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The Senate met at 8:45 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, anG was called 
to order by the Honorable JAMES B. 
ALLEN, a Senator from the State of 
Alabama. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 

L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 God, without whose help we do 
nothing aright, help us to commit our
selves and the destiny of this Nation 
to Thy keeping. Consecrate us in body, 
soul, and spirit to Thy service. Make us 
mindful that we are trustees and not 
owners of this planet. Give us both the 
wisdom and the will to be good care
takers of the earth and to be faithful 
stewards of the Nation's welfare. May 
peace come on earth, beginning with 
each of us. 

We pray in the name of the Prince of 
Peace. Amen. 

DESIGNATION OF THE ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. ELLENDER) . . 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., December 2, 1971. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate 
on official duties, I appoint Hon. JAMES B. 
ALLEN, a Senator from the State of Ala
bama, to perform the duties of the Chair 
during my absence. 

ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. ALLEN thereupon took the chair 
as Acting President pro tempore. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Journal of 
the proceedings of Wednesday, Decem
ber 1, 1971, be approved. 

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

THE CALENDAR 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
CXVII--2766-Part 34 

ceed to the consideration of items on the 
calendar, beginning with Calendar No. 
503 and ending with Calendar No. 508. 

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

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMISSION 
ON HEALTH SCIENCE AND SOCIETY 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
joint resolution CS.J. Res. 75) to provide 
for a study and evaluation of the ethical, 
social, and legal implications of advances 
in biomedical research and technology, 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare with 
an amendment, to strike out all after 
the enacting clause and insert: 
That this joint resolution may be cited as 
the "National Advisory Commission on 
Health Science and Society Resolution". 

ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION 
SEc. 2. There is hereby established a Na

tional Advisory Commission on Health 
Science and Society (hereinafter referred to 
as the "Commission") . 

MEMBERSHIP 
SEc. 3. (a) The Commission shall be com

posed of fifteen. members to be appointed 
by the President from the general public 
and from individuals in the fields of medi
cine, law, theology, biological science, physi
cal science, social science, philosophy, hu
manities, health administration, govern
ment, and public atrairs. 

(b) Any vacancy in the Commission shall 
not atrect its powers. 

(c) The President shall designate one of 
the members to serve as Chairman and one 
to serve as Vice Chairman of the Commis
sion. 

(d) Eight members of the Commission 
shall constitute a quorum. 

DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION 
SEc. 4. (a) The Commission shall under

take a comprehensive investigation and 
study of the ethical, social, and legal im
plications of advances in biomedical research 
and technology, which shall include, with
out being limited to--

(1) analysis and evaluation of scientific 
and technological advances in the biomedi
cal sciences, past, current and projected; 

(2) analysis and evaluation of the im
plications of such advances, both for in
dividuals and for society; 

(3) analysis and evaluation of laws, codes, 
and principles governing the use of tech
nology in medical practice; 

(4) analysis and evaluation through the 
use of seminars and public hearings and 
other appropriate means, of public under
standing of and attitudes toward such im
plications; and 

( 5) analysis and evaluation of implica-

tions for public policy of such findings as 
are made by the Commission with respect 
to biomedical advances and public attitudes 
toward such advances. 

(b) The Commission shall make maxi
mum feasible use of related investigations 
and studies conducted by public and private 
agencies. 

(c) The Commission shall transmit to the 
President and to the Congress one or more 
interim reports and, not later than two years 
after the first meeting of the Commission. 
one final report, containing detailed state
ments of the fi ndings and conclusions of the 
Commission, together with its recommenda
tions, including such recommendations for 
action by public and private bodies and in
dividuals as it deems advisable. 

POWERS OF THE COMMISSION 
SEc. 5. (a) The Commission or, on the au

thorization of the Commission, any subcom
mittee or members thereof, may, for the pur
pose of carrying out the provisions of this 
joint resolution, hold such hearings, take 
such testimony, and sit and act at such 
times and places as the Commission deems 
advisable. Any member authorized by the 
Cornmission may administer oaths or affirma
tions to witnesses appearing before the Com
mission, or any subcommittee or members 
thereof. 

(b) Each department, agency, and in
strumentality of the· executive branch of the 
Government, including independent agen
cies, is authorized and directed, to the ex
tent permitted by law, to furnish to the 
Commission, upon request made by the 
Chairman or Vice Chairman, such informa
tion as the Commission deems necessary to 
carry out its functions under this joint res
olution. 

(c) Subject to such rules and regulations 
as may be adopted by the Commission, the 
Chairman shall have the power to--

(1) appoint and fix the compensation of 
an executive director, and such additional 
statr personnel as he deems necessary, with
out regard to the provisions of title 5, United 
States Code, governing appointments in the 
competitive service, a.nd without regard to 
the provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter 
III of chapter 53 of such title relating to 
classification and General Schedule pay 
rates, but at rates not in excess of the max
imum rate for G8-18 of the General Sched
ule under section 5332 of such title, and 

(2) procure temporary and intermittent 
services to the same extent 88 is authorized 
by section 3109 of title 5, United States Code, 
but at daily rates for individuals not in 
excess of the maximum daily rate for GS-18 
of the General Schedule under section 5332 
of such title. 

(d) The Commission is authorized to eruter 
into contracts with Federal or State agen
cies, private firms, institutions, and individ
uals for the conduct of research or surveys, 
the preparation of reports, and other activi
ties necessary to the discharge of its duties. 
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COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS 

SEc. 6. Members of the Commission (other 
than members who are officers or employees 
of the Federal Government) shall receive 
compensation for each day they are en
gaged in the performance of their duties 
as members of the Commission at the 
rate prescribed for positions at level II of 
the executive pay schedule in section 5313 of 
title 5, United States Code. Members of the 
Commission who are officers or employees of 
the Federal Government shall receive no 
additional pay on account of their services 
on the CommisSion. All members of the Com
mission shall be entitled to reimbursement 
for travel, subsistence, and other necessary 
expenses incurred by them in the perform
ance of their duties as members of the Com
mission. 

APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED 

SEc. 7. For the purpose of carrying out this 
joint resolution, there are authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be neces
sary, but not to exceed $1,000,000 for each 
of the two years during which the Commis
sion shall serve. 

TERMINATION 

SEc. 8. On the ninetieth day after the date 
of submission of its final report to the Pres
ident and the Congress, the Commission 
shall cease to exist. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD an excerpt from the report (No. 
92-517), explaining the purposes of the 
measure. 

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

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT 

The amendinent is as follows: 
That this joint resolution may be cited as 

the "National Advisory Commission on 
Health Science and Society Resolution". 

ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION 

SEc. 2. There is hereby established a Na
tional Advisory Commission on Health Sci
ence and Society (hereinafter referred to as 
the "Commission") . 

