into com-
peting slogans and invective is our most re-
cent example of this process in action. The
result is not merely extremism, but resigna-
tion and lassitude embodied in an unwill-
ingness to face problems, make personal com-
mitments, or to act until difficulties have all
but overwhelmed us.

Thus, whatever our particular political po-
sitions, the one overriding goal of political
life must be to help restore and strengthen
that faith of the individual in himself which
is the source of national direction and gen-
erosity of deed.

This may be an illusory goal. Perhaps the
machine is already out of control, hurling
us toward a future where we will all blend
into some grotesque organism, our sensations
absorbed by discordant sound and fiashing
light—where life itself is an endless “trip.”
Yet no one who pursues the profession of pol-
itics can permit himself to regard the goal
as illusory, any more than a novelist can
permit himself to believe that the form in
which he works is obsolete. Politics alone
cannot remedy a condition whose causes are
s0 manifold. But it is at least partly a po-
litical task,

I

There are two mingled aspects of public
policy: content and technique, and though
they are ultimately inseparable, each has ef-
fects of its own. The United States, Russia,
and China, for example, have all worked to
increase agricultural production, but their
differing technigues have shaped the life
of the individual farmer in drastically dif-
ferent ways. Thus political methods and
structures can in certain cases do more to
affect the individual than the substance of
policy itself. But befcre proposing some struc-
tural changes In a form concrete and specific
enough for immediate political action, I
would like to touch briefly on the matter of
substance,

The content of public policy in any society
is dictated by ideclogy; there is no such thing
as a non-ideological society. All nations, in-
cluding our own, are governed on the basis
of ideas and values, passionately shared and
defended, which are not derived either from
the necessities of nature or the command of
God. If a man snatches his hand from a hot
stove, that is not ideoclogical. If he then de-
crees. there shall be no more hot stoves in
order to prevent burning, he has imposed an
ideoclogy (and one wholly alien to our own).
Public aflairs cannot be conducted outside
an ideological system. “Pragmatism,” as we
tend to use that word, may be adequate for
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a man stranded on a desert island—at least
once he has decided to live and seek rescue.
Our own world is too complex for that. We
cannot hope to grasp all the variables of our
life and deal with them anew each time we
struggle for decision. We need, and we have,
a mixed array of beliefs, values, and ideas
to serve as reference points, so that prag-
matic action moves carefully within a tight-
ly confined ldeological space.

Ours is one of the most ideological nations
of all. The very absence of serious and wide-
spread public debate proves how successfully
ideas have been woven into cur national life.
They almost seem part of the nature of
things rather than what they are: human
choices among a great variety of possibilities.
There are many ways to resolve difficulties,
but only ideology can reveal what a difficulty
is. The elements of our ideclogy, not the
illusory question of its existence, require
careful exploration by those who seek change
and reform. I make no such ambitious effort
here. Yet some of these elements are obvious:
nationalism and the democratic process,
concepts of Individual liberty and obedience
to law, the faith in technology and the pur-
suit of invention, the wvirtue of rising na-
tional wealth, the willingness to reward pro-
duction more than teaching, or acting more
than contemplation, and even the conviction
that problems can be solved.

Anyone in government who has had the
experience of proposing measures which even
cautiously probe the boundaries of our sys-
tem of belief can testify to the rooted pas-
sion which defends it. Often changes that
are self-evidently beneficial prove surpris-
ingly hard to bring about even when oppos-
ing Interests are pitifully weak., When we
find that a series of such obstructed reforms
has a single theme, we have touched an
ideological nerve. Therefore the search for
policies which might enhance the individual's
sense of mastery must, in the first instance,
be ideoclogleal. The only realistic political ap-
proach is to bulld on major elements of ex-
isting bellef rather than to erase and begin
again,

In our domestic affairs, two ideas above all
need to be modified and strengthened. One
is our idea of justice, The other is the con-
cept of public responsibility for the guality
of individual life.

Justice, as equal treatment, or in the more
abstract sense of the fulfillment of fair ex-
pectations, is a historic goal of the American
system. It has generally been enforced by
the elimination of formal barriers—property
restrictions on voting, racial and religious
discrimination—on the assumption that in
the absence of such barriers, disadvantaged
individuals and groups would be free to fight
and work their way into the soclety accord-
ing to their individual merits. This idea is
no longer adequate; indeed, it has itself be-
come a principal obstacle to justice. For
many of the weapons of earlier battles have
been seriously blunted.

The classic pathway of unskilled labor is
now closed to the excluded. Their potential
political strength has been mortally diluted
by the rise of metropolitan populations
(making their numbers less important), and
by the shift in power toward a central gov-
ernment which must weigh their needs
against the demands of a huge majority—
something mayors of Boston never had to do.
The complexities of modern existence are an
ever-returning maze through which the un-
derprivileged must wander in mounting
frustration: bad education breeds unem-
ployment, unemployment brings poverty,
poverty dulls capacity and desire, which in
turn insures poor education. The spread of
affluence requires minorities to battle, not
against a small entrenched aristocracy, but
a huge and ever more fearful majority. The
essence of soclal struggle has always been
“Which side are you on?” and the sides are
becoming steadily more disproportionate.
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The Negro in particular must also face the
darkly resistant racial feelings which are
more intense than the hostility ever di-
rected against other American minorities. All
this commands government to go beyond
the responsibility for an often illusory
equality of “opportunity,” and to set itself
the job of equipping underprivileged indi-
viduals to meet the demands of society while
at the same time compelling their admit-
tance, Justice is not merely liberation, but
assistance and compulsion. This does not en-
tail & change in expressed American objec-
tives but a shift in the ideas essential to
those objectives.

Clashing even more dramatically with the
old ideologies is the necessity for government
to concern itself with the quality of indi-
vidual life. In a few carefully confined areas
we have made this our concern. The Bill of
Rights was not adopted for its economic ef-
ficiency, and the conservation struggle is a
half-century old. Still, the major goal of our
modern domestic policy has been rising na-
tlonal wealth and its wider distribution,
with special provision for those kept from
competition by unavoidable circumstance—
the old, unemployed, and afflicted. These are
benign objectives, but they are dismally in-
sufficient. The assumption that private afiu-
ence would enable individual citizens to cre-
ate a decent and liberating environment has
collapsed. That failure can be seen in the
chaos and degradation of our cities, the pol-
lution of our air and water, the ruthless de-
structiveness of our highways, and the deso-
1ation of our countryside. The same qualita-
tive failure pursues us into every corner of
our national life, whether we are hypnotized
by the destructive sterility of our govern-
ment-supported (but not controlled) televi-
sion networks, or send our children to
schools which crush imagination and the de-
sire to learn. Even the sustaining values of
community have, in incalculable measure,
been destroyed, not by changing values, but
by a physical environment designed to ob-
struct continuing human contact.

The important thing about these afflictions
is that virtually no one can escape them.
Certainly so many problems with a common
theme must have an ideological base—a sus-
picion strengthened by the knowledge that
effort directed at such social ills would
rapidly return to enrich the nation, not only
spiritually, but in dollars and cents. We
would create jobs and useful work and in-
vestment, finding it possible to have both
private afluence and public improvement.
The strength of the cbstructing ideology here
can be gauged by the fact that, until re-
cently, we not only falled to attack these
problems, but rarely thought of doing so.
Made invisible by ideological preconceptions,
the entire issue hardly reached the level of
public debate (though, of course, some social
critics saw the problem).

This ideology sets the boundary line be-
tween those matters which are the proper
concern of government and those which rest
with individuals. The barrler is rooted in a
passion which transcends immediate self-
interest—and we can all think of activities
unrelated to economic interests which we
wish kept free of government. In this case
ideology dictated that commercial enterprise
had a right to expand and change. Of course
abuses should be restrained. But they were
abuses of economic power directed against
consumers and citizens—monopolies and
price-fixing, child labor and resistance to
unions. Abuse was a category which did not
encompass the non-economic, soclal conse-
quences of economlic expansion. These
were in effect forbidden ground. Once per-
sonal liberty was ensured, the proper con-
cern of government was economic expansion,
protection against commerclal exploitation
and justice as narrowly defined. As If this
concept were not confining enough, there
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were also the inherent limitations of a
political system designed to respond to crisis.
We could act only when a problem became
urgent or an abuse widespread, provoking
intense public concern. We had neither the
mechanisms nor the habits of thought for
any other approach; and except for some
rudimentary and permissive economic plan-
ning (which fits the ideology), the deficiency
remains. Unfortunately, when many of to-
day's social problems reach the crisis stage
they are already almost beyond redemption:
New York City.

It is now essential to accept the reality
that the public conditions of private life
are a matter of public concern, that deal-
ing with them is beyond the capacities of
individual citizens, and that they require a
major redirection of our energles and re-
sources. The choice between lower taxes and
a vast program for the cities is ordinarily
posed in terms of the vague and ideologi-
cally potent stereotypes of government
spending and bureaucarcy as against private
consumption and initiative. It is natural for
citizens, confronted by such a choice, to
prefer immediate tangible reward to remote
and largely abstract benefit. In truth, it is
all private consumption: the choice is be-
tween a second car and clean air, between a
new television set and a park for one's
children. When we spend billions for space
while slums go unattended, and when we
lavish attention on computer systems to
guide alrcraft while breathing poisoned air,
we are not simply being wasteful or irra-
tional; we are acting out of a structure of
ideas whose modification requires national
leadership and education. The time is pro-
pitious for such a change, preclsely because
the affiuence which has been created by our
old policles allows people to divert them-
selves from the economic struggle long
enough to feel dismay at the world we have
been building.

There are already some signs of a shift
in belief. We have new demonstration pro-
grams for our cities and even a Council on
the Arts. Just as this movement began to
pick up momentum, it was paralyzed by the
Vietnamese war. If times improve, we can
hope for an ideological change bringing the
demand for public action those
social ills which cripple the quality of in-
dividual life.

We may eventually view the refusal of a
builder to provide parks and trees with the
same incredulity with which we would now
greet a denial by General Motors of Walter
Reuther’s right to bargain for higher wages—
an idea easily accepted not too long ago.

Utopian as much of this may sound, it is
less far-reaching than the changes required
In our policies toward the rest of the world.
However, in foreign policy the possibility of
radical changes in ideology—and conse-
quently in action—Iis far greater. Our domes-
tic policles are sustained by & network of
resistant structures and institutions, closely
identified with the personal self-interest of
large and powerful numbers. Foreign policy,
on the other hand, i1s much less firmly tied
to group Interests or to institutional struc-
tures, That is why it can change so rapidly,
and why the President has such great power
in this area. We have moved from isolation
to war, from a relapsing withdrawal to the
Marshall Plan, from Kennedy detente to
Johnson interventionism, with each shift
eventually winning much establishment
and popular assent.

Another reason for directing major con-
centration to foreign affairs is their impor-
tance. Our great problems increasingly de-
rive from world conditions. It is on the world
stage that America has its opportunity to
act a great role in human history—an enter-
prise to alter the human condition and the
relationship among the peoples of the earth.

Such an enterprise 1s-essentia] to the goal
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of an enlarged individual existence, and thus
to our national health and sanity. Personal
fulfilment flows from the opportunity to
share in a great adventure, whose alm and
conduct can be a source of idealistic pride.
A gifted and lucky few finds this in their
own work and talents. For most of us, noth-
ing is more oppressive than to be a member
of a soclety whose operations we view as
menial, self-regarding, cruel, or aimless. To-
day, especially among the young, the inspir-
iting sense Americans have had of helping to
unfold a noble destiny in fading. Still, even
in the harshest criticism there is an under-
tone of hope which would be impossible in
many other more cynical and less powerful
countries (their impotence is real). Behind
the most passionate contemporary assaults
against modern America, we can glimpse the
unarticulated belief that with other leaders
or with a different system, this country—Iits
people—is still capable of constructive and
idealistic action. I share this optimism.

Clearly such a shift in foreign policy can-
not be brought about solely by the desire of
a rich and powerful country to protect itself
from global turbulence—the foreign coun-
terpart of the new conservatism. There is no
glory, and little future, in being the guardian
of the international status quo, But neither
is it necessary to be self-damaging. For we
are in the almost unique position where a
policy of revolutionary idealism 18 consistent
with our own immediate self-interest as it
is most deeply understood.

Before exploring this point, let us clear
away some underbrush. People and nations
can, and often do, act with irrational lust
and violence. Our society and its values have
been threatened by military aggression in the
past, and may well be again, There are those
who would joyfully overrun us tomorrow
if they could. Sometimes it may be necessary
to resist by force, and it is certainly neces-
sary to be prepared for such resistance. Until
there are lmportant changes in the human
condition, fear, not love or even reason, will
be a principal keeper of the peace. (I am not
talking here of our disastrous policy in Viet-
nam.) It is also true that particular prob-
lems require concrete or “pragmatic” re-
sponses, However, cult words like “realism"
or “pragmatism" should not be allowed to
cloud the real problems of forelgn policy.
They are not wrong, but they are virtually
useless., All they mean is that any objective
should be pursued rationally and with the
widest possible knowledge of the circum-
stances. They tell us nothing about the ob-
jectives which should be pursued.

Self-interest is another word used to con-
fuse and often destroy debate. The physical
protection of our population and its mate-
rial well-being are clearly in our self-interest.
Beyond that are multitudinous complica-
tions of values and judgments. As between
tranquility or ferment, indulgence or sacri-
fice, the comfort of undisturbed and mount-
ing wealth or the joy of living by ideals, it
is far from self-evident which we ought to
choose, and our choice will rest on the spirit-
ual circumstances of the country. However,
there is a second and more occupylng sense
in which the term “self-interest” is used—to
label particular actions and policies, This
usage 15 almost always invoked to end de-
bate entirely, serving as it does to imply
that an adversary is hopelessly abstract, ro-
mantic, or confused. Thus we are told that
it is In our self-interest to destroy the Viet-
cong, or to support the military in certain
South American countries, or to be gentle
with South Africa. (Conservatives seem to
have a genius for winning the all-important
semantic battles. Anti-union laws become
“right to work"; national health insurance
becomes “sociallzed medicine”; a proposal
to eliminate the concentration of the draft
on the poor and disadvantaged becomes a
“lottery.”) Those who oppose such policles
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are often cast by this brilliant rhetorical
device as betrayers of the national interest.

Yet those policies are not expressions of
self-interest at all, but only measures which
someone thinks will contribute to it. More-
over, the self-interest they presume to ad-
vance is often narrow and shortsighted. To
take a simple and obvious example: there
are those who wish us to support, or at least
readily accept, authoritarian military gov-
ernments in South America because they
contribute to economic and political stabil-
ity. I belleve we should support liberal, pro-
gressive forces in South America, even if
they are revolutionary in character (I do not
becloud the issue by introducing the subject
of Communism), because in the long run
they are the only force which can both win
in their own countries and maintain a fruit-
ful association with the United States; be-
cause we will be more comfortable and (again
in the long run), safer in a hemisphere dom-
inated by these forces; and because our spir-
itual health as a country will be enhanced
by supporting them. Thus I view my position
as realistically and pragmatically in our self-
interest, and I look upon favoring the mili-
tary as a form of self-destructive and quix-
otic romanticism.

Of course, a general policy is not a detailed
guide to specific problems. If the military
takes over, its rule becomes a fact which
must be dealt with, introducing many com-
plicated guestions to be weighed on their
own. Nevertheless, the general proposition
gives a direction to policies and expressions
which will be profoundly significant to ulti-
mate results and will often also have a crucial
effect on particular decisions. (Thus, we cut
off aid to Peru for two years because it had
a dispute with a Standard Oll subsidiary
over the divislon of royaltles. That action
flowed from a distinct ideclogieal position
that was violently opposed to our true
Interests. A different, and more intelligent,
understanding of our goals in Peru would
have forbidden such a masochistic decision.)
In short, the imperative questions of foreign
policy are: which goals serve the long-run
interest of the American people, and what
policles are best calculated to move us in
that direction. This discussion leads from the
most remote and prophetic considerations
to specific policles and acts. For example,
we can assert that we wish to help in the
development of the Third World. Why? Out
of charity or fear? Do we really have an
obligation? If so, what is It grounded on?
Do we believe that the world can't exist with
a poor majority and a rich minority? Why
not, when it always has? If we should help,
then how much, whom, and under what
conditions?

Answers to such questions are implied in
the view that a policy of revolutionary ideal-
ism Is both desirable and practicable for the
United States. To begin with, there is the
comforting reality that we are almost the
first great power whose self-aggrandizement
does not depend on dominion over others.
Our enormous strength makes us impreg-
nable to any but the largest and most serious
threats—for the moment only to a direct
attack by the Soviet Unlon. China may, in
some still remote time, be able to transform
hostility into danger, but Cuba, Guinea,
Albania, etc., unless they should become
active and effective agents of a hostile great
power, are only an emotional annoyance.

Our economy 18 also virtually self-
sufficlent, depending for mounting prosperity
neither on control of foreign markets nor
on forelgn sources of raw materials. So long
as conditions permit us to buy and sell in
the world market, we need not exercise
control or ownership over any other territory.
It is true that our gold reserves are in a
hazadous posltion—which, however, could
be secured if we were willlng to free our-
selves from the theology of international
finance. In any event that particular danger,
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redl and influential on policy as it now is,
does not rest on reality, in the sense that it
does not come from any weakness of our
economy. It is a creature of habits and con-
ventions which, if changed, would not affect
our ability to produce or consume.

The bald statement of these facts does
conceal several complexities. For example, the
spread of hostile governments to significant
areas of the world would have a profound
and damaging psychological effect, even if
it did not place us in direct physiecal danger.
The facts do, however, make it plain that
our foreign policy is potentially freer from
the bedrock considerations of national secu-
rity and economic health than that of any
other power in history.

This relative freedom gives us an oppor-
tunity to pursue a foreign policy which can
engage the pride and idealism of our own
people, enhancing their well-being and lift-
ing the quality of our civilization with vastly
liberating effects on future generations. The
American people are not only willing to sup-
port such a policy, but need it. It is no ac-
cident that President Eennedy's best re-
membered line is the famous “Ask not . .."
or that the Peace Corps received such an
overwhelmingly unexpected response. Lead-
ership which appeals to confidence instead of
fear will find a great thirst for idealistic
mission among the mafority. It has been
present in times of war, and there is much
evidence, especially on college campuses, that
it is waiting to be slaked today.

Much of our present foreign-policy debate
revolves around clashing espousals of isola-
tionism. They are new types of isclationism,
since our strength, our world position, and
the decline of other powers make the old
style impossible. On one side, to oversimpli-
fy, are those who wish our policy to be di-
rected basically at opposition to real or
apprehended physical threats. The twin ele-
ments of this view are contalnment and or-
der. Its underlying plea is, “Leave us alone."”
On the other side are those who believe we
have no right to influence other countries
or to Interfere in their affairs. This view Is
often accompanied by a disbelief in the
reality of Irrational passions, hatreds, and
desires for conquest (except, perhaps, when
it comes to the United States). Its plea is,
“Leave them alone.”

But there is also a non-isolationist strain
in American history and culture—a sense of
American mission—upon which we can draw.
Certainly we cannot presume to dictate how
the nations of the world should organize
their societies. But we do have something to
offer and to teach. We know that it is better
for people to eat than to starve and that in-
creasing individual prosperity is better than
hopeless misery. We know that human well-
being is increased by Uberty of expression
and belief, and damaged by repression and
persecution. Peace is better than war, and
the growth of effective international re-
straints is a necessary condition of peace.

Propositions of this type (and many more
are possible} seem self-evident, even banal.
So they are—until they are coupled with the
assertion that the United States has a re-
sponsibility to realize them on a global scale.
To the extent that we act on them now, it is
in a token and fragmentary way; therefore,
for all the rhetoric, they are not an im-
portant part of our foreign polley.

A forelgn policy grounded on this ideclogy
would look far different from much of our
present conduct. We would devote large re-
sources to the economic development of the
poorer countries. We would alter the pat-
terns of trade to encourage worldwide in-
dustrialization. We would direct our support
and frlendship to those nations trying to
create such conditions, regardless of their
shifting political attitudes, unless they were
to rise to the status of a real and physically
menacing enemy. We would take the lead in
mobilizing serious international opposition
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to large-scale persecution and oppression,
and .be content to regard an occasional vote
for a diluted United Natlons resolution
against apartheid as a triumph of idealistic
liberalism. We would recognize that revolu-
tionary violence may sometimes be necessary
to eliminate deeply embedded institutions
and values which obstruct both justice and
progress.

None of these policles, or the turbulence
they might often help create, would—except
in very speclal and unusual circumstances—
endanger either our security or our econ-
omy. On the contrary, they would contrib-
ute to the emergence of a community of
shared values and expectations within which
we would undoubtedly be safer and more
prosperous than ever. It would be our kind
of world. The forceful pursuit of such policies
would have an impact on the spiritual wel-
fare of American soclety which would radi-
ate into every aspect of our domestic affairs.
We would stand for something, not just
rhetorically but in engagement, and that
sort of ideology would generate its own con-
sequences in action.

A forelgn poliey of this kind would rep-
resent reallsm in its clearest and noblest
form. To sacrifice baslc beliefs and goals to
the apparent demands and interests of
every passing problem and conflict reflects
both timidity and lack of imagination. In
the long run such a course can only lead
to a world environment in which even our
narrowest material and physlical interests are
unsafe, to say nothing of its inevitably ero-
give effect on the idea of American civiliza-
tion itself. We are fond of historical parallels.
They should convince us that in the con-
ditions of the modern world a policy founded
on generosity and ideallsm is the only policy
that is pragmatic and realistic, conducive to
national grandeur and, ultimately, to na-
tional survival.

m

As important as the content and direction
of public policles are the methods and strue-
tures used to carry them out. Initially, the
elaborate structure of American federallsm
mirrored the judgment that a great deal
should be left to local authority. For decades
we have been moving In the other direction.
Not only is this a dangerous and, as I be-
lieve, a mistaken course, but it 1s becoming
clearer that certaln substantive objectives
utterly demend upon fashioning fresh tech-
niques. Modern poverty, for example, cannot
be abolished by friendly edicts from remote
officials, and even If it could, the result
would be sterile, vacuous, and purely mate-
rial

The blended goal of structure and policy
allke must be to meet specific 1lls through
methods which can in themselves enlarge
the sense and reallty of individual relevance
and participation. The way to accomplish
this, at least on the political front, is through
decentralization—by assisting and compelling
states, communities, and private groups to
assume a greater share of responsibility for
collective action. In other words, both bur-
den and enterprise must be shifted into units
of action small enough to allow for more
intimate personal contact and numerous
enough to widen the outlets for direct par-
ticipation and control.

Such a shift, although it faces many prob-
lems, is both the most practical and politi-
cally realistic of all the ideas discussed here.
From the community actlon program of the
war against poverty to the private organizing
efforts of Students for a Democratie Soclety,
we are being given tangible proof of the
viabllity of the decentralized approach. If
these programs have been Inadequate, it is
only because they have so far been unable
to overcome the ingrown and enbedded ob-
stacles to popular participation: the men
and Interests threatenmed by a transfer of
power.

Notwithstanding this resistance, the idea
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of decentralization is making its first timid
and tentative appearances in political rhe-
torie. It is possible to predict that the first
party to carry this banner (if buttressed by
a solid program) will find itself on the right
side of the decisive issue of the 1970's. At
the moment the idea hovers elusively be-
tween liberal Democrats and liberal Republi-
cans. Both face built-in political barriers.
For the Democrats it is the difficulty of over-
coming ideological attitudes which place the
burden of salvation on Washington. For Re-
publicans it is the more obstructive necessity
to mollify those conservative elements which
oppose any social action by government,
whatever the technigues.

Yet the issues involved in decentralization
are remote from the old struggles over states’
rights and big government. Those struggles
centered on the gquestion of whether any ef-
fort at all should be made to solve social
problems through collective action and pub-
lic resources. Decentralization, however, as-
sumes that this guestion is resolved affirma-
tively, and sees the issue as one of structure
and organization (and power). Even modern
conservatism 1s moving closer to a benign
view of decentralization. In his campaign for
Mayor of New York, Mr. Willlam Buckley
argued for city action against problems rang-
ing from air pollution to the scarcity of bi-
cycle paths, He opposed federal intervention
because it was *‘none of their business,” mak-
ing his objections to government action more
geographical than ideologieal.

Although decentralization is designed to
help combat the social and spiritual ills of
fragmentation, it also responds to the fact
that centralized bureaucracles tend to be-
come increasingly ineffective and coercive in
direct proportion to the scope and intricacy
of the problems they are established to solve.
This was less apparent when much of gov-
ernment action consisted of grants, subsidies,
or insurance for individuals. It is not difficult
to write checks, Now, however, we must apply
complete technical and planning skills to
wide-ranging difficulties. One need only look
at the fantastic labyrinth of welfare pro-
grams, the monstrous incapacities of the De-
partment of Health, Education and Welfare—
operated by one of the best teams of execu-
tives in government—as well as. the foresee-
able. futilities of the new Departments of
Housing and Urban Development and Trans-
portation, to realize that something is wrong
with the old approach,

Decentralization would not only shift re-
sponsibility to state and local government.
Private groups would also be involved, either
by government (as in the community action
program of the war against poverty) or
through their own, self-generated efforts. By
thus directly engaging individuals, and giv-
ing them a sense of participation and com-
mitment, we could stimulate the desire for
goals toward which many remain indifferent
or even hostile while they are the province
of a removed and abstract central govern-
ment. If, for example, we could involve large
numbers of Americans in programs of help
to underdeveloped countries, they would be-
come increasingly convinced, and even pas-
sionate, about the moral and political neces-
sity for such programs.

Responsibility is the breeder of ability, and
by assigning responsibility-—real responsibil-
ity for important matters—decentralization
would help improve the talent engaged in
local government. Hours are spent in town
councils arguing about the placement of new
traffic lights, while the great issues are de-
bated in Washington. It is little wonder that
men of vitality and ability are reluctant to
serve or else quickly lose their enthusiasm.
Even so, the importance of political life is
already attracting more able men into local
public service, and the ability to solve prob-
lems is becoming a requirement of election
to state houses and city halls.

Decentralization is not abdication. It 1s
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possible, as I will outline, to set standards
for local action and by enforcing these
standards to raise the level of performance.
Different problems will call for different
structures, requiring a great deal of political
creativity and experiment. But there are
common obstacles and methods of approach.

In a moment I will discuss some specific
examples, but the guiding principle should
be the transfer to local government or private
groups of the needed resources, and the re-
sponsibility for decision, action, and pelicy
in accordance with national standards of
varying degrees of specificity. We are already
doing this, to some extent, in programs rang-
ing from the war against poverty to the
construction of waste treatment plants on
our rivers, (Standards, incidentally, can be
educational rather than coercive. Often local
groups are unaware of the dimensions of a
problem, nor can they command the tech-
nical and intellectual resources necessary to
devise solutions. A small but fascinating
model of the educational approach is the
President's Committee on Physical Fitness.
That committee drew up model programs of
physical tralning for schools, community or-
ganizations, and individuals, Though it had
no regulatory power and hardly any money,
the result has been a flourishing of physical-
fitness programs across the country. The
same technique might well be applied to
the formulation of model school curricula,
child-care centers, traffic-control programs,
ete.)

The fact that local government lacks the
resources—financial and human—to cope
with even its present difficulties is a power-
ful barrier to decentralization. Walter Heller
has proposed that the federal government
simply turn over, presumably on a per capita
basis, some of its revenue to the states. I am
a great admirer of Mr. Heller and respect the
liberal impulse behind his idea. It is, ‘how-
ever, a counsel of defeat. It anticipates that
Congress will react to rising revenues by cut-
ting taxes rather than by helping the poor
or rebuilding our cities, and it hopes to fore-
stall this by transferring revenue out of con-
gressional hands and out of the national
budget (an objective which some conserva-
tives have not fully understood.) Thus the
Heller Plan assumes that the politics of iner-
tia—where programs are neither eliminated
nor substantially increased—will dominate
the federal structure., It also subsumes the
praiseworthy faith that state governments
will use this money for critical public needs.
Actually, however, some will use it well and
some will not. Depending on what the states
do with the money, the Heller Plan may
or may not increase the resources available
for social problems, and could even lessen
them. I expect that a higher level of local
ability and public purpose will be set by the
mounting responsibilities which come with
decentralization. This does not mean, how-
ever, that the necessary ability and integrity
are already sitting in every state house, crip-
pled only by lack of money. It is a notorious
fact that many state legislatures are more
responsive to private interests, from loan
companies to home builders, than is the Con-
gress. Under the Heller Plan, it is quite pos-
=ible that New York residents may end up
paying federal taxes to reduce the tax bur-
den on property owners in Indiana. More-
over, some assurance is needed that revenue
collected across the nation is not sent to
areas where i1ts benefits are denled to Negroes.

Many of these problems can be avolded,
and state competence raised, by turning re-
sources over to the states for concrete pur-
poses and with specific standards of perform-
ance, rather than by lump-sum payments.
In addition, we may find that it is not the
state but the city or smaller communities
and private groups which are the appropriate
units of action. Decentralization should go
further and deeper than the state house.
The Heller Plan might be worth trying if
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there were no alternatives, but there are
many alternatives. They vary in the extent
to which they restrict and direct state and
local use of nationally collected resources.
They provide a great deal more flexibility and
a strengthened assurance that critical needs
will be met. Since I am not an economist, I
only speak in general terms about matters
which are highly technical in detail.

First, we can establish federal standards
and guldelines in specific areas—e.g., hous-
ing or pollution control—and allocate funds
to the local units which meet the require-
ments., This is the structure of the anti-
pellution program for rivers and the new
Demonstration Cities Act.

Second, there is the possibility of credits
against federal income taxes for additional
state taxes that would be earmarked for par-
ticular purposes like education. There would
have to be some safeguards against the
transfer of state revenues to other purposes
in order to reduce local taxes, and perhaps
also a rising base line could be established
which would take growing state population
and wealth into consideration.

Third is a variant of the Heller Plan: gen-
eral appropriations to local authorities for
a variety of specified purposes, such as
health, education, housing, training, ete., al-
lowing the state or locality to set its own
pricrities. Of course, tax credits can be used
in the same way.

I am sure there are other fiscal devices for
example, allowing states to reguire tolls cn
the interstate highway system if the reve-
nues are devoted to certain public purposes)
which might also serve to increase the re-
sources available to states as an Instrument
of 'decentralization.

Money and programs are useless without
competent people to administer them. Al-
though imaginative political leadership will
sometimes recruit men of unusual ability
(as Richard Lee has proved in New Haven),
human skill.is harder to find than cash, both
because able men are not often attracted to
local government and because we lack trained
people. As greater responsibility flows out-
ward from Washington, and as the work of
states and communities becomes more im-
portant, public life will become more and
more attractive. We will, however, have to
make a generous national effort to train peo-
ple for public service—something we have
been slipshod about even at the federal level,
where the defect has become more serious
as problems have become more technical.

Again the viable techniques are numerous.
Let me mention a few possibilities: federal
grants to universities to establish training
programs, perhaps even a foundation similar
to the National Science Foundation; fed-
erally-financed training institutes, for young
men or established civil servants, either
under national auspices or under the control
of regions or states; subsidies for the salaries
and expenses of highly skilled people; model
codes for government workers, embracing in-
centive, tenure, recognition, etc. Perhaps a
Governors’ Conference could set such proj-
ects in motion. Many similar things are al-
ready done in other fields. For example, fed-
eral effort—seed money as well as full sup-
port—has enormously increased the number
and quality of men and women engaged in
scientific research. Certainly public service
is no less important. Of course, even this ef-
fort will not coerce able men into public serv-
ice, although It may help multiply their
numbers and develop their talents. However,
the Peace Corps and poverty program, the
civil-rights movement, and my own observa-
tions across the country have convinced me
that large numbers of our citizens are seek-
ing some effective way to serve soclety, and
they are often willing to give up the attrac-
tlons of private life for such an opportunity.
If we do not provide them with the chance,
our most valuable national resource will be
dissipated.
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I do not wish to elaborate on the many
concrete areas where decentralization of ac-
tivity is immediately practical. These will be
limited only by our political and technical
inventiveness. We already have several ex-
periments to point the way. Still, it would
be unfair not to give a few specific examples
of realistic applications. I will sketch these
examples in general terms. Carrying them
out will require rigorous and detailed work.
The Peace Corps was a few sentences in a
campaign speech. The law establishing it
takes up many pages.

To begin with the most difficult area of all,
foreign policy: it is desirable and possible,
and it may even be necessary, to turn over
a substantial part of the foreign assistance
program to state administration. Let me give
an example of what I mean. The single most
important economic problem for the develop-
ing countries is agriculture. The large ma-
jority of their populations work the soil.
Agricultural development is essential for
food, to lessen dependence on foreign imports
(thus conserving forelgn exchange), and to
provide a market for industry by raising the
income of farmers. The United States has an
enormously successful agricultural economy,
and the skill, know-how, and energy which
built that economy can be found in the
states rather than Washington—in the great
agricultural universities, state departments
of agriculture, and among private assocla-
tions of farmers and growers. Several years
ago it was proposed to President Eennedy
that we ask a particular state government to
administer our agricultural development
program In a specified country or countries,
giving the state all federal money set aside
for this purpose. He was enthusiastic and
wrote two or three personal memoranda to
the State Department urging action.

The subsequent inaction was a dramatical-
ly illuminating example of the ability of a
bureaucracy to frustrate a President. Never-
theless, it could not ignore him entirely. The
first project (which was to be “experimental™
even though the President had already de-
cided on the general policy) was to ask the
state of California to run the agricultural
program in Chile. California has many of the
same problems and crops, similar variations
in climate, and even looks like a very fat ver-
sion of Chile. Its population is larger, with
approximately the same acreage of arable
land, and it still manages to export 80-80
per cent of its production while Chile has to
import food. I was a member of the team
which went to Sacramento to discuss the
project with Governor Brown. He was as en-
thusiastic as the President had been, and
nearly all the concerned officials of his gov-
ernment shared his enthusiasm. They de-
voted many hours to planning and discus-
sion, promised to Invest substantial energy
in the program, and to hire additional peo-
ple. All this culminated in the signing of an
agreement in the White House by the Presi-
dent and the Governor.

The project has not lived up to expecta-
tions, primarily because AID was unwilling
to let go of the responsibility for a large part
of its program. Yet it is just this kind of
delegation of full control with its political
and dramatic impact which is essential to
any statewide feeling of significant par-
ticipation. The arguments for it are, in my
view, overwhelming. The states are better
at agriculture than AID can ever hope to be
and would do a better job. Although the
states would be spending federal money, the
drama, the publicity, and the fact that lead-
ership was coming from the state house would
inevitably summon widespread contributions
of money and talent from the private sector
and local government. Growers’ groups might
offer technical assistance, while high schools
might establish exchange programs. Com-
munities would “adopt” counterpart com-
munities in the developing eountry. The pos-
sibilities are endless, and enough of them
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began to appear in California to prove they
were realistic.

Such a program would give thousands of
individuals and organizations the chance
to participate in one of the most important
overseas ventures of the American nation. In
the process we could help create a broader
political constituency for foreign ald. No
longer would foreign aid be a remote en-
deavor through which a few anonymous
bureaucrats In Washington hand over large
chunks of taxpayers’ money to equally re-
mote people in some unknown capital. There
is little doubt of the basic compassion of
Americans toward other countries or of their
interest in the people of foreign lands. Any
foreign visitor who has lived here for a while
can testify to that. But the current program
does not touch these basic emotions, because
it is abstract and removed. As a result, the
foreign-ald program, morally imperative and
vital to our interest, is dcomed. It was that
sense of Impending doom which helped ex-
plain President Eennedy’s interest. And the
intervening years have seen a steady erosion
of a most generous and necessary concept un-
til its relationship to the problem is ludi-
crous, pitiful, and tragic. The 1966 election
is an ominous augury that we may even be
facing its extinection.

Another prospect for decentralization, and
one closer to home, is the American city. We
know that the problem of the cities is
enormously complex. It is not one problem
but a hundred: urban renewal and rehabili-
tation of rundown structures, new financing
techniques and private development corpo-
rations, control of land speculation and new
suburban slums, breaking up ghettos and
giving people a place to play In, efficient
transportation and mastery of the auto-
mobile. We may need to rebuild entire cen-
tral cities or construct huge new satellite
metropolises. The condition and future pros-
pect of our citles are the greatest single
threat to the quality of American life. Many
who live in major urban areas are already
the victims of conditions which confine,
stifle, and degrade their daily existence to an
extent unthinkable half a century ago. Nor
is this a problem for the poor alone. They
are the chief victims, but all must breathe
the air, fight the trafiic, do without nature,
and worry about violence.

Instead of a scattered attack on particular
problems, we must begin by asking what kind
of city we want to live in, and what kind of
approach the problem on this spacious scale,
we see immediately that uncontrolled growth
and change must be replaced by long-range
planning which encompasses the entire ur-
ban area across municipal and state lines.
And we see, too, that the cities do not have
the money to meet their problems.

I believe we should adopt a Marshall Plan
approach to the problems of the American
city. Resources, on a large scale would be
made available to those urban areas which
prepared a comprehensive program for future
development, embracing urban policies as
diverse as land use, housing codes, tax struec-
tures, and water systems. The federal govern-
ment could give technical assistance in
planning, set certain standards, and ensure
that the program was being carried forward.
But the basic responsibility for decision and
action would rest with the ecity and its peo-
ple. This would not only help meet the more
general imperatives of decentralization, but
would provide a powerful incentive for the
cooperation across historic political juris-
dictions which is the condition of effec-
tive action.

There are many other areas in which de-
centralization is possible. Anti-poverty and
job-retralning programs should be increas-
ingly handed over to community groups in-
stead of belng drawn, as they now are, closer
to the federal government. Aid to education
might well be administered to a far larger
degree by local boards, subject only to the

2207

most general standards. Instead of threat-
ening to draft all young Americans for public
service, we could encourage and finance a
host of varled volunteer groups to perform
public services at the state and community
level in order to provide an outlet for those
many citizens still anxious to find an answer
to the question, “What can you do for your
country?” Many federal  installations and
services could well be subject to greater local
s pervision. For example, we might establish
local boards of directors for post offices, per-
mitting the community to decide, within the
limits of available resources, the kind of
postal service they require, even hire and
fire postmasters and, at least, to air thelr
complaints.

Much of this will appear sloppy and cha-
otic. Some of it will certainly be confused.
It is always easier to yearn for the illusory
neatness of central direction and control,
under the assumption that it is more efTec-
tive. That assumption has often proved
wrong in the past, and it must now be ques-
tioned across the board of federal activity.
Even if we dp add to confusion, that is a
small price to pay for the benefits of de-
centralization. Confusion may even turn out
to be creative. In fact, T cannot remember
a single unconfused government organiza-
tion that ever produced an important new
idea.

I do not assume that proposals such as
these will cure what Norman Mailer calls
“the plague” of modern life or halt the flow
toward fragmentation and futility. Politics
is only part of the story. The values, ideas,
and instincts of our modern condition may
be too relentless to yleld, even slightly, to
leadership and  peolitical invention. Perhaps
the changes required are far more convulsive
and profound than most of us can formulate.
As a practicing politician, I can only hope
for and speak of those things which seem
to reach toward the limits of foreseeable
possibility.

REFLECTIONS—SOURCES OF THE PuUBLIC
UNHAPPINESS

All political movements are efforts to re-
distribute power. That’s all polities can do.
It can't create wealth or bestow happiness, It
can, however, grant to people and institu-
tions the power to decide public issues that
can affect our economic welfare, the physi-
cal setting of our lives, and even our personal
contentment. The character of meén chosen
to hold office, the nature of the office, and the
limits placed on the range of the officeholders’
public actions often determine the sub-
stance of those decisions. That's why polities
is important. The United States government
has been unusually stable partly because
political issues have rarely been discussed
in terms of power. Candidates promise to
help the poor or suppress them, to end wars
or escalate them, to reduce spending or re-
build cities, and sometimes to do all these
things at once. Rarely do they challenge the
distribution of power directly, even though
their policles may compel large shifts. (For
example, In the course of fighting a depres-
sion the Roosevelt Administration took much
of the power of economic decision away from
scattered private centers.) This observation
yields at least one useful dividing line be-
tween the blending concepts of evolution and
revolution. Evolution occurs when power
shifts in the course of an attack on particu-
lar problems. A revolution is a direct and
explicit assault on those people or institu-
tions that hold power in favor of those that
want it. (Of course, particular grievances
help trigger revolutlons, as, in our own,
opposition 'to British taxation became op-
position to British rule.)

The temperament we brought from Britain,
combined with extraordinary resources taken
from nature and the Indians, has made us a
rational and pragmatic people—the creators
of an evolutionary mation. (That is not the
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whole story, of course, since it 1s possible to
be rational and pragmatic in pursuit of fool-
ish or monstrous goals, but one source of val-
ues is an acute sense of possibility.) Gen-
erally, we become aware of a problem, decide
to solve it, and, in doing so, find that reason
or expediency require some change in the
structure of power. We may set up a new gov-
ernment bureau or pass a law. Today, how-
ever, we are in one of those rare periods in our
history marked by a large and serious revolu-
tionary movement. There is serious discon-
tent not only with what we as a nation are
doing but with who is doing it. There 1s a
challenge to the “power structure” itself,
which means simply the methods, institu-
tions, and people by which decisions affect-
ing the public are made. We see this explicitly
in the recent pronouncements by George
Wallace, the manifestos of the New Left, and
the demands of black militants. However, it is
also a principal focus for the new politics of
the middle class, as the response to Eugene
MeCarthy and Robert Eennedy revealed. Al-
though this “movement’ takes its tone and
its issues from the nature of modern life, it
returns us to the seminal debate between the
forces of Alexander Hamilton and those of
Thomas Jefferson. That, too, was a debate
about power. Putting aside the relative merits
of Jefferson’s agrarianism and Hamilton's
capitalism—both largely irrelevant—one side
of the argument called for the centralization
of power, in the Interests of order and the
economy, and the other, Jefferson’s side, de-
manded the diffusion of power and the right
of the citizen to participate in decisions,
even at the price of economic efficlency. (To-
day’'s conservatives are trapped in the in-
soluble dilemma of demanding more order,
even on a world scale, and less power for gov-
ernment, but when a choice is forced, they
invariably prefer order; this is why the new
conservatives, llke Goldwater, are rejected
by the old conservatives, like George Aiken,
of Vermont—one lives by fear and the other
by trust.) For years, textbooks have routinely
praised Jefferson’s idealism while asserting
that Hamilton's view was the wave of the fu-
ture, bound to dominate American develop-
ment for all time to come; Jefferson was a
wonderful romantic, and Hamilton was the
realist, and in proof of this historlans in-
voke Jefferson’s own conduct in the Presi-
dency, which aggrandized the nation.

Whatever modern revisionists do to this
traditional analysis, it appears that Jeffer-
son's day may yet come. Much that he said,
if it were stripped of eighteenth-century
stateliness and equipped with one or two
four-letter words, could be incorporated into
an 5.D.5. manifesto or shouted at a Yipple
rally. For example, he warned, “Were we di-
rected from Washington when to sow, and
when to reap, we should soon want bread,”
and  “When all government .. . shall be
drawn to Washington as the centre of all
power, it . . . will become as venal and op-
pressive as the government from which we
separated,” and “If ever this vast country
is brought under a single government, it will
be one of the most extensive corruption, in-
different and incapable of a wholesome care.”
And he stated his general principle of gov-
ernment by asserfing, “It is not by the con-
solidation, or concentration of powers, but
by their distribution, that good government
is effected.” (Almost a century later, Emer-
son added the advice to “do your thing” to
this political theory, which also contained
warnings against a military establishment,
foreign Involvements, and any use of coercive
power,) Today, these Jeffersonian ideas have
& greater vitality than at any other time
since they were written, If anything, their
relevance has been increased by modern tech-
nology, for it has stripped us of the protec-
tions of distance and time, which once com-
pelled a certaln diffusion of power.

The issue of power—who shall have it and
how it shall be exercised—is the overwhelm-
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ing political issue of modern times. In fact,
it is far more than a political issue; it pene-
trates our soclal, economic, and personal life.
Nor is it simply an Amerlcan problem; it
plagues the entire affluent West. And if it is
different in the developing countries, that is
only because they are preoccupled with ur-
gent difficulties of poverty and oppression
which we have largely overcome, Thus, their
politics reflect more traditional clashes be-
tween economic and social groups. This is-
sue, more than any other, explains the ap-
peal and the ascendancy of Senator McCarthy
and, more ominously, the attraction of
George Wallace. It is now a source of enor-
mous turbulence, but it can become the
cement of a new style of national unity.
The year 1968, with its monstrous disloca-
tions, has forced this issue to awareness. The
campalgn against President Johnson was one
of the currents that helped bare the roots
of public unrest. At the beginning of 1868,
the country, although far from quiet, seemer
set In a relatively conventional political pat-
tern. The President would run for reelection
stressing his domestic accomplishments and
defending the war in Vietnam. To those then
in power and to expert outside observers,
Senator McCarthy's campaign seemed a triv-
ial and somewhat puzzling annoyance. The
Senator himself said at first that his purpose
was only to give people a chance to make a
“reasoned judgment" about the war, to con-
duct a sort of “referendum” on Vietnam—
and ultimately his campaign illuminated
and reinforced an overwhelming public dis-
content with our policies in Vietnam, As he
campaigned, however, it became apparent
that the public unhappiness far transcended
the war. If Senator McCarthy had cam-
paigned on that issue alone, it is doubtful
if he would have received more than twenty
per cent of the vote, But other 1ssues began
to emerge. People were unhappy about our
leadership, about the direction of our so-
clety, and about President Johnson person-
ally. They gradually became engaged and
then excited by the possibility, however re-
mote at the time of the New Hampshire pri-
mary, that it was within their power to bring
about change. McCarthy's campaign rapidly
shifted to embrace these larger issues, plac-
ing less and less emphasis on the war itself,
In the final two days before the vote In New
Hampshire, his campaign repeated a single
radio spot every half hour on every statlon:
a volce simply urged, “Think how you would
feel to wake up Wednesday morning to find
out that Gene McCarthy had won the New
Hampshire primary—to find that New Hamp-
shire had changed the course of American
politics.” By then, there was little doubt that
many of those who stopped to think would
quickly realize that such an outcome would
delight them.

For the campaigners had uncovered the
“gut” issue of 1968 in its most generalized
and explicit form: the desire for change,k and
its mirror image of discontent with the pres-
ent. Equally unanticipated, but inevitable in
retrospect, was the arrival of students, first
by the hundreds and then in numbers so
large that busloads were intercepted on the
roads to New Hampshire because the cam-
palgn organization could not handle them
all. They came because they opposed the war
and the President, but they also came be-
cause they had an opportunity to share in
the political process, to personally affect im-
portant issues. They participated for the sake
of their convictions, but they also partici-
pated for the sake of participating.

As his campaign progressed, McCarthy in-
troduced a new kind of discourse. He talked
about the war and the cities and many of
the classic polltical staples, such as taxes and
infiation. But, in addition, he said that the
role of government was to liberate people,
and not to organize them, that the Presi-
dency had assumed too great power, and
that we were threatened by an arrogant and
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powerful military establishment. These were
very abstract ideas for politics, and perhaps
it was as much the manner and style of the
man as anything else that conveyed the mes-
sage. He did not use the traditional rhetoric
of the politiclan, and he did not feel com-
pelled to present a program or an answer for
every ill. But he seemed to be saying that our
welfare and our lives did not have to be at
the mercy of forces we did not understand
and institutions and men we could not con-
trol. In so doing, he touched the most sensi-
tive nerve in the American consciousness:
the individual's desire for mastery over his
own life and environment.

At first, people talked almost exclusively
about MecCarthy's appeal to the young, and
today It seems we have come back to that
misunderstanding by focusing on youthful
protestors. However, much of MecCarthy's
support and most of his votes did not come
from the young, or the intellectuals, or the
liberals. His strength was among the mem-
bers of the great middle class, the inhabi-
tants of suburban America, who are—more
than any other group—our rebels without a
cause. The students and the urban poor do
have a cause, or a multiplicity of causes:
war and injustice and poverty. It is the mid-
dle class whose discontent and uneasiness
lack aim, and some of whose members found
through McCarthy a hope that purpose and
value could be restored. How different this
is from the usual political dogmas. For these
supporters were not asking to be promised
better schools or lower taxes, although they
want them. They were looking for some way
in which they could regain control of and
play a real part in the enterprises of society.
It was this same nerve that Robert Kennedy
touched In two other groups—the blacks
and the poor whites—when he talked of the
need for community control and local power.
No one was more surprised than EKennedy
himself when he found that, next to peace
in Vietnam, the words that brought the
loudest response were a call for decentral-
izing the government—a term so ponderous
that a skilled speechwriter would use it only
when he was too tired to think of any-
thing else.

It would be hard to overstate the extent
to which the malaise of powerlessness has
eaten its way into our society, evoking an
aimless unease, frustration, and fury. It is
probably lease pervasive among the poor
urban blacks, around whom so much of the
surface debate about local control and Black
Power now revolves. Their grievances are, for
the most part, closer to the classic ills that
the New Deal was designed to solve.

They want jobs and decent homes, a higher
standard of living, and freedom from the
welfare bureaucracy. If a beneficent govern-
ment were to provide these rudimentary com-
ponents of the just life it would meet most
of the present demands of the black com-
munity. Of course, even among America's
poor, questions of power are more important
than they were thirty years ago. For the poor
of today are inevitably caught up in the
main currents of our society and partake of
the general atmosphere of helplessness and
drift, and the resistant nature of raclal feel-
ings is forcing black Americans toward a kind
of separatism as an alternative to the assim-
{lation that was their initial goal. However,
these questions can be seen most acutely
among those who are neither poor nor
black—the. American middle class, or the
American majority. ‘Their psychological
plight i= both worse and more dangerous
than that of the black militant leading a
slum riot. For he at least has a cause and a
purpose, an enemy, and comrades in the
struggle. No such outlets and no human con-
nections so satisfying are avallable to the
man who lives in a middle-class suburb or
a lower-income city apartment. And his dis-
contents, unlike those of the poor, have real
political welght.
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It is impossible to provide an accurate and
uniform description of a group of people as
large and varied as non-poor Americans, For
the most part, such an American commutes
to a job that he may like or hate but is most
probably indifferent to—indifferent not to
the Income or status it provides but to the
products of his labor. It is the job that
counts, not the refrigerators or vacuum tubes
he produces.

He would be among a minority if he felt
that his work made an improving difference
to the life of his country or his neighbors.
At home, he can either sit amid his many
purchases or get back into his car and drive
to visit friends. There is probably no place
for him to talk, and, almost certainly, no
neighborhood gathering place where he can
meet with friends, discuss the day's events,
and share In the satisfactions and concerns
of community. If he stays home, he prob-
ably watches television, wishing both that
he had something better to do and that he
could buy the goods that float alluringly
across the screen, It is this increasingly
atomized and Insulated existence that we
have created with our wealth. And if this is
the suburban man's life, how much less ex-
citing is that of his wife. Perhaps she has
gone to college. Yet she does not have a job,
nor are there many outlets for her intelli-
gence or her energies, She 1s expected to stay
home, care for children, and shop and clean
house, even though hospitals and schools and
many other vital services are deteriorating
for want of the skills she could provide. What
an incredible monster women'’s education has
become. We spend decades instilling the
same values of competition and achievement
in girls as in boys, even though we can
clearly foresee an ultimate collislon with the
socially imposed responsibilities of housewife
and mother and with the mythic compulsions
of lover and servant-helpmate. Some of the
most ambitious women in the world hasten
to confide that they have an “Orlental”
streak, as well they may have. The society
that sets up this clash of desires provides
neither day-care centers for children nor op-
portunities for the use and development by
women of their wasted skills. The frustra-
tions thus generated are aggravated by the
absence, especially in our better suburbs, of
any communal park or neighborhood center
where women can naturally meet and share
experiences.

The life of the lower-income urban white
shares many characteristics with that of the
suburban citizen. However, the urban white
is also trapped in a no man's land between
black poverty and what he sees or imagines
of middle-class affluence. He has the advan-
tage of being able to express many of his
wants in traditional economic terms. How-
ever, his dlscontent is fed both by envy of
the more prosperous and by anger at the
blacks—not just because he fears the blacks
but also because their problems, and not his,
seem to be the focus of national concern.
That is why it was possible for many mem-
bers of this group to support Wallace after
having supported Robert Kennedy: both
men, In very different ways, could be identi-
fled with their wants, and both conveyed a
deeply emotional sympathy with the im-
portance of thelr fears and their plight.

The unexciting and envy-producing tone
of the non-poor citizen's private Iife is
heightened by the growing remoteness of
public life. The alr around him is poisoned,
parkland disappears under relentless bull-
dozers, traffic stalls, and jams, airplanes can-
not land, and even his own streets are un-
safe and, increasingly, streaked with terror.
Yet he cannot remember having decided that
these things should happen, or even having
wished them. He has no sense that there is
anything he can do to arrest the tide. He
does not know whom to blame. Somehow,
the crucial aspects of his environment seem
in the grip of forces that are too huge and
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impersonal to attack. You cannot vote them
out of office or shout them down. Even the
speeches of mayors snd governors are filled
with exculpatory claims that the problems
are too big, that there is not enough power
or enough money to cope with them, and
our commentators sympathize, readily agree-
ing that this city or that state Is really
ungovernable, Even when a source of au-
thority can be identified, it seems hopelessly
detached from the desires or actions of in-
dividual citizens. Thus, the citizens of Bos-
ton woke up one day not very long ago to
read that two hundred million dollars’ worth
of antimissile missiles were scheduled to re-
place hundreds of acres of nearby woodland.
And who could say no? And who was asked?
More grotesque and more shattering, we
find ourselves in a major war, and our young
people shipped off to battle, without any for-
mal expression of consent or support, even
by the members of Congress. And we are
also aware, in some dim psychic recess, that
our President, along with a few people whose
names we can't remember, can blow us all
up.

This powerlessness, in large measure &
product of the complexity and the sheer size
of modern society, is a problem in itself. It
is a problem in the same way that lack of
money or of useful work is a problem. For
individuals have a fundamental, instinctive
need for a degree of personal mastery over
their lives and their environment. The sense
of powerlessness is, moreover, greatly aggra-
vated by the failure of our institutions and
our social processes to respond to more spe-
cific ills. If we were providing good schools,
inspiring citles, and safe streets, the degree
of public discontent would be far less. If the
quality of individual life were being steadily
raised, we would be less concerned that we
had little share in the process. But that is not
the case. The desire to increase our national
wealth and distribute it more broadly—a de-
sire that was idealistic in origin and welcome
in its consequences—led us to create ma-
chinery for both stimulating and regulating
the economy. It is not simply that power was
withdrawn from private centers and brought
to Washington. It is that the use of that
power was judged in terms of economic
growth, which meant that construction, tech-
nology, and expansion were made into self-
sufficient virtues. Build a better mousetrap
or a bigger housing development and you
not only made money, you were a hero of the
Republic. Added to this were the exigencies
of the Cold War, which persuaded us of the
necessity of a large standing army. This was
a historic decision, constituting the first ir-
revocable departure from almost two centu-
ries of compliance with the warning of the
founding fathers that such a military force
would be a danger to democracy. The mili-
tary-budget cutting of Presildent Truman
marked the last effort to return to the earlier
tradition, and the farewell speech of Presi-
dent Eisenhower was an echo of those early
warnings. The half peace of the past twenty
years has made military forces essential, yet
we are victims of some of the consequences
against which we were warned. The military
establishment has assumed a life of its own,
developing more weapons and new ones, often
unrelated to rational considerations of secu-
rity, and, more subtly, leading policymakers
to look at diplomatic problems In terms of
force. After =all, if you are the strongest kid
on the block, any passionate argument is
bound to evoke at least the passing thought
that you could end it with a couple of blows.

Unfortunately, the policies and the institu-
tions we evolved to make ourselves wealthy
are not appropriate to the needs of a soclety
in which lack of wealth is not the problem
either for the country as a whole or for most
of the people. It is not simply that we need
new values but that our institutions are fac-
ing demands they were never shaped to meet.
A classic example is the federal housing pro-
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grams, which were designed to stimulate con-
struction and avold a postwar depression,
and which have failed miserably under the
pressure: of social demands for slum clear-
ance and the creation of livable nelghbor-
hoods. These programs can do a job, but it
is not the job we now need done. Moreover,
many of our institutions, including our polit-
ical parties themselves, are led by men who
developed their ideas in response to earlier
demands, and are therefore unable to un-
derstand or cope with a newer set of prob-
lems. The worst of these men no longer care
for anything except the power and influence
they have won, and the best of them are
angry because their beneficent and humane
intentions are not appreciated. The occa-
sional violence of their response to opposition
shows their unawareness that time and
change, not particular individuals, have been
their remorseless critics.

Asking many of today’s institutions to re-
spond to new needs is a little like putting
a man on a windowsill and asking him to
fly. Not only was he not built for flight but
if you keep insisting he's likely to turn
around and punch you in the nose. When
institutions and leaders are faced with de-
mands they barely understand, their reac-
tion is often to become rigid and defensive,
and even angry. Perhaps the ultimate sym-
bol of this reaction was the contorted fury
of Mayor Daley at the Chicago Democratic
Convention, lashing out at a group whose
values and aims were totally alien to his
experience. It is precisely this phenomenon
that led Thomas Jefferson to assert the ne-
cessity of periodic rebellion. It seems almost
inevitable that the repositories of power and
control will react to changing circumstances
and a changing environment by hardening
their attitudes, narrowing the avenues of
access for new ideas and men, and losing
the flexibility that gave them their initial
glow and effectiveness. What is even more
ominous, beliefs that were once tentative and
responsive to changes in circumstance tend
to stiffen into dogma when confronted by
conceptual challenge. When this happened
in the nineteen thirtles, we were fortunate
enough to get Franklin Roosevelt and a
peaceful revolution. When it happened in the
eighteen-fiftles—a period like our own in
many ways—the system collapsed in clvil
war. Unfortunately, the profound nature of
modern change resembles the eighteen-fifties
more than it does the nineteen-thirties, and
there is no Roosevelt in sight.

The same stiffening of established patterns
invades the relationship between private in-
stitutions and the public interest. The basic
pattern of government regulation of busi-
ness has hardly changed for decades, al-
though much of it is irrelevant, some is
oppressive, and many new abuses are un-
restrained. The Internal Revenue Code of
1954, despite its grotesque inequities—
some of which are actually harmful to
wealth and business—appears to be en-
graved in marble. We cannot stop incredibly
wasteful subsidies to groups like the ship-
builders and large-scale farmers, even though
their political power has almost evaporated,
while at the same time it is extraordinarily
difficult to supplement the income of more
needy and numerous groups. No demonology
of power and wealth can explain a rigidity
that is part of a general resistance to new
assertions of what is desirable and good.
When we understand the fact that what now
seems wrong may once have been right, then
we can understand the flerceness of the de-
fense. Another example of this process in
action is the Democratic Party Iitself. It
has clung to the ildeas and attitudes that
made it the country's leading party, and its
leaders, once ensconced, have clung to posi-
tlons of control, often closing the door be-
hind them. The result is that the governors
of eight out of the ten largest states are
Republican, and much of the vigorous new
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talent in the Congress is Republican. In-
creasingly, “new Democrats” are coming
from underpopulated states like Idaho, South
Dakota, and Iowa, where they do not run
up against rigidified Party structures. More
harmful in the long run is the shift in
the locus of intellectual debate. It seems
that almost all the ideological ferment and
the passionate clash of new ideas come either
from the alienated left or from the allenated
right. The once fertile soil of liberal and
Democratic thought finds it difficult to pro-
duce new concepts or institutions, and its
Presidential candidate could only—and with
the best of intentions—point to the liberal
past and promise more and better of the
same.

This phenomenon is not just political. In
almost every aspect of life, men are con-
fronted by institutions and processes that
seem unresponsive to their needs. There 1is,
for example, no way in which the citizen can
even begin to create a community—a place
where he can both work and play in some
kind of shared fellowship with neighbors.
Our society is simply not equipped to deal
with such a demand, and our political lead-
ers are not even able to articulate it, since
it transcends their own professional assump-
tions.

Powerlessness is made more acute by the
seeming opposite of rigidity—by the swirling
inconstancies of modern life. We are like
boats tied to a riverbank with the rapid
waters constantly seething beneath us while
rope after rope breaks away. It is now com-
monplace to observe the weakening of the
ties of family and community. However, it is
not merely that we are being deprived of
important wvalues. These institutions, and
others, gave us a resting spot, an association
within which we could have some secure
sense of our own value and place regardless
of our fate, in the world outside., In a more
subtle and profound way, the increasing in-
credibility of religious doctrines and the com-
plexities of science, which have made it im-
possible to understand the natural world,
have deprived us of anchors against the
storm of events. Even our physical environ-
ment has betrayed our memories. The other
day, I drove through Harvard Square, where
I had gone to school ten years before. There
were new bulldings, shops, and roads. The
familiar place of law-school days had changed
beyond recognition. In fact, it did not exist.
There was no place for the past, and the
present, one knew, would also fade. Yet man
has nearly always anchored his sense of real-
ity, his sense of himself, to a fixed place, amid
familiar landmarks. Our world has become a
nomadic as the scenery of our life is con-
stantly shifted. It is small wonder if we
sometimes feel as unreal as actors moving
from part to part.

To all this is added the torrent of events:
wars and riots, inventions and spaceships.
One day we are Informed that we must fear
a man called Castro, on the next day that
our security requires the end of strife in the
Congo, and on the next that de Gaulle men-
aces the grandeur of our nation. And we
pass through all this tumult, great and small,
seated before the inexorable shadows of a
television set—certainly the greatest psychic
disturber ever created by man. Only it is
capable of producing unrest, fear, and un-
bridled envy, and, at the same time, of
numbing us to the human reality of that
which disturbs us.

A people suffering from institutions that
can't respond, problems that are virtually
left untouched, and the myriad uncertain-
ties of their own private and public existence
must inevitably rise In protest. That is just
what is happening in America. Prustration
breeds anger, and anger has increasingly be-
come a feature of our national life. Even
people on the streets and in stores seem
more easily provoked and more sullen. The
most widespread reaction is a demand for
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change, coupled with an increasing dislike
and contempt for those responsible for the
present. Few people can be expected to have
any clear idea of the direction that change
should take. The problems are too far-
reaching and profound. So they look for
leadership. And precisely at this point in
our history we lack the necessary leadership.

For a while, in the early nineteen-sixties, it
seemed as if President Eennedy were moving
toward new responses as the old dogmas of
the Cold War and of New Deal economics
gradually lost ground. Oswald prevented us
from ever knowing how far and in what direc-
tion that movement would have continued,
The assassin’s bullet unlocked chaos, .and
thus his act became the most important
historical event of our time. In the begin-
ning of the Johnson Administraticn, it
seemed as if this barely articulated move-
ment would continue, but then the poison
of Vietnam paralyzed act and attitude. Of
course, the war cannot bear the responsibil-
ity for all our other ills. It has contributed
to them by draining off resources and
energies, and, most of all, by blunting our
sense of moral purpose. But to a large ex-
tent it has only catalyzed an awareness of
more profound problems and intensified a
protest that reaches far beyond Vietnam.
We can almost say of ourselves what Lord
Radcliffe sald of the Athens of Plato: ‘“Fail-
ure abroad had led to failure of spirit at
home and a democracy, so recently united,
self-confident, and proud of its leaders, had
turned to a rout of little men more anxious
to blame others than to take responsibility
upon themselves.”

There is no more foreboding fact than
the absence of leadership that combines in-
sight and forcefulness. A people increasingly
beset by restless discontent and uncertainty
need leaders who can point out to them
some exit from their malaise. Much of our
present uneasiness has specific causes: the
war in Vietnam and racial strife. However,
much of it flows from the deeper causes I
have discussed, and even the widespread dis-
content with the war and with Negroes and
hippies is enormously magnified by broader
dislocations. These ohjects of passion serve
as a necessary focus for the general unhap-
piness, just as a man troubled by the gen-
eral failure of his ambitions might turn on
his family or his coworkers or his neighbor.
The aimless and chaotic nature of the present
unrest has profound political consequencies,
for it is basically non-ideological; it does
not respond to traditional notions of right
and left. It is often oblivious of the shib-
boleths and dogmas that encrust politicians
who came to maturity in an earlier era. Thus,
Eugene McCarthy called for the recognition
of Red China, attacked the military estab-
lishment, and promised to fire J. Edgar
Hoover without causing a discernible ripple
of adverse reaction in his moderate, suburban
constituency. Still, many who favored him
voted for Richard Nixon, or even for George
Wallace. Even more dramatically, many of
the lower-income whites who voted for Rob=-
ert Kennedy in the Indiana primary and
would have supported him for President voted
for George Wallace. Yet one was the black
man's champlon and the other is his enemy,
and race is supposed to be the most impor-
tant issue in Lake County.

The fact is that the search for leadership
is not motivated by a desire to move to the
right or the left, to the extent that those
terms are relevant at all. It is manifesting
itself as a demand for men who offer a sense
of directlon and purpose, who appear to
possess  guiding values and a philosophical
insight into the nature of our problems. The
majority of people have little interest in the
customary catalogue of p and prom-
ises. Indeed, they no longer believe in them.
They do want someone who seems to know
why we are in trouble and where we should
go. This explains a large part of George Wal-
lace's appeal. He analyzed Issues with a
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simple clarity and proposed answers that
were certain. In this respect, he was a leader.
The one overwhelming consensus Is in re-
jection of the present, and that was the de-
cisive asset of Mr. Nixon’'s candidacy. In fact,
many people are prepared to rebel against
the entire eystem that has brought us to our
present state of affairs. Part of McCarthy's
appeal and much of Wallace's lay in the fact
that these men appeared to stand outside the
system. They did not talk in the increasingly
hollow and banal rhetoric of most politicians.
They spoke with candor, discussed new is-
sues, offered fresh approaches. In different
ways, each of them defled the traditional
party structure, ignored the customary po-
litical rites, and incurred the hostility of
party regulars. In MecCarthy's case, his man-
ner and language, although often abstract,
conveyed a hope of beneficial change. Robert
Eennedy’'s strength also derived not from his
specific programs but from his manner,
which radiated a passionate commitment to
change. For the United States is prepared
to move, and rather rapidly, either to the
right or to the left. Or, in terms better suited
to our time, it is prepared to move elther
toward repression or toward liberation, Trag-
ically, both the leaders who promised most
forcefully to take us toward liberation were
removed—one by a bullet and the other by
the Democratic Party. Now the President-
elect, unless he is to prove only a transitional
figure, will be compelled to initiate a process
of serious change.