MEMBERSHIP 

SEc. 3. (a) The Commission shall be com
posed of fifteen members to be appointed by 
the President from the general public and 
from individuals in the fields of medicine, 
law, theology, biological science, physical 
science, social science, philosophy, human
ities, health administration, government, and 
public affairs. 

(b) Any vacancy in the Commission shall 
not affect its powers. 

(c) The President shall designate one of 
the members to serve as Chairman and one 
to serve as Vice Chairman of the Commis
sion. 

(d) Eight members of the Commission 
shall constitute a quorum. 

DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION 

SEC. 4. (a) The Commission shall under
take a comprehensive investigation and study 
of the ethical, social, and legal implications 
of advances in biomedical research and tech
nology, which shall include, without being 
limited to--

(1) analysis and evaluation of scientific 
and technological advances in the biomedical 
sciences, past, current and projected; 

(2) analysis and evaluation of the Unplica.
tions of such advances, both for individuals 
and for society; 

(3) analysis and evaluation of laws, codes, 
and principles governing the use of tech
nology in medical practice; 

( 4) analysis and evaluation through the 
use of seminars and public hearings and 
other appropriate means, of public under
standing of attitudes toward such implica
tions; and 

( 5) analysis and evaluation of implications 
for public policy of such findings as are 
made by the Commission with respect to bio
medical advances and public attitudes to
ward such advances. 

(b) The Commission shall make maximum 
feasible use of related investigations and 
studies conducted by public and private 
agencies. 

(c) The Commission shall transmit to the 
President and to the Congress one or more 
interim reports and, not later than two 
years after the first meeting of the Com
mission, one final report, containing detailed 
statements of the findings and conclusions of 
the Commission, together with its recom
mendations, including such recommenda
tions for action by public and private bodies 
and individuals as it deems advisable. 

POWERS OF THE COMMISSION 

SEc. 5. (a) The Commission or, on the 
authorization of the Commission, any sub
committee or membeTS thereof, may, for the 
purpose of carrying out the provisions of 
this joint resolution hold such hearings, 
take such testimony, and sit and act at such 
times and places as the Commission deems 
advisable. Any member authorized by the 
Commission may administer oaths or af
firmations to witnesses appearing before the 
Commission or any subcommittee or mem
bers thereof. 

(b) Each department, agency, and in
strumentality of the executive branch of 
the Government, including independent 
agencies, is authorized and directed, to the 
extent permitted by law, to furnish to the 
Commission, upon request made by the 
Chairman or Vice Chairman, such informa
tion as the Comm.ission deems necessary to 
carry out its functions under thi.s joint 
resolution. 

(c) Subject to such rules and regulations 
as may be adopted by the Commission, the 
Chairman shall have the JX>Wer to-

( 1) appoint and fix the compensation of 
an executive director, and such additional 
staff personnel as he deems necessary, with
out regard to the provisions of title 5, United 
States Code, governing appointments in the 
competitive service, and without regard to 
the provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter 
III of chapter 53 of such title relating to 
classification and General Schedule pay 
rates, but at rates not in excess of the maxi
mum rate for GS-18 of the General Schedule 
under section 5332 of such title, and 

(2) procure temporary and intermittent 
services to the same extent as is authorized 
by section 3109 of title 5, United States 
Code, but at daily rates for individuals not 
in excess of the maximum daily rate for 
GS-18 of the General Schedule under Sec
tion 5332 of such title. 

(d) The Commission is authorized to enter 
into contracts with Federal or Sta.te agencies, 
private firms, institutions, and individuals 
for the conduct of research or surveys, the 
preparation CY! reports, and other aotivities 
necessary to the discharge o! its duties. 

COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS 

SEc. 6. MeinJbers of the Commission (other 
than members who are officers or employees 
of the Federal Government) shall receive 
compensation for each day they are engaged 
in the performance of their duties as mem
bers o! the Commission at the rate pre
scri'bed for positions at level II o! the execu
tive pay schedule in Section 5313 of Title 5, 
United Sta.tes Code. Members of the Com
mission who are officers or employees of the 
Federal Government shall receive no add!-

tiona! pay on aocount of their services on 
the Commission. All members of the Com
mission shall be entitled to reimbursement 
for travel, subsistence, and other necessary 
expenses incurred by them in the perform
ance of their duties as members of the 
Commission. 

APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED 

SEc. 7. For the purpose of carrying out this 
joint resolution, there are authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be neces
sary, but not to exceed $1,000,000 for each 
of the two years during which the Com
mission shall serve. 

TERMINATION 

SEc. 8. On the ninetieth day after the date 
of submission of its final report to the Pres
ident and the Congress, the Commission 
shall cease to exist. 

SUMMARY 

The resolution establishes a National Ad
visory Cominission on Health Science and 
Society, to consist of 15 members appointed 
by the President. The members would be 
drawn from the general public and from a 
variety of disciplines relevant to biomedi
cal research and technology and to the im
plications thereof. 

The commission would make a two-year 
investigation and study of the ethical, social, 
and legal implications of advances in bio
medical research and technology. After sub
mitting to the President and to the Oongress 
one or more interim reports and a final re
port, not later than two years after its first 
meeting, the commission would cease to 
exist. 

EXPLANATION OF NEED 

Advances in biology and medicine have 
been occurring at a rate which is sometimes 
startling. The tremendous benefits to man
kind resulting from such advances are well 
known. But they are accompanied by a wide 
range of serious, indeed awesome, implica
tions for man and society. We are acquiring 
the capacity to modify, perhaps even control, 
the behavior of human beings. Techniques 
already exist, and others are being devel
oped, to intervene directly into and manipu
late the bodies and minds of individuals. 

Developments in the field of genetics have 
profound implications. The fertiliza.tion of 
human egg cells in the labora.tory has already 
been accomplished. The probable success of 
efforts to implant such eggs in human be
ings, and have the fetus carried to full term, 
has already been suggested. The potential for 
developing so-called duplicate people has al
ready been forecast by successful experi
ments in laboratory animals. 

In the field of organ transplants and the 
use of artificial organs, significant new ques
tions have been posed !or which our laws and 
customs do not provide adequate answers. 
The opportunity to predict that parents may 
produce defective children, and prenatal diag
nosis of genetic defects, present options to 
parents and potential parents which have not 
previously existed. Their interests, the inter
ests of the child-to-be, and the role of the 
health professions and of society need to be 
reinterpreted in the light of theae new possi
bilities. 

Questions of the prolongation of life and 
the definition of death have long been with 
us. But the advent of new technologies has 
greatly increased the complexity of these is
sues and expanded the occasions when such 
difficult decisions need to be ma.d.e. 

It is clear that the issues that need to be 
resolved greatly transcend the area. of ex-
pertise of health science professionals. We 
can no longer ask them to grapple With these 
issues alone. Scientists and laymen, ethicists 
and lawyers, philosophers and administra
tors, medical practitioners and humanists all 

' 
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have something to contribute to and learn 
from each other. we need to develop new in
stitutions, proceaures ana mechanisms which 
will permit all of the relevant points of view 
to be brought to bear on these most impor
tant issues. Not the least, the general public 
must be brought into the debate and must 
contribute to the development of approaches 
to solving these pressing problems. Only in 
this way, can the necessary societal consensus 
be achieved. 

BACKGROUND 

Substantially similar legislation was first 
proposed on Feb. 8, 1968 as S.J. Res. 145 in 
the 90th Congress. The Subcommittee on 
Government Research of the Government Op
erations Committee held seven days of hear
ings on that proposal during the months of 
March and April, 1968. Oral testimony was 
received from two dozen leading spokesmen, 
including physicians, teachers, biomedical re
searchers, theologists, lawyers, ethicists, 
economists, government officials and others. 
Prepared statements and letters were submit
ted by nearly 150 individuals. 

A slightly revised resolution was introduced 
as S.J. Res. 47 on February 17. 1969 in the 
91st Congress. The bill was referred to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare but 
no action was taken on it. 

The present resolution was introduced on 
March 24, 1971, by Senator Mondale and 17 
co-sponsors. Since then, four additional co
sponsors have joined in support of the bill. 
The Subcommittee on Health and the Special 
Subcommittee on the National Science Foun
dation held a full day of joint hearings on 
this resolution on November 9, 1971. Testi
mony was heard from the Assistant Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare for Health 
and Scientific Affairs and from five other wit
nesses representing medical education, law, 
medicine, ethics, and philosophy. The sub
committee also received supporting state
ments from research scientists who were un
able to appear. 

With some perfecting amendments, the 
committee reported the bill on November 16, 
1971. 
HEARINGS, AGENCY REPORTS, AND COMMITTEE 

AMENDMENTS 

All of the witnesses presented testimony 
which strongly supported the need for in
tensive work on the subjects which the 
proposed commission would study. For ex
ample, Assistant Secretary of HEW DuVal 
said: 

This century, beyond question, has wit
nessed a revolution in the biological and 
medical sciences-a revolution that raises 
a whole spectrum of critical problems, which 
at least in some instances appear .to tran
scend the inherent capabilities of science and 
scientists alone to deal with them, and pre
sent acute challenges to both existing law 
and conventional wisdom. 

He then mentioned, among the problems 
which need further study, population growth, 
prenatal diagnosis, genetic engineering, pro
duction of "duplicate" individuals, the gen
_eral question of human experimentation, or
gan tr3.nsplantation, the prolongation of 
life, artificial organs and behavior modifi
cation. 

Dr. Henry Beecher of Harvard Medical 
School commented on the significant ad
vances which can be achieved by experimen
tation in man. But he observed that: 

These purposes thus become deeper and 
more complex than ever before and so also 
do the ethical problems surrounding them. 

Professor Abram Chayes, of Harvard Law 
School, is co-chairman of the Commission 
on Law, Biology and Ethics, established by 
the Council on Biology and Human Affairs 
of the Salk Institute. This commission has 
been concerned principally with problems 

arising in the field of genetics but has re
cently turned to behavior modification. After 
two years of experience with this commis
sion, Professor Chayes said that this field is 
more baffiing and difficult and, at the same 
time, is as portentious as any that I have 
dealt with. 

Commenting on the limited resources 
which have caused this commission to make 
"very little concrete progress", he said that 
a National Advisory Commission was needed 
because it would have the time, staff and 
resources and the concentration of energy 
and effort sustained over a long time to make 
an impact on the problems in this area. 

Professor John Najarian, from the Uni
versity of Minnesota, stressed the contribu
tion which such a commission could make to 
the development of guidelines which would 
be helpful t'J those engaged in medical re
search. He commented on ethical questions 
which had arisen, and been inadequately 
handled, in transplantation and "which may 
occur in genetic engineering and human re
search." 

Professor Najarian also commented on he 
problem of definition of death which has 
long been discussed as something such a 
commission could work on. He said, concern
ing this issue: 

What has happened is that a variety of 
people and a variety of groups have looked 
at this, and they all have definitions of 
death ... they are all different, they are all 
relative, and in each institution. perhaps as 
standard has been established. 

What I am saying is that there ought to 
be, here again, some specific guidelines on 
what we consider a definition of death in 
the modern sense, with the advent of the 
machinery we have and the capability we 
have of extending life and continuing heart
beat and breathing in a patient who is "brain 
dead." 

Dr. Daniel Callahan, of the Institute of 
Society, Ethics and the Life Sciences, spoke 
about a number of the problems presented by 
new medical technologies. For example, he 
said that electrioal stimulation of the bmin 
poses many unsolved scientific questions. But 
as an ethical and social problem, the ques
tions are far more difficult: 

Who would control such a power should it 
come to pass on a massive scale? What kind 
of society would it produce, and would it be 
the kind of society we would want to live in? 

Dr. Callahan went on to say that there are 
many issues that arise even in the everyday 
practice of medicine for which ethical stand
ards are lacking. In deciding how long to pro
long life, for example, physicians are in need 
of "some minimum consensus ... some pub
lic mechanisms for wise decisionmaking, 
some means of bringing out into full public 
view the private dilemmas of physicians, of 
families, and of pflltients." 

He also saw the need for public examina
tion and discussion in order to bring-
some common wisdom to decisions which are 
too often unnecessarily private and isolated; 
to establish ethical and social norms for as
sessing technical developments; and, finally, 
to enable the public to understand the exact 
nature of the issues at stake. 

The committee felt that some of these im
portant issues that were referred to by Dr. 
Callahan and other witnesses might not ex
plicitly be covered by the charge to the com
mission to study "advances in biomedical re
search and technology." Accordingly, it added, 
as section 4(a) (3), to the duties of the com
mission, the responsibility to make an "anal
ysis and evaluation of laws, codes, and prin
ciples governing the use of technology in 
medical practice." 

Professor Hans Jonas, of the New School 
for Social Research, stressed the value of the 

proposed commission r.s a case of "foresight 
versus hindsight" and commented on the 
"supreme seriousness of the issues." He ob
served that-

The depth of interventions that are becom
ing feasible is such that they put the destiny 
of man at issue. A timely assessment of po
tential gains and losses, of promises and dan
gers, becomes imperative. 