Thie 1s because you cannot simply soothe
the discontent of today with traditional rem-
edies. It is not only that many problems—
the black ghettos, for example—will require
immense efforts toward solution but that the
forces that disrupt the mental peace of the
more afluent have deep roots in our institu-
tional structure and our historical circum-
stances. Race and Vietnam contribute, but
we see a similar unrest all across the affluent
West, in countries neither at war nor in the
midst of racial conflict. In outlining some of
the more subtle causes, I compared our pres-
ent conditions to that of the elghteen-fifties.
The United States was then turning away
from expansionist goals and responsibilities;
the conquest of the continent was complete,
and, for almost the first time in our history,
we had no significant external ambitions or
threats. In our time, we are similarly turning
away from Cold War globalism, and if we
are lucky, Vietnam may prove the last, con-
vulsive gasp of that policy. In any event, we
are now looking to ourselves more intently
than before. Far more important in the eigh-
teen-fifties was that, underlying all the crises
and the violent turmeil, a new industrial
age was making its glaclal advance on the
values of an earlier period, uprooting fixed
ways of life, traditional institutions, and
customary expectations. America was never
to be the same agaln—a change that was
not caused by the Clvil War but, rather, was
undoubtedly productive of the rigidity of
leadership and the human uncertainty that
led to that war. In our time, also, a new type
of soclety is tearing into the now settled
patterns of the industrial age. It has not
been given a name, for that is the historian’s
job. However, economic and population
growth and changing technology and beliefs
are creating a different kind of world, whether
it is called the computer age, the atomic
age, the media age, or simply the post-indus-
trial age. This is a dislocation of a kind that
is common to all periods of history but that
happens only at long intervals in the life of
a particular soclety.

It is rhetorical cliché to point out that
our world has grown small. That is obviously
true in a technical sense. We can travel rap-
idly and communicate instantly. It is also
trrie in terms of the concerns of foreign
policy, although much of our feeling that
we must necessarily be affected by events
in every corner of every continent is surely
a product of the simple fact that we knmow
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what is happening there, rather than of
any lideological preconception or any con-
crete national interest. Yet for the individual
the opposite is true. Our world is too big—too
crowded, too abstract, too remote. Every-
where we go, the crowd of strangers goes with
us, clogging our streets and our parks. Cities
spread, computers perform their mysteries,
world leaders cast their shadows and disap-
pear. The comforting walls that set off a
host of little worlds have been broken open,
exposing to us a limitless and kaleidoscopic
vista—one that is reflected in our fragmen-
tary and borderless art and in the world of
drugs. How many of us in turning inward
to escape or make sense of a turbulent en-
vironment simply recreate external disorder,
almost as if our time were now beyond in-
tellectual grasp? That feeling in itself con-
tributes to powerlessness. For understand-
ing is a form of control, if often illusory,
and when we cannot understand how things
work or why they happen—whether laws of
nature or the television pictures that are
corrupting us—we feel helpless. Perhaps one
can no longer understand the world—only
experience it. If that is true politics can
offer no real answer. And we must also face
the possibility that there are too many peo-
ple—that only through organization, and its
counterpart, coercion, can we maintain ecivi-
lized order among so vast a throng.

Such philosophical reflections, however, are
irrelevant to politics, which must assume that
problems can be dealt with, and also, in our
own national context, that individual liberty
can be maintained, If the forces feeding dis-
content are as profound and powerful as I
have suggested, then political thinking and,
ultimately, national policy must move toward
an entirely new dimension. The last time the
American establishment thought seriously
about national goals was during the late
Eisenhower and early Kennedy years. The
formulations from this period of the maore
enlightened and liberal politicians are al-
ready out of date. A strong domestic defense
establishment, economic growth, NATO, and
so on, though they are still with us, barely
touch the principal sources of our dissatis-
faction. Other goals of that wvery recent
time—such as the frantic desire to measure
every national program, from education to
overseas propaganda, in terms of competi-
tlon with the Russians—are now irrelevant,
and some are forgotten. Yet almost all our
political leaders seem rooted in the old
rhetoric, even if it 1s clothed In new facts
and circumstances, and thus have lost their
hold on the popular sensibilities.

The material out of which relevant na-
tional objectives can be shaped is at hand in
the work of some social critics and a few
economists, and even in the insights of a few
of the more sensitive politicians. In the proc-
ess, we must focus not only on solving “prob-
lems” as defined in the usual sense—educa-
tion, pollution, and the rest—but also on
the ways in which we solve them. This is a
familiar idea within a democratic tradition
that has, for example, valued many indi-
vidual liberties above the alluring, if often
illuseory, efficiency of coercive techniques.

We have always placed certain abstract
values—those which cannot be measured or
weighed—above economiec, logical, or physi-
cally tangible goals. Confronted with the
overwhelming and uncertain complexities of
modern life, and informed by a greatly in-
creased awareness of our limited ability to
prediet or control the forces loosed by our
nbsessive industry and invention, w» must
add to the 1ist of such values. They have tra-
ditionally included not only the rights men-
tioned In the Bill of Rights and allied civil
liberties but equality of opportunity, the
freedom to develop Individual talent, and,
more recently, freedom from starvation and
destitution. And all these, Imperfectly real-
ized though they may be, still exert a pow=-
erful held on our national thinking and
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shape our political rhetoric and policy. I
have no wish to coin a new set of slogans,
but certainly the individual must also have
the freedom to share in those public deci-
sions which affect his private life beyond
merely casting a vote in perlodic elections.
This does not mean a plebiscite on every
problem but, rather, a distinet prejudice in
favor of community and neighborhood con-
trol. We should also be guided by a desire
to praeserve freedom from isolation, which
means, at least, that environmental deci-
sions should be shaped to re-create the pos-
sibilities of community and neighborhood
life. It is equally important that the indi-
vidual he given freedom to particlpate in
the important enterprises of our society,
from working in the underdeveloped world
to improving the life of the ghettos. If
citizens are to find a purpose beyond their
dally lives, it will come from having a per-
sonal share in important public causes, and
the causes must be large and worthy enough
to tap moral will and energy. Only in this
way can we combat the increasing isolation
en- remoteness that are eroding the moral
drive of our society.

Much of this resolves itself into a widening
of one of the oldest staples of political lan-
guage: freedom of choice. For all the talk
about our permissive society, that freedom
has steadily narrowed. In fact, much of the
release of inhibitions on private behavior is
surely & reaction to the confinements im-
posed by our ideology and soclal structure.
(Successful revolutions tend to be puri-
tanical.) When a young man sees no alter-
native to spending his youth In a classroom
and his manhood in a modern suburb, he
may want to assert himself by growing a
beard. Conversely, the students who turned
out to work for McCarthy cut their hair and
shaved mnot because of adult dictates but
through self-organization and self-disci-
pline. They were involved in something more
important than this kind of assertion. These
are trivial things, but they are tokens of the
fact that much frantic llberation of private
behavior is a futile effort to alter or escape
the hardening mold that envelops social
man. We virtually demand, for example, that
a young man go to college, and beyond, if
he is to have a job that uses his abilitles
At one time, a boy could go to sea or go West
or start working in a factory and still aspire
to success in a wide range of demanding
tasks. The fact iz that a lot of young men
would ‘develop more fully outside the reg-
ular educational system. The answer is not
simply providing more and better schools but
making alternative institutions, training,
and experience available, and making them
acceptable to those who guard the gates to
achievement. Similarly, by huddling indus-
try. commerce, and even ‘intellectual life
together in great urban areas we have seri-
ously limited the kinds of places In which a
man can live. Much of this is a product of
the obsessive urge toward system .nd order
and of the fact that as systems grow larger
they swiftly outpace the individual imag-
ination or intelligence and assume a con-
forming life of their own. It is almost as if
our society were afflicted with some kind of
compulsive neatness, which it equated with
efficiency or high purpose.

The fact is that organizational neatness
and central control not only limit human
scope but are often ineficient. Government
programs break down or prove inadequate
not merely because they are badly conceived
but because the problems they seek to deal
with are far too large for the limited abil-
ities of a few adminisfrators. Even a genius
philosopher-king equipped by I.B.M. could
not hope to deal with the varied complexities
of dozens of American citles. Central direc-
tion is inefficient in a more profound way,
too. Given human nature in the context of
our soclety, such oppressive structures are
bound to breed discontent. This discontent
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necessarily impairs our ability to solve prob-
lems and maintain traditional values. Rest-
less and unhappy people cannot easily be
persuaded to join in enterprises of high pur-
pose, especially those involving sacrifice.

Unless we are to move toward repression,
the political platform of the future must
contain words still allen to serious public
dialogue—words such as ‘‘community,”
“power,” and ‘“purpose.” This does not mean
we will no longer worry about matters like
economic policy and defense. For large ele-
ments of our population, economic ques-
tions are still critical, althougn they are in-
creasingly fused with other desires. However,
since poverty or a low standard of living is
not the root of much of our unhappiness,
wealth and its distribution do not point
the way toward a solution. Words like “com-
munity,” “power,” and “purpose” seem
rather abstract and vague, but then so do
more traditional goals, such as “liberty" and
“opportunity,” And, like these more familiar
terms, they can be given concrete content,
yielding specific and tangible programs. Ef-
fective government action toward these ends
will respond to the demands of the subject
matter, and not to any master plan for their
attalnment, just as devotion to liberty does
not tell you what kind of speech can be re-
stricted or whether the State Department
can limit travel to Cuba, Without .rying to
anticipate a report by a future Presidential
task force, I would like to discuss some
specific examples, simply to show that they
do exist.

Many of the programs designed to re-cre-
ate community will concern the physical en-
vironment, although the power to act as a
community and the consequent sense of
shared purpose are also critical. This will
require that we concentrate not on the quan-
tity of construction but on assembling the
components of daily living within an area
that a man can comprehend and easily tra-
verse. Along with housing should go hospi-
tals and government services, recreation and
meeting centers, parks, and, to the extent
that this is possible, places of work. This does
not mean breaking up our cities but restor-
ing the concept of neighborhood under mod-
ern conditions—a place where a man can live
with other men.

Some of this is happening by itself under
pressures of growth, as shopping centers
move to the suburbs and industry seeks sites
outside the city. This beginning can prolif-
erate and expand through programs ranging
from tax Incentives for businesses resettling
in residential areas to the construction of
new satellite cities. Much can be done, for
example, simply by changing and enforcing
zoning ordinances, building codes, and tax
laws, without a cent of public expediture,
There is a lot more to community than this.
Its roots go into the powerful cementing
emotions of pride, belonging, friendship, and
shared concern, yet these, in turn, depend
on the physical possibilities. Not only is it
within our power to create those possibilities
but it is probably a more practical course
than our present unthinking and hopelessly
scattered mixture of government programs
and private enterprise,

Increasing the individual’s power over the
conditions of his life involves the blended
methods of transferring authority, creating
it where it does not exist, and lessening the
coercive weight of the state. At other times,
I have discussed the need for decentralizing
the operations of government—allowing
communities, private groups, cities, and
states to make public decisions that are now
vested in the central government. Although
the Constitution contains a prescriptive man-
date for a federal system, the actual dis-
tribution of authority and responsibility has
been worked out over two centuries and is
constantly changing. Today, for example, the
federal government exerts a power over the
economy that would have been inconceiv-
ably only a few decades ago. Decentraliza-
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tlon is another remodelling of the federal
system, and to achieve it will require a pa-
tient pragmatism. The state may be the logi-
cal unit for dealing with river pollution, the
metropolitan area for transportation pro-
grams, the neighborhood for schools and
even post offices. The general guide should be
to transfer power to the smallest unit con-
sistent with the scale of the problem.

Many conservatives have welcomed the idea
of decentralization, hearing in it comforting
echoes of old battle cries about states’ rights.
They are mistaken, for decentralization, if it
is to work, will require even larger publiec pro-
grams and even more money for public needs.
Otherwise, the momentum on which local
interest and involvement depend will be
lost. Nor does decentralization mean the ab-
sence of rigorous national standards for
the use of national revenues.

For example, money given for education
must in fact be used for education open to
all, Such standards are necessary to protect
citizens against unresponsive government,
and local government against the pressures
of private interests. Of course, even with
decentralization, most people will not actu-
ally make decisions. Still, those who do make
them will be within reach of their fellow-
residents of the community, and thus will
be far more familiar and readily accessible
than federal officials. This, in itself, will yield
at least the potential of influence and effec-
tive protest, which may be as close as we
can come to the ideal of the town meeting.

Power is conferred In other ways: by a
government that feels compelled to explain
its policies and intentions with candor, that
seeks the counsel of Informed private groups
and citizens, and that adheres to an honor-
able observance of the separation of powers.
It will also be yielded by increased citizen
control over the private institutions and
processes that often determine the quality of
our private lives, It is incredible, for exam-
ple, that private bullders, acting out of purely
economic considerations, should be allowed
to determine the shape of our urban en-
vironment—that individuals unresponsive to
the public will should declde how the public
will live. In addition, the expanding machin-
ery of secret police, investigation, bugging,
and wiretapping must be halted and dis-
mantled. Fear and suspicion are the most
paralyzing agents of all, and the most likely
to provoke unrest,

The use of power is also an expression of
purpose. All acts have their intention. But
you can share In purpose without sharing
in power. As a member of a society, the in-
dividual's pride and sense of well-being are
inevitably enhanced or diminished by the
purpose of his nation—what it stands for
and where 1t is going. If money and power,
self-indulgence and self-protection are the
goals of our soclety, they will become the
goals of its citizens, with damaging conse-
quences. Nothing would do more for our
national health than a feeling that we were
engaged In enterprises touched with some
kind of nobility and gradeur. It is this feeling
that enriches the Iife of social man. Even
the most pessimistic and critical literature
written in other countries during their peri-
ods of greatness is infused with a sense of
pride in the nation, despite doubts about,
or even flerce opposition to, its contemporary
acts.

This sense of a noble destiny infused our
country from the beginning, and in terms
of our potential not only as a home for free-
dom and opportunity but as a gulding force
in world affairs. Jefferson looked upon the
United States as an example that would un-
dermine despotism and monarchy; some of
our other early leaders took a more direct
hand by helping South American revolu-
tionaries. This does not mean we must suc-
cumb to the naive bellef that it is possible
to create 2 Great Soclety or a New Deal-
style democracy among the varied cultures
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of the world, or that we should actively in-
tervene to impose values bred of the Ameri-
can experience.

However, our wealth and military power
give us an unavoidable weight in world af-
fairs. Therefore, it is unnecessary to decide
the critical questions surrounding the wis-
dom of intervention in order to recognize
that our acts are important to others. For
example, when a milltary dictatorship takes
over in an allled country, we can recoginze
it or not, suspend aid or continue it, con-
tinue preferential trading or Interrupt it.
There ic no way to avold decision, since fall-
ure to act will have its own meaning. The
issue is whether we base our policies on un-
thinking reflex and an immediate mixture
of attitudes and Interests or whether our
acts are consistent with a long-range pur-
pose. We may decide to adopt a less active
and ambitious foreign policy, but we cannot
do without any poliey at all. And a foreign
policy actively devoted to social justice, in-
creased liberty, and the institutionalization
of peace on a worldwide scale can enlist the
best impulses of the American people.

Such a policy often collides with the think-
ing of global “realists,”” who led us into
Santo Domingo and Vietnam: who falled to
maintain a constructive common purpose
among the Atlantic nations while contriving
such monstrosities as the Multilateral Force;
who allowed the United Nations to become
trivialized; who supported Batista and ended
up with Castro; and who have been unable
to bring about the control of nuclear arms,
which is clearly in the interests of both great
powers. In fact, “realistic” policy now seems
to have become no policy at all, aside from
maintaining the territorial status quo with
the Soviet Union and China, and hoping
that Israel will survive. It is a policy virtually
without long-range goals or any clear per-
ception of the social and political forces at
work on other continents, and—what 1s more
dangerous—without any guiding concept of
the kind of world community in which we
will be safest and most comfortable. This is
the ultimate romanticism of the ostrich.

Without elaborating particular issues, and
while recognizing the need for protection
against force, we can assert that the most
powerful global social force is the drive for
recognition and fulfillment of popular needs
and desires. This is a force fully consistent
with our national values, and, therefore, one
that we should support. This is what Presi-
dent Kennedy was trylng to accomplish
when, for example, he refused recognition to
miltiary takeovers in Peru and Honduras. It
was believed not that our disapproval would
change governments but that it would
strengthen forces that, in the long run,
might build a stronger and more congenial
hemispheric community.

This policy was later dropped in favor of
dealing with the "fact" of military rule,
which meant ignoring the first prineiple of
good politics: Don’t spend yourself on those
who have nowhere else to go. We elected to
play it safe even though we were already safe.
This change In policy helps illuminate the
truth that the basic obstacle to a forelgn
policy shaped by long-range purposes and
resting on national values is not malevolence
or a hidden imperialism but timidity or lack
of confidence. It is far easier to move from
crisis to crisis than to act when events do
not demand actlon. For decislon and action
create responsibility, and only men with some
confidence in their own perception and judg-
ment are willing to take such responsibility.
Because our professional forelgn-poliey
structure has been designed to discourage,
and even to punish, those who disrupt the
illusion of tranquility, only a President can
compel a different course.

Yet such inaction is fraught with danger.
Many of our recent crises can be traced to a
failure of consistent purpose during perlods
of relative calm. By allowing our relations
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with Arab leaders to deteriorate, we forfeited
whatever influence we might have had to
prevent war in the Middle East. In Santo
Domingo, we falled in our responsibility to
help improve the economic and social wel-
fare of a people whose dictator we had helped
remove. And if the siren announcing Arma-
geddon ever sounds, it will probably inter-
rupt some official as he explains to a crowded
room why an arms-control agreement is too
risky this year.

A foreign policy founded on traditional
American values not only is wise but is es-
sential to our domestic well-being, since
shared purpose Is the only enduring cement
of national unity. In it lies our only hope of
finding a moral equivalent of war—or, in this
case, a partial alternative to domestic unrest
and division. Of course, there is much within
our own borders to capture the imagination
and inspire worthy effort, but only for some,
and, even then, probably not on a sufficiently
large or lasting scale. We are so significant
a nation that the nature of our role in world
affairs must pervade every man’s sense of
himself as a citizen. John Kennedy's appeals
to greatness and sacrifice evoked so strong a
response not because they were expressions
of a self-deceptive idealism but because they
led toward the only realistic path for main-
taining individual pride.

There are, of course. grave problems that
do not fit easily into the rubric of power and
purpose. One can add little to the intermin-
able discussion of the race problem except
to observe that politically there is no black
problem at all—only a white problem. We
can easily command the resources to meet
the immediate needs and demands of black
Americans. But we cannot do this until white
Americans are persuaded of their responsi-
bility to act That will require more than
public education and Presidential speeches.

Unless we move to remedy the affiictions
and grievances of white Americans, they will
never consent to a concentrated effort in the
ghettos. This 1s particularly true of the
lower-income whites. who feel trapped in a
relatively shabby material existence and a
scorned social position. (A Chicago policeman
said, pointing to the hippies 1n Grant Park,
“I had to work for a living, and so did my
mother, and look at those kids. They do
nothing and they go: an education.” Then
he joined the charge.) It Is little wonder
that this group turns its wrath impartially
on Negroes and college students—a perfect
combination for the Wallace appeal. Its
members feel scorned by the upper middle
class, and, at the same time they are deeply
anvious. Meanwhile. the Negro is a constant
ol,ject of national discussion and attention,
and a recipient of special programs. Raclal
feelings are very resistant, but many obsta-
cles would fall before a national policy di-
rected at enriching the life of all citizens.
Without it, the barriers will continue to
rise.

Another problem specific to our age is the
incursion of a large military establishment
into public life. This is not because generals
are especlally power-hungry or malevolent
but because size and importance, especially
when they are touched with permanence,
necessarily bring power. Public men from
Jeflerson to Eisenhower have warned us about
the perils of a large standing military. And
now we have one. Nothing better illuminates
the hazards of the systematic and efficlent
mind than the experience of the last several
years. Robert McNamara not only enlarged
our armed forces but rationalized them. Over
the resistance of officers with little imagina-
tion, he unified the operations of the services,
eliminated many old rivalries, and instituted
the deceptive techniques of modern com-
puter management. As a result, the military
has more influence on public policy than
ever before in our history.

The power that was once held in check by
rivalries and folk wisdom is now exerted as
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a single, fused force on the civilian economy
and its decisionmakers. Independent-minded
and free-wheellng officers were moved into
the background, lest they publicly challenge
civilian leaders, The result was a group of
limited and conforming men at the top who
could envisage no solution to any problem
other than the accretion and use of military
strength. The trouble with yes-men is that
they are likely to say yes to anything. The
trouble with limited men is that they are
likely to lack the imagination to see their
limitations, or even to disbelieve their com-
puters.

And this is the first group of generals to
come to leadersihp during our reign as a
great military power. The Eisenhowers and
MacArthurs and Ridgeways, in their early
days, always had to contend with severely
limited resources, and therefore had to con-
sider what they could do only with allies and
what they could not do at all, The new group
is accustomed to ever-increasing largesse and
to having the power to bring about unlimited
destruction at the touch of a button. The
monstrous system created during the Mec-
Namara regime now has a life of its own.
Civilians will make the ultimate policy judg-
ments, but the sheer size and momentum of
our military structure, the enormous invest-
ment it represents, and the needs of the
industries dependent on it inevitably affect
national decisions. Thus, we continue to build
new weapons and new systems constructed
on the basis of the most rational consider-
ations of cost efficiency but without any ra-
tional relationship to national security.

Even McNamara himself was finally
trapped when he was compelled, against his
own judgment. to go ahead with an anti-
ballistic-missile system. Yet the “Whiz Kids"
lald the groundwork. Moreover, the very im-
portance of our military machine means that
generals no longer sit outside the door of
our highest council ready to respond to tech-
nical questions. Rather, they share in policy
discussions for which they have no qualifica-
tion or experience. In doing so, they breach
the oldest and most rigorous ethic of the
American soldler. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
advised that the Bay of Plgs might work,
even though any hope of success obviously
depended on the degree of political unrest
viithin Cuba. More disastrously, we depended
heavily on military men to tell us what i*
might take to “win” in Vietnam, though sucl
calculations should have been based or
cultural, political, and human factors as
well, Of course, civillan officials should not
have listened. Yet it is very hard to avoid
attributing some wisdom to those who con
trol the enormous power that has occupied
such a large part of the American conscious-
ness in recent years, and who, moreover,
can speak with precision of their capacities
in so uncertaln and chaotic a world. The
temptation to heed those with answers is
strong, and can subtly infect the most skept-
ical of minds.

The hazards of a large standing mllitary
ramify into many areas. It represents a con-
stituency against arms control, not because
generals want war or oppose disarmament
on principle but because their necessary pro-
fessional caution demands that they over-
estimate every advantage of a potential op-
ponent and underestimate their own capaci-
ties. In narrowly professional terms, It 1s
inevitable to estimate that any agreement
is risky, even if the only reason for doing
s0 is an assumption that the other parties
to it would not agree unless agreeing gave
them an edge. Also, the availability of force
is a constant temptation to use it.

Part of the reason we sent the Marines
into the Dominician Republic was that we
had the capacity for moving large numbers
of combat troops with great speed. The bulld-
up of our conventional forces and thelr in-
creased mobllity—which came into being for
reasons involving the Soviet Union, many of
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which are now irrelevant—have made it more
likely that we will use force. In view of our
nuclear deterrent and our capacity for rapid
mobilization, recent hilstory lends strength
to the bellef that it may be riskier to have
such forces than to go without. Here again.
however, we have a conclusion that depends
on admitting the human weaknesses of poli-
cymakers—a calculation that, because of its
vagueness, cannot be used by rational-system
builders, Thus, we can consider discarding
the wisdom of our history because it can't
be fed into the computers.

We cannot yet escape the need for mili-
tary forces, but it will require leadership and
authority of the most determined and en-
lightened kind to keep those forces in ra-
tional relationship to our need while we
work toward arms control, spurred by the
urgent awareness that men cannot be trusted
with the power to destroy themselves. And
that effort is obstructed not simply by cau-
tlous policy-makers but also by a deeply
troubling, elusive, and ambiguous phenom-
enon—the fear of nuclear weapons., Any ob-
server must be struck by the difficulty of
stimulating public support for arms control,
or even of provoking widespread public dis-
cussion of nuclear weapons. One could at-
tribute this to an indifference bred of accept-
ance if it were not for the force of the reac-
tion that seems to await any political figure
who touches the nuclear nerve.

The day Curtis LeMay verbally toyed with
nuclear possibilities, George Wallace's Ior-
tunes began to wane, Nixon’'s speech advocat-
ing nuclear superiority was certainly among
the factors precipitating his near-fatal de-
cline. Goldwater had to spend his entire 1964
campaign explaining that he would not drop
atomic bombs. When President Kennedy ad-
vocated fallout shelters, he set off a popular
reaction that had every Democratic leader on
the phone to the White House and that ulti-
mately caused cancellation of the program—
and he was greatly surprised at the enthu-
siasm evoked by mention of the test-ban
treaty during his 1963 trip through the West-
ern states.

Perhaps we can understand these reactions
by recalling the late nineteen-forties and the
early fifties, when the horrors of nuclear
holocaust were a pervasive topic. Almost ev-
eryone must at least once have been struck
with sudden apprehension at the sound of
an alrplane, or gone to sleep with the
thought that all could be over before morn-
ing. One of the young girls who worked for
McCarthy during his'campaign told an inter-
viewer of the air-raid drills in her grammar
school, and how for a while she was afraid
every time she heard a plane.

Thus, the atomic age has been a personal
emotional experience for many cans,
and even, perhaps, Tor most. After a while,
such feelings are put away or repressed, but
they are never eliminated. They lie under the
surface of reason and memory, evoking hos-
tility toward any who may touch them. Al-
though such fears help keep the peace, they
are also a barrler to the reminder implicit
in mobilizing public support for arms con-
trol. However, despite the seeming lack of
concern, any political leader can be sure that
real achievement in reducing danger will be
rewarded by warm and grateful relief.

The agency through which we can hope to
formulate new policies is that strange Ameri-
can contraption the political party. My own
repository of hopes for change is the Demo-
cratic Party, for the Republicans seem un-
likely to discard their historical role as de-
fenders of things as they are. Since Nixon’s
victory, political men have begun to discuss
the future of the Democratic Party. Such
discussion must come to grips with one es-
sential fact: There is no Democratic Party.
There is the party of Daley in Illinois and
the party of the county leaders in New York.

There is the party of Daley in Illinols and
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leaders in California, and there is Kennedy
in Massachusetts.

In the South, there is almost nothing left
at all. It is a truism to state that American
political parties are not ideological in na-
ture, since they embrace many diverse
groups. Still, in the past most elements of
the Democartic Party agreed to certain broad
goals and assumptions. There was, with
some dissent, general agreement on the eco-
nomic goals of the New Deal, It was broadly
assumed that the Democratic Party repre-
sented the disadvantaged and the poor
agalnst the great interests, and that it stood
for alliance and tolerance in world affairs.
There was, in other words, a base of gener-
ally accepted belief and emotional attitude.
That this has largely dissolved becomes clear
when we compare the parties of Daley,
Meany, McCarthy, and Kennedy.

The cause of the dissolution is that the
issues of the past thirty years have lost their
vitality. The consequence is that the Demo-
cratic Party is little more than an institu-
tional mechanism through which individ-
uals hope to acguire public office, If the
Democratic Party has a future, it will come
not by raising more money or by hiring
better advertising agencies but by develop-
ing a purpose and a program.

I have outlined some of the possible ele-
ments of purpose and policy in support of
which it might be possible to create a new,
progressive coalition to replace the alliance
of minorities, labor, and the South which
has now fragmented and dissolved. The South
has left; labor no longer exists as a coherent
electoral force, having divided into upper and
lower middle class; and the minorities are
often at each other's throat. A new coalltion
will have to be made up of the populations
of the inner cities, including some lower-in-
come whites, and of the new suburbs in-
habited by those who work in offices, elec-
tronics factories, and so on, This iz the
coalition that both EKennedy and McCarthy
were trying to bulld, with MeCarthy moving
inward from the suburbs and Kennedy out-
ward from the inner city. Neither quite got
across the bridge, but the fact that their
divergent constituencies responded to men
who stood for enlightened and progressive.
change is evidence that the possibilities of
coalition are there.

However, the issues that will unite these
groups are not only traditional economic
concerns—although there are specific eco-
nomic problems that must be met—but is-
sues. of the type I have set forth. For ex-
ample, both in the ghettos and in the sub-
urbs there is a desire for increased control
and power over local affairs and public pol-
icy, If I am right in the belief that such
desires respond to deeply felt national needs,
then fallure to move in this direction will
leave public-spirited men with no alterna-
tive but to try to form a new party to com-
bat the forces of repression.

Finally, a few words of unsolicited advice
to the next President. Since we need funda-
mental changes in public policy, it would be
a serious mistake to begin the work of the
next Administration in the traditional way:
preparing budgets and policies for programs
neatly tallored to old categories such as
health, housing, and conservation. For the
assumption of fundamental change is that
the old categories and ways of looking at
problems are no longer valid and that the
structure of government itself is the thresh-

©old barrier to new approaches and policies.

The powers of the Department of Housing
and Urban Development, for example, are
fashioned and limited in such a way that the
Department cannot hope to deal with the
problems of the city, however, vigorous its
leadership. The first task of a new Admin-
istration should be to construct institutions
with authority and jurisdiction adapted to
the policles they are to administer, and to
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concern itself with reallocating responsibil-
ity within the federal system.

The secret of Roosevelt’s success was his
willingness to ignore or dismantle existing
structures and tc set up new ones, shaped to
his purposes. Freud sald that “anatomy is
destiny.” In government, structure is pol-
iey. If the existing structure of government
is accepted, then serious change rapidly be-
comes impossible as bureaucracles, admin-
istrators, and ongoing programs begin to gen-
erate thelir inevitable and almost irresistible
drive for survival. It is important to make
structural changes early, and not only be-
cause a President is far more likely to have
the necessary power at the beginning of his
administration. The appointment of Cabinet
officers, administrators, and even task forces
immediately creates powerful vested inter-
ests. When a man becomes the chief of a
large department, he assumes a new con-
stituency of workers and bureaus, authority
and appropriations. His natural urge, rein-
forced by the need to keep the loyalty of
his subordinates, is to maintain this domain
relatively intact and to minimize disruption
and controversy.

Thus, the Department of Labor under
President Johnson fought against the poverty
program, with some success, simply because
it felt that it was the proper repository of
such an effort. Examples could be multiplied.
It would be a great mistake to misjudge the
rapidity with which new men develop loyal-
ties to old patterns, or the ability of an
established bureaucracy to frustrate the most
determined of Presidential designs. That is
why the fundamentals of structure must be
determined before operations begin if there
is to be a serious and effective effort to
chart new directions for public policy. This
is little more than counsel to “think big,"”
not in terms of huge expenditures or sweep-
ing new programs but in terms of the hard-
est kind of innovation: liberating the public
imagination from old categories, concepts,
and structures. Our present inclination to
loock upon every national {1l as a subject for
federal action within the framework of exist-
ing departments is like trying to devise a way
to go to the moon by putting a man in an
automobile. We need not only new institu-
tions but a fresh sense of which matters
are appropriate to public action, and of
where, within the federal system, responsi-
bility and power should be vested.

Beyond such concrete and practical acts,
there is a need to explore the deeper causes
of our discontent. Again, as in the eighteen-
fifties, we can sense that we are at the be-
ginning of a new age—or, rather, a new
way of living—which is forcing its values
and demands on a soclety not equipped to
cope with them. This kind of dislocation,
this gap between realities and custom, is
characteristic of revolutionary historical pe-
riods. To pursue this analogy, the insula-
tion and barrenness of the modern suburb
are counterparts of the misery that enveloped
the mid-nineteenth-century factory, and
Mayor Daley is at one with the Southern
agrarian in defending a system that history
will find not to have been an unmixed evil.
Without judging the efforts of men like
Marshall McLuhan to abstract a single, semi-
nal cause from the complexities of soclal
change, we can agree with many that the
ascendancy of technology is a principal fea-
ture of modern soclety. To that we must add
growth, both of population and of our physi-
cal artifacts, such as houses, factorles, and
roads.

The problem, however, 1s not technological
but ideological. We are threatened not by
our creations but by our beliefs. In another
place, I have written, “All nations . . . are
governed on the basis of ideas and values .. .
which are not derived either from the neces-
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sities of nature or the command of God. If
a man snatches his hand from a hot stove,
that is not ideological. If he then decrees
there shall be no more hot stoves in order
to prevent burning, he has imposed an
ideology (and one wholly alien to our own).”
There is, for example, nothing in the develop-
ment of the automobile which makes the
clogging of our cities and the poisoning of
our air logically inevitable. It is simply that
we have preferred these consequences—per-
haps without anticlpating them—to restric-
tions on the use of automobiles.