The testimony by Assistant Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare DuVal and 
the reports received from other government 
agencies did not support enactment of S.J. 
Res. 75. No other statements or letters oppos
ing the resolution were received by the sub
committee. _ 

Basically, the agencies' views were that 
sufficient progress was being made through 
a variety of mechanisms and studies, both 
public and private, so that a new national 
advisory commission would be unnecessary. 
In addition, Assistant Secretary DuVal ob
served that: 

The issues are so complex and the under
lying currents of change moving so swiftly 
that in our view no attempt to describe this 
particular healthscape, at what would have 
to be a given moment of time, could be 
definitive for long. 

The Committee, however, was impressed by 
the observations of Professor Najarian who 
had testified on a similar proposal in 1968. 
He said that "I feel the need for such a com
mission even more urgently today than I did 
at that time." Both Professor Chayes and Dr. 
Callahan, who are actively engaged in the 
kinds of studies referred to by Assistant Sec
retary DuVal, believe that a public commis
sion is necessary in order to bring the issues 
to the necessary level of public participation 
and to provide the resources which would be 
needed to have an impact. In order to assure 
even greater public involvement, the com
mittee revised section 3 to provide expressly 
for appointment of commission members 
from the general public, as well as from the 
fields of special competence already listed. 

The committee has no fear that the com
mission would merely produce a "one-shot" 
contribution to policies which would soon 
be obsolete. Rather, the committee feels that 
the commission would most likely make rec
ommendations for new procedures and mech
anisms to grapple with these important prob
lems on a continuing basis. Where feasible, 
specific policy recommendations by the com
mission would, of course, be valuable for the 
consideration of public and private groups. 

As Professor Chayes said, the commission 
could be concerned (among other things) 
with the composition of review panels. The 
testimony revealed that such panels may have 
a sufficiently broad base of specialties at the 
NIH level, but did not necessarily have such 
composition at all of the institutions where 
the research was being monitored. And many 
of the problems which the commission would 
be concerned with, including those involving 
the application of technology in medical prac
tice, are not now, necessarily, subject to any 
peer-review mechanism at all. 

Furthermore, while the HEW witness ex
pressed great confidence in the established 
mechanisms for review of experiments on 
humans, Professor Henry Beecher, one of the 
leading experts in the nation on the ethics of 
human experimentation, expressed serious 
doubts as to the adequacy of existing con
trols. He cited numerous examples of persons 
being used in experiments without their 
knowledge, let alone consent. Dr. Beecher has 
written about and referred to examples of 
hundreds of cases in this country where the 
patient's knowledge and consent was lacking. 

The National Science Foundation, in are
port dated Nov. 5, 1971, expressed concern as 
to whether the phrase "biomedical sciences" 
adequately covered research on organisms 
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other than human beings. The committee in
tends that phrase to include such research in 
biology as is relevant to understanding the 
life processes of human beings. In addition, 
the committee believes that the word "ad
vances," itself, should be interpreted broadly 
and has modified section 4(a) (1) make this 
clear. 

NO ROLLCALL VOTES CAST 

As the only vote cast on the bill was the 
unanimous voice vote to report it out of com
mittee, there is no application of Section 
133 (b) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946 as amended. 

COST ESTIMATES 
In accordance with Section 252(a) of the 

Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 (P.L. 
91-510) the committee estimates that the 
cost which would be incurred in carrying out 
this resolution in fiscal years 1972, 1973, and 
1974 would be $250 thousand, $1 million, and 
$750 thousand, respectively. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 

Section 1 provides that the resolution may 
be cited as the National Advisory Commis
sion on Health Science and Society resolu
tion. 

Section 2 establishes the commission. 
Section 3 provides that the commission 

shall consist of 15 members app·ointed by the 
President from the general public and from 
individuals in the fields of medicine, law, 
theology, biological science, physical science, 
social science, philosophy, humanities, health 
administration, government, and public af
fairs. It also provides that the President shall 
designate the chairman and that a majority 
of members shall constitute a quorum. 

Section 4 directs the commission to make 
a comprehensive investigation and study of 
the ethical, social, and legal implications of 
advances in biomedical research and tech
nology. This is to include anralysis of scientif
ic and technical advances; evaluation of their 
implications; a study of laws, codes, and 
principles governing the use of medical tech
nology; analysis of public understanding and 
attitudes, through seminars and public hear
ings; �~�S�n�d� evaluation of implications for pub
lic policy of the findings of the commis
sion. The commission is directed to make 
maximum feasible use of all other relevant 
studies, whether public or private, and to 
make its final report, including conclusions 
and recommendations, to the President and 
to the Congress not later than two years 
after its first meeting. 

Section 5 confers the necessary administra
tive powers upon the commission and directs 
other agencies of the government to cooper
ate with it. 

Section 6 provides that members of the 
commission (other than those who are offi
cers of the government) shall be compen
sated at the rate for executive level II and 
shall be entitled to expenses for travel and 
subsistence. 

Section 7 authorizes appropriations, not to 
exceed $1 million for each of the 2 years 
during which the commission shall serve. 

Sect ion 8 provides for termination of the 
commission 90 days after the submission of 
its fi nal report. 

CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 

Since S.J. Res. 75 makes no changes in 
existing law it is unnecessary for this report 
to include material in compliance with sub
section ( 4) of rule XXIX of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, ad
vances in modern medical science have 
lengthened the span, and changed the 
quality and very meaning of human life. 
At the same time, these advances have 
opened a Pandora's box of ethical, social, 

and legal issues in areas such as heart 
transplants, artificial kidneys, test tube 
babies, genetic intervention, behavior 
modification, and experiments on 
humans. 

For example, the family of a deceased 
recently sued a hospital in Virginia for 
allegedly allowing a black laborer to die 
so that his heart could be used in a trans
plant operation. It would not be proper 
to comment on the merits of the particu
lar case, but it illustrates the range of dif
ficult questions which must be faced: 
When heart beat and other vital signs can 
be maintained by artificial means, how is 
death to be defined? Under what circum
stances may the organs of the deceased be 
used for transplants? Who should give 
permission for such transplants? Did ra
cial considerations affect the decision to 
use this heart, as is alleged in the suit? 

Another example is the human radia
tion project at the University of Cincin
nati. This project, which receives a sub
stantial portion of its funds from the De
fense Department, utilizes whole body 
radiation on incurable cancer patients. 
The results are analyzed for what light 
they can shed on combat conditions in a 
nuclear war. The news story which re
ported this project alleged that the pa
tients, who were charity cases with little 
education and low IQ's, had not been ade
quately informed of the military purposes 
of the project. 

Although the case is still under investi
gation, it illustrates the dangers and di
lemmas involved in human experimenta
tion. Does the whole body radiation used 
in this project shorten the patients' life 
span? Does it increase their suffering or 
discomfort? How should answers to such 
questions be determined? And by whom? 
What information and guidance should 
be provided to the potential subjects of 
the experiment? How should their con
sent be obtained? And how should their 
rights be safeguarded? 

Scientific advances pose many other 
difficult ethical and social questions: 

Should they be so counseled against 
having or be prohibited from having chil
dren? Should they be counseled against 
having them? 

Should retarded persons be segregated 
from members of the opposite sex? 
Should they be sterilized? 

What are the ethical implications of 
test tube babies? What will happen to 
our population when men and women 
are free to determine the sex of their 
children? Or to fabricate babies with 
preestablished characteristics? 

How should society regulate the use of 
behavior modification drugs and other 
techniques to control human behavior? 
How can we control the controllers? 

.How should the Nation allocate scarce 
medical resources between organ trans
plants for a few individuals versus re
search and services which can help 
many? 

Which individuals should receive the 
life and death benefit of artificial kid
ney facilities? How should we choose 
among those who need this help? 

How long will the Nation tolerate a 
situation in which 50,000 need kidney 

services, and only 2,000 can receive them 
because of financial limitations? 

The solutions to these sorts of prob
lems cannot be found within science 
alone. As Dr. Jerome Wiesner said, "Sci
ence is no substitute for thought." These 
issues cannot be resolved by complex 
mathematical formulas or high speed 
computers. 

They fundamentally involve questions 
of ethics and social responsibility. To 
come to grips with them, we must focus 
the full range of human talent and imag
ination-from the natural and social sci
ences, the arts and humanities, religion 
and philosophy, and the professions of 
law, medicine, and public service. 

We must draw on all the resources 
mankind has to offer; for after all, it is 
the quality of man's life which is at 
stake. 

Last month the Joseph P. Kennedy, 
Jr., Foundation sponsored an interna
tional symposium on these questions in 
Washington. The symposium drew to
gether 1,200 outstanding scientists, phy
sicians, theologians, lawyers, and others 
from all disciplines and professions, 
from all over the world, to explore these 
problems and stimulate needed research 
and action. 

In a public statement following the 
symposium, 21 of the leading partici
pants urged the establishment of pro
grams that "improve the quality of our 
thinking and acting in matters so laden 
with potential for human welfare or woe, 
for human decency or human callous
ness." While the symposium was not 
designed to provide specific answers, one 
conclusion was clear: there is a great 
need for the kind of study called for in 
Senate Joint Resolution 75. 

This resolution establishes a National 
Advisory Commission on Health Science 
and Society, consisting of 15 Presiden
tially appointed members from the gen
eral public and from a variety of disci
plines and professions. The Commission 
would be authorized $1 million a year for 
2 years to study the legal, ethical, and 
social issues arising from advances in 
biomedical technology. The Commission 
would present its findings and recom
mendations to the President and the 
Congress for appropriate action. 

On November 9, as chairman of the 
Senate Subcommittee on Health, I held 
a hearing on this resolution. The admin
istration testimony was presented by the 
Assistant Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare for Health and Scien
tific Affairs, and the Director of the Na
tional Institutes of Health. Five distin
guished public witnesses included the Di
rector of the Institute of Society, Ethics, 
and the Life Sciences; the cochairman of 
the Salk Institute's Commission on Law, 
Biology, and Ethics; the chairman of the 
Department of Surgery at the University 
of Minnesota Medical School; a profes
sor of philosophy from the New School 
for Social Research; and a professor 
emeritus from Harvard Medical School. 

The testimony received was over
whelmingly in favor of the purposes of 
the resolution. Several improvements 
which were suggested, have been incor-
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porated in the amended resolution which 
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare unanimously voted to report favor
ably on November 16. 

We are entering a new age in which 
medical science has the power to manip
ulate individual lives and alter the very 
character of the human species. What 
was science fiction a decade ago, is per
formed in the laboratory today. And 
what can be done in the laboratory to
day, may become accepted medical prac
tice in the years ahead. 

Our doctors, our scientists, and all of 
us need help in confronting the profound 
ethical and social issues at stake. We 
cannot afford to ignore these problems or 
defer them until it is too late. Now is the 
time to tackle these issues, when there is 
still time to bend these new medical 
powers to man's purposes. I urge each 
Senator to vote for this important 
resolution. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I strongly 
support Senate Joint Resolution 75, a bill 
that would create a "National Advisory 
Commission on Health Science and So
ciety" to conduct a study of the ethical, 
social, and legal implications of advances 
in biomedical research and technology. 

Our rapid advances in the fields of 
biology and medicine have left us with 
some serious questions. While these ad
vances serve to benefit mankind, their 
subsequent implications, for man and 
society, must be carefully studied. There 
are many efforts taking place in the 
medical field that leave open the ques
tion of how far we can or should go. We 
are acquiring the capacity to modify 
and perhaps even control human be
havior. In the field of genetics, there 
have been many advances but also many 
questions. What are the implications 
when we fertilize an egg in the labora
�t�o�r�y�~�n�d� possibly implant that egg into 
a human being? 

In the field of organ transplants and 
the use of artificial organs, new ques
tions have been posed which our laws-
and even ethics-are not equipped to 
deal with. Significant questions have 
been raised regarding the prolongation 
of life and the definition of death and 
with the advent of new technologies we 
have further increased the complexity 
and have expanded instances in which 
these decisions have to be made. I ask 
by whom and under what circumstances. 

We are now at a point where we need 
to look toward new solutions if we are 
ever to be able to cope with the problems 
that present and future advances in our 
technology will bring. 

It is significant that the members of 
this Commission would be drawn from 
many different fields. This would insure 
a final study that would be the result 
of various and divergent thoughts and 
beliefs, and no one interest would be 
represented. The membership of the 
Commission would be drawn from the 
general public, and from individuals in 
the fields of medicine, law, theology, bio-
logical science, physical science, social 
science, philosophy, humanity, health 
administration, government, and public 
atfairs. 

As our society and world progress, 
we must ask ourselves more and more 
questions about the nature of human 
life. The study provided by the Com
mission authorized under this bill should 
help us to deal with these increasingly 
difficult and complex questions, for 
which we must find answers if civiliza
tion is truly to progress on all fronts. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am 
very pleased at the prompt action taken 
by the chairman of the Senate Health 
Subcommittee (Mr. KENNEDY) on Senate 
Joint Resolution 75, which would create 
a National Advisory Commission on 
Health Science and Society. I first intro
duced a similar measure in 1968, and I 
believe that developments since then 
have demonstrated that it is time to take 
this step. 

Extensive hearings were conducted on 
the proposal in the 90th Congress. In the 
hearings this year, and in statements re
ceived by the subcommittee, it was sug
gested that the need for action was even 
more-urgent. As I said in the Senate upon 
introducing this proposal last March: 

We can ill afford to wait until the crush 
of events forces us to make hasty and often 
ill-considered decisions. 