No one has more bluntly stated the in-
ward passion of the time than Lewis Strauss,
who summed up the faith of two centuries
when he was asked If nuclear physics might
not have overstepped itself. “No,” he an-
swered, "I would not wipe out any part of it,
not the bomb nor any other part of it, if I
could. I belleve everything man discovers,
however he discovers it, is welcome and good
for his future. In me this is the sort of belief
that people go to the stake for." This is not
a reasoned formula but an affirmation of an
ideological belief verging on the mystical.
Gulded by such a belief, our soclety has de-
veloped virtually no mechanism for weigh-
ing technological change agalnst the social
consequences and enforcing its judgment.
Only the great religious institutions engage
in a similar process, and then, as in the case
of Pope Paul and the pill, they are con-
demned because the wvalues they seek to
defend have lost their hold on men. This is
not the place to pursue such philosophical
abstractions.

Yet they are at the heart of the problem.
In political terms, we are barred from much
effective action because we have not re-
garded human values—except for those
related to survival, civil liberty, and pros-
perity—as appropriate objects of public
protection. This reluctance to allow govern-
ment to become concerned with the quality
of individual life has its historical roots in
a healthy fear of the state and a desire to
insure secular liberty. It now works against
us, having been outdistanced by our mate-
rial circumstances.

Thus, traditional principles of private en-
terprise join with modern construction tech-
nology to create suburban blight. But there
is no inherent reason a builder should not
be under as much compulsion to provide
open spaces, parks, and community centers
as he is to provide safe wiring and sound
structures. We can also maintain that clear
air and freedom of movement are as im-
portant to us as the economic advantages
of urban concentration. On a broader scale,
we need to reexamine all our institutions in
order to determine whether what they do
for people is worth what they do to them.
This is not an easy Job, especially since we
must often match abstract or felt values
against the formulations of logic and num-
bers.

How, for example, does one explain an in-
stinctive revulsion against the idea of a
national computer center to store all the
available information about every citizen, ex-
cept to say that neatness and system and
organization can be oppressive in them-
selves, and to draw upon our experience of
human weakness to assert that increasing
the capacity for control will increase the
likelihood of control.

This kind of ideological reformation will
not be easy for a people as little inclined to
theory as our own. It will come, if it does
come, in the context of relleving particular
affiictions. 8till, there is no other way that
we can guide ourselves between the twin
perils of uncontrollable turbulence and re-
pression. We will be strengthened by the
fact that such change corresponds to deeply
felt human wants, many of which are mani-
festing themselves In our present disorders.
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U.S. INTERNATIONAL UNIVERSITY
AND CAMP ADAIR—PART I

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, as
Senators may be aware, the Federal Gov-
ernment operates a mammouth program
for disposal of surplus Federal property,
both real and personal.

Recently, I have had an enlightening
experience concerning the disposal of
Adair Air Force Station, north of Cor-
vallis, Oreg. It has raised serious ques-
tions in my mind about the donee, U.S.
International University, and the HEW
procedures.

When the Defense Department an-
nounced that the base would be closed,
the entire Oregon congressional delega-
tion worked to find another Federal use
for the property. We had hopes that it
could be used as a naval weather station.
This potential use fell through, unfortu-
nately, as did any other Federal use.

I know that many Senators have had
similar dealings with GSA, for we all
have sought alternative Federal utiliza-
tion of surplus Federal property, often
when military installations have been
closed.

One use of surplus property is as a
public health or educational faeility. In
these cases, the property is not sold for
fair market values, but is awarded to the
donee at a public benefit allowance,

In the case of colleges, what I really
am saying is that a school can get sur-
plus property free, The property goes to
the school at the rate of 315 percent
yvearly, so in 30 years the property be-
longs completely to a school.

Every year, millions of dollars of sur-
plus property are given away free to
schools. In many cases, I applaud and
support this approach. Such actions
sometimes give birth to community col-
leges, or give a struggling black college
a chance to grow.

The potentials of such a practice, how-
ever, should not lessen our vigilance to
see that high standards are main-
tained—both by the Government in ad-
ministering the program, and by the
donees of the property.

My experience with Camp Adair and
U.S. International University raises seri-
ous questions in my mind whether this
has been done and whether the public
interest has been protected. We must
protect the public interest, for it is often
very valuable property that is being
given away.

I believe that the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare acted
precipitately when it gave final approval
to USIU for use of the Camp Adair as a
satellite campus, In my opinion, the facts
surrounding this proposed transfer are
such that more study of this school, its
financial stability, and the very HEW
procedures themselves were warranted.

Let me share with Senators what I have
found out about the HEW procedures and
USIU itself.

I began looking into this proposed
transfer in detail last September when
General Services Administration an-
nounced it was assigning the Camp Adair
property to HEW for a gift to USIU.

I was curlous, originally, to know
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whether Oregon schools had received no-
tice, as to the availability of this prop-
erty, whether the State of Oregon passed
up the opportunity to acquire this prop-
erty. Later, I had questions regarding
USIU and its operations.

It should be pointed out the Camp
Adair is a very valuable piece of prop-
erty, situated in the Willamette Valley,
located near Corvallis and Albany. The
land totals about 300 acres, and it is a
beautiful place. The appraised value,
minus Capehart housing, is between $2.5
million and $3 million.

I met with Seeretary Richardson on
January 22 to raise points I felt needed
answering before final transfer was ap-
proved. At the same time, a series of
articles appeared in the Oregon States-
man, in Salem, one of Oregon's leading
newspapers, which was operated for
many years by the late Charles Sprague,
a former Governor,

My field office in Salem airmailed me
copies of the fine series in the States-
man, written by a veteran reporter, Allen
J. Morrison. When those articles arrived
in my office, I sent them by messenger to
the office of Mr. Sol Elson, Acting Assist-
ant Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare for Administration, who assisted
Secretary Richardson in this affair, so he
could study the points raised in the ar-
ticles before any decision was made. I
invite the attention of Senators to these
articles and ask unanimous consent that
they be printed at this point in the
REcoORD.

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

MYSTERY, STRIFE, FINANCE QUESTIONS SURFACE
IN ApaiR CAMPUS PROBE
(By Allen J. Morrison)

(Nore:—United States International Uni-
versity plans to open a branch campus this
year at the old Adair Alr Force Station near
Corvallis, Government authorization for this
use of Adalr lands raised questions and con-
troversy, so The Statesman assigned reporter
Allen J. Morrison to investigate., After con-
sulting many public records and information
sources over the past four months, Morrison
in this series of articles presents a penetrat-
ing look at the university and its operations.)

A curious mixture of mystery and strife is
found by efforts of The Statesman to learn
more about United States International Uni-
versity, which is planning to take over the
major portion of the former Adair Air Force
Station and open a campus there this sum-
mer,

USIU is not the only organization that
thinks it has a use for the abandoned base
north of Corvallis.

The Oregon Council of the Poor, the Gov-
ernor's Advisory Committee on Chicago Af-
fairs, the State Department of Education
have all expressed interest in acquiring the
Adalir base for Oregon use.

U.8, Sen. Mark O, Hatfield (R-Ore.) is
scheduled to meet 11 am_ (EST) today with
Elliott Richardson, Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare, to discuss the Adair
transfer to USIU, Hatfield placed a ‘hold”
on the transfer more than six weeks ago.

So what can we learn about the university
that seems to be on the verge of getting the
government property as a gift?

It has large and far-flung real estate
holdings for a small number of students. Fed
by government grants and loans, it Is ex-
panding its holdings and construction rap-
idly while having to ask for extensions on the
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current obligations, including federal gov-
ernment loans.

Information is difficult to get from the
university itself.

And several former faculty members were
found who were eager to criticize the univer-
sity administration and especially its presi-
dent, Graduates of USIU say the university
is very good, but none knew much about its
corporate structure.

Critics of United States International Uni-
versity (USIU) are able to point out several
things they consider unusual in its financlal
structure and auditing.

Two officers seem to be given almost un-
limited authority to obligate the university,
mortgage its property and even to transfer
investments to their own names.

The setup of a new corporation in Mexico
seems to put the financial obligation on
the USIU corporation with little security
under Mexican laws.

There seems to be a discrepancy in re-
ported tuition income when compared with
reported number of students and announced
tuition fee.

While Methodist Bishop Gerald Eennedy
is heralded as a leader in USIU he says that
his relations with the university are “strained
and tenuous” and he has not attended board
meetings for several years.

Any two of four officers can borrow up to
$200,000 for the university and mortgage
USIU property for it, and any one of thein
can direct disposition of the proceeds.

Attorneys and educators consulted by The
Stateman say the 1968 board resolutions giv-
ing so much financial control to officers are
unusual. All opinions were similar to that
of attorney Richard Lee of Salem who said,
“It is wide open. Any one of those officers
could end up with the stock or money in
his own name."”

The apparent discrepancy between tui-
tion income and reported enrollment also
was noticeable to all those consulted by The
Stateman.

While reporting a quarterly tuition fee
of $635 and more than 3,000 full-time stu-
dents, the 196869 audit shows tuition in-
come for the year as £3.9 milllon. Three
thousand students for a three-quarter
school year would produce almost $5 mil-
lion, not counting summer sessions.

As Willamette University President Roger
J. Fritz sald, “It appears to be quite low for
an enrollment of more than 3,000 students.”
A Salem accountant said, “It is difficult to
reconcile, from the university's statements,
income reported from tuition and fees with
enrollment data and stated tuition charges.”

James Faulstich, economic adviser to
Gov. Tom McCall, praises the university’s rec-
ord of public trust and its trustees but
grants that Mexico’s corporation controls are
not adequate to protect USIU's interest in
its Mexican college. He also admits that the
audit the university sent him Iindicates a
“real tight" cash position.

Several interested agencies, including The
Stateman and the U.S. Office of Education,
have asked the university for copies of its
audit but Faulstich is the only one who
got it.

Still trying is Sen. Hatfleld, who has suc-
ceeded in holding up transfer of Adair Air
Force BStation property to USIU while he
studies the question of such free grants of
government land.

Critics of USIU’'s rapid expansion include
the Methodist Church, which dissociated
from USIU while retaining an interest in its
original campus, California Western Uni-
versity in San Diego.

HATFIELD MEETS TopAY WITH HEW CHIEF
(By A. Robert Smith)
WasHINGTON.—Seén. Mark Hatfield said he
will urge Elliot Richardson, secretary of
Health, Education and Welfare, Friday to
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withhold approval of the Camp Adair trans-
fer until a number of financial gquestions
have been answered by U.S. International
University.

HEW last fall tentatively approved giving
much of the abandoned air force base north
of Corvallis to USIU, a San Diego-based in-
stitution which announced plans for con-
verting the base into a campus.

TO BAISE QUESTIONS

Hatfield, however, ralsed numerous gues-
tions with federal officials and USIU, which
led to a meeting scheduled Friday between
the senator and Secretary Richardson.

Asked what his purpose is in meeting with
Richardson, Hatfleld said it was not to urge
him to veto the deal outright.

“To lease or not to lease Is not the issue,”
said Hatfield, “I'm going to try to persuade
him to review the material, or lack of it, to
give him complete assurance that if this
land were given to this university, it could
reasonably be expected to develop an insti-
tution of higher learning that would be a
credit to the state.”

HE DOUBTE IT

Hatfield indicated he had strong doubts.

“We raised questions that have not been
answered,” he sald, mostly about the finan-
cial stability of USIU.

The senator said he plans to share with
Richardson everything he has compiled on
USIU, including information he said he felt
certain the secretary wasn't aware of. He de-
clined to elaborate.

ApairR CampPUs PrROMOTERS HavE Vast HoLp-
1NGs, FEW STUDENTS

(By Allen J. Morrison)

United States International University, on
the verge of taking over the Adair Air Force
Station property near Corvallis, has vast
holdings of property, but small enrollment
at its widespread bases, research by The
Statesman discloses.

Its supporters and administrators describe
it as a rapidly growing international uni-
versity with exciting innovative programs of
learning and human behavior.

It is accredited, including its law school, it
boasts a strong faculty and it has a number
of enthusiastic backers including some
wealthy and influential San Diego men.

NEAR CORVALLIS

It plans to open an Oregon campus this
fall at Adair, 10 miles north of Corvallis, on
property to be given to it by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Health, Education & Welfare.

HEW announced in September it would
give 257 acres and 35 military buildings at
the abandoned Adair base to USIU.

But U.8. Sen. Mark O. Hatfield asked that
the transfer be delayed until he can learn
more about the university, its financing and
its policles. HEW Secretary Elliott Richard-
son agreed to the delay.

But b4-acre Sundance Air Force Base in
Wyoming was signed over to USIU In August,
a month before Hatfleld began his inquiry.

USIU already has three operating campuses
at San Diego and others at Steamboat
Springs, Colo., Buckinghamshire, England,
and Puebla, Mexico, plus a high school in
Kenya, Africa.

It reported a net worth last year of $17.7
million, up $6.9 million in 2 years.

Although USIU has been projecting its in-
ternational reputation in its fund drives, it
has a total of only 138 students on its two
foreign university campuses, It has an addi-
tional 200 high school students, mostly
American, at its Nairobi International School
in Kenya.

The three San Diego campuses have much
land and few students.

The original, California Western University
at Point Loma, has 200 acres and about 2,425
students. Enrollment reports on Cal western
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dating back to 1965 showed up to 3,000 stu-
dents, but the university told The Statesman
that past figures reflected part-time  and
summer students.

When announced in 1966 Elliott Graduate
School in San Diego was to have 3,000 stu-
dents within 5 years. Today it has 800. The
Downtown San Diego Center for Performing
Arts & Conservatory has 185.

The university purchased Alpine College at
Steamboat Springs, Colo,, in 1969. It was a
206-enrollment college in flnancial trouble.
Now there are T9 students, described as low
achievers with high potential.

HEW gave USIU 400 acres of the old Elllott
Marine Base at San Diego in 1965. Asked why
the school needs so much land for 800 stud-
dents, university vice president Robert 5.
Dunn said a “sizable portion” cannot be used
because of flood restrictions imposed by the
U.S. Corps of Engineers. A San Diego city
planning department representative, how-
ever, said the unusable portion Is “very
minor.”

BACKLOG CITED

USIU, in making applications for surplus
government properties, maintains it needs
more land and facilities because of its growth
and a big backlog of applicants for admis-
sion, according to HEW officials in Washing-
ton.

Altogether, USIU claims 3,827 students on
its seven campuses, which cover a total of
over 1,500 acres.

For comparison, Oregon College of Educa-
tion at Monmouth has 3,950 students and 115
acres. University of Oregon has 14,700 stu-
dents on 240 acres.

FIVE HUNDRED ACRES

The university in England has 500 pic-

turesque acres and 107 students. USIU says

that because of local zoning restrictions it is

negotiating for more land so it can expand
to 300 students.

USIU completed purchase of the old Uni-

versity of Americas in Mexico City for $560,-
000 and opened & 206-acre campus there in
July. The university, which had more Amer-
ican students than any other in Mexico, had
an enrollment of 1,800 students for several
years. USIU opened there in July with 31
students but announced plans for expansion.

Since the mid-1960s President William C.
Rust announced plans within five years for
new universities in Japan, India, Brazil, Ne-
vada or Arizona, the Pacific Basin, a Pacific
island and an additional campus in Africa.
These have not materialized.

FEDERAL GRANTS

USIU has been awarded federal grants to-
talling $2,186.680 for further construction,
mostly at the Elliott Graduate School in San
Diego.

But a Jan. 12 letter to Hatfleld from the
U.S. Office of Education says the university
has not yet raised the required matching
funds for the grants.

The university was 60 days late in making
federal debt service payments of $23,000 due
last January and it asked an extension on
payments of $41,000 due this Jan. 1, accord-
ing to Richard R. Holden, director of the
HEW division of academic facilities. It was
granted an extension to Feb. 15.

HEW records show that USIU construec-
tion, under the Higher Education Facilities
Act of 1963, has totaled 5.2 million at San
Diego, with the aid of $1.5 million in HEFA
grants and $1.2 million in HEFA loans; and
that another §5.5 million in construction at
San Diego is scheduled for which the 82.-
186,680 in HEFA grants has been approved.
U.S. INTERNATIONAL TUNIVERSITY—A PRIVATE

TAX-FREE AND NON-PROFIT CORPORATION
(Campuses, size, and Enrollment)

California Western, San Diego, Callf., 200
acres, 2,425,

" Elliott Graduate School, San Diego, Calif.,
401 acres, 800.
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Downtown Art Center, San Dlego, Calif.,
4-stories, 185.

Mexico International, Puebla, Mex.,
acres, 31.

Alpine College, Steamboat Springs, Colo.,
80 acres, T9.

Nairobi International, Kenysa, Africa, 200.

Wyoming University, Sundance Air Force
Base, 56 acres, to open this fall.

Adair Alr Force Base, Corvallls, Ore., 267
acres, to open this fall.

Santa Barbara, Calif., 48 acres, no campus.

Dropmore Mansion, Buckinghamshire,
Eng., 500 acres, 107.

Totals, 2,381 plus acres, 3,827 students.

Approximately 71 acres are public lands
given free to the university for educational
expansion. Enrcllment figures supplied by
Health, Education & Welfare.

As this list was golng to press, The States-
man continued to find additional lands that
were acquired by USIU, mostly through pri-
vate gifts.

San Dilego County Assessor E. C. Willlams
confirmed that there are 13 separate land
parcels in the county “assessed in the name
of USIU.” However, to identify and describe
all the properties would require a time-con-
suming formal private title search, the
agency told The Statesman.
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PrOPOSED ADAIR CAMPUS: VasT FINANCIAL
Power HeLp BY OFFICIALS oF USIU

(By Allen Morrison)

Officers of United States International Uni-
versity, which is planning to open a branch
campus this summer at the old Adair Air
Force Station near Corvallis, have unusually
broad authority in the handling of the uni-
versity's money and property.

A 1968 resclution by the board of trustees
authorizing opening of an account with
brokers Merrill, Lynch, Plerce, Fenner &
Smith gives President Willlam C. Rust and
board chalrman John M. Cranston each in-
dividually the power to buy and sell stocks,
bonds and securities for the university and—

“if he deems proper to secure payment
therefor with property of this corpora-
tion..."and—

“at his direction to cause certificates of
stocks, bonds, and other securities held in
sald account to be transferred to the name
of any officer hereinafter named . .."”

The officers “hereinafter named" are Rust
and Cranston.

An official at the brokerage firm told The
Statesman that it is common for institutions
to buy and sell stocks but not to grant au-
thority to transfer them to individual offi-
cers’ names.

At that same board meeting any two of
the four corporation officers were authorized
to borrow up to $200,000 from Security First
National Bank and any one of them to direct
disposition of the proceeds. This resolution
was made retroactive indefinitely.

Administrative Vice Presldent Robert S.
Dunn, a lawyer, said this is a common corpo-
rate practice in Californla financlal institu-
tions.

Minutes of that June 24 meeting show that
nine of the 32 trustees, including Rust and
Cranston, were present.

Another infinitely retroactive resolution,
in February 1969, authorizes the officers to
borrow up to $5,304,063.31 from Connecticut
Mutual Life Insurance Co. and “whether aris-
ing pursuant to this resclution or otherwise,
to grant, transfer, pledge, mortgage, or other-
wise hypothecate . . . and property belong-
ing to or under the control of this corpora-
tiom. ... .

Officers named in these resolutions besides
Cranston and Rust, are George W. Peck, sec-
retary, and Dunn.

Salem area lawyers and university officlals
consulted by The Statesman say these resolu-
tions give USIU officers unlimited authority.

Salem aftorney Richard Lee sald, “It is
wide open. Any one of those officers could
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end up with the stock or money in his own
name.”

Cranston, 61, 1s a SBan Diego attorney with
a long record of public service in community
and welfare activities.

President Rust, 563, is a 1941 graduate of
DePauw University with a 1961 Ph.D. from
University of Southern California. A profes-
sor of humanities, religious education and
comparative religion, he taught at USC, Iliff
School of Theology and University of Denver
before joining Cal Western in 1952 as a pub-
lic relations director, advancing to president
within the year. He is a Methodist minister
and former Congregational minister,

Rust has no taxzable financial holdings,
according to the San Diego County asses-
sor’'s office. His home 1s owned by the uni-
versity.

He has been praised by associates as a bril-
liant financier and promoter.

The Southern California-Arizona Metho-
dist Conference barred his admittance to the
conference during a church-university pow-
er struggle for USIU but he joined at Denver,
Colo,, and transferred his membership to
California.

Bishop Gerald Kennedy and other Meth-
odist conference officials publicly stated that
Rust’s financial reports did not make sense.

Several conference members on the USIU
board of trustees, including Kennedy and Dr.
Russel Robinson, San Diego district super-
intendent, seldom attend meetings anymore.

Dr. Robinson says the board is influenced
now by “right-wingers”,

He sald only a few trustees have seriously
questioned university fiscal policies in past
years and they got voted down.

Congressman Wendell Wyatt (R-Ore.) who
visited the USIU campus recently, described
President Rust as a “remarkable man, a
man with vision.” He sald USIU was finan-
cially sound and capable of opening a cam-
pus at Adair.

USIU's HisTorY oF FINANCIAL PROBLEMS

BY HATFIELD

WasHINGTON.—TU.S. Sen. Mark O. Hatfleld
sald Friday that United States International
University, (USIU), San Diego, set to open
an Oregon campus at Adair Air Force Base
north of Corvallis, has had a history of fi-
nancial problems,

Hatfleld made the disclosures to Elliot
Richardson, secretary of Health, Education
& Welfare, in a pre-arranged meeting to dis-
cuss the free transfer of the abandoned
Adair base to USIU for an Oregon campus to
open this fall.

Hatfield had placed a hold on the trans-
fer some six weeks ago until he could re-
view surplus transfer procedures and exam-
ine USIU more closely.

The senator sald this is not the first time
USIU’s financial operations have been ques-
tioned. Previously known as California
Western University at San Diego, USIU was
affiliated with the Methodist Church (as is
Willamette University) until 1966 when the
church relingaiished its predominant role
because of questionable financial practices
by the institution,

HAD ACCOUNTANT’'S LETTER

To support this, Hatfield gave Richardson
a letter from a Los Angeles certified public
accountant, Paul M, Lee, who reviewed the
Institution’s finances for the church, The
letter stated:

“The reason the 1968 review of financial
reports was performed was that there was
widespread concern among many Methodist
members of the corporate governing body
that the administration, backed by a ma-
jority of the trustees, was not supplying
understandable financial reports and was
embarked on growth plans possibly not man-
ageable within the resources available to
the university.”

Lee suggested that the church feared it
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would be exposed to financial risk if the
financial affairs of the school deteriorated to
the point of danger from general creditors.

EXPANSION DRIVE FEARED

The church leaders, Iee revealed, were
concerned that the university’'s leadership
“was committed to aggressive expansion, and
that such plans envisioned obtaining heavy
financial support from other-than-Methodist
churches and from public and governmental
sources.”

Lee told Hatfleld his firm found that fi-
nancial facts could be dug out of the re-
ports only by expert and time-consuming
review.

Hatfleld sald he recently received “cursory
information from USIU" about the school’s
finances which showed that “their cash fell
in one year from $482,468 on 9/30/69 to
$#73,7130n 9/30/70."

Between 1968 and 1970, the school’s 1iabili-
ties rose from £11.4 milllon to $16.2 million,
Hatfleld told Richardson.

QUESTIONS NEED

Beyond the financial uncertainty of USIU
suggested by this information, Hatfield's
memo to Richardson said that as an Ore-
gon educator he “questioned the wisdom of
another private college” when:

(1) ©Of Oregon's 13 privats colleges, 11
had an aggregate deficit of 1.6 million in
1968-T0.

2. Oregon already has more Iinstitutions
of higher learning per capita than any other
Western state—one per 53,000, while the av-
erage 1s one per 89,000.

3. There are already three colleges with-
in 12 miles of Adair that will have an en-
rollment of 21,000 by fall.

After meeting with Richardson, Hatfield
met with Rep. Wendell Wyatt, A defender
of the Adair transfer to USIU, and gave the
congressman a copy of his memo. Wyatt had
no immediate comment,

Hatfield is due to arrive at Portland Inter-
national Airport at 11:08 am, Saturday
where he will hold a press conference prior
to going to Newport for a speech that night.

PrOPOSED ApAlr CaMPUS: USIU OFFICIALS SEE
No CoNFLicT WITH NEAREY SCHOOLS

(By Allen J. Morrison)

United States International University at
San Diego, Calif., says establishment of an
Oregon branch campus near Corvallis this
fall would not cause competition problems
with existing nearby colleges.

USIU has been given most of the aban-
doned Adalr Alr Force Station north of Cor-
vallis for an Oregon branch but formal sign-
ing of the deed has been delayed by U.S.
Sen. Mark O. Hatfield for further study.

The university operates limited enrollment
universities in England, Mexico City, Steam-
boat Springs, Colo.,, and San Diego, and a
high school in Africa.

TUSIU sald it plans to open the Adair branch
this fall, along with another college at the
abandoned Sundance AFB, Wyo., also glven
to USBIU by the federal government.

“GREATER AREA"

Robert S. Dunn, USIU vice president, sald
the Adair campus would not compete with
Oregon State University, Linn-Benton Com-
munity College or Oregon College of Educa-
tion at nearby Monmouth, because the po-
tential student population would “come from
a greater area.” He said it will “augment, not
compete with adjacent colleges.”

A nuniber of public and private univer-
sities are concerned, however, that the new
university would compete for searce public
and private funds. Some educators question
the need for another university in the area.

USIU plans to offer a two-year liberal arts
program for 250 students initially and *“grow
to 1,200 to 1,600 within a few years."

Dunn, a lawyer, sald the Corvallls site
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“fits naturally into our over-all concept of
moderate-sized undergraduate campuses that
will each allow for a feeling of community but
will collectively provide the large undergrad-
uate base normally undergirding any signif-
cant full university.”

He sald, “The university pollcy stresses
academic excellence and a climate of ra-
tional inguiry and wholesome, decent living.
‘We are also selective of our students.”

(The policy is criticized by some as ultra-
conservative and it allows the university to
terminate any student without cause.)

“The beauty and serenity of the area
around Adalr Air Station are very conducive
to the success of such a program,” said Dunn,

All seven USIU campuses have beautifully
styled builldings, large acreages and relatively
low enrollments.

Although critics say USIU is spread too
thin financlally by its aggressive develop-
ment program, the university says it has the
money in its general fund to convert Adair
to a campus. Estimated cost is $250,000. In
fact, USIU says it would like to acquire the
1562 military houses at the base In addition to
the 257 acres and 35 buildings involved in the
current transaction.

Federal appraisal of the Adair land, build-
ings and other improvements being trans-
ferred to USIU is $2.5 million. The appraisal
was made by General Services Administra-
tion, Auburn, Wash.

The 257 acres and 356 military bulldings are
a gift to the university for educational pur-
poses. The city of Albany is buying the Adair
water and sewage treatment plants for $355,-
400, half their appralsed value, to serve
North' Albany, across the Willamette River
from Albany proper.

NO SPECIFIC PLAN

The university did not give specific finance
plans on Adair development as requested in
the federal application for the base. HEW of-
ficials indicated this was not Important be-
cause it has lots of information on the uni-
versity. -

The university ls operating on a “tight"
fiscal program, agreed James Faulstich, eco-
nomic adviser to Gov. Tom McCall, but he
expressed confidence in the university and its
trustees. -

Some trustees In recent years left the
board after expressing lack of confidence in
the university’s administration.

However the current board of 28 members,
except for some Methodist Church repre-
sentatives, appears to be in strong support
of the administration. The church and USIU
administration have carried on a long feud
over the university's rapid expansion plans.

TUITION COST

In the proposal for the Adair branch, tui-
tion, room, board and other services for a
student carrying 11 to 16 units would be
$1,081 per quarter, or slightly more than £3,-
000 for a regular three-quarter year. This is
in addition to laboratory, vehicle registra-
tion and other speclal fees.

University policy allows it to withhold
diplomas or credits for any student having
outstanding debts to the university or any
delinquent bills in the community.

The university said it had planned to open
a campus in the Vancouver-Seattle area but
was “diverted to Adair by representations
and urging of numerous Oregon officials and
citizens.”

POOR USE SOUGHT

Representatives of the Governor’s Advisory
Committee on Chicano Affairs and Valley
Migrant League officlals sald they tried last
summer to get the state to look into taking
Adair for vocational, housing and other so-
clal welfare needs of low-inecome persons but
falled to get interest.

The Oregon Council of the Poor recently
authorized drafting of a proposal to use the
base for housing poor people and educa-
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tional, vocational, medical, legal and other
services for the poor.

The State Department of Education also
has indicated Interest in the property. And
Oregon State Unlversity has submitted an
application for use of the base if USIU doesn't
get ‘it. Oharles H. Blumenfield, OSU execu-
tive assistant to the president, said the OSU
Department of Education would like the
property but the university does not have
money to maintain the base.

ProOPOSED ADAIR, CAMPUS: METHODISTS BREAK
Ties Wit USIU Over Its OPERATIONS—
UnivERsITY SAYS CHURCH BITTER As IN-
FLUENCE CuUT

(By Allen J. Morrison)

The United Methodist Church of America
has issued disclaimers that it has any affilia-
tion with United States International Uni-
versity at San Diego, Calif.,, which plans to
open an Oregon campus this fall near
Corvallis.

The Southern California-Arizona Method-
ist Assoclation admits to having afliliation
only with California Western University, San
Diego, the original of the seven campuses
operated by USIU.

The church opposes the international ex-
pansion program of USIU.

DATES TO 1963

This rift began in 1963 and it was based
on the church’s feeling that Cal Western
was In precarious financial condition and
academic “disrepute,” according to Dr. Her-
bert L. Heller, who was with USIU from 1962
to 18965 and served as director of summer
sessions at Cal Western.

The university says the long-standing criti-
cism of USIU and its expansion program
stems from bitterness over loss of control of
the university.

The university said it worked to free itself
of church control in order to ralse money on
8 broader base and to remove religious road-
blocks in forelgn countries where USIU wants
to establish campuses.

The Methodist church denies It wants to
regain control of California Western or USIU.

PROMISE OF ADAIR

Statesman research on USIU was prompted
by a present move to give the university 257
acres and 35 bulldings at the abandoned
Adair Air Force Station north of Corvallis.
The U.S. Department of Health, Education
& Welfare, however, is holding up the trans-
fer at the request of Sen. Mark O. Hatfield,
who is studying free transfers of government
land in general and this one in particular,

USIU now has university campuses in San
Diego, Colorado, Mexlco and England and a
high school in Eenya, It plans another uni-
versity branch at Adair. It also has acquired
the old Sundance Alr Force Base in Wyoming
for a university,

HARD TO GET FACTS

Several officlals and organizations con-
cerned with learning more about USIU com-
plain of difficulty in getting financial facts.

The Methodist Church sent a team of
Methodist university officlals last month to
re-evaluate the afiliation with Cal Western.
They left after two days, complaining that
they couldn't get “"meaningful financial in-
formation,” according to Dr. Russell R. Rob-
inson, district superintendent of the Metho-
dist Church at San Diego.

The Statesman asked for the audits too.
The university replied that it has regularly
undergone audits by Peat, Marwick, Mitchell
& Co., and that the university has trustees
with “great capabllity in financial and busi-
ness affairs."”

“SENT TO FEDERAL AGENCIES"

USIU said it furnishes copies of audits
each year to the U.S. Departments of Health,
Education & Welfare and Housing & Urban
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Development. Those agencies sald they could
not find any recent audits.

The U.S. Office of Education says it asked
for audits recently in connection with a re-
quest for a government loan extension, This
is a rare request among universities.

It reports that 1t granted the extension,
that USIU has again missed a payment, and
that it still has not received an audit,

Sen. Hatfleld also has written for audits
but has not received them.

James Faulstich, Gov. Tom MecCall's eco-
nomic adviser who recommended Adalr to
USIU, has received the latest regular audit
and other data he requested recently from
the university.

THE 1966 SPECIAL AUDIT

The latest special audit ordered by trustees
was in 1966 when there was concern among
Methodist members that the administration
was not supplying understandable financial
reports and was embarked on growth plans
without resources to carry them out.

Paul M. Lee, an accountant on that audit,
sald financial facts could only be “dug out
by expert and time-consuming review.,"

He said some of the accounting practices
of the university could mislead trustees, par-
ticularly its net equities In varlous assets,
and that writeups in the university's “en-
dowment and invested plant fund,” particu-
larly in property appraisals and re-evalua-
tions, were “contrary to general accounting
principles.”

He added that the university appears to
be “filling a higher education role.”

TRUSTEE IN THE DARK

Mrs. Mary Catherine Stone, a trustee for
several years, sald she had never seen AN
audit and did not know of any others who
have in recent years, She said President Wil-
liam C. Rust and others on the executive
committee handle all the financing.

She praised Rust as a “one-man show”
and “financial genius™ in keeping the uni-
versity going. “It has been & miracle that we
survived,” she sald, adding that last summer
revenues were '‘so lean’ thut several wealthy
trustees had to lend the university money to
meet operating expemnses.