This thought was echoed by Prof. 
Robert L. Sinsheimer, a prominent bio
logical scientist at the California Insti
tute of Technology, in a statement he 
sent in support of the resolution. He re
ferred to "the potential for change in 
and control of the living world" and 
pointed out that-

such potentials to influence man's biologi
cal nature must affect our entire perception 
of the nature of humanity and the meaning 
and purpose of human life. 

He went on to say: 
Profound thought and reflection is thus 

warranted and indeed demanded before such 
potentials are unleashed and their conse
quences cast casually into the social vortex. 
The proposed commission could consider 
such issues-and all possible means for the 
effective deployment of social conscience in 
this field-before it is too late and the irre
versible steps have been taken. 

Another prominent scientist who was 
unable to appear at the hearings, Prof. 
John T. Edsall, of the biological labora
tories of Harvard University, observed 
that the Commission proposed by Senate 
Joint Resolution 75 "could perform a 
great service for the American commu
nity and indeed for other communities 
throughout the world." Referring to such 
developments as prenatal diagnosis, pro
longation of life, definition of death, or
gan transplantation, cloning of human 
beings, and experimentation on humans, 
Professor Edsall said that these topics 
"illustrate the need for an authoritative 
commission of inquiry" such as that pro
posed. 

I am glad that the resolution has such 
wide. bipartisan cosponsorship, includ
ing that of the subcommittee chairman 
and the ranking minority members of 
the Labor and Public Welfare Commit-
tee and of the Health Subcommittee. A 
companion measure in the House, H.R. 
10301, introduced by Congressman ToM 
FoLEY, of Washington, has similar bi-

partisan cosponsorship. I think this re
flects the growing concern in the public 
and in the professional community with 
such matters as were mentioned by Pro
fessor Edsall and with other troubling 
areas such as the modification of be
havior. 

I do not believe it is reasonable or fair 
to expect health science professionals, 
alone, to cope with these complex issues 
affecting the very future of our society. 
We must arrange for ethicists, lawyers, 
philosophers, administrators, and hu
manists, all to work with scientists and 
medical practitioners. 

Not the least, the public must also be 
involved. For we cannot depend entirely 
on studies by academics, health profes
sionals, and learned societies. We need 
public participation if we are to develop 
consensus as to how society should deal 
with these profound problems. The pro
posed commission would provide a ve
hicle for such broadly based discussions. 

I welcome the greatly increased atten
tion to these problems by a number of 
new organizations. The Kennedy Foun
dation has made possible the establish
ment of such an institute at George
town University and other leading study 
groups have been established at the Salk 
Institute and in Hastings-on-Hudson in 
New York. I think it is significant that 
the proposed resolution calls on the com
mission to make maximum use of studies 
conducted by other institutions, both 
public and private·. 

The time has certainly come when we 
need to develop new ways in which so
ciety can organize itself to cope with 
these unprecedented problems. I urge my 
colleagues to approve the establishment 
of the commission, under Senate Joint 
Resolution 75, which could provide sub
stantial impetus to such a development. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the statements I have referred 
to be printed in the RECORD. 

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

STATEMENT CONCERNING SENATE JOINT 
RESOLUTION 75 

I would like to record my strong support 
for the resolution introduced by Senator 
Mondale and others to create a National Ad
visory Cominission on Health Science and 
Society. The great advances in the sciences 
of physics and chemistry in the earlier part 
of this century have paved the way for 
equally great progress in the biological sci
ences and in our understanding of the na
ture of life-including human life. This 
progress has created the potential for change 
in and control of the living world compara
ble to the mastery we have already achieved 
over our physical environment. 

Since the living world includes man, such 
potentials to influence man's biological na
ture must affect our entire perception of the 
nature of humanity and the meaning and 
purpose of human life. They thus affect our 
most profound philosophies and our most 
basic institutions. 

Profound thought and reflection is thus 
warranted and indeed demanded before such 
potentials are unleashed and their conse
quences cast casually lin the social vortex. 
The proposed commission could consider 
such issues-and all possible means �f�~�r� the 
eft'ective deployment of social conscience in 
this field-before it is too late and the ir-
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reversible steps have been taken. There is 
a clear and present need for the establish
ment of ethical guidelines in this complex 
area. 

I would hope that this commission could 
consider these problems not only in a na
tional framework but also with regard to 
their international extensions-for science, 
like humanity, is international-and a 
world viewpoint must be developed (and 
soon) lest these great potentials be dis
astrously coupled to the virulent nationalism 
of our time. 

I believe the questions as presented in 
Senator Mondale's introduction are urgent. 
and thus so is the need for this commission. 

ROBERT L. SINSHEIMER, 
Chairman, Division of Biology, California 

Institute of Technology. 

HARVARD UNIVERSITY, 
Cambridge, Mass., November 23, 1971. 

Hon. WALTER F. MoNDALE, 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: I am glad to sup

port your proposal (S.J. Res. 75) to estab
lish a National Advisory Commission on 
Health Science and Society. The phenomenal 
progress of biology and medical science in 
our time raises difficult ethical issues of the 
utmost importance. It is, for instance, now 
possible to diagnose many genetic diseases 
by examining cells from a human fetus in 
its early stages, and to abort the fetus if a 
serious condition, such as Tay-Sachs disease, 
ls discovered. (See for instance "Prenatal 
Diagnosis of Genetic Disease" by Theodore 
Friedmann, Scientific American, Nov. 1971, 
page 34). The technique requires a highly 
skilled operator, in order to avoid damage to 
the fetus. It also raises the question: how 
serious must the genetic or other abnormal
ity be, to justify abortion? Indeed the whole 
question of abortion, and its justification, 
requires careful examination. Certainly I for 
one would consider it justifiable for a large 
variety of reasons, but our community stand
ards in this matter are in a state of flux, and 
we must search for guiding principles of 
policy that would command wide assent. 

At the other end of our lives, modern med
Icine has learned to prolong the life of vast 
numbers of people who would have died 
earlier. Often this prolongation brings only 
grief and misery to many old people, and 
their families, during their last years. Many 
would rather die far sooner than they do. 
Our ethical standards forbid mercy killings, 
yet the effort to prolong the patient's life is 
often an act of cruelty. We must face the 
very difficult ethical dilemmas involved; these 
involve the problem of insuring, if possible, 
that the patient dies with dignity and in 
association with his family and friends, not 
in an impersonal hospi tal surrounded by 
medical machines and without people who 
care. There is also the difficult related prob
lem of criteria of death, and the use of the 
dead person's organs for transplantation 
into other patients. 