She sald they have done this on other oc-
casions.

She added that unrest among students
over dismissals of faculty and a “rather con-
servative student conduct code” appear to
be ending.

ProPOSED ADAIR CamPus: USIU's CopE TOUGH
¥OR “CLEAN, WHOLESOME CAMPUS"”

(By Allen J. Morrison)

United BStates International University,
planning to open an Oregon campus this
fall near Corvallls, reserves the final and
exclusive right to deny re-enrollment to any
student.

This new rule is part of a USIU Btate-
ment of Policles & Regulations adopted in
1970.

Dr. Carl R. Rogers, resident fellow at USIU
and an internationally recognized psychol-
oglst resigned in June because of the new
creed.

In his 4-page letter of resignation to USIU
President William C. Rust, Rogers said he
would have little objection to the statement
of policles if the university had first con-
sulted advisers, faculty and students.

“But for the policies to be presented as
a creed, to which every new student and fac-
ulty member must subscribe before he is wel-
come in the university, is really more than
I can stomach,” he wrote.

RULES FOR STUDENTS

The policy statement lays down rules on
student grooming, bans alcohol and tobaceco
on campus and off, and forblds visits be-
tween sexes in dormitories and other campus
facilities.
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Dr. Roger J. Fritz, president of Willamette
University in Salem, when asked about
USIU’s statement of policies, said a few fun-
damentalist institutions such as Bob Jones
University and Wheaton College still reserve
the right to dismiss students and faculty
without a stated cause.

University vice president Robert S. Dunn
told The Statesman that all the faculty in
the graduate school returned this year except
Rogers.

Some of the university critics, including its
Methodist Church affillation trustees, said
they could not understand the conservative
doctrine as Dr. Rust, the strong man of
the university, has always been a liberal edu-
cator,

WIDELY PUBLICIZED

The university does publicize the policy
statement widely. It says it is necessary for
a clean and wholesome campus.

USIU president Rust said the statement of
policles is being well received.

There were student and faculty demon-
strations against university policies prior to
the new statement, mostly over wholesale
firing of faculty.

Dr, Herbert L. Heller, who was assistant
dean and director of summer sessions at
USIU’s California Western campus from 1962
to 1965, told the Statesman that President
Rust “fired on the least bit of hearsay that
implied or directly stated a disagreement
with him personally or with his policles or
practices. My departure came under the latter
category.”

“SPREAD THIN"

Dr. A. Frederick Bunge, retired associate
professor of communications, sald, “The ma-~
jor criticism of the operation is that the uni-
versity is spreading itself thin. While on the
one hand the bills cannot be paid at certaln
times of year, a great deal of money is spent
in traveling, employing personnel to develop
additional campuses, and maintaining an in-
ternational image.”

Dr. Wayne Dancer, retired mathematics
professor, sald, “If you people in Oregon let
them get Adair you are bigger fools than I
think you are.”

Sen. Mark O. Hatfleld's staff sald USIU
has an impressive faculty with long expe-
rience in broad flelds. My brother Donald
Morrison, San Diego, president-elect of the
National Education Assoclation, agreed that
USIU offers good programs.

“NEEDS WORLD SCOPE"”

“Education today must encompass the
world 1if 1t is to serve youth adequately,” says
President Rust. “SBuch a world scope will
come when students have an opportunity to
live, talk and study with teachers and col-
leagues from many parts of the world.

“One major purpose of United States In-
ternational University is to provide students
with these opportunities to learn first-hand
about other parts of the world. This will pre-
pare them to live with purpose in our world
of change, and to live with others on higher
levels of understanding.”

In its General Information Bulletin USIU
says of itself: “United States International
University was established to emphasize
areas of human concern and leadership where
people work with people—such areas as Hu-
man Behavior, Education, Law, Business, In-
ternational Relations and the full program
of the Arts and Sciences. It is our bellef that
strong academic work on campuses which
emphasize wholesome living and a search for
meaningful values in an atmosphere per-
meated with the great insights of our heri-
tage {s the combination which best can serve
as a basls for study and growth.

ALWAYS ITS GOAL

“Since the early days of the University it
was planned to expand the institution into
a multi-campus international wuniversity.
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This approach was chosen in order to enable
the University to grow without destroying
one of its major objectives, that of offering
undergraduate education on campus areas
with a small enrollment so that the student
is able to feel a part of a real campus life.”

The university has two undergraduate Col-
leges of Arts & Sclences, a Graduate School
of Business Administration, School of Law,
Graduate School of Leadership & Human Be-
havior, Graduate School of Arts & Sciences,
School of Performing Arts, Center for Urban
& Human Development and Institute for
Educational Management, all at San Diego.

ITS MAJORS

It offers departmental majors in art, biol-
ogy, business institutions, chemistry, eco-
nomics, English, foreign language, history,
mathematics, musie, philosophy, physics,
physical education, political science, psy-
chology, religlous studies, religlous educa-
tion, soclology and speech-drama,

It has an Intensive Study Program at
Steamboat BSprings, Colo., and "university
centers” in England, Kenya and Mexico.

The university is accredited by Western
Assoclation of Schools & Colleges and Cali-
fornia Department of Education and ap-
proved by Veterans Administration. The
School of Law is accredited by American Bar
Assoclation and California Committee of Bar
Examiners and accepted by Association of
American Law Schools.

PrOPOSED ADAIR CaMPUs: USIU FINANCES ARE
UnNDER REVIEW BY FEDERAL AGENCY

(By Allen J. Morrison)

Questions of financlal responsibility of
United States International University, as
raised by U.S. Sen. Mark Hatfield last week,
are under review in the federal Health, Edu-
cation & Welfare Department,

The San Diego-based university with sev-
eral campuses has plans for establishing a
new campus on the old Adair Air Force Sta-
tion property near Corvallis.

Some of the same financial questions that
Sen. Hatfield raised with HEW Secretary El-
liot Richardson have come under State Exec-
utive Department examination here in
Salem.

James Faulstich, economic adviser to Gov.
Tom McCall who recommended that the
Adair property be given to USIU, said his
review of the university's audit showed “a
real tight cash position.” But he also sald
USIU has had a responsible record of public
trust and responsible trustees.

CASES CITED

The USIU audit, prepared by Peat, Mar-
wick & Mitchell Co., indicated a full account-
ing of funds but cited a few cases where USIU
failed to place money in frusts as required.

Mortgages payable, including notes, trust-
deeds and bonds, have risen from about $11
million in 1968 to over $16 million at the
end of 1870, according to USIU.

During this period its net worth increased
from $10,832,741 to #17,756,100, mostly
through property acquisitions, endowments
and grants.

State official Faulstich did comment that
while he felt the university was responsible
he didn't think Mexican law has adequate
corporation controls.

MEXICAN CAMPUS

His comment referred to the International
University trustees' decision in June, 1970,
to establish a separate corporation in Mexico
and open a campus with 31 students at
Puebla, southeast of Mexlco City.

In authorizing the Mexican corporation,
the USIU board also guaranteed a $560,000
loan to acquire the old University of the
Americas campus.

The university also has foreign campuses
in England and Nairobi.
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OFFICIALS LISTED

Directors of the university’s new Mexican
corporation are University President William
C. Rust; Robert 8. Dunn, vice president of
the university; John M. Cranston, chairman
of the board; Winston M. Scott, identified as
a former U.S. embassy official in Mexico; and
Jose Cossio Jr., not otherwise identified in
the minutes. An alternate director is Robert
H. Walter, president of U.S. Financial Corp.
which lent money for the Mexican campus.

Winston M. Scott also was elected to the
USIU board in June, along with John R.
Fletcher, ovner of Mt. Werner Ski Resort,
Steamboat Springs, Colo., which is location
of USIU's Alpine College and Sperle Ellison,
San Diego, vice president of the Hilton
Hotels.

DELAY AGREED

Ben. Hatifleld's position has caused the
HEW department to delay transfer of Adair
to the San Diego university. One of the
senator's questions has been why didn’t the
appropriate federal agencies receive USIU
audits as requested during their consider-
ation of the Adair land transfer.

The senator himself sald he encountered
difficulty getting financial information from
the university.

Financial information that HEW had re-
ceived from the university was relied on by
the Corvallis citizens’' committee that worked
with an HEW planning committee in study-
ing the request for Adair property and sub-
sequently recommending it last year.

TUITION INCOME

One point that bothers some who have
seen International Unilversity's audit for
1968-69 1s the amount of income reported
from tuition—$3.9 million.

That year USIU reported an enrollment
of 3,172 to HEW. At its announced tuition
rate of $535 per quarter that year, the re-
ported enrollment on the face of it should
have produced receipts of more than #$5
million, not counting any summer terms.

The Statesman failed in telephone at-
tempts to find any USIU official willing to
explain the difference.

Edward Eahn, manager of the USIU audit
team for San Diego auditors of Peat, Marwick
Mitchell & Co., sald any request for such
information would have to come from the
university. The university’s President Rust,
board chairman Cranston and board secre-
tary George W. Peck refused to make the re-
quest.

Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. President, now let
me turn to a few of the points I raised
when I met with the Secretary.

First, it is necessary for an applicant
for transfer of real property to file an
application with the regional HEW office.
As I examine the HEW form and the
USIU answer, I question whether the
school answered adequately the HEW
questions.

I ask unanimous consent that question
12 of the HEW—San Francisco—form be
printed at this point in the Recorp, to be
followed by the USIU answer.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

QuUESTION 12

12. Give a full and completa statement of
the ability to finance, operate, and maintain
the facilitles requested, including arrange-

ments for conversion, or construction, staff-
ing, operation, and maintenance. Be sure to
include the following:

(a) Capital outlay budget, 8——.

(b) Speclal bullding funds, $———.

(c) Undistributed reserve, $————.

(d) School tax rate, §———.

(e) Percentage of assessed valuation cur-
rently bonded, $3——.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

(f) Funds avallable for personnel and
maintenance, §2——.
(g) Amount raised by taxations, §———.
(h) State appropriations, 89—
(1) Other (contracts, services, federal pay-
ments, ete.), $———.
ANSWER

12, The University, in the past 18 years,
has developed into a major institution under
the same President and essentially the same
Board of Trustees. It has two major campuses
in the San Diego area plus a downtown cen-
ter for the performing arts; a campus in
Steamboat Springs, Colorado; a campus in
London, England; & campus in Nairobi,
Eenya; and a campus in Mexico City. The
University's income comes from tuition and
fees plus gifts from corporations, founda-
tions, and individuals who are interested in
& strong, academic program coupled with an
emphasis on values and wholesome campus
living. The University has built two of these
campuses from vacant land and has pur-
chased the others. The same program of de-
velopment that has made this growth and
successful operation possible will be utilized
as well at the Adair site. The fact that the
major portion of the buildings are in exist-
ence on this site makes the project much
easier to accomplish than those that have
already been established by the University.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, it cer-
tainly is clear to me that, while the ques-
tion wanted dollar answers—and even in-
cluded dollar signs, USIU did not discuss
funds in particular in its answer.

This, I would note, is not the first time
that the schooi was not too candid with
HEW. Last summer, HEW gave Sun-
dance Air Force Station in Wyecming,
to USIU.

The regional office in Denver used a
different form from that used in the
HEW San F-ancisco office. I ask unani-
mous consent that the appropriate HE'W
questionnaire—Denver—appear at this
point in the REecorp, followed by the
USIU answer regarding Sundance Air
Force Station.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printec in the Recorp,
as follows:

ABILITY TO FINANCE AND OPERATE

7. (a) Give statement of sources of present
financing for operations and for develop-
ment of new facilities, including statement
as to the current availability of funds to
carry out the proposed use. (Complete budget
or treasurer’s report not required.)

(b) If program contemplates major devel-
opment costs and funds are not currently
avallable, state proposed plans and sources
for securing funds to carry out the program
and development.

USIU SISPONSE TO HEW QUESTION 7—
SUNDANCE

It is intended to use the property for edu-
cational purposes as a part of the University
program, It is estimated that it will be used
to accommodate approximately 300 students.
The sources of revenue to operate the pro-
gram will come from tuition and fees, aug-
mented by gifts from foundations, corpora-
tions, and individuals.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, it
should be noted here that on the Xerox
USIU answer I have, following the typed
answer set out above is a Xeroxed pen
entry “See attached program.” When I
read that, I could find no mention of par-
ticular finances.

Mr. President, it seems to me, and I
hope my colleagues here today agree, that
we should insist on a more complete dis-
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closure than these answers would indi-
cate, I think you can see that these ques-
tions in my mind warranted detailed
explanations.

Second, I feel strongly that any educa-
tional institution locating in Oregon be
financially sound. As you know, I was a
college professor before I entered publie
service, and I have followed higher edu-
cation in my State closely since then.

In 1967-70, 11 of the 13 Oregon private
colleges ran up deficits totaling $1.6 mil-
lion. Oregon already has more private
colleges per capita than any other West-
ern State—one per 53,000 people, while
the Western average is one per 99,000
people. Also, there already are three ex-
isting colleges within a few miles: Oregon
State University—14,800 students; Ore-
gon College of Education—3,770 stu-
dents; and Linn-Benton Community Col-
lege—1,770 students. This is 20,000 stu-
dents already within 12 miles from Camp
Adair. This also raises questions about
the student population base from which
USIU hopes to draw.

I feel strongly that USIU should be a
financially sound institution, and not one
which would result in a shaky operation.

I did some checking on the finances of
USIU, and my investigation, coupled with
the points raised in the Statesman ar-
ticles, convinced me that a further in-
vestigation of this school is warranted.

A letter to me from Mr. Paul M. Lee,
a C.P.A. in Los Angeles, shed light on the
financial operation of the school from
1960 to 1965. I ask unanimous consent
that the letter to me from Mr. Lee appear
at this point in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Los ANGELES, CALIF.,
January 4, 1971,
Hon. Marx O. HATFIELD,
U.S. Senator,
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR HATFIELD: In your letter of
November 30th you asked questions regarding
the work of an Audit Study Committee rela-
tive to California Western University of
San Diego (now a part of United States In-
ternational University.)

The reason the 1966 review of financlal re-
ports was performed was that there was wide-
spread concern among many Methodist mem-
bers of the corporate governing body that
the administration, backed by a majority of
the Trustees, was not supplying understand-
able financial reports and was embarked on
growth plans possibly not manageable with-
in the resources available to the University.
Concurrently, there was deep concern that if
the University was to continue successfully
as a Methodist-sponsored institution all re-
sponsible persons ought to—

(1) truly grasp the key financial facts at
all times

(2) evaluate the financial risk that the
Southern California-Arizona Annual Con-
ference of the Church was exposing itself to
if the financial affairs of the school (as an
instrument of the Conference) were deteri-
orating to the point of danger from general
creditors.

At this same time, all concerned were de-
bating the fact that University leadership
was committed to aggressive expansion, and
that such plans envisioned obtaining heavy
finaneial support from other-than-Methodist
Churches and from public and governmental
sources. This program implied that the Meth-
odist position of prime sponsorship of the
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school would be relinquished, and the wisdom
of all this was being argued. This was the
climate at the time the committee I served
on was asked to study and comment on the
audited financlal statements of the Unlver-
sity.

Ks to the conclusions reached by the Com-
mittee I first refer you to the report of the
Committee, copy enclosed. My own condensa-
tion of the report is as follows:

(1) The financial facts relative to results
of operations of the University over a five
year period, July 1, 1960 through June 30,
1965, could be dug out of the reports, but
only by expert and time-consuming review.

(2) The net equities the University had
in its various assets were stated acceptably
but the presentation required the reader to
be really alerted to how increases in equity,
achieved by appraisal write-ups, had been
treated in earlier years if he was to make
a judgment about the cumulative operating
results, Without that knowledge the state-
ments could be misleading.

(3) A display in the Invested Plant Fund
and in the Endowment Fund of cumulatively
how much equity derived from write-ups to
appraised valuations for property would have
improved the financlal statements. At June
30, 1965 the Invested Plant Fund equity in-
cluded 1,979,538 of such write-ups; the En-
dowment Fund, $856,045. The point is not
that the Trustees can’t recognize these valu-
ations, but that they have an obligation
to at least preserve for the current reader
of reports an understandable record of them.
(As the auditors reported, write-ups to ap-
pralsal values are contrary to presently ac-
cepted general accounting principles.)

(4) The matter of recognizing appralsal
values ought to be a two-way street. The
June 30, 1965 financial reports showed City
Center Campus Land and Building valued at
$1,272,000. A footnote implied its present
market value to be very substantially less.

In general, the outcome of the overall pol-
icy debate I refer to was that the Southern
California-Arizona Annual Conference of The
Methodist Church (now the United Method-
{st Church) has relinquished its predomi-
nant role as the controlling influence with
the school. The Trustees and the adminis-
tration have gone ahead and accomplished,
in a number of respects, some of the plans
under discussion in 1965 as well as exten-
slons of them.

I have not seen financial statements of
the University beyond the June 30, 1865 date.
No official 'or unofficial follow-up of the Com-
mittee’s review was called for, so I have no
way of knowing the extent to which the
Committee’s criticisms were dealt with, If at
all, in subsequent financial statements. I be-
lieve the implied call for improved diseclo-
sure in the financial statements of the Funds
covered important matters of principle and
important amounts of money, so I hope there
was constructive response.

I trust these comments meet your need.
Also I wish the very best outcome, in all
ways, for the growth of the University. It has
accomplished a great deal and appears truly
to be filling & higher education role.

Very truly yours,
PauL M. LEE.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, this
added even more weight to my thinking
that HEW should not rush into approval
of this;land transfer. The school’s rec-
ords should be examined to see if these
changes have been made. I wrote Dr.
Wm. Rust, president of USIU, request-
ing copies of recent USIU audits, but
these never have been sent by Dr. Rust.

The third of my main points I raised
with Secretary Richardson concern a
letter to me from Mr. Richard R. Holden,
of the Office of Education of HEW. I ask
unanimous consent that his letter ap-
pear at this point in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the letter was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Washington, D.C., January 12, 1971.
Hon., MArRK O. HATFIELD,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENaTOR HatrFiELp: Thank you for
your letter of January 6 concerning U.S. In-
ternational University.

Enclosed ls a schedule showing the par-
ticipation of this University in the Academic
Facilities Program authorized by the Higher
Education Facilitles Act (HEFA) of 1963, as
amended. Only one direct lcan has been ap-
proved, and this one in the amount of $1.-
212,000, which was approved In FY 1967, was
used together with a Title I Grant to assist
in financing the construction of an academic
complex on the Elllott Campus. The loan was
closed in October 1968.

A debt service reserve payment due Janu-
ary 1, 1970, was not made in a timely man-
ner. However, the payment was made to the
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Trustee within 60 days after the due date.
An additional debt service reserve payment of
$23,000 and an interest payment of $18,180
became due January 1, 1971, and the Univer-
sity has requested until February 15, 1971,
to make these payments, Permission for this
extension has been granted.

Construction of the five projects for which
Title I Grants have been approved is being
delayed, according to advice from our re-
glonal office, due to the difficulty being en-
countered by the University in raising the
required matching funds. On two of these
projects (4-9-00389-0 and 4-9-00420-0) the
University has flled applications under Sec-
tion 306 of HEFA for annual interest grants
to assist in meeting part of the debt service
on private loans. These annual interest
grants have not yet been approved.

Although requested, we have not yet re-
celved a copy of the Unlversity's recent fi-
nancial reports.

If we can be of any further assistance,
please let us know.

Sincerely yours,
RicHARD R. HOLDEN,

Director, Division of Academic Facilities.

US. INTERNATIONAL UNIVERSITY PARTICIPATION IN HEFA 1963, AS AMENDED—AS OF JAN. 7, 1971

Project number and campus

Construction completed:

—5-00101-0—California Western University
4-9-00102-0—California Western University.
4-9-00103-0—California Western University
4-9-00152-0—Eliott
4-9-00434-0—City center

T A e

Construction not started:
4-5-00399-0—California Western University
4-9-00429-0—Flliott ... ... . _..._.
4-9-00486-0—Elliott. . .
4-9-00490-0—Elliott. ...

4-9-00491-0—Flliot” 7o oo T T Tt T

Subtotal
Grand total

Approved

Title | grant

Title 111
direct loan

Amount Year awarded

$1, 044, 421
406, 977
670, 752

2,975,709
105, 326

g Ogﬁaﬁ

5,203, 185 KISl L i

780,277 260, 092
1, 083, 506 361, 168
2,001, 820 721,155
1,132, 600 566, 300

555, 930 277, 965

5,554,133 2,185,680 .______._____
10,757,318 3,704, 208

ol coocoo

1,212, 000

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, a mem-
ber of my staff diseussed this matter with
a staffman in the Office of Education.
He said that when USIU requested ex-
tensions of the payment dates, that the
OE requested audits over the phone from
the school.

The OE had approved these requests,
but USIU did not send the audits for
1968 and 1969 until OE sent a registered
letter demanding them. The audits ar-
rived Monday, February 1, the very day
that Secretary Richardson gave final ap-
proval of the transfer.

I also want to point out that this ma-
terial was made available to Secretary
Richardson at our meeting on January
22,

Last Friday, February 5, a letter ar-
rived from Secretary Richardson discus-
sing my questions about the transfer. I
ask unanimous consent that this letter
appear at this point in the Recorp.

There being no cbjection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Washington, February 3, 1971.
Hon. MARK HATFIELD,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C,

Dear SEnaTOoR HaTFIELD; After our discus-
slon on .Ianuary 22 regs.rding our proposad
conveyance of the former Adair Alr Force
Station, Corvallis, Oregon to the U.S. Inter-

national University, I requested my Office of
Surplus Property Utilization to furnish me
with factual data on the several areas you
felt were not fully covered in the University's
application and proposed program.

My analysis of all data has led me to con-
clude that USIU programs, multi-campus
concept, and willingness to assist students to
reach their college level potential, are excit-
ing and attractive to college age students.
Hence, students are not primarily drawn
from the State in which a USIU campus is
located, but from all States.

USIU's financial status does not appear
to be a serious obstacle to their performing
under their proposed program at Adair, Pur-
thermore, since no local or State funds will
be involved and the funds to be spent by
USIU at Adalr will help the economy in the
area, and since the government also is not
risking any loss if USIU does not complete its
proposed program, I can only conclude there
is much to gain and nothing to lose by com-
pleting this conveyance. Thus far, USIU has
more than kept good faith in meeting pro-
gram commitments for all other properties
the Department has conveyed to it.

Por these reasons, I have determined to
proceed with the conveyance. Your interest
in calling my attention to some areas of pos~
sible weakness in our surplus real property
application procedures is appreciated, and
we are taking steps to strengthen these pro-
cedures.

With kindest regards,

Sincerely,
ExnLior RICHARDSON,
Secretary.




February 9, 1971

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, in
closing my remarks today, I ask unani-
mous consent that editorials reflecting
Oregon opinion on this transfer appear
at the conclusion of these remarks, This
shows that the people of Oregon want a
delay in this transfer. I will have more
to say on this subject at a later date.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

EPOE EDITORIAL
DeceMseER 12, 1970.

The following is an editoria] representing
the opinion of EPOE.

It appears to us that a review of proce-
dures in regard to government disposal of
surplus property is in order. This has been
brought to light by the propesed transfer of
Camp Adair to a San Diego based university
called the United States International Uni-
versity.

According to information from the office
of Senator Mark Hatfield, USIU has obtained
a. considerable amount of property through
government transactions. We are not sug-
gesting that there has been anything legally
wrong with obtaining property in this man-
ner, but we do question a procedure that
would turn Oregon land over to a private
coliege from another state when good use
could be made of It by our own state.

Senator Hatfield has requested a “hold” be
placed on the transfer, This would allow time
for clarification of procedures followed by the
General Services Administration and the De-
partment of Healtn, Education, and Welfare.

It is possible there is legislation needed to
tighten governmental property disposal pro-
cedures. The Camp Adair situation would
certainly indlcate that more preclse gulde-
lines are called for,

Your contrary opinions are invited. Ad-
dress your comments to: R. M. Brown, Edi-
torials, 1019 S. W, 10th Avenue, Portland,
Oreg.

[From the Eugene, Oreg., Register-Guard,
Dec. 19, 1970]
A SeconD Loox

Without knowing exactly what he has in
mind, we welcome Sen., Mark Hatfield’s re-
quest that the proposed transfer of Camp
Adsair property to a California-based private
college be held up.

This deal just deesn't feel right. This is
not to say anything against the federal gov-
ernment, which apparently followed proper
procedures in trying to dispose of the Adair
property, or agalnst United States Interna-
tional University of San Diego, which wants
to start a new campus on the 204 acres it
hopes to get free of charge.

The trouble is that this state does not need
another private college. Most of the ones it
has are in deep financial trouble. The govern-
nor 1s proposing that state money be used
during the next biennium to try and keep
them afloat.

If USIU is an exception to the rule and for
some reason is quite self-sufficlent, it will
represent more competition for the existing
private schools. If USIU turns out to have
the same money troubles as the others, it
probably will join them I[n seeking public
rescue. Either way, the school promises to be
more of a burden than a blessing for the
Oregon publle.

If np one else expresses interest in the
Adalr property, it would seem unfair to deny
it to the only bidder. On the other hand, the
interests of the public as well as of the bidder
should be taken into consideration,

The State Department of Education is now
actively pressing for the Adair land as a site
for a proposed state environmental education
center. That idea may be no good, but it
deserves to be heard.

There should be time for a second look at
the possible uses of Adair.
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[From the Oregon Statesman, Balem, Oreg.,
Jan. 21, 1971]
DeELAY TRANSFEE OF ADAIR

There are too many unanswered guestions
about the policies and prospects of United
States International University to warrant
turning over the valuable Adalr Air Station
tract to it at this time,

In fact, the more answers The Statesman
gets to the months of investigation this
paper has done into USIU, the more we are
unsure USIU should take over Adair at all.

The Statesman begins to recount today,
in the news columns on page one, the in-
formation—and the answered gueéstions—
which this investigation has produced. Much
of it has been azsembled by Allen J. (Bud)
Morrison, a veteran investigative Statesman
reporter. His investigation has involved hun-
dreds of letters and conversations with per-
sons assoclated with all phases of the univer-
sity's operations.

We have had the most helpful cooperation
of Sen, Mark Hatfield and his staff in Wash-
ington, D.C., in getting to the source of
federal agency information dealing with
USIU. Sen. Hatfield is meeting today with
Elliott Richardson, secretary of Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare, to bring to his attention
the material collected so far and to encour-
age further and deeper inquiry before the
property is turned over to USIU.

The picture which has emerged so far, as
is being detailed in the news articles, is of
a university which, in addition to its re-
spected academic standing and faeulty, is
accumulating vast and widespread tracts of
land. It shows a university with limited fi-
nancial resources talking of large invest-
ments in capital expansion. It also .shows
delays in accomplishing those ends.

It also shows a complicated corporate
structure with an unusual amount of con-
trol and authority lodged In the officers of
the institution, headed by President William
Rust.

He has unguestioned organization and fi-
nancial ability, but while his administration
has been adding hundreds of students, it has
been adding thousands cf acres.

The Statesman also is disturbed by the
superficialities of the investigations of USIU
made by government officials and agencies.
All too often, the data supplied by USIU has
been accepted without guestion or genuine
investigation. Much of the financial data has
been’ accepted without audit confirmation.

Combining the record of USIU's expansion
policy and evidences of the cursory nature
of the inquiry made prior to accepting the
USIU offer for Adair, The Statesman is not
convinced the public’s interest is belng prop-
erly safeguarded.

This dces not mean, however, that further
Investigation might not bring forth reassur-
ances. It does mean that further, more de-
tailed inquiry is warranted.

The Adair tract must not be allowed to
become a part of a university’s land bank.
If it is. to be used for higher education 1t
should be as a productive campus bringing
both educational and economic returns to
the Mid-Valley.

[From the Oregon Statesman, Salem, Ore.,
Jan, 29, 1971]
FEDERALS MAKE SLIPSHOD INQUIRY

Discovery of the appallingly lax investi-
gations which federal agencles make of ap-
plicants for public lands and resources is
one of the most important results of The
Statesman’s inguiry into the proposed trans-
fer of the Adair Alr Station tract.

The federal government is giving away
billlons of dollars in money and land to
educational and other institutions. Our study
of the plan to give the Adair land to United
States International University of San Diego
indicates that the government accepts data
from applicants without even questioning it.
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The investigation by Statesman Reporter
Allen J. (Bud) Morrison revealed that the
Department of Health, Education and Wel-
fare, which was acting on the USIU appli-
cation, had a great deal of out-of~date and in-
complete information on the university. A
st of USIU's board of trustees, supplied
by HEW, contained six incorrect names, for
example,

In applying for the Adair land, USIU re-
turned an incomplete application to HEW.
When asked about this, a HEW official replied
his office had “plenty of information"” on
USIU. Financial data supplied by USIU to
HEW was incomplete. No follow~up inquiry
was made. A HEW request for an audit has
been repeatedly ignored by USIU without
penalty.

The U.S. Office of Education, also in HEW,
had information about USIU delaying its
debt payments, but this information wasn't
available to the HEW headquartérs where the
Adair application was being processed.

HEW had no record of or knowledge of
resolutions passed by the USIU board of
trustees giving unusual financial controls
to officers of the institution.

HEW had no accurate compilation of the
vast ‘acreages which USIU is assembling as
the agency determined whether to add Adair
to the list.

Citizens are forced to rely upon these
government agencies to protect thelir inter-
ests, The Corvallis area citizens committee
which -investigated the Adair tract applica-
tion, for example, relled upon the federal
technical team from HEW in assessing USIU
without realizing how incomplete the HEW
investigation had been.

When taxpayers’ money and public land
is being given to non-profit institutions, the
public has an interest in such things as
what mortgages and investments the insti-
tutlon bhas and what controls exist over
subsidiaries in foreign countries.

This information apparently isn't being
collected and verified. Like the dinosaur, the
federal agencles have become too' big for
their brains. They can't carry out all the
responsibilities assigned to them.

It is disturbing that the valuable Adair
tract was almost turned over to USIU with-
out adequate investigation, but it is down-
right depressing to think of the count-
less other transactions in which public re-
sources are almost certainly being dispensed
using the same slipshod standards.

[From the Oregon Statesman, Salem, Oreg.,
Jan. 30, 1971]
“A Bmp 1IN THE Hanp”

The Corvallis Gazette-Times contlnues to
endorse the transfer of the Adair Air Station
property to U.S. International University in
the face of calls for further investigation by
this paper and by Sen. Mark Hatfield.

The Gazette-Times asks, “what do we have
to lose?” No other industries or organizations
capable of using the property fully have come
forth with offers.

It counters fears that the land might not
be used by pointing out that “unless the
property is cperated as an educational insti-
tution, it reverts to the federal government.”

Adalr 1s one of the prime tracts in this
valley, equipped with valuable buildings and
public utilities. The public has a great deal
to lose if the tract is developed only mini-
mally, We mustn’t lose track of the bitter
disappointment the Boardman tract deal
with Boeing has become.

So a close look is warranted at USIU’s de-
velopment of the other campuses they have
added,

The institution acquired its Elliott campus
in San Diego as a gift from the government.
At last report, its 400 acres had 800 students.
USIU reports only 789 students on its 80-
acre Alpine College campus in Colorado. It is
committed to develop a campus at Sundance
Alr Force Base in Wyoming, again on prop-
erty donated by the government.
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It reports only 31 students on a 200-acre
campus in Mexico, and it is in the process
of disposing of its 500-acre campus in Eng-
land and purchasing another tract of land.
But even when it was in operation, it re-
ported only 107 students.

Should Adair be entrusted to a university
with such a record of developing new cam-
puses?

The Gazette-Times, in supporting the
USIU application, opines, A bird in the hand
is worth two in the bush.” But before ac-
cepting a bird In the hand, you have every
reason to look at the previous habit patterns
of the bird.

[From the Oregon Statesman, Salem, Oreg.,
Feb. 6, 1971]

ADATR QUESTIONS UNANSWERED

Doubts that the public’s interest is being
safeguarded were affirmed by the incredible
decision to give the valuable Adair Air Sta-
tion land to United States International Uni-
versity without answering the serlous ques-
tions raised by Sen. Mark Hatifleld.

As the result of his own and this paper’s
lengthy investigation of USIU, Sen. Hatfleld
presented Sec. of Health, Education and Wel-
fare Elliot Richardson with a substantial list
of questions and information on Friday,
Jan. 22,

HEW had tentatively decided to turn Adair
over to USIU. A “hold"” had been placed on
that decislon pending the presentation of
8en. Hatfield's material.

Upon receiving it, Sec. Richardson sald,
“This is all new information to me.” The
Statesman, through its Investigative re-
porter Allen (Bud) Morrison, had spent
months in helping assemble that Informa-
tion.

Only a long and thorough investigation—
something obviously not done by HEW up
to that time—could possibly answer the
questions and resolve the doubts.

Instead, a little over a week later HEW
notified Sen. Hatfleld that the transaction
with USIU is being completed without the
courtesy of answering a single question which
Sen. Hatifleld raised.

Sec. Richardson had left the matter in the
hands of Asst. Sec. Sol Elson who refers to
USIU President Willlam Rust as “my person-
al friend.”

President Rust, incldentally, had an ex-
cellent opportunity to provide details on his
plan for using Adair when he gave the Cor-
vallis First Citizen banquet speech last week.
Instead, he never mentioned the subject.

The past record of USIU in acquiring public
land amply demonstrates the effectiveness
of USIU’s special department which is de-
voted to making such acquisitions.

USIU has discovered that by relying upon
its reputation, it can avold providing the
federal government with the specific infor-
mation on applications which is required of
other applicants.

A study of the applications submitted by
USIU for public land in San Diego, Sun-
dance Alr Force Base, Wyoming, and Adalr
shows that In no case has it been necessary
for USIU to provide the detalled financial
information requested.

USIU repeatedly replied in generalities to
the specific requests for demonstration of
financial ability to develop its campuses. It
repeatedly lgnored requests for audits. A
USIU audit belatedly arrived at the HEW
office on the afternoon before the Adair
transfer was made. Obviously there was no
thorough study of investigation made of the
facts reported in that document.

The argument that USIU should be given
the property because no better use can be
found for it at this time is without merit.
Far better to wait a while longer than to
turn over this valuable public tract to a uni-
versity with a clear record of campus under-
development and with serious questions un-
answered concerning USIU's financlal capa-
bility and control.
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Although the Oregon Legislature and state
officials do not have the power of decision
in the Adair case, they share in the respon-
sibility for protecting the public interest.
They, too, should not be satisfiled until the
questions raised by this investigation have
been answered satisfactorily.

[From the Capital Journal, Feb. 4, 1871]
BeTTER USE?

There's not much doubt that better use
could have been made of Adalr Air Station
land than deeding it to United States Inter-
national University.

The trouble is that nobody who suggested
other uses came up with a plan and the
money to finance it that could be acted on
quickly. And the federal government wanted
it dumped.

The Corvallls Gazette-Times, In endorsing
the decislon to give 1t to the university, made
the point that some use ought to be made
of the property and that USIU suilted the
newspaper, and Corvallis, just fine.

If the ball was dropped, and we think it
was, it was by those who opposed the trans-
fer to USIU but falled to propose anything
better than talk.

But there are a couple of left-over thoughts
that bother us.

USIU is a strange operation, with more
land than students and more brochures than
money. It has an administrative organization
that allows plenty of room for wheeling and
dealing.

The U.S. Department of Health, Education
and Welfare, which approved the transfer,
did a superficial investigation. It failed to
check out the multitude of questions raised
by the Oregon Statesman or answer all the
questions asked by Oregon's congressional
delegation.

We'll join many others in watching USIU’s
use of Adalr with interest.

[From the Oregon Journal, Feb, 4, 1971)
UNANSWERED QUESTIONS ON ADAIR

Serlous questions have been raised recently
about the transfer of the unused military
base, Camp Adair, to the United States In-
ternational University.

The rush to sign over the deed to the San
Diego-based collection of institutions with-
out clearing the questions was unwise. That
actlon is bound to add to the doubts that
already exist as a result of investigations
by Sen, Mark Hatfleld, R-Ore., and the Ore-
gon Statesman.

Both the Salem newspaper and the senator
expressed dissatisfaction with financial in-
formation about USIU, the power of its offi-
cers and Its operations on some of its
campuses. The Statesman wondered whether
UBIU really is more of a real estate company
than an institution of higher education.

The findings, if nothing else, suggested a
go-slow approach and further investigation
into the university's intentions and ability
to carry out its announced plans.

But another gquestion also should have
been considered. Even If USIU does develop a
liberal arts college on the surplus base near
Corvallis, is there a need for another private
college in Oregon, especially at a time when
many of the existing schools are facing fi-
nancial difficulties that threaten their exist-
ence?

It is understandable that the Corvallis
community is eager to see the Adailr facility
returned to productive use. But whether
turning it over to USIU is the best long-term
use is in serious doubt. It should have been
cleared up before the property was trans-
ferred.

[From the Eugene Register Guard, Feb. 5,
1971]
THIS ADAIR TRANSFER DOESN'T MAKE SENSE

The federal government's decision to give
$2.5 million worth of land and bulldings of
the former Camp Adair Air Force base near
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Corvallis to a San Diego-based private uni-
versity looks like a mistake.

The public policy Implications of this
transfer just don't make sense.

Oregon now has 13 private colleges. All but
two or three are In such financlal straits
that their current income won't meet their
current expenses. The governor is proposing
and the Legislature is comsidering means to
help these hard-pressed institutions with
money from a public treasury that cannot
adequately support the public colleges for
which the state is already responsible.

The handwriting in fluorescent ink says
that some of the private colleges in Ore-
gon—and many across the country—are
going to be forced to merge or close.

In the face of this situation, the state
would have cause to be unhappy about the
establishment of any new private college
here, even though that institution were
standing on its own feet and paying its own
way.

But in the transfer of Adair property to
United States International Unlversity, the
federal government in effect is offering a $2.5-
million subsidy to entice this college to set
up & new campus in Oregon.

It would make as much sense for the gov-
ernment to go to West Virginia and set a new
coal mining firm up in business next to a
dozen others that are going broke,

Even If this were not the case, and if Ore-
gon had some reason to desire the establish-
ment of more private colleges, there is reason
to wonder whether it would choose the one
that seems destined to get the Adair prop-
erty.

The most recent and most extensive public
examination of this school was conducted
by Allen J. Morrison of the Oregon States-
man. Morrison wrote a troubling serles of
articles for his Salem newspaper.

Based on what he found, Morrision told
an Oregon legislative committee in a hearing
Wednesday that USIU appears to be more of
a “glant real estate holding company than
& university . . . they have an incredible
number of bank accounts and an incredible
amount of land, but no students.”

USIU, according to Morrison's research,
has seven “campuses” with a total of 3,827
students. But these gross figures include a
200-acre campus in Mexico with 31 students;
an 80-acre campus in Colorado with 79 stu-
dents; a 500-acre “plcturesque” campus in
England with 107 students. An operation in
Kenya, Africa, has 200 students, but they are
high school rather than college level. The
main 200-acre campus in San Diego has
2,425 students.

What kind of educational program can be
supported on so small a student base?

Moreover, the school seems inordinately
successful in picking up surplus federal lana
from abandoned military bases. It got 400
acres of an abandcned Marine base in San
Diego in 1965. It plans to open new cam-
puses this fall on 55 acres of a former Air
Force base In Wyoming in addition to the
257 acres it expects now at Adair. There is
nothing inherently wrong in this. Yet it
doesn't seem reasonable for a university
whose land holdings already far exceed its
needs as gauged by present or prospective
enrollment to be the reciplent of so much
surplus federal land,

Land grants are a historleally honorable
form of government inducement for private
development that is in the public interest.
The Adair equivalent of a land grant to this
institution does not appear to meet that test.

IN SUPPORT OF A COUNCIL ON
SOCIAL ADVISERS

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, last
vear the Senate passed S. 5 of the 91st
Congress, a bill to create a Council of
Social Advisers and to advance both the
art and the use of social indicators.
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I very much regret that the measure
was not passed by the House of Repre-
sentatives, but I am hopeful that the
Senate will again, in this Congress, see
the wisdom of providing both Congress
and the administration with the kind of
vital social statistics we need in order to
govern better the America of the 1970’s.

I was pleased with an editorial pub-
lished in the St. Paul Dispatch of Janu-
ary 11, supporting this Council and urg-
ing that a renewed effort be made in this
Congress to enact this legislation. I fully
intend to make this renewed effort.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

[From the St. Paul Dispatch, Jan. 11, 1971]
Socrarl ApvisErs COUNCIL

Since 1967 Sen. Walter Mondale has advo-
cated establishment of a National Council of
Social Advisers patterned after the Council
of Economic Advisers, which was created in
1946. He plans to renew his advocacy of this
proposal in the current Congress.

Each year it becomes more evident that
America’s multitudinous, uncoordinated and
often overlapping and conflicting programs
intended to promote “social progress” are
not achieving the desired results. Billlons of
dollars of public funds are spent annually
on these efforts, but the problems remain un-
solved.

As Mondale puts it: “The gulf between
those who participate in the promise of
America and those who cannot particlpate
cries out for a bridge, but we still do not
know how long a bridge we need, or what it
must be built of, or how to anchor it on
either side of the abyss.”

His proposal is to have Congress establish a
three-member Council of Social Advisers with
an adequate staff, which would make an an-
nual “soclal report” to the nation. He also
urges that a new joint congressional commit-
tee be formed to deal with issues ralsed by
the Council. This organizational structure
would correspond to that of the present
Council of Economic Advisers and the Joint
Committee on Economics of the House and
Senate.

The Council of Economic Advisers, says
Mondale, "has provided a forum where econ-
omists, Presidents, members of Congress,
academicians and leaders of business and
labor can speak and be heard on questions of
our economic health. We can hope for simi-
lar results in social analysis, reporting and
discussion from the establishment of a Coun-
cil of Soclal Advisers.”

Both Congress and the Executive Depart-
ment now approach soclal problems on a
piecemeal basis. The inter-relationships of
various programs are often ignored. Results
can be beneficial in one direction but dis-
astrous in another. Highway construction
and urban renewal projects have brought
benefits for some, but also have produced
tragic consequences for others through re-
locations, displacements and loss of housing
and employment opportunities where they
formerly existed.

It would be the duty of a Council of Social
Advisers to try to bring about greater co-
ordination of programs and to measure re-
sults in terms of actual human betterments,
as well as to make recommendations for spe-
cific actions.

The Council of Economlic Advisers of course
has not been able to resolve all the nation's
economic problems and it does not have au-
thority to decide government policy. Deci-
sions are left to the legislative and executive
machinery. The same would be true for a
Council of Soclal Advisers. But the Economie
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Advisers have contributed significantly to im-
provement of government policy in this field.
Comparable benefits could be expected from
a Councll of Soclal Advisers.

Congress would advance soclal progress by
adopting the Mondale proposal.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the order previously entered, the time for
morning business has expired.

AMENDMENT OF RULE XXTII OF THE
STANDING RULES OF THE SENATE

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the motion to proceed to
the consideration of the resolution (8.
Res. 9) amending rule XXIT of the
Standing Rules of the Senate with re-
spect to the limitation of debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Cuires). The question is on agreeing to
the motion of the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. ALLEN) to postpone until the next
legislative day consideration of the mo-
tion of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
PearsoN) that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Senate Resolution 9 to
amend rule XXTI of the Standing Rules
of the Senate with respect to the limita-
tion of debate.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, every 2
years when the Senate discusses its rules,
we are reminded that without un-
restrained debate in the Senate, Arizona
would not be a sovereign State. Arizona
would be a part of the State of New
Mexico.

In 1906, and again in 1911, it was the
Senate which insisted on statehood for
Arizona. Had it been easy to stifle de-
bate in the Senate, the land that now is
Arizona would have been gobbled up by
the neighboring State of New Mexico.
And this would have been against the will
of the vast majority of the people of
Arizona.

Even today the rule requiring a two-
thirds vote to cut off debate is protec-
tion of the rights of Arizonans.

Unlimited debate protects the rights of
mincrities. A majority of the Senate is
not necessarily always right, and exten-
sive debate can prevent hasty actions
that are not in the best interest of our
people.

The Senate is the only forum on Gov-
ernment guaranteeing full discussion of
the important issues. We must preserve
this forum.

Filibusters can be halted when there
is a truly pressing need for legislation.
When the issues are great enough, when
legislation must be passed, it is not diffi-
cult to get a two-thirds vote of the Sen-
ate. I have confidence in my fellow Sena-
tors. I do not think that one-third of
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them would fail to see the urgency of
passing legislation vital to our national
interest.

Now, Mr. President, some people are
suggesting that three-fifths should be
used as the cutoff figure, rather than
two-thirds. We could argue from here
to eternity about the relative merits of
these fractions. Three-fifths, of course,
makes a nice even percentage—60 per-
cent. Two-thirds is in a sense a bit more
cumbersome, it is true. It amounts to
6625 percent. However, I do not think
this really has caused too much of a
problem in our mathematical calcula-
tions.

Our Founding Fathers were not con-
cerned about the matter of even percent-
ages.

They decided that it should take two-
thirds of the Senate to ratify a treaty.

They decided that it should take two-
thirds of the Senate, and of the House,
to override a Presidential veto.

They decided that it should take two-
thirds of the Senate, and of the House,
to propose a constitutional amendment.

They decided it should take two-thirds
of the Senate to convict on impeach-
ment.

Mr. President, I have just touched on
some of these matters. They should be
explored in much more depth. There
also are other facets of this problem
that we should delve into.

CHECKS AND BALANCES

Mr. President, we pride ourselves on
the fact that we have a government of
checks and balances. This is a guarantee
that one portion of our Government will
not get carried away and take hasty,
unwise actions that are against the best
interest of the people of our country.

There is one quotation which has been
heard in these Chambers often before,
and will be heard again. And for good
reason., It is a warning issued by the
great French statesman and author,
Alexis de Tocqueville. This message is
as timely now as it was when it was
written in the 19th century. This is
what he said in “Democracy in
America”:

If ever the free institutions of America
are destrcyed. that event may be attributed
to the omnipotence of the majority. . ..
Of all the political institutions, the legis-
lature 1s the one that Is most easily swayed
by the will of the majority. . . . I am not so
much alarmed at the excessive liberty which
relgns in that country as at the inadequate
securities which one finds there agalnst
tyranny.

Mr. President, the rule guaranteeing
unlimited debate in the Senate is one
security against tyranny. It is a safe-
guard that we should keep. I do not see
the virtue in reducing this safeguard by
any amount, even as little as the 635
percent that would be accomplished by
changing from a two-thirds to a three-
fifths vote.

We have discussed what a French
expert on political systems had to say
about the American system of govern-
ment. Another foreign expert drew
similar coneclusions in more recent times.

Prof. Ernst Fraenkel of the Free
University of Berlin made note of the
major difference in the House and Senate
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procedures when he wrote ‘“American
Systemm of Government.” Professor
Fraenkel said:

The most significant difference . . . be-
tween the House of Representatives and the
Senate is to be found in the provisions of
limited debate In the House and unlimited
debate in the Senate.

T could, of course, cite a number of
of other authorities, including eminent
American pelitical scientists, scholars,
and statesmen who see the right of un-
limited debate in the Senate as one of the
keystones of our system of government.

The Honorable Robert Luce, in “Con-~
gress: An Explanation,” wrote:

Many of the wise men who have served in
the Senate have come to belleve that it is
important that there should be one place in
the legislative journey where the opportunity
for discuscion is unfettered. They have found
that this has not In the end prevented any
decisions persistently wanted by the people,
but on the other hand has stood in the way
»f much action that the country has come to
conclude would have been unwise.

Prof. Lewis Froman, Jr., in “The Con-
gressional Process,” said:

The ability of any Senator to speak for as
long as he chooses is one of the most sacred
of the institutions of the Senate and distin-
guishes it quite sharply from the House of
Representatives, or, indeed, any other legis-
lative body In the world.

ARIZONA

Mr. President, as I have said, the mat-
ter of unlimited debate in the Senate is
something that is dear to the heart of
Arizonans. We in Arizona are proud of
our State. As much as we respect our
neighbors and neighboring States, we are
indeed happy that we are not a part of
any of them,

Arizona pioneers were especially de-
termined that there should be a separate
State. They did not take kindly to the
idea that Arizona should be tagged onto
another State.

Let me point out some of the elements
in the settlement of Arizona and some
of the events that led up to statehood.
This is pertinent to any discussion of the
filibusters which I have mentioned.

First, of course, there were the Indians,
then came the Spaniards who were in-
tent on searching for gold, spreading
their religion, and bringing some civiliza-
tion to what seemed then like a very
hostile land.

Here is a capsule history as given by
one encyclopedia:

Agitation for statehood, which began as
early as 1872, seemed on the point of sue-
cess in 1891, when a constitution was drafted,
submitted to the people of the state, and
ratifled. The U.S. Sensate objected to this
constitution because it seemed to repudi-
ate certain contracts and set up a double
monetary standard. The Senate continued to
reject bills providing for statehood until the
state sent up a new constitution in 1910. The
constitution raised a question of national
importance in the form of a provision for
the recall of judges by popular vote. After
much argument Pres. Willlam Howard Taft
and Congress finally agreed on a resolution
granting statehood on condition that the
provision for recall be struck out. This was
done, and on Feb. 14, 1912, the president
slgned the proclamation admitting Arizona
as a state. After admission the people of the
state promptly inserted by amendment the
original provision for the recall of judges.
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As we look at history, Arizona was acquired
from Mexico in 1848 and became a separate
territory in 1863, From that time until at-
tainment of statehood its organic law con-
sisted of sections of the revised statutes of
the U.S. While the territory was Democratic,
its administrative officials were Republican;
so the territorial governor worked with a
legislature of the opposite party. One impor-
tant control was the Arizona rangers, or-
ganized In 1901 to protect the cattle Interests
agalnst thieves. Licensed public gambling
was prohibited by law in 1907, but later be-
came a vital issue until an attempted con-
stitutional amendment legalizing gambling
was defeated at the election of 1950. The
Constitution specifically protected child la-
bour.

Constitutional amendments of 1912 pro-
vided for recall of judges and for woman
suffrage; an amendment (1914, 1916) pro=
vided for prohibition but was repealed by
referendum in 1932; an attempt to secure
local option was defeated in 1950 by popular
election. The death penalty, abolished in
1916 as a liberal political issue, was restored
in 1918, and in 1933 there was ratified a con-
stitutional amendment making lethal gas
the state’s mode of capital punishment. Al
of these things caused agitation for some-
thing to be done.

Mr. President, as we can see, the agi-
tation for statehcod for Arizona began
99 years ago in 1872. It took 40 years of
struggle to achieve statehood. As I have
just said, the U.S. Senate was at times
a roadblock on Arizona’'s pathway to
statehood. But the U.S. Senate also was
the savior of Arizona.

On January 25, 1906, the House of
Representatives took up a bill to combine
the territories of Arizona and New Mex-
ico into a single State. The House of Rep-
resentatives rules provided for only a
few hours of debate. As a result, the
ils%use passed the bill by a vote of 195 to

It was fortunate for Arizona that in
the Senate, debate could not be cut off.
A few determined Senators would not
let this very unfair bill pass until it was
amended to provide that the people of
each of the proposed States had an op-
portunity to vote on whether they want-
ed joint statehood.

Mr. President, this statehood bill af-
fected not only Arizona and New Mex-
ico. It also proposed statehood Ior
‘Oklahoma combined with the Indian
territories.

Some Senators argued that it was ur-
gent that the statehood bill be passed
in 1906. They said it was time that the
boundaries of the continental United
States be filled completely with States.

These Senators said that it did not
matter that Arizonans may be 5 to 1 or
10 to 1 against joining New Mexico as
a single State.

The majority of the Senators obviously
felt—and some of them argued on the
floor—that once the deed was done, Ari-
zonans would eventually come around.
In other words, they were ready to jam
this bill down the throats of Arizona res-
idents.

Proponents of this bill had no qualms
about subjugating Arizona to a State
government that obviously would be
dominated by New Mexico interests.

One of these proponents went to great
lengths to describe Arizona as a back-
ward land that did not deserve state-
hood on its own.
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One of the key spokesmen for this bill
in the Senate took up nine pages of the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD discussing this
bill on February 26, 1906. His rationali-
zation for the joining of Arizona and
New Mexico is very interesting.

First, I must concede that the bill
would have made one concession to the
people of Arizona. The name of the State,
as proposed in the bill would have been
“Arjzona” rather than “New Mexico.”
But that would have been little conso-
lation to those in Arizona territory who
were bitterly opposed to this forced mar-
riage.

Mr. President, I would like to cite
some of the arguments made for the bill
in 1906.

On the Senate floor, Senator Dick
said:

Mr. President, this bill (H.R. 12707) pro-
vides for the admission of New Mexico and
Arizona as one State under the name of
Arizona,

AREA OF ARIZONA AND NEW MEXICO, AND
POPULATION

New Mexico has an area of 122,460 square
miles. Arizona has an area of 112,920, and,
combined with New Mexico as one State, will
have an area of 235,380 square miles. This
area is the land surface. The Territory of
New Mexico has a population, as given in the
year 1200 by the census, of 195,310 people,
and Arizona by the same census contained a
total population of 123,000, in round num-
bers, but of that number some 25,000 were
Indians, leaving a net population of the
Territory at that time, as given by the cen-
sus, of some 98,000.

New Mexico at the same time had a popu-
lation of twelve or thirteen thousand In-
dians, leaving something over 180,000 as the
net American population of that Territory.

RELATIVE SIZE OF NEW STATE OF ARIZONA

While Arizona and New Mexico combined
will make a very large State, In area it will
still be smaller than the State of Texas, for
five of the smaller Eastern States could be
added and it would still have less square
miles than the Lone Star State. If we elimi-
nate that portion of the area which is unfit
for habitation, the size of the new State
would be reduced very materially. The Ter-
ritorial Delegate In Congress from Arizons
sald very recently:

“ITWO HUNDRED MILES OF DESERT MOUNTAIN
WASTE

“Two hundred miles of unsettled country
lles between the two Territories along the
great Continental Divide, and that vast area
will remain forever practically unsettled and
untenanted, except by the roving followers
of flocks of sheep and herds of cattle, and
these may mnever come on account of the
scarcity of water and forage in that inhospit-
able desert mountaln waste."

A strip of this size would equal the area
of Ohio and Indiana combined, and is by no
means all of the area of these Territories
which 18 of that character.

Mr. President, I think that this de-
scription and the assumption by Senator
Dick speaking about this combination,
illustrates how wrong a person can be in
making an evaluation. That is why time
for consideration is so essential before
evaluations are made.

Previous to the consideration of this
issue on the Senate floor, as I stated
earlier, the House of Representatives,
without full discussion, had made iis
decision: namely, that. the two States
would be one,
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Now to continue what Senator Dick
said at that time:
THEY HAVE NOT KEPT PACE IN POPULATION

The Territories of New Mexico and Arizona
have not kept pace in the matter of popula-
tion, though thelr clivilization is the oldest
of any portion of the United States. In the
year 1850, when New Mexico first appears in
the census returns, that Territory, which
then included the present Territory of Ari-
zona, stood thirty-second in order of States
and Territories according to population. The
present States of Colorado, the two Dakotas,
Idaho, Kansas, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada,
Washington, Wyoming, and the Territory of
Oklahoma did not then figure in the census
returns. New Mexico then had more people
than the District of Columbia, Minnesota,
and Oregon. At the next Federal census In
1860, although New Mexico had increased her
population over 50 per cent, she had dropped
to the thirty-fourth position in relative rank,
Kansas had come into being and beaten her
in the race for population, Minnesota had
exceeded her, jumping from 6,000 people to
172,000 people.

Mr. President, there were other hap-
penings that were described in the Rec-
orp of those days. I will continue reading
what Senator Dick had to say about this
subject:

LOSS OF RELATIVE RANK EVERY CENSUS

In the Federal census of 1870 Arizona first
appears as a separate enfry, with nearly 10,-
000 people. Taking the population of the two
Territories together, they had dropped from
the thirty-fourth to the thirty-sixth position
in rank, Nebraska having passed them with
its increase of from 28,000 people to 123,000
people. West Virginia had been created with
a greater population, and even the District
of Columbia had gone ahead. At the census
of 1880 the joint population of Arizona and
New Mexico was thirty-seventh In relative
order of rank, Colorado having passed them,
with its increase from 40,000 to 194,000 peo-
ple. Oregon also had forged ahead and Dela-
ware had only in that decade been left be-
hind. In 1890 the joint population of these
two Territories had dropped down to the
thirty-ninth place in rank., Oklahoma and
the Indian Territory had forged ahead, the
State of Washington had jumped from 75,000
people to 350,000 people, and although
Dakota has been divided into two States,
South Dakota had leaped far ahead in the
race. By the last Pederal census North
Dakota had taken the lead, and on joint
population New Mexico and Arizona stood
only in the forty-first place in order of rank.
Oklahoma, though In the Territorial State,
had increased from about 62,000 people to
almost 400,000. These two Territories along
the Mexican border have therefore in the last
sixty years falled utterly in keeping pace with
the other States and Territories. When it
comes to a comparison of agricultural re-
sources and manufactures the comparison is
still more unfavorable,

Mr, President, these were the words of
a Senator speaking on information fur-
nished to him on which he was making
a decision. It is because of this extended
debate that occurred at that time that
Arizona is now a separate State.

Mr. President, when we look at the
character of the population at that time
to determine whatever information could
be brought back to Congress in a hur-
ried manner, it shows that thorough in-
vestigation was necessary.

I will continue reading from Senator
Dick’s remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD:
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CHARACTER OF THE FOPULATION

At the last Federal census New Mexico
had approximately the Congressional ratio,
and Arizona had about half the number, ex-
cluding Indians not taxed. Arizona, however,
had increased in the decade about twice as
much, proportionately, as New Mexico, hav-
ing a growth of 39.8 per cent to 21.9 per cent
in New Mexico. In both Territories, however,
th density of population was only little over
one person to the square mile. New Mexico
had 166,946 native white born Inhabitants
and 13,625 foreign born, to 70,608 native
white born in Arizona and 24,233 foreign
born. In other words, New Mexico had 93
per cent native born and T per cent foreign
born to 80.3 per cent mative born in Arizona
and 19.7 per cent forelgn born. The foreign
born white population in New Mexico was
6.8 per cent, where the figure had stocd for
a decade, to 18.2 per cent foreign white popu-
lation in Arizona. The native whites born
and living in New Mexico constitute 78 per-
cent of the population while those in Arizona
were only 38.1 per cent of that population.
The foreign-born constitute 7 per cent of
the population of New Mexico and 19.7 per-
cent of the population of Arizona. Those
born of foreign parentage constitute 16.2 per
cent of the population of New Mexico and
40.9 per cent of the population of Arizona.
The foreign-born males over 21 who could
not speak English were 2,833 in New Mexico
to 4911 in Arizona. The native whites born
and lving in the Territory constitute 78 per-
cent of the population of New Mexico and
38.1 per cent of the population of Arizona.

Mr. President, this illustrates the posi-
tion of those two States. When the Sen-
ate had an open and thorough investiga-
tion of the advantages and disadvantages
that would acecrue, it was held after that
thorough debate that it would be best
for them to be separate States.

I continue to read:

If the Americans of Spanish descent in
New Mexico have not been Americanized In
language as rapidly as have other communi-
ties of foreign descent in the United States,
it has been solely on account of the sparsity
of population In New Mexico and the little
incentive there has been to a large Immi-
gration of Americans from other States in
the Union.

THE SMALL AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT

The census plate showing the value of
farm products per square mile shows only a
small spot on Arlzona, around Phoenix, indi-
cating a production of 100 per square mile.
The showing In New Mexlco is little better,
except for a conslderable section in the
north-central part of the State, where the
production is as much as 8500 to $1,000 per
square mile.

The plate showing the proportion of im-
proved land to total area makes no equally
meager showing. There is one small dot on
the map of Arizona showing over 10 per cent.
There are two such sections in New Mexico.
In the rest of these two Territories less than
1 per cent of the land is improved.

The areas of cultivated land In Arizona
are little more than specks on the plate. In
New Mexico there are two thin streaks, which
mark the valleys of the Rio Grande and the
Rio Pecos rivers. They unite above Albu-
querque, and from there north to Colorado
the cultivated land represents the lower
portion of a thin trunk, to which the river
valleys mentioned belong as slender limbs.

FARM ACREAGE OF ARIZONA VERY SMALL

The entire total acreage in farms in Ari-
zona was 1,135,327, of which only 254,521
acres are Indicated as improved, and 185,000
acres were actually farmed. The land and
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improvements except buildings. were valued
at $11,416,460, buildings at $2,266,600, im-
plements and machinery, $765,200. There are
numerous single counties in the State of
Ohio which make a far better showing than
is represented by these figures.

The total value of farm property, including
land, with improvements, implements, ma-
chinery, and live stock, was, for Arizona,
$20,903,847; New Mexico. 853,767,824; Okla-
homa and Indian Territory, $297,525,433;
Delaware, $40,697,654; Rhode Island, $26,-
989,189,

HER LOW RANK IN AGRICULTURE

Agriculturally considered, therefore, Ari-
zona ranks with Rhode Island, Delaware, and
Nevada. There are hundreds of counties in
the older States which outrank Arizona in
the number of acres under cultivation and
in the value of farms and improvements.,

A plate In the volume of the last census
devoted to agriculture shows the rank of the
States in total number of improved and un-
improved acres in farms. At the bottom of
the list is Rhode Island, and above, In the
order named, come Delaware, Arizona. Con-
necticut, and Nevada.

Mr. President, the debate on this is-
sue was prolonged. It was necessary de-
bate if a decision were going to be made
that would be for the best interests of
all States as well as of the two States
concerned, Some Senators put forth a
proposal that the people of each of the
territories be allowed to vote on whether
they favored joint statehood.

Senator Foraker of Ohio explained
this proposal to the Senate:

I sincerely hope that ultlmately those two
Territories will be admitted into the Union
as two States. I think they should be when-
ever they are admitted. In one of the former
Congresses, three or four years ago, I sup-
ported a bill which provided for their ad-
mission into the Union as two separate
States. That bill passed the other House a
dozen or more times—thirty times, I think;
at any rate, a great many times—and it
passed the House at that time, I supported
that bill here, and I undertook to show then
that, according to precedents, those Terri-
tories, notwithstanding the disadvantages of
populations, to which the Senator from Illi-
nols has called attention, were entitled to
such admission. But that has gone by. I am
not considering that bill, and no one else is.
A new Dbill has been presented, which has
passed the other House and has come to us,
and we are dealing with that. The question
is whether we shall now take them into the
Union. The Senator and all who support the
bill have the opinion that we should, other-
wise they would not support it—that they
are well qualified, being joined together, for
statehood—and I being of the opinion that
unless they are willing to come in and make
one State—to be joined together—they
should be allowed to stay out and remain
Territories,

In that debate Senator Hopkins had
this to say:

State lines should not be so defined that
a man in one section of our common country
counts for so much more in the Senate of
the United States than a man does in an-
other sectlon. I am well aware, Mr. Presi-
dent, that when these considerations are
presented to Senators and to those outside
of the Senate Chamber who favor the admis-
sion of Arizona and New Mexico as separate
States, they point to New Hampshire and
Vermont and Delaware as being smaller
States in area and in population.

Two wrongs can never make a right. If
it was an error to admit these States into
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the Union and glve them the same repre-
sentation in the Senate of the United States
that States like Virginia and New York had
at the time of the formation of the Federal
Government, as I am free to confess, Mr.
President, in my mind it was an error, that
error cannot be used as a precedent to still
further add to the wrongs upon the great
States In the Union by increasing the num-
ber of States that must necessarily have a
sparse population as to its territory and a
small population as to number. The refer-
ence to these New England and Eastern
States, Mr. President, is neither just nor falr.
Every student of American history knows
that the preparation and adoption of our
constitutional form of government depended
upon giving the then separate existing
States equal representation in the Senate of
the United States. The framers of the won-
derful instrument, which has now stood the
test of one hundred and twenty years, de-
bated this guestion long and well and fi-
nally came to the conclusion that it would
be better to give Delaware and New Hamp-
shire and Rhode Island an egual represen-
tation in the Senate of the United States
with the other States that were to be formed
into the Federal Union than to have the
then existing conditions continue.

Mr. President, it took several months
for the Senate to come around to the
only fair procedure for determining
whether Arizona and New Mexico should
be a single State.

Eventually, the Senate adopted the
amendment providing that there should
be an election in each of the issue of
joint statehood.

In New Mexico, the vote was 26,105 for
joint statehood and 14,735 opposed,

In Arizona, only 3,141 voters favored
joint statehood, while 16,265 voted
against it.

The right to unlimited debate made it
possible for a few Senators to arrange
that Arizona did not become a minor
part of a State, second in size to Texas,
under the domination of New Mexico
politicians who did not hesitate at that
time to use questionable methods to con-
trol elections.

By rejecting joint statehood with New
Mexico, of course, Arizona lost its chance
for statehood in 1906. Arizonans knew
that their time would come.

Fhe time came in 1911, and again, it
was the unlimited debate in the Senate
that won justice for Arizona.

A bill had been proposed admitting
New Mexico and Arizona into the Union
as separate States. The House accepted
New Mexico, but cut Arizona out of the
measure.

The Senate might have been very will-
ing to go along with this.

But Senator Owen filibustered for 2
days on the matter. The Senate put Ari-
zona back in the bill.

This is especially pertinent for discus-
sion at this time of year.

Next Sunday, Mr. President, marks
the 59th anniversary of statehood for
Arizona. Admission day was February 14,
1912—thanks to some very well justified
filibustering.

Mr, President, one of the outstanding
speeches on cloture was made by Senator
James A. Reed of Missourl. He served in
this Chamber from 1911 to 1929. Senator
Reed viewed the Arizona-New Mexico
statehood bill as one of the prime exam-
ples of how the right of extended debate
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protects the people of our Nation from
unwise and hasty actions.

I would like to discuss this speech
today.

Senator Reed said:

Cloture means the granting of a power.
Whenever you grant a power you must as-
sume that the power will be exercised. So,
when we discuss this proposed rule, we must
do so in the light, not of how it may be
exercised so as to do no harm, but we must
consider how it may be exercised to do harm.