The cloning of human beings, which would 
permit the production of multiple copies of 
the same person, in unlimited numbers, is 
not yet technically feasible, although it may 
become so in the not very distant future. It 
would clearly raise extremely serious ethical 
issues, and it will be important to face these 
issues before such experiments on man be
come technically possible. Are we to ban 
certain type of experimentation, as my col
league James D. Watson has suggested might 
be desirable? Certainly experiments involv
ing actual cruelty to the subject should prob
ably be banned, although some people will 
and should undergo danger and suffering in 
expet1ments for sufficiently important ends. 
But here we must have the informed con
sent of the subject. What, indeed, is "in
formed consent"? How does it apply to the 

feeble minded or the mentally ill, or terminal 
cancer patients? Is it right that parents 
should give "informed consent" for experi
ments on their infant chlldren? To state 
these problems is to reveal their complexity. 

These topics do not exhaust the subject 
by any means, but they do illustrate the 
need for an authoritative commission of in
quiry, such as your proposal calls for. I 
think it would probably be best, as the text 
proposes, that the commission should pro
duce a report with recommendations, at the 
end of a specified interval, and then go out 
of existence. Such a report should clarify 
many important issues, for medical scientists 
and practitioners and for the public at 
large, and in doing so it could perform u.n 
immense service. However it will certainly 
not give what could be considered a final an
swer to many of the questions with which 
it would have to deal. These would have to 
remain the subject of continuing inquiry, 
but the level of the inquiry could be lifted to 
a higher plane by the analysis furnished by 
the Commission. It might be able to come 
up with what would be generally accepted 
as definitive answers on at least some mat
ters. I believe that, if the commission could 
de this, for even a few of the questions, it 
would confront, it could perform a- great 
service for the American community and in
deed for other communities throughout the 
world. 

Yours sincerely, 
JOHN T. EDSALL. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The joint resolution was ordered to be 

engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

NATIONAL ENVffiONMENTAL CEN
TER ACT OF 1971-Bll.L PASSED 
OVER 

The bill CS. 1113) to establish a struc
ture that will provide integrated knowl
�e�d�~�e� and understanding of the ecological, 
social, and technological problems asso
ciated with air pollution, water pollu
tion, solid waste disposal, general pollu
tion, and degradation of the environ
ment, and other related problems, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Over, Mr. President. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Without objection, the bill will be 
passed over. 

LIBERALIZATION OF DISABILITY 
AND DEATH PENSION 

The bill CS. 2866) to amend title 38 of 
the United States Code, to liberalize the 
provisions relating to payment of dis
ability and death pension, and for other 
purposes was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, a.s follOIWs: 

s. 2866 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
subsection (b) of section 521 of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended to �r�e �·�~�,�d� as 
follows: 

"(b) If the veteran is unmarried (or mar
ried but not living with and not reasonably 
contributing to the support of his spouse) 
and has no child, pension shall be paid 
according to the following formula: If an
nual income is $300 or less, the monthly rate 
of pension shall be $130. For each $1 of an
nual income in excess of $300 up to and 
including $1,000, the monthly rate shall be 

reduced 3 cents; for each $1 of annual in
come in excess of $1,000 up to and including 
$1,500, the monthly rate shall be reduced 4 
cents; for each $1 of annual income in excess 
of $1,500 up to and including $1,800, the 
monthly rate shall be reduced 5 cents; for 
each $1 of annual income in excess of $1,800 
up to and including $2,200, the monthly rate 
shall be reduced 6 cents; and for each $1 
of annual income in excess of $2,200 up to 
and including $2,600, the monthly rate shall 
be reduced 7 cents. No pension shall be paid 
if annual income exceeds $2,600." 

(b) Subsection (c) of such section 521 is 
amended to read as follows: 

" (c) If the veteran is married and 1i ving 
with or reasonably contributing to the sup
port of his spouse, or has a child or children, 
pension shall be paid according to the fol
lowing formula: If annual income is $500 or 
less, the monthly rate of pension shall be 
$140 for a veteran and one dependent, $145 
for a veteran and two dependents, and $150 
for three or more dependents. For each $1 of 
annual income in excess of $500 up to and 
including $900, the particular monthly rate 
shall be reduced 2 cents; for each $1 of an
nual income in excess of $900 up to and in
cluding $3,200, the monthly rate shall be 
reduced 3 cents; and for each $1 of annual 
income in excess of $3,200 up to and in
cluding $3,800, the monthly rate shall be re
duced 5 cents. No pension shall be paid 1f 
annual income exceeds $3,800." 

(c) Subsection (b) of section 541 of title 
38, United States Code, is amended to read 
as follows: 

"{b) If there is no child, pension shall be 
paid according to the following formula: If 
annual income is $300 or less, the monthly. 
rate of pension shall be $87. For each $1 of 
annual income in excess of $300 up to and 
including $600, the monthly rate shall be 
reduced 1 cent; for each $1 of annual income 
in excess of $600 up to and including $1,900, 
the monthly rate shall be reduced 3 cents; 
and for each $1 of annual income in excess 
of $1,900 up to and including $2,600, the 
monthly rate shall be reduced 4 cents. No 
pension sball be paid if annual income ex
ceeds $2,600." 

(d) Subsection (c) of such section 541 is 
amended to read as follows: 

" (c) If there is a widow and one child, 
pension shall be paid according to the fol
lowing formula: If annual income is $600 
or less, the monthly rate of pension shall be 
$104. For each $1 of annual income in excess 
of $600 up to and including $1,400, the 
monthly rat e shall be reduced 1 cent; for 
each $1 of annual income in excess of $1,400 
up to and including $2,700, the monthly rate 
shall be reduced 2 cents; and for ea<:h $1 
of annual income in excess of $2,700 up to 
and including $3,800, the monthly rate shall 
be reduced 3 cents. Whenever the monthly 
rate payable to the widow under the fore
going formula is less than the amount which 
would be payable to the child under section 
542 of this title if the widow were not en
titled, �t�h�~� widow will be paid at the child's 
rate. No pension shall be paid if the annual 
income exceeds $3,800." 

(e) Subsection (d) of such section 541 is 
amended by striking out "$16" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "$17". 

{f) Subsection (a) of section 542 of title 
38, United States Code, is amended by strik
ing out "$40" and "$16" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "$42" and "$17'', respectively. 

SEc. 2. Section 503 of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended by (a) inserting "(a)" im
mediately preceding "In" at the beginning of 
such section, and (b) adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsections: 

"(b) Where a fraction of a dollar is in
volved, annual income shall be fixed at the 
next lower dollar. 

"(c) The Administrator may provide by 
regulation for the Pxclusion from income 
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under this chapter of amounts paid by a 
veteran, widow, or child for unusual medical 
expenses." 