I need not pause to add to the argument
already made, that when it is proposed to
bring in a great measure involving the ex-
penditure of vast sums of money, if it be a
bill for the appropriation of money, or a bill
for the collection of taxes from the entire
country, affecting Intimately the industries
of the country, an hour’s debate upon such
a bill is utterly insufficlent, utterly inade-
quate, and that a rule limiting debate to
one hour would mean the end of debate.
The truth is that this measure, if adopted,
will empower a majority to throttle freedom
of speech upon this floor and enable sinister
and wicked measures to be carried to con-
summation without the country being ad-
vised of the inquities they bear,

Gag rule is the last resort of the legis-
lative scoundrel. Gag rule is the surest de-
vice of the rascal who presides over a polit-
ical convention and proposes to accomplish
something which will not bear discussion.
Gag rule is the thing that men inexeprienced
in legislative proceedings always advocate at
first, and if they have any sense, nearly al-
ways retire from as gracefully as possible
after they have seen it in operation.

There is justification for unlimited debate
in this body. I am getting a little tired of
hearing about the sacred rights of the ma-
jority; that this is a country ruled by the
majority; and that the majority has the
right to have its way. This 1s not a country
ruled by the majority. This is not a country
of majority rule. The Constitution of the
United States was wrltten, in large part, to
prevent majority rule. The Declaration of
Independence was an announcement that
there are limitations upon majority rule.

MAJORITY RULE

Majority rule! Where 1s the logic or the
reason to be found back of majority rule ex-
cept in the mere necessity to dispatch busi-
ness? The fact that a majority of 1 or 10
vote for a bill in the Senate 1s not a certifica-
tion that the action is right. The majority
has been wrong oftener than it has been
right in all the course of time. The majority
crucified Jesus Christ. The majority burned
the Christians at the stake. The majority
drove the Jews into exile and the ghetto. The
majority established slavery. The majority
set up Innumerable gibbets. The majority
chained to stakes and surrounded with cir-
cles of flame martyrs through all the ages
of the world’s history.

Majority rule without any limitation or
curb upon the particular set of fools who
happen to be placed for the moment in
charge of the machinery of a government!
The majority grinned and jeered when Co-
lumbus said the world was round. The ma-
Jjority threw him into a dungeon for having
discovered a new world. The majority said
that Galileo must recant or that Galileo must
Eo0 to prison. The majority cut off the ears of
John Pym because he dared advocate the
liberty of the press. The majority to the
south of the Mason and Dixon's line estab-
lished the horrible thing called slavery, and
the majority north of it did likewise and only
turned reformer when slavery ceased to Le
profitable to them.

FREEDOM

What is it has made this race great? It
has not been the proud blood of an illustri-
ous ancestry; it has not been because we
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could trace our lineage back to kings and a
royal household; it has not been because of
the pecullar graces or abllities of those im-
migrants who came to our shores and from
whose loins we are sprung. It is simply be-
cause for once in the history of the world
the chains were taken from the arms, the
shackles from the brain, the shadows of fear
were dissipated by the sunlight of liberty and
freedom, and every brain of every human
being, great or small, was at liberty to func-
tion, every arm and every limb was at llberty
to move. So we unleashed the latent powers
of a race of people; and from the cottage of
poverty there came forth the genlus, and
from the house of the man of humble estate
there emerged the child who could turn the
dull and inexpressive canvas into pletured
harmony of color, light, and shade, and paint
the ralnbow's mingling hues and marvelous
tints,

From the cottages of the impoverished,
from the homes of ancestors who had been
enslaved and enthralled, there came forth
children who In the full liberty of our civili-
zation were able to attack every problem and
to undertake every great vocation of life; so
that within one generation of time we pro-
duced here orators whose words of flame
could fire the hearts of all the people of this
land; poets whose words will be read so long
as men shall love the music of our tongue,
and a citizenry who have defended our soil
and our flag with unexampled valor in every
contest of this Republic. All these trilumphs
of intellect, all these great advances in the
arts and in the sciences, all our wondrous
advance in wealth are due to one great fact:
that we have allowed the individual in this
land the opportunity to develop, the oppor-
tunity to express himself.

FREE DEBATE

Mr. President, what has this to do with
the question I am discussing? Everything,
sir. Before any law to bind 110,000,000 peo~
ple could be passed it should somewhere be
subjected to free debate; somewhere it should
encounter opposition; somewhere the fires
of keen intellects should burn their heat
about it and test it for its metal; somewhere
and somehow it should be determined by
all that the intellect can do and all that
the tongue can express whether the particu-
lar law which 1s proposed is fit to be in-
sisted be fastened upon 110,000,000 people
who think they are free and who once were
free. That one forum reserved of all the
places in the world is the Senate of the
United States. Here a man can stand and
express his views until exhaustion comes.
And what of 1t? Some rules of common sense
and decency and gentlemanly conduct have
their effect. Not in all the nearly 16 years
I have sat In this body have I ever seen but
two or three instances of what might be
really called a fillbuster.

Time and time again I have seen the op-
portunity under the rules for the minority
to have stood and obstructed legislation, but
as soon as debate was falrly over they have
invariably given way and the vote has come.
In the two or three instances which I re-
member a very simple expedient was
adopted. Freedom of speech was not de-
nied, but continuance of speech was de-
manded. It was Insisted that the bill was
before the Senate and that the opponents
or advocates of the bill should speak for or
against it and that no other business should
intervene.

We have been told here of two or three
bills—one of them the force bill. The force
bill, if 1t had been enacted, would have kept
alive the fires of hatred between the North
and the South almost as bright and as keen
and as hot as they were at the close of the
great civil strife.

NEW MEXICO AND ARIZONA

Another example: It was sought here to
admit New Mexico to statehood as a partisan
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measure and under a constitution that had
been written by the corporations of New
Mxico, It was insisted upon the other hand
that New Mexico should not come into the
Union except under a fairly adopted consti-
tution, and that at the same time Arizona
should be received. What happened? One
or two men stood here and held thelr ground;
and a short space of time, a few months,
rolling by, both States were received into
the Union with proper constitutions.

Sir, I know it is popular to attack the Sen-
ate. So many an ass has stood and brayed
at the lions. He who would claim for this
body perfection would | rove himself a fool.
But the more imperfect we are, the more we
need to counsel and to take advice. The less
we know, the more we ought to strive to
know. There may be some men of such
supernatural power of intellect that they
can gain nothing br the discussions their
fellows may produce; but I have never seen
an important bill upon the floor of the Sen-
ate, unless there was some political organi-
zation in control determined to pass it with-
out the dotting of an “1" or the crossing of a
“t,” that has not been amended and amended
to its benefit.

A FREE FORUM

As long as we can keep this forum free, as
long as a vigorous and determined minority
can prevent the passage of a statute, so long
this country will be safe, reasonably safe, at
1~-=t, for no great act of treachery can ever
be consummated where there are not some
biave souls to stand in its resistance and to
stand to the end.

But strike down tkis safeguard of public
discussion, apply the gag, and imagine, if you
please, that it is to be applied only to pass
good mesasures, only to accomplish the vir-
tuous and the wise and the holy, only to
bring the thing of rectitude; Imagine that, if
you please. He is a fool, he is every kind of
a fool, that has ever cursed this earth or
cursed himself, who thinks that any power

will always be used wisely and justly. Power
is almost invariably abused.

Mr. President, even if we do not agree
with every word that Senator Reed said,
we must admit that he gives us a lot to
think about—and much to worry about if
we move towrad an easy cutoff of debate
in the Senate.

Our Government is not a pure democ-
racy. If it were, we could simply set up a
super nationwide polling service with vot-
ing buttons in every home and possibly
vote on each and every issue. Depending
on the way that commentators were in-
fluencing the people, we might vote to
fight in Vietnam one day, vote to pull out
the next day, reenter the third day, and
S0 on.

If pollsters are right, some of the so-
called social action programs close to
the hearts of some Members of Congress
would be wiped out mighty fast.

But this is not a pure democracy.
Framers of our Constitution realized that
great dangers might exist if our Nation
were always subject to the rule of 51 per-
cent, or even three-fifths, As I noted
earlier, to ratify a treaty, two-thirds of
the Senate must vote for it.

It takes two-thirds of both Houses of
Congress to override a veto. It takes two-
thirds of both Houses to pass a constitu-
tional amendment. Two-thirds votes also
are necessary to convict on impeachment
or to expel a Member,

Framers of our Constitution did not
settle for a bare majority in these cases;
neither did they make it a three-fifths
vote.
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The Senate is the one forum in our
Government where a minority may pre-
vent hasty and ill-advised legislation.
It acts as an important backstop that
prevents a bare majority from being
stampeded, coerced, or otherwise misled
into a rash action which will have dire
consequences.

We all know that there are times when
the Senate rules have been used to un-
wise ends. This will happen with a two-
thirds rule or a three-fifths rule or a
majority rule.

But when the issues are big enough,
filibusters can be broken. This has hap-
pened four times between 1962 and 1969.

Mr. President, a very important point
to my State is the fact that a change in
the two-thirds rule will in effect diminish
the power of Arizona in the U.S. Senate.
All of the States with small populations
would be deprived of a portion of their
influence on legislation.

QUALITY RATHER THAN BSPEED

Mr. President, there is a great impa-
tience in our land today. Many of our
troubles on university campuses, and in
other civil disturbances, have been
blamed on the impatience of youth.

People want instant solutions to prob-
lems,

No one knows that better than the
Members of this Congress, Mr. President.
How many hundreds of pieces of mail
do we get each and every day asking us
why we cannot solve problems instantly.

We are asked to come up with instant
peace. Somehow, if we just withdraw im-
mediately from Southeast Asia, some
people say, everything will suddenly be
rosy again. Our enemies around the
world will suddenly become cooperative
and friendly and will not take the least
advantage of us.

We are urged to end the arms race.
The instant problem solvers contend that
if we just stop building weapons, our en-
emies will do likewise and all will be well
with the world. Marx and Lenin were just
kidding when they preached that com-
munism will conquer the world.

If we do not build an SST, the instant
problem solvers say, we will have the
noise and air pollution problems all
solved. Britain, France, and the Soviet
Union will see the error of their ways,
and junk their multibillion-dollar de-
velopment. Likewise, we are supposed to
use some of the money thus saved to,
in one fell swoop, wipe out poverty and
hunger and conquer disease forever.
Were it all that simple, Mr. President,
then Congress could wind up the Nation’s
work in a month or two and take the next
5 years off.

But in order to really solve problems,
solutions must come slowly. We should
know that by now. Our recent history is
studded with so-called massive efforts to
right wrongs overnight with miracle leg-
islation. All these efforts have failed,
and have left our Nation in worse condi-
tion than ever before.

Civil rights legislation passed in the
mid-1960’s was a cruel hoax on the Na-
tion. Rather than bringing us together
as a nation, it polarized the country.
When we look at the stories in the press
over the years, we can readily recognize

the problems that have evolved. It gave
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rise to hopes that could not possibly be
fulfilled in such short order. These hopes
turned to frustration, and finally, for
many members of minority groups, to
hostility.

Let us consider some of the programs
that have been passed in recent years.

Medicare, which was promised as a
cure-all to the health care of the elderly,
was another disaster not only for older
Americans but for the entire country.
We recognize now that we should have
had a pilot program, that this program
was not thoroughly studied. Medicare
has not taken and does not adequately
take care of the medical needs of the
elderly. And it has had the side effect of
escalating medical costs for all Ameri-
cans, including those who can least af-
ford it. Medicare should have been ap-
proached with caution, and there should
have been more testing of the concept
before it was launched full scale.

I mention these, Mr. President, only to
illustrate some of the dire consequences
of impatience in dealing with our na-
tional and international problems. By
rushing off blindly, although with the
best of intentions, we most often fail to
come up with the solution. Not only do
we often fail to solve the problem, but
we aggravate it or create new and more
complex problems.

Most legislation is not so terribly ur-
gent that it must be passed in a day, or
a month, or a year. If the problem be-
fore Congress is of great importance, it
may be that several years of considera-
tion are well in order, If we consider the
beneficial legislation that has been en-
acted ir. the past, we realize that it was
not hurriedly placed together. By having
the opportunity of extended debate,
much of that legislation was perfected
and when placed into operation was ef-
fective.

What I am saying, Mr. President, is
that it is much more important that we
pass quality legislation rather than
speedy legislation. In most instances, the
more important the legislation is, the
slower we should go in enacting it.

The speediest type of government, of
course, is a dictatorship. There would
appear to be a certain element in our
Nation today working toward this end.
But I think that the vast majority—
say, a better than two-thirds majority—
of our Nation would like to stick with a
system that offers some checks against
rash actions.

This impatience that I have talked
about is being manifest at the present
time by persons and interests and pub-
lications that are advocating rapid
change in our society. These are the ones
who seldom see anything good in what
has been America. They advocate change
for the sake of change.

These people are advocating a sweep-
ing change in Congress. They want to
change the committee chairmen, they
want to change procedures, they want
to change all the rules by which we op-
erate.

Now, Mr. President, I want to say
quickly that I support some of the ideas
that have been put forward. We do need
reforms, Some that have been put for-
ward would be very beneficial. We have
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made some adjustments in the Senate
and, apparently, in the House of Repre-
sentatives, at the outset of this Con-
gress in our committee work. We have
given greater consideration to how the
minority Members should be handled and
consideration to the number of commit-
tees to which a Senator is assigned. More
changes might be in order in the future—
after we see how things are working out
under the reforms of 1971.

Yes, we do need reforms. When we
talk about what reforms should be
brought about, we must realize that
many are needed which cannot be
brought about because of the difference
of opinion that exists among the Mem-
bers.

Reform, yes. Radical change, no.

Mr. President, any erosion of the two-
thirds rule for cloture would be a radical
change in the nature of the Senate and
of Congress. In essence, we would end
up with two Houses of Representatives.

With that, Mr. President, I would like
to take note of an interesting phe-
nomenon.

Many of those who now are so vigor-
ously calling for revamping of rule XXII
are those who have taken such great ad-
vantage of the filibuster in recent times.

Just last year there was a month-long
filbuster against President Nixon's nomi-
nation of Judge Carswell to the Supreme

Yourt of the United States. If it had not
been for the lengthy debate, Judge Cars-
well would most likely have been con-
firmed. The opponents of the nomination
used the time to manipulate public opin-
ion and to bring about the defeat.

We cannot quarrel with the bringing
of information to the public that is con-
nected with any appointment. We can-
not quarrel with the revealing of infor-
mation. In fact, we support that but we
do realize that, in many instances, the
information released and picked up or
how it is handled by the press deces vio-
lence to the real intent involved.

Mr. President, it was my great privi-
lege to serve in this body with the dis-
tinguished former senior Senator from
Arizona, Mr. Hayden, who served in
Congress longer than any other person.

Senator Hayden in 1967 said:

The Congressional Record of March 8, 1917,
shows that a resolution—Senate Resolution
5—contalining rule 22 was presented by Sen-
ator Martin of Virginia, the majority leader,
who obtained unanimous consent for its im-
mediate consideration. The primary reason
for proposing a limitation of debate was a
filibuster which resulted in the failure to
pass the armed merchant ship bill before the
adjournment of the 64th Congress on March
4, 1917. As a warning to the German Kaiser,
that legismtlon was prompt-ly enacted at a
special session of the Senate called by Pres-
ident Wilson on March 5, 1917,

As then adopted by the Senate, rule 22 pro-
vided that debate could be brought to a
close by a two-thirds majority vote of all
Senators. Thirty years later, in 1847, the rule
was amended to provide that a two-thirds
majority of those present and voting could
close debate. That was a reasonable amend-
ment because modern transportation makes
It. possible for almost all Senators to be

present. That provision is now in effect, and
I am opposed to any change in that ratlo.

Senator Hayden had had an opportu-
nity to observe the operations of the
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UB. Senate and of Congress over a
greater number of years than any other
Member of Congress. He is still active
in his work of assisting in governmental
affairs.

I bring this to the attention of the
Senate because I think it is important to
realize that this man went through a
period of time of stress and wars and
other great problems.

He said further:

I cannot forget that on January 25, 1906,
the House of Representatives, under a rule
providing for only a few hours of debate,
by a vote of 195 to 150, passed a bill to admit
into the Union Arizona and New Mexico as
one State and Oklahoma and Indian Terri-
tory as another State. But in the Senate,
debate could not be cut off, and a few deter-
mined Senators would not let the House bill
pass until it was amended to provide that
the people of each of the proposed States
had an opportunity to vote on whether they
wanted joint statehood.

The vote In New Mexico was 26,106 for
and 14,735 against. Only 3,141 voted for joint
statehoed in Arizona, and 16,265 voted
against it.

The right to talk as long as necessary
made it possible for a few Senators to ar-
range that Arizona did not become a minor
part of a State second in size to Texas and
under the domination of New Mexico politi-
clans who did not hesltate at that time to
use corrupt methods to control elections.

It was freedom of debate In the Senate
that made it possible for me to begin my
54 years of service as a Member of Congress
on February 18, 1812,

Mr. President, there has been a great
deal of talk about how much time has
been taken by Senate debate and what
could be done if the Senate debate had
been curtailed.

Mr. President, T ask unanimous con-
sent that I may yield to the distin-
guished majority leader without losing
my right to the floor and with the un-
derstanding that upon my resumption it
will not be considered a second speech
by me upon this subject on this legisla-
tion day.

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

The Senator from Montana is rec-
ognized.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider a
treaty with Mexico, Executive K, 91st
Congress, second session, which was re-
ported earlier today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
Brocxk) . Is there objection?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider executive busi-
ness.

(Mr.

RECOVERY ~AND RETURN OF
STOLEN ARCHEOLOGICAL, HIS-
TORICAL, AND CULTURAL PROP-
ERTIES

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous ‘consent that the Chair
lay before the Senate Executive K, 91st
Congress, second session.

There being no objection, the Senate,
as in committee of the whole, proceeded
to consider Executive K, 91st Congress,
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second session, the treaty of cooperation
between the United States of America
and the United Mexican States provid-
ing for the recovery and return of
stolen archeological, historical, and
cultural properties, as follows:

TREATY OF COOPERATION BETWEEN
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND
THE UNITED MEXICAN STATES PRO-
VIDING FOR THE RECOVERY AND RE-
TURN OF STOLEN ARCHAEOLOGICAL,
HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL PROP-
ERTIES

The United States of America and the
United Mexican States, in a spirit of close
cooperation and with the mutual desire to
encourage the protection, study and appre-
ciation of properties of archaeological, his-
torical or cultural importance, and to pro-
vide for the recovery and return of such
properties when stolen, have agreed as fol-
lows:

ARTICLE I

1. For the purposes of this Treaty, “ar-
chaeological, historical and cultural prop-
erties” are defined as—

(a) art objects and artifacts of the pre-
Columbian cultures of the United States of
America and the United Mexican States of
outstanding Importance to the national
patrimony, including stelae and architectural
features such as relief and wall art;

(b) art objects and religious artifacts of
the colonial perfods of the United States of
America and the United Mexican States of
outstanding Importance to the mnational
patrimony;

(e) documents from officlal archives for
the period up to 1920 that are of outstand-
ing historical importance;

that are the property of federal, state, or
municipal governments or thelr instrumen-
talities, Including portions or fragments of
such objects, artifacts, and archives.

2. The application of the foregoing defini-
tions to a particular item shall be deter-
mined by agreement of the two governments,
or falling agreement, by a panel of qualified
experts whose appointment and procedures
shall be prescribed by the two governments.
The determinations of the two governments,
or of the panel, shall be final.

ArticLe II

1. The Parties undertake individually and,
as appropriate, jointly—

(a) to encourage the discovery, excavation,
preservation, and study of archaeclogical sites
and materials by quslified sclentists and
scholars of both countries;

(b) to deter illicit excavations of archaeo-
logical sites and the theft of archaeo-
logical, historical or cultural properties;

(e) to facilitate the circulation and exhibit
in both countries of archaeological, histori-
cal and cultural properties in order to en-
hance the mutual understanding and appre-
clation of the artistic and cultural heritage
of the two countries; and

(2) consistent with the laws and regula-
tions assuring the conservation of national
archaeological, historical and cultural prop-
erties, to permit legitimate international
commerce in art objects.

2. Representatives of the two countries, in-
cluding qualified scientists and scholars, shall
meet from time to time to consider matters
relating to the implementation of these un-
dertakings.

ArricLE IIT

1. Each Party agrees, at the request of the
other Party, to employ the legal means at
its disposal to recover and return from lis
territory stolen archaeological, historical and
cultural properties that are removed after
the date of entry into force of this Treaty
from the territory of the requesting Party.

2. Requests for the recovery and return
of designated archaeological, historical and
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cultural properties shall be made through
diplomatic offices. The requesting Party shall
furnish, at its expense, documentation and
other evidence necessary to establish its claim
to the archaelogical, historlcal or cultural
property.

3. If the requested Party cannot otherwise
effect the recovery and return of a stolen
archaeological, historical or cultural prop-
erty located In its territory, the appropriate
authority of the requested Party shall insti-
tute judiclal proceedings to this end. For
this purpose the Attorney General of the
United States of America is authorized to
institute a cilvil action In the appropriate
district court of the United States of America,
and the Attorney General of the United
Mexlican States s authorized to institute pro-
ceedings in the appropriate district court of
the United Mexican States. -Nothing in this
Treaty shall be deemed to alter the domestic
law of the Parties otherwise applicable to
such proceedings.

ArTiCLE IV

As soon as the requested Party obtains the
necessary legal authorization to do so, it shall
return the requested archaeclogical, histori-
cal or cultural property to the persons desig-
nated by the requesting Party. All expenses
incident to the return and delivery of an
archaeological, historical or cultural prop-
erty shall be borne by the requesting Party.
No person or Party shall have any right to
claim compensation from the returning Party
for damage or loss to the archaeological, his-
torical or cultural property in connection
with the performance by the returning Party
of its obligations under this Treaty.

ArTICLE V

Notwithstanding any statutory reguire-
ments inconsistent with this Treaty for the
disposition of merchandise selzed for viola-
tion of laws of the requested Party relating
to the importation of merchandise, stolen
archaeological, historical or cultural prop-
erty which is the subject matter of this
Treaty and has been seized, or seized and
forfeited to the requested Party, shall be re-
turned to the requesting Party in accordance
with the provisions of this Treaty. The Par-
ties shall not impose upon archaeoclogical,
historieal or cultural property returned pur-
suant to this Treaty any charges or penalties
arising from the application of their laws
relating to the importation of merchandise.

ARTICLE VI

1. The Parties shall ratify this Treaty in
accordance with the provisions of their re-
spective constitutions, and instruments of
ratification shall be exchanged at Washing-
ton as soon as possible,

2. This Treaty shall enter into force on the
day of exchange of the instruments of ratifi-
cation, and shall remain in force for two
years from the date and thereafter until
thirty days after elther Party gives written
notice to the other Party of its intentlon to
terminate it.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned
Plenipotentiaries, Ambassador Robert Henry
MeBride for the United States of America and
Antonio Carrillo Flores, Secretary of Foceign
Relations, for the United Mexican States,
duly authorized, have signed this Treaty.

Doxe in duplicate in English and Spanish,
in the City of Mexico this seventeenth day
of the month of July, nineteen hundred
seventy.

For the Government of the United States
of America:

RoBerT HENRY MCBRIDE,
Ambassador  Exztraordinary
Plenipotentiary.

For the Government of the United Mexican
States:

ANTONIO CARRILLO FLORES,
Secretary of Foreign Relations.

and
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the treaty will be considered as
having passed through its various par-
liamentary stages up to and including
presentation of the resolution of ratifica-
tion, whieh will be read for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres-
ent concurring therein), That the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the ratification of the
treaty of cooperation between the United
States of America and the United Mexican
States providing for the recovery and return
of stolen archaeological, historical and cul-
tural properties, signed at Mexico City on
July 17, 1970. (Executive K, 91st Congress,
2d session.)

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the vote on the
pending treaty occur not later than 1
o'clock tomorrow afternoon; and it will
be a yea and nay vote.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, in
view of the fact that the distinguished
Senator from Arizona has yielded to me
and I do not want to take up too much
of his time, I ask unanimous consent
that prior to the vote on the treaty I
have a period of time not to exceed 10
minutes to explain the treaty.

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

The unanimous-consent agreement,
subsequently reduced to writing, is as
follows:

Ordered, That the Senate proceed to vote
on the resolution of ratification to Treaty
with Mexico providing for the Recovery and
Return of Stolen Archaeological, Historical
and Cultural Properties (Ex. K, 91st Cong.,
9d sess.) not later than 1 p.m. on Wednes-
day, February 10, 1971, provided that the
Senator From Montana (Mr. Mansfield) be
recognized for 10 minutes prior to the vote.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
turn to the consideration of legislative
business.

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

AMENDMENT OF RULE XXII OF
THE STANDING RULES OF THE
SENATE

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the motion to proceed to
the consideration of the resolution (S.
Res. 9) amending rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate with re-
spect to the limitation of debate.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, at this
time I return to my earlier remarks re-
garding what would have happened if
unlimited debate had not been the pol-
icy in the Senate when my State of
Arizona was being considered for state-
hood.

It was said then:

It may be that we have the constitutional

right to admit a Territory to statehood In
the Union, or to join two Terrltories to-
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gether and admit them as one State, as 1s
here proposed, without regard to whether
the Territory or the Territories in question
desire to be admitted. But the language of
the Constitution clearly contemplates that
no such action shall be taken by the Con-
gress until the Territory makes application
therefor. And that idea of the Constitution
is in harmony with the history of the admis~
slon of States into the Union. No State has
been admitted into the Union since the be-
ginnipg of the Government, except only
upon 1ts own application.

This proceeding is unusual therefore, in
this, that instead of waiting for these two
Territories to make application to be ad-
mitted into the Union, Congress 1s going
out and, in a sense, taking them by the
scruff of the neck and undertaking to com-
pel them to come into the Union. Neither
New Mexico nor Arizonsa is applying at this
time for admission into the Union. Both are
praying Congress simply to leave them alone
as Territories until such time as the Con-
gress may see fit to admit them as separate
and independent States.

Assuming, however, that the Senator is
right in his contention that the Congress has
power to do as it may see fit with respect to
the admission of a Territory to statehood into
the Union, and that, therefore, it Is a ques-
tlon upon which Congress may act without
an application made—that i1t has the power
to do that—the question remains whether or
not it is & good policy to do it. Is it good
policy in this instance to do it? If so, it is
unusual. It is unusual, Mr. President, because
always heretofore, when we have undertaken
to admit a Territory to statehood, we have
not sought to join it with some other Ter-
ritory, but we have created it, if it was not
already a Territory in existence, separate and
by itself as a Territory, by taking territory
from some other Territory. That is the way
Oklahoma was created a Territory. It was
carved out of the Indian Territory. That is
the way Vermont was made a State of the
Union, by taking territory that was clalmed
by the State of New York and creating of it a
separate State. Malne was carved out of
Massachusetts. Ohio and Indiana and the
others of the five States that originally con-
stituted the territory lying northwest of the
river Ohilo, were made not by joining them
together with other Territories, but by carv=-
ing them out of existing territory.

This is the first time, therefore, since the
beginning of the Government that we have
undertaken to make a State by joining two
Territories together; and what makes this
case more unusual still is the fact, as the
Senator from Indiana himself stated in his
remarks yesterday afternoon, that this is the
only instance where a Territory has been
created and Congress, in the act creating the
Territory, has written down a pledge that it
is to remain a Territory until it shall be
taken Into the Union as a State. I believe in
every other instance, without a single excep-
tion—certainly with very few exceptions, if
any at all—Congress has, when creating a
Territory, expressly provided in the organic
act creating the Terrltory that it reserved the
power to joln the Territory so created for
purposes of statehood with another Territory
or a part of another Territory. But in this in-
stance, for the first time, Congress did exactly
the opposite. Instead of reserving the right to
join Arizona for purposes of statehood with
New Mexico, as is now proposed, or with any
other Territory, Congress gave the solemn
pledge that Arizona should continue a Terri-
tory until when, Mr. President? The language
of the pledge 1s as follows:

“That said government shall be maintained
and continued until such time as the people
residing in saild Territory shall apply for and
obtain admission as a State.”

The Senator says that Is not legally bind-
ing, and that is conceded, but this is the
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first time in the history of legislation in the
American Congress of which I have any
knowledge where a solemnly given pledge of
the Government has been sought to be
evaded on the ground that technically it is
not legally binding. Everybody concedes It
to be a pledge that is morally binding. It is
not a pledge made simply to the five or six
thousand people living in Arizona at that
time, but it is a continuing pledge to every
man who has become a citlzen of Arizona
from that day until this, given perhaps?a an
inducement to people to go Into that Terri-
tory, become citizens, help to reclaim its
lands, subject them to civilization, to culti-
vation, and bulld up what would in time be-
come a State of this Unlon.

This was to continue, Mr. President, until
the people of Arizona should apply for ad-
mission to statehood in the Union, Arizona
is not here applylng. This whole argument
has proceeded on the part of those advocat-
ing this bill upon the theory that the ques-
tion to be determined here is whether there
shall be one State or two separate and inde-
pendent States. That at one time was the
proposition before the Senate. It came to us
from the House., That was four years ago.
The proposition now is, as it was in the last
Congress, whether there shall be one State
out of two Territories or whether there shall
be a continuance of two Territories as Terri-
tories until such time as Congress may see
fit to act with respect to them, elther to give
them separate statehood or to deal with them
otherwise, as it may see fit.

Mr. President, I can not now make an argu-
ment. I can only call attention to the points
that the Senator made, and to only very few
of them. He contends, in opposition to this
amendment, that certain interests are fight-
ing in favor of it on account of advantages
with respect to the matter of taxation; and
he instances railroads and mines. I do not
know anything about the laws of the Terri-
tory with respect to taxation of property
there, except only as the Senator has stated
what those laws are. But I do know that the
complete answer is that which was antici-
pated by him, namely, that so long as they
are Terrltorles they not only must be gov-
erned by the laws created by the Territories,
but also by the laws of the Congress of the
United States with respect to the matter of
taxation.

If in the Territories of Arizona and New
Mexico the laws are unjust as to property
interests and the citizens generally in the
matter of taxation, the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Territories should have called at-
tention to 1it, In order that we might legis-
late on the subject and correct any iniquity
or injustice that may exist. It is true, as the
Senator suggested, that now the tax laws of
the Territory are made by the Territorial
legislature, If the Territories be admitted to
statehood, the laws will be made by the State
legislature. If these interests are so powerful
that they can control the legislature in one
instance, they will be equally powerful, for
aught that I can see, to control the legisla-
ture in the other, and more powerful to con-
trol it if they are given statehood than If
they continue as Territories, because If they
continue as Territories these Interests must
control not only the legislature of the Ter-
ritories, but they must control also the Con-
gress of the United States, It seems to me,
therefore, that there Is no justification for
the contention the Senator makes with re-
spect to the matter of taxation.

Now, another matter that the Senator has
spoken about is the impossibility, as he terms
it, of Arizona ever having a population large
enough to qualify her for statehood in the
Union. He tells us of the arid lands; how
impossible it 18 to subject them to irrigation
or to bring them under cultivation in any
respect. And he has exhibited plats and
diagrams to show us that Arizona can never
in any contingency have a population to
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exceed about one million. Mr. President, this
is not the first time in the history of this
country that we have heard reports and
speeches in Congress of the same general
character with respect to Territories that
were little known at the time when such re-
marks and such speeches were made.

Mr. Webster, as somebody said here the
other day, had a profound knowledge of the
Constitution, but seemed to be a very poor
judge of real estate. He did not think there
was anything in California, where to-day
everything blooms and blossoms as the rose,
which justified an expectation that it would
ever be of any value.

Mr. President, I am quoting these
statements because they illustrate just
how necessary it was that Congress
consider the problems with respect to the
future States of Arizona and New
Mexico.

Mr. President, the proposal to make
it easier to cutoff debate here in this
Chamber go much deeper than the right
of an individual Senator or a group of
Senators to engage in prolonged discus-
sion that might be called a filibuster.
What we are being asked to do, Mr,
President, is to alter the role and the
very position of this body in the scheme
of the American Government.

It has been said here that the Senate
is the only parliamentary body in the
United States where a Member cannot
rise to his feet and make a motion that
could be carried by a majority of one,
to gag the other Members of that body.
Gag rule also is possible in all other
parliamentary bodies on earth, includ-
ing the House of Commons of the Brit-
ish Parliament. A one-vote majority is
sufficient to cutoff debate, to prevent
Members from speaking out, to silence
sound argument in other parliamentary
bodies.

But not, I repeat—and I think this is
most important—in the U.S. Senate.
That is what makes this body unique.
That is what gives the Senate its indi-
viduality. It is one of the reasons that
the Senate has served the Nation so well
for so long during such trying times.
This Senate is different from any other
parliamentary body ever created by the
mind and ingenuity of man.

We recognize that, We do have pro-
tection for minorities—the very basis of
what we are talking about in the pro-
posed change of our rules. Certainly that
is covered in the very structure of our
Government, because by each State hav-
ing two Senators, the minority is given
protection that is not accorded in many
bodies of government.

Mr. President, we keep coming back
to the problems that confronted our
Founding Fathers two centuries ago. The
greatest difficulty facing the Constitu-
tional Convention was on the question
of the composition of the Congress of
the United States. The small States
would not go along with the proposition
that the Congress should be based pure-
ly on population. It took a long time to
work cut a compromise.

Eventually they did compromise. And
that compromise placed an indelible
stamp on the Senate, differentiating it
from any other parliamentary body de-
vised by man. That compromise gave the
smallest State the same representation
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in the Senate as the largest and most
populous, as I have just illustrated.

Now, Mr. President, I realize that
many people would like to break down
this system, but I also realize that there
are many supporters of the system; and
I should iike to read one quotation con-
cerning rule XXII of the U.S. Senate.
Walter Lippmann said:

The filibuster under the present rules of
the Senate conforms with the essential spirit
of the American Constitution, and it is one
of the very strongest practical guarantees we
have for preserving the rights which are in
the Constitution.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may yield to the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota, without losing
my right to the floor, and that upon my
resumption it will not be considered a
second speech by me upon this subject
on this legislative day.

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

SENATE RESOLUTION 49—SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION AUTHOR-
IZING EXPENDITURES BY THE
SELECT COMMITTEE ON EQUAL
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I have
a resolution which I must submit today.
In a moment I shall ask unanimous con-
sent that the resolution I now send to
the desk be referred to the Committee
on Rules and Administration.

Before I make that request, for the
record permit me to say I have cleared
this with both the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration.
Wirriams) and its ranking member (Mr.
JaviTs).

There is a technical problem involved
and by making this unanimous-consent
request that the resolution be sent di-
rectly to the Committee on Rules and
Administration rather than to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, it
can be met. Both have agreed to it; and
I therefore, ask unanimous consent that
the resolution go directly to the Com-
mitee on Rules and Administration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso-
lution will be received, and, without ob-
jection, will be referred as requested.

The resolution (S. Res. 49), which
reads as follows, was referred to the
Committee on Rules and Administration:

S. Res. 49

Resolved, That (a) in studying the effec-
tiveness of existing laws and policies in as-
suring equality of educational opportunity
in accordance with Senate Resolution 359,
91st Congress, agreed to February 19, 1970,
as amended and supplemented, the Select
Committee on Equal Educational Oppor-
tunity 1s authorized from February 1, 1971,
through February 29, 1972, in its discretion
(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ per-
sonnel, (3) to subpoena witnesses and docu-
ments, (4) with the prior consent of the
Government department or agency con-
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, to use on a relmbursable basls
the services of personnel, information, and
facilities of any such department or agency,
(6) to procure the temporary services (not in
excess of one year) or intermittent services
of individual consultants, or organizations
thereof, in the same manner and under the
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same conditions as a standing committee of
the Senate may procure such services under
section 202(1) of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tlon Act of 1946, (6) to interview employees
of the Federal, State and local governments
and other individuals, and (7) to take dep-
ositions and other testimony.

(b) The minority shall receive falr con-
sideration in the appointment of staff per-
sonnel pursuant to this resolution. Personnel
assigned to the minority shall be accorded
equitable treatment with respect to the fix-
ing of salary rates, the assignment of facili-
ties, and the accessibility of committee
records.

Sec. 2. The expenses of the Committee un-
der this resolution shall not exceed $494,000,
of which amount not to exceed $20,000 shall
be available for the procurement of the serv-
ices of individual consultants or organiza-
tions thereof.

Sec. 3. The Committee shall make the final
report required by such Senate Resolution
359, together with such recommendations as
it deems advisable, at the earliest practicable
date, but not later than February 29, 1972.

Bec. 4. Expenses of the Committee under
this resolution shall be paid from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate upon vouchers ap-
proved by the chalrman of the Committee.

AMENDMENT OF RULE XXII OF THE
STANDING RULES OF THE SENATE

The Senate continued with the consid-
eration of the motion to proceed to the
consideration of the resolution (S. Res.
9) amending rule XXII of the Standing
Rules of the Senate with respect to the
limitation of debate.

Mr. FANNIN, Mr. President, Prof. Ray-
mond Wolfinger, in his “Readings on
Congress,” stated:

Unlimited debate is a rarity among na-
tional legislatures, and the glory of the
United States Senate.

Prof. Lindsay Rodgers stated in his
book “The American Senate”:

As the much vaunted separation of powers
now exists, unrestricted debate in the Senate
is the only check upon presidential and party
autocracy. The devices that the framers of
the Constitution so meticulously set up
would be ineffective without the safeguard
of senatorial minority action. . . . Abolish
cloture and the Senate will gradually sink to
the level of the House of Representatives
where there is less deliberation and debate
than in any other legislative assembly.

Prof. Alfred deGrazia, in “Republic in
Crisis,” stated:

Obvlously, the Senators, who are 100 well-
educated, well-informed, and rather “liberal™
men. . . . see something exceedingly valuable
to their corporate and individual status in
the privilege of unrestrained debate. That
value is the right to resist in a most public
manner policies that a President desires. .. .
(In the Senate) the notorious fllbuster
stands as an insufferable bar to presidential
ambitions.

Former President Woodrow Wilson, in
his doctoral thesis “Congressional Gov-
ernment,” written impartially before he
was stricken by “presidential ambitions,”
said:

The Senate’s opportunity for open and un-
restricted discussion and its simple, com-
paratively unencumbered forms of procedure,
unquestionably enable it to fulfill with very
considerable  s1 its high functions as a
chamber of revision,

William S. White stated, in his book
“Citadel”:
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And those who mock the Institution .. .

might recall that the public Is not always
right all at once and that it is perhaps not
too bad to have one place in which matters
can be examined at leisure, even if a lelsure
uncomfortably prolonged. Those who de-
nounce the fillbuster . . . might recall that
the weapon has more than one blade and
that today’s pleading minority could become
tomorrow's arrogant majority.

Some people believe that our Govern-
ment is archaie, that it was designed by
and for the 18th century rather than the
20th century. They want drastic changes
in the composition and the character of
our country.

But I believe our Founding Fathers put
together a blueprint for government that
is timeless. It has had some adjustments
over the years. There will be more. Never-
theless, the blueprint has remained es-
sentially as it was laid out.

Mr. President, the framers of our Con-
stitution made the guarantee of equality
of States the one provision not subject to
amendment without the consent of the
States.

Let us look at article V:

And that no State, without its consent,
shall be deprived of the equal suffrage in
the Senate.

I quote the late Senator Richard Rus-
sell of Georgia:

Bo when BSenators speak lightly of in-
voking a gag rule in the form of the States
of this Union, on the ground that it is dif-
ferent from other parliamentary bodies, I
say, Mr. President, that that is the strongest
reason for not tampering with these rules,
and for not shutting off or stifiing the voice
of any representative of any State, be it great
or be it small, until he has had an oppor-
tunity to discharge his responsibilities here.

Why do men wish to be U.S. Senators?
Why, Mr, FPresident, do Members of the other
body, which is a coordinate branch of this
Congress with the Senate, so often desire to
offer for the Senate of the United States?
Why do men desire to come from Governors’
chalrs to the Senate of the United States?
I submit that it is because of the very dif-
ferences that distingulsh this body from
every other legislative body on earth.

Yet we are told that because the Senate is
different, we have got to change it and make
it like all the others, even though to do so
would be a serious invasion of the whole
theory of our republican form of government,
as contemplated by the Founding Fathers.
Now we are belng asked to whittle away and
destroy the powers and the rights of those
who serve here. In the old days, they were re-
ferred to as ambassadors of their respective
States. Now we are told we should make the
Senate just another parliamentary body, ex-
actly like any other. Now we are told that be-
cause in the senate of the State of Georgla
& member can rise, move the previous ques-
tion, and shut off debate when Senators have
not had an opportunity to express them-
selves, the same rule should apply in the
Senate of the United States.

Mr, President, I have never heard a more
fallacious argument. Yet Senators absorb it.
You see them drink it in.

Here we are, Members of the greatest de-
liberative body on earth, bearing an honor
in the parliamentary field that is greater
than any that has ever existed except in the
earller days of the Roman Senate; yet some
Senators are pressing us into destroying this
body, into eroding their own powers, into dis-
franchising their own States, and preventing

their States from being represented properly
here.
It was done first, Mr. President, in the
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name of civil rights. They came forward and
sald, “We have got to make these changes
because we can't pass any civil rights bills.”
Well, a number of sweeping civil rights bills
have been passed in the last few years.

Mr. President, I have waited a long time for
& Senator to come forward with a list of bills
vital to the security and progress of the
United States that have been killed because
of the right of free speech in the Senate of
the United States. I have never seen one
example brought out here. But I have set in
the Senate for the past 34 years and have
seen the exercise of that right prevent the
passage of many bad bills, bills that would
have been injurious to the people of the
United States.

Make no mistake about it. If we go ahead
and pass this majority gag cloture, we will
soon be met with a change in the rules that
will deny or limit or restrict the right of
amendment in this body, Mark that predic-
tion. We will have a situation in the Senate
in which a mere majority, a bare majority, a
temporary majority of one will get some kind
of rule, such as they have in the other body,
that will keep a Senator from offering an
amendment to a bill. It will make a U.S.
Senator run around and beg to get the
chr;ﬁce t;,o speak for 8 minutes on a bill.

at is where the proponents are
to take us with this typepoor change m
rules. It will destroy the prestige of the
Senate, The Senate has had prestige in this
country despite the efforts of many Senators
to shatter or destroy that prestige.

This would destroy or impair the greatest
element of checks and balances among the
three divisions in our Government, the judi-
clal, the legislative, and the executive.

The Senate is the foundation of that divi-
sion of powers. It is the balance wheel on
which the division of powers in the system
of checks and balances revolves.

It is because of the fact that it is different
from all other parliamentary bodies that it
has been able to make its contribution in war
and in peace under rules permitting more
freedom of debate than the present rules
would permit, without impairing the welfare
of the Nation, but contributing mightily to
the building of the greatest society that has
ever existed under the canopy of Heaven.

It has contributed to the making of the
American way of life that is the envy of
mankind everywhere. It has been done under
these rules, and yet they say, “we come in
here now with a form of gag to deny the
right of meaningful debate in the Senate.
And do it in the name of democracy.”

I continue to quote from the remarks
of the late Senator Richard Russell:

Where are we going to have our debate?
How are we going to take the question to
the people of this country? Make no mistake
about it, we are not living in the simple
days of the early life of this Republic, and I
admit that, but I say that that is all the
more reason to have the right of free speech
in the Senate.

It is hard to get through to the people of
this country what is Involved in the very
complex and complicated issues that pass
through here in the way of legislation. How-
ever, If the proponents can just get a gag
rule through, they can then go forward and
destroy or limit the right of amendment in
the Senate of the United States. They can
then pass the economic and soclal legisla-
tion they want, legislation that will revolu-
tionize this country and will destroy this sys-
tem that has afforded men the opportunity
to make progress and to go forward and to
succeed in accordance with their abilities,
in accordance with their talent and their
energles, the opportunity that has made this
great country of ours.

Mr. President, Senators talk about a ma-
jority of the Senate having the right to vote
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at any time. There are a number of things
that have been put beyond the llmit of the
majority. The right of private property in
this country was supposed to be protected
in the Constitution of the United States.
Founding Fathers did not leave it to the
mercy of a simple majority in the House of
Representatives or in the Senate of the Unit-
ed States. They put it in the Constitution,
where it would require not only a vote of
two-thirds of all the Senators, but also the
approval of three-fourths of all the States.

They did the same thing with respect to
the right of religious liberty and the right to
worship God according to one's own wishes
and ideas, or the right not to worship any
god if one saw fit.

They said that that could not be changed
by any mere statute, but must be changed by
a two-thirds vote.

Even the Founding Fathers, with all their
brilliance, could not look down the lane 190
years and anticipate what would happen.
Even with all their brilliance, they could not
possibly have predicted or envisioned what
we have done in this country and the de-
velopments of the 20th century that have
within the period of 60 years changed the
manner of living and habits and thinking
of mankind to a greater extent than in any
other period of a thousand years in human
history.

So please, I beg, Benators, even those who
in a moment of weakness have made some
commitment with respect to this matter, to
go over it in your minds and think over again
what the effect would be.

I know about the frustrations of long de-
bate here, I suppose I have been involved in
my share of it on both sides of the fence.

It is human nature that if you have a bill
up and have a majority of one in the Senate,
you are ready to vote then, and any debate
against that bill is something that is irritat-
ing and frustrating, because you cannot
bring the bill to a vote immediately with that
majority of one.

Mr. President, the majority is not always
right. Down through the years there are
great monuments, tragic monmments, to the
failure of the majority to be right, the errors
of a temporary majority such as it is proposed
to subject the Senate to, a proposal to turn
loose all the fires of partisanship to a mere
majority, to close off debate and silence the
opponents before they have had a full and
fair chance to make their case before the
American people.

It is sometimes hard to let it seep through.
Sometimes when you are defending what you
believe in, but which may be unpopular for
the moment, you do not have the great media
of communications to support you. They
have a way of getting together sometimes,
and they will exalt statements in favor of the
issues they support and will minimize state-
ments in opposition to those issues.

It is more difficult today than ever before
to get both sides of the case before the Ameri-
can people. But I can assure, Benators, on
the basis of almost 35 years of service in this
body, that there are two sldes to every ques-
tic:;;;ybe most of us think, "There is my
side and there is the wrong side,” but often
the side you are for and the side I am for is
the wrong side—it happens time and again,

Mr, President, the Senate was created to
give a full chance to expose here the errors of
the other branches of the Government. One
of its maln purposes was to permit a com-
plete revislon or canvas of the acts of the
other body, to have full sway to offer amend-
ments, and to make speeches to point out
those mistakes.

Over the years, when you balance it up,
the right of free speech in this body has been
vastly more beneficlal in the preservation of
our system of Government, in maintaining
our system of checks and balances, in try-
ing to maintain the division of powers be-
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tween the three separate branches of the
Government, than the action of any army.
The Senate is the last bulwark of the minor-
ity in this land.

Now, the majority will work its will. It may
have a little trouble. It may have delays.
The members of the majority may get tired
of sitting around listening to debate that
men of good faith are making; to speeches
made In the Senate, with which I thoroughly
disagree, but upon which Senators had spent
hours of labor, They rendered a publie serv-
ice, because they helped to open up before
the American people both sides of the ques-
tion.

This is not a partisan matter. This is a
matter that goes to the heart of our sys-
tem. The Senate of the United States Is a
unique body. It has been the most useful
instrumentality of government down
through the years. It has served this Nation
well as a continuing body, with two-thirds of
its Members going over from election to elec-
tion, as the Founding Fathers provided, to
carry with them experience and an under-
standing of the operations of the other
branches of the Government, so that they
might help to protect the people of this coun-
try from the excesses of the executive branch
of the Government or to undo some excess
or wrong that was worked by the decisions
of the judicial branch of the Government.

The Senate has had a proud history. Oh,
we have made mistakes, because we are
human. We are fallible, as are all other
men who are born of women, and as are
women who are born of women. But, Mr,
President, the Senate owes its greatness to
the right of the representatives of the States
of this Union to stand up and speak their
pleces. This is the only place where that can
be done.

I do not guarantee these figures, but I
think they are correct. The last time I
checked them they were correct. In the other
body, the solid votes of nine States can over-
come the resistance of all the Representa-
tives of the other 41 Btates In affairs of
legislation that would be beneficial to those
larger States.

In the general scheme of things, the
smaller States are always disadvantaged and
handicapped. That is true In the organiza-
tion of our political partles. It i1s true In
the other body. Until recent years, very few
men from very small States were even ap-
pointed to the President’s Cabinet. The one
place where the small States had a right to
be heard, where they could defend the in-
terests of their people, was the Senate of
the United States.

I never cease to be amazed when I see
representatives from some of the smaller
States come into the Senate and attempt to
denigrate the only power of the small States
which equalizes them with the larger. It is
not true anywhere else. It is not true in an
election. It is not true in the other body.
It is true only in the Senate of the United
States.

Let those who wish to have gag rule that is
more inflexible than the existing rule XXIT
bring a bill of iculars, and say: “Here
are the bills that are vital to our people,
that were defeated because we did not have
immediate gag rule to shut off debate in the
Senate of the United States.”

Let them bring a bill of particulars, Cer-
tainly in over 190 years there must have been

A& number of such bills. If the situation is so
bad that we have to go through this pro-

cedure at the beginning of every Congress,
and it 1s sald, “The Senate is not a continu-
ing body; therefore we have a right to short-
cut the rules,” even though the rules specif-
ically provide that they shall carry over
from one Congress to the other, let the pro-
ponents bring in a bill of particulars.

In spite of all that, this drive goes on
and on and on. I can understand it on
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the part of Senators from the very large
Btates.

Mr. President, from the standpoint of the
Senate itself as a body—I have great respect
for the Senate of the United States as an
institution—I think the right of free speech
in this body has been one of the factors
that has made this Government, this system
of ours, the oldest operating system of gov-
ernment on earth today., Our Constitution is
the oldest charter. I do not like to see Sen-
ators take lightly these proposals to 50 ras-
tically change the rules.

As a matter of fact, up until 1917 there
was no way on earth to prevent any Sen-
ator or group of BSenators from speaking
as long as they wished. During the First
World War and afterward, in connection
with the so-called armed-ship bill and two
or three other measures, rule XXII has been
modified two or three times. Now it is pro-
posed to strike it out almost completely,
with a great statement of words. The pro-
ponents say that to do so will protect the
rights of Senators. Mr. President, the only
way the rights of Senators can be protected
in representing the States that sent them
to the Senate is to preserve the right of
free speech in the Senate. When that right
is limited, the power of every Senator is lim-
ited, and the rights of the State that sent
him here are circumseribed.

1 realize that there are those who are
committed to the doctrine that the States
no longer serve any useful purpose and that
it would be much more efficient and much
better to have everything, from parking reg-
ulations on up to the treaties that, under the
present Constitution, must be submitted to
the Senate, declded by some vast bureaucracy
on the banks of the Potomac. But if that
Is true, it flies in the teeth of human expe-
rience; because the shores of history are lit-
tered with the wrecks of civilizations that
have tried that, that have enticed men to
surrender their rights to someone who is
going to be able to be more benevolent to
& person than he could be to himself—the
old “something-for-nothing” theory.

That is the objective of some of those
who are seeking to bring about wvarious
changes In our system. This rule has worked
no great wrong on the American people.
To change It and Institute gag rule in the
Senate will work great wrong on them.

Mr. President, those words are from a
Senator recognized as one of the best
parliamentarians who ever served in the
Senate,

Mr. President, at the outset of this
discussion, I quoted from the speech Sen-
ator Dick gave in 1906 when the majority
of Congress was trying fo force joint
statehood on New Mexico and Arizona.
The Senator cited a great number of
statistics about how neither Arizona nor
New Mexico amounted to much alone.
He also created the impression that
neither one of them would amount to
much.

The majority of the Senate seemed to
agree with Senator Dick, and most cer-
tainly would have gone along with the
joint statehood. idea.

Extended debate in the Senate, how-

ever, eventually brought out the true
facts. Let us look at some more of the

arguments put forward by Senator Dick,
and compare, if you will, Mr. President,
how things eventually came about. You
will see that his idea of conditions in the
West, and the majority opinion at that
time, were far from right.

At one point he talked about irrigated
lands, and he indicated that he did not
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have much hope that irrigation would
ever amount to much. He said:
MANY ONCE IRRIGATED PLAINS ARE NOW DESERTS
While farming by Iirrigation has, under
most favorable conditions, almost the cer-
tainty of an exact science, yet the obstacles
are many, and nature is not always subdued.
The desert plains of Persia and Assyria were
once the homes of teeming cities and a coun-
try of immense wheat production, ralsed by
irrigation. They are now dreary wastes of
sand, showing that man does not always
prevail in the attempt to conquer dry lands
by Iirrigation,

Mr. President, I would just like to
bring to the attention of the Senate the
fact that the first great reclamation
project in this country was the Theodore
Roosevelt irrigation projeet in Arizona—
one of the most successful of all such
projects. This was in the days when
Senator Dick was speaking about the
Arizona-New Mexico program.

Continuing:

PREHISTORIC IRRIGATION IN ARIZONA

When the Spaniards first discovered this
country they found the ruins of a clviliza~
tion so ancient that all memory of it was
lost. Traces of ditches and ruins of old irri-
gation works where now are only sand and
desert wastes prove that man, for a time,
prevailed here in the contest against nature,
but was finally destroyed and that ruin and
desolation settled over land which once
blossomed and bore fruit abundantly.

I remind the Senate that by irriga-
tion and farming those lands, they have
now been brought back into fruitful pro-
duction.

I continue to read:

SOME OF THE DIFFICULTIES OF IRRIGATION

It may be profitable to consider some of
these problems of irrigation, especially since
so much is claimed for it and so much de-
pends upon it.

In these great areas of valley land in the
southwestern portion of the Territory, under
a semitropical sun, where the greatest de-
velopment of agriculture is taking place,
water is more valuable than gold. Here irri-
gation was carried on by the Indians long
before the advent of white men. In many of
these river valleys for long distances the
water of the river flows underground and
can only be reached by sinking wells and
erecting pumping stations.

Mr. President, in those days back in
1906 through 1910 when the matter of
whether we would have statehood was
being considered, we naturally did not
realize what would be the outcome of
the decisions being made here. But we
do know that the studies that were made
took time. They could not be done over-
night. No one could visualize the great
fertile valley that is now in that terri-
tory. No one could visualize the develop-
ment that would come about that would
cause this area to be one of the very
prominent producers of agricultural
products. No one could visualize that in
that State of Arizona would be vast re-
sources of copper and that today that
State would be producing over half of the
copper produced in the United States.

Mr. President, I would like to return
to our more recent history.

Last year we also had a T-week fili-
buster during which opponents of Pres-
ident Nixon’s policy in Southeast Asia
attempted to swing public opinion to
their side. .
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This all cost the Senate precious time.

When we came to the end of the year,
a number of very important bills were
left for action in a very short time. Then
we got another flurry of filibusters go-
ing—I believe someone counted six or so.

What I would like to know is whether
those Senators who engaged in filibus-
ters in 1970 now regret their actions. I
would like to know how many of those
who won their points through filibuster-
ing would make a trade at this time if
they could—and of course they cannot.
But would they have accepted defeat on
the issue of their filibuster if it had
meant they could have passed some other
important bill of theirs which did not get
through.

I have a feeling that given a second
chance, most would have followed ex-
actly the same course of action. That is,
they would place more value on killing
a bad bill or what they feel is a bad ap-
pointment, than they do on passing what
they consider a good bill or winning ap-
proval of a good appointment.

Mr. President, without intending to in-
terject any partisan slant into this dis-
cussion, I would like to turn to a speech
given in 1968 at the Republican National
Convention in Miami Beach, Fla. It was
given by Senator Everett M. Dirksen,
our beloved late minority leader from
Illinois. I would like to read a part of
his speech entitled “A Republic—If You
Can Keep It."”

In Philadelphia one hundred eighty-one
years ago, farseeing men fashioned us a
revolutionary new government—a daring
new system reposing all power in the people.

Then, as they prepared to depart for their
homes, venerable Benjamin Franklin en-
countered a concerned cltizen.

“Dr. Franklin,” he was asked, “What have
we got—a monarchy or a republic?”

At once he replied, “A republic—if you can
keep it."”

I repeat those sage words, “A republic—if
you can keep it.”

Seventy-four years later that challenge
still echoed at Gettysburg. There Abraham
Lincoln posed the same deathless question—
whether a Nation conceived in liberty and
dedicated to equality can long endure.

It did endure.

Through forelgn wars, through depres-
slons, through political storms, through
economic tinkering and tampering, it has en-
dured L

Yet, today we are challenged anew.

A Soviet leader declaims that ours is a
rotten, decadent society. God forbid our hav-
ing to make the point—but, should he try
us, he'll quickly find out what Americans
really are!

One hears even here at home that we have
a sick soclety. What nonsense! Only radicals
who traffic in trouble—only extremists in-
tolerant of moderation—only cerebrating
pessimists bemused with a mote in America’s
eye—say it, * * *

I repeat, America is not ailing. But we are
indlgnant. To see why. let's first trace the
further unfolding of our Nation.

Some two centurles ago, first in a rivulet,
then in a torrent, our people thrust out from
the colonial seaboard across the mountains
and plains to the west, the south, the north,
until the frontier closed at the Pacific. Then
they swirled together again., Thus grew our
teeming urban centers, and our rural econ-
omy became enmeshed with vibrant new in-
dustry. The vitality and productivity nur-
tured by this fabulous mix made us prosper
as no nation before. So, In time, we matured
into the mightiest of nations—the leader,
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the hope, and the benefactors of the free
world, * * *

Then, as is expected on such occasions
Senator Dirksen cited the sins of the ad-
ministration then in power. And, of
course, in his wonderfully deep voice, he
put forward the promise that the Repub-
licans would lead the Nation out of its
wilderness.

In closing his speech, he said:

Clearly, my friends, the hour is late and
our problems legion, It is America’s hour of
need.

It is not merely a political victory that
concerns us here, but rather the future of
this Republic. Rolling down the years we still
hear Ben Franklin’s challenge: “A republic—
if you can keep it.”

Mr. President, I have talked about the
many problems we have faced over the
years. I have talked about the early days
of our Nation and about the problems
that have faced us year after year and
the problems facing us today which are,
in some respects, even more perplexing.
But, Mr. President, we cannot lose sight
of the fact that through many of the
years in which we have seen the Senate
operate with the right of full debate and
full discussion, we have seen benefits
come in all periods of time in which this
privilege was given and we see it today,
and we want it to continue. As I under-
stand it, that is exactly what we are
doing here today. We are trying to pre-
serve our Republic by preserving the na-
ture of one of its basic institutions, the
U.S. Senate.

1 yield the floor.

CONDITIONS IN THE PENAL
INSTITUTIONS

Mr. HRUSEKA. Mr. President, an arti-
cle appeared in a recent issue of Time
magazine entitled “The Shame of the
Prisons.” This excellent discussion of
this topic leaves the reader appalled at
the present conditions in our penal in-
stitutions. I commend it to the thought-
ful attention of all my colleagues and
ask unanimous consent that it be printed
in the Recorp at the conclusion of my
remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. HRUSEKA. Mr. President, “Shame
of the Prisons” begins with the very apt
quote from Dostoevsky:

It is with the unfortunate, above all, that
humane conduct is necessary.

In our prison systems today the hu-
maneness of the treatment afforded con-
viets is very much in doubt. Anyone who
reads this competent and thorough
treatment of the subject will of neces-
sity come away with the belief that no
portion of our society needs or could
benefit more from humane and enlight-
ened treatment than our prisoners.

As President Nixon has said:

Nineteen out of every 20 persons who are
sent to prison eventually return to society.
What happens to them while t.hey are in
confinement is a tremendously important
question for this country.

Are they effectively rehabilitated? In some
instances, the answer is yes. But in an ap-
palling number of cases, our correctional in-
stitutions are falling. ;
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The American system for correcting and
rehabilitating criminals presents a conving-
ing case for failure. No realistic program to
substantially reduce crime can ignore the
appalling deficlencies of our prisons and re-
habilitation efforts.

Today at least 40 percent of all offenders
released from custody eventually return to
prison.

Experience has shown that far too
many of our jails and prisons corrupt
rather than correct; contaminate rather
than rehabilitate. All too often, these in-
stitutions are socially infectious breeding
places that stimulate criminal careers
rather than instilling acceptable pat-
terns of behavior and preparing convicts
to return to a useful role in society.

Confining men under conditions which
encourage idleness, brutality and homo-
sexuality can only serve to foster crimi-
nal behavior. So long as we permit re-
cidivism to be the rule rather than the
exception, crime will continue to in-
Crease,

Correcting criminal behavior is, and
should be, the primary goal of our prison
systems. Unless we change the offender
while he is incarcerated, the prospects of
his returning to society as a law-abiding
and contributing citizen are remote in-
deed. The endless cycle of arrest, im-
prisonment, release, and rearrest has
plagued this Nation for too long. It must
be reversed.

Congress has recently taken two very
important steps to try to accomplish this
goal. In 1968, the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Act made limited
resources available to the States for the
improvement of prison facilities. How-
ever, under this act the greater emphasis
was put on a wide range of law enforce-
ment activities, which of necessity meant
that very little money was available for
correction., During the first years of this
program there was simply not enough
money appropriated for the law enforce-
ment assistance program to make much
of a dent in this very serious problem.

Last year Congress approved the Om-
nibus Crime Control Act of 1970 which
added a new part E to the 1968 act and
which authorized greater emphasis and
priority for corrections. Under the terms
of this section an amount equal to not
less than 20 percent of the funds allo-
cated for action grants must be devoted
to “comprehensive statewide programs
for the construction, acquisition, or reno-
vation of correctional institutions—and
the improvement of correctional pro-
grams and policies.” For the cwrrent
fiscal year this means that as much as
$120,000,000 will be available for grants
to States for corrections.

This figure will increase over the com-
ing years as the moneys appropriated for
LEAA increase. Fifty percent of these
funds are to be used as block grants to
State planning agencies; 50 percent are
for LEAA discretionary grants.

The Time article contains many shock-
ing examples of the conditions that pres-
ently exist in our penal institutions. One
additional statistic will go far to illus-
trate the problems we face: The Na-
tional Council on Crime and Delinquency
reports that there are 358 State penal
and correctional facilities for adults in
the United States. Of these 61 were
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opened before 1900; 25 of those are more
than 100 years old.

Less than 10 percent of the prison
population of this Nation is housed in
our Federal prison system. The great
need is at the State and local level where
an estimated 10,000 separate custodial
institutions exist. Congress has taken, as
I have said, two important steps to pro-
vide additional funds for the upgrading
of these facilities and their programs. We
will continue to do all that we are able,
However, the public and elected officials
at all levels must become aware of the
“Shame of the Prisons” and must see
that constructive action is taken.

Unfortunately, there are already more
demands on our dollars than we can pres-
ently meet. This of course means that
to allocate more money for corrections
some other programs must be trimmed.
In addition, prison reform is not a par-
ticularly potent issue; its constituency
lacks clout. We must make it otherwise.
Regardless of these two disadvantages,
for tha sake of justice, decency, and hu-
manity this Nation must find a solution
to the corrections problem. I hope that
this article will have the same effect on
others who read it as it had on me—
a renewed dedication to the task of bring-
ing our prisons and their prisoner re-
habilitation programs into the 20th cen-
tury. I commend the article and the cause
it espouses to each of my colleagues.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp at the con-
clusion of my remarks a news release
from the Department of Justice having
to do with a survey made on prison pop-
ulation and some of the results of in-
carceration.

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

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp at the conclusion of my re-
marks a news release from the Depart-
ment of Justice dated January 25, 1971,
in which there was announced the sign-
ing of a contract for the architectural
design of a new psychiatric treatment
center at Butner, N.C.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so0 ordered.

(See exhibit 3.)

Mr, HRUSKA, Mr. President, this cen-
ter has long been needed. It would re-
place in the main the facility at Spring-
field, Mo., which is almost 40 years of
age, and very obsolete, and yet seeking to
perfcrm for a large prison population
diagnosis, psychiatric treatment, and
other care of longer range than the or-
dinary clinical case. The announcement
made a week ago is a very heartening
development and along the lines indi-
cated by the text of the statement that
I have just made regarding prison re-
form.

ExHIBIT 1
THE SHAME OF THE PRISONS
It is with the unfortunate, above all, that
humane conduct 18 necessary —Dostoevsky.
President Nixon calls them "“universities of
crime.” Chief Justice Burger has become a
crusader for their reform. Legislators have

teken to investigating them—and citizens
have finally- begun to listen. After decades of
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ignoring their prisons, Americans are slowly
awakening to the failure that long neglect
has wrought.”

It is not just the riots, the angry cries of
426,000 invisible inmates from the Tombs to
Walla Walla, that have made prisons a na-
ticnal issue. Public concern is rocted in the
paradox that Americans have never been so
fearful of rising crime, yet never so ready to
challenge the institutions that try to cope
with it, More sensitive to human rights than
ever, more liberated in their own lives and
outlooks, a growing number of cltizens view
prisons as a new symwol of unreason, another
sign that tco much in Ameirca has gone
Wrong.

It is a time when people have discovered
with a sense of shock that the blacks who
fill prisons (62% in Illinois) see themselves
as “political victims" of a racist soclety. It is
a time when many middle-class whites are
forced to confront prisons for the first time,
there to visit their own children, locked up
for possession of pot or draft resistance. A
time when many judges have finally begun
to make personal—and traumatic—inspec-
tions. After a single night at the Nevada
State Frison, for example, 23 judges from all
over the U.S. emerged “appalled at the homo-
sexuality,” shaken by the inmates' “soul-
shattering bitterness” and upset by “men
raving, screaming and pounding on the
walls.”” Kansas Judge E. Newton Vickers sum-
med up: “I feit like an animal in a cage. Ten
years in there must be like 100 or maybe
200." Vickers urged Nevada to “send two bull-
dozers out there and tear the damn thing
to the ground.”

THE BIG HOUSE

It will not be easy to raze, much less re-
form, the misnamed U.S. “corrections