SEc. 3. Paragraph (2) of section 3012(b) of 
title 38, United States Code, is amended by 
striking out "month" and inserting in lieu 
thereof " calendar year". 

SEc. 4. Section 4 of Public Law 90-275 (82 
Stat. 68) is amended to read as follows: 

"SEc. 4. The annual income limitations 
governing payment of pension under the first 
sentence of section 9(b) of the Veterans' 
Pension Act of 1959 hereafter shall be $2,200 
and $3,500, instead of $1,900 and $3,200 re
spect ivel y." 

SEc. 5. (a) Paragraph (30) of section 101 of 
title 38, United States Code, is amended by 
striking the phrase "for ninety days or more". 

(b) Paragraph (3) of subsection 521(g) of 
such title 38 is amended by inserting im
mediately before "World War I" the phrase 
"the Mexican border period or". 

SEc. 6. This Act shall take effect on Janu
ary 1, 1972. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I am 
most gratified that the Senate passed 
this morning and sent to the President 
for signature legislation increasing the 
benefits for those receiving non-service
connected pension as well as those en
titled to dependency and indemnity 
compensation. 

S. 2866-passed in the House as H.R. 
11651-which I introduced together with 
each member of the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs provides for an average 
6.5 percent increase in the rate schedule 
to needy veterans. This has been coupled 
with a $300 increase in the permissible 
maximum income limitation for a vet
eran so as to accommodate recent social 
security increases. Because of this in
crease, no veteran will suffer a reduction 
in his pension by virtue of the recent in
creases in social security. Had this legis
lation not been passed over 1.1 million 
pensioners were scheduled for pension 
reductions effective January 1, 1972. In 
addition, this legislation establishes a 
new formula for the payment of pensions 
which will prevent disporportionate loss 
of pension by virtue of small increases 
in outside income. Previously a veteran 
could receive a small increase in outside 
income and suffer a larger decrease in 
the amount of pension which he received. 

The second bill, S. 2867-passed in the 
House as H.R. 11652-I also had the 
privilege of introducing together with 
each member of the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs. This bill will provide cost-

of-living increases to widows, orphans, 
and needy parents of those veterans who 
have died of service-connected causes. 
These increases in dependency and in
demnity compensation will effect 176,000 
widows, 46,000 orphaned children, and 
some 68,500 dependent parents. 

The total first-year cost of these bills is 
$195 million. I am gratified that Con
gress has recognized its responsibility to 
acknowledge to the veteran and his fam
ily our gratitude for his sacrifices. Of 
course, no amount of financial return 
can possibly compensate for their losses 
in time and life, but I am pleased even 
in this small way that we can tangibly 
demonstrate our pride and thanks for 
those who have served their country in 
uniform. I urge the President to sign 
these bills into law immediately. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD an excerpt from the report <No. 
92-519), explaining the purposes of the 
measure. 

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

l. BACKGROUND OF LEGISLATION 
A. DEVELOPMENT OF CURRENT PENSION SYSTEM 

AND ITS RELATION TO SOCIAL SECURITY 
Pensions based on non-service-connected 

disability or death of a veteran date back to 
the Revolutionary War era. Prior to 1960, 
pensions were provided on the basis of a fiat 
award if the veteran's income did not ex
ceed a specific figure. Public Law 86-211 
abandoned this concept and instead estab
lished a three-level system of pension pay
ments based on need as principally deter
mined by the veteran's income. Under the 
new law, most of the veterans then receiv
ing pensions were entitled to higher benefits. 
Those who had been receiving pensions prior 
to the change, however, were allowed if they 
wished to continue receiving benefits under 
the "old law." Presently, some 303,000 or 
about 13.6 percent of all pensioners continue 
to receive benefits under the "old law." 

In 1964, faced with a prospective increase 
in social security benefits, Congress amended 
the recently revised pension law by choosing 
to exclude 10 percent of all payments to an 
individual under public or private retire
ment, annuity, endowment, or similar plans 
or programs in determining the "annual in-: 
come" of the veteran. "Annual income" de
termines the amount of pension, if any, to 
which the veteran is entitled. Thus in addi
tion to a general rate increase, the 10 percent 
exclusion provided for in PL 88-664 assured 

that no indfvidual pensioner would be ad
versely affected because of the contemplated 
increased social security benefits. 

In 1967, Congress provided for an average 
overall cost-of-living increase of 5.4 percent 
in Public Law 90-77. The following year in 
1968, Congress in PL 90-275 again increased 
pension rates and also provided for a $200 in
crease in the income limitations which as
sured that there would be no pension loss 
because of the 13 percent increase in social 
security benefits that year. The same act also 
replaced the three-level system of pension 
rates with a multi-level increment system. 
Under the previous three-level system, a 
slight increase in outside income could re
sult in a disproportionate decrease in a vet
eran's pension. The enactment of a twenty
plus increment system of $100 gradations per
mitted a more orderly and gradual reduction 
in monthly benefits because of slight in
creases in outside income. 

Finally, last year in enacting Public Law 
91-588, Congress provided that there would 
be no loss or reduction of pension because of 
a. 15 percent increase in soCial security bene
fits. It raised the current maximum annual 
income limitation $300 and increased virtu
ally all current law pensions through a raise 
in the rates payable. 

B. CURRENT PENSION BENEFITS AND 
CHARACTERISTICS OF PENSIONERS 

Pension law applies to veterans of World 
War I, World War II, the Korean Conflict, and 
the Vietnam Era. Under the current law, a 
veteran may be eligible for pension benefits 
if: 

He served in the Armed Forces at least 90 
days, including at least one day of service 
during wartime; 

His income does not exceed the limits 
specified in the law (currently $2,300 if the 
veteran is single, $3,500 if he has a depend
ent); 

He is permanently and totally disabled (for 
the purposes of pension law all veterans age 
65 or older are defined as permanently and 
totally disabled) ; 

His net worth is not excessive as deter
mined by the Veterans' Administration. 
Widows and children of deceased wartime 
veterans are also eligible for pension benefits 
if they are needed. 

Currently there are 2.2 million pensioners 
of whom 1.1 million are veterans and there
mainder their survivors. About 60 percent of 
all those who receive pension benefits are 
veterans of World War I or their survivors. 
The present cost of non-service-connected 
pensions is approximately $2.4 billion a. year. 
A significant number of pensioners under 
the current law have virtually no source of 
income other than their pension. The an
nual income of pensioners (other than their 
pensions and excludable income) is shown 
in the following table: 

PENSIONERS UNDER CURRENT LAW BY INCOME OTHER THAN PENSIONS 

Veteran alone 

Income range Number Percent 

less than $100_______ _________________ ________ ___ ______ __ ______ _ 78,200 26 
$100 to $500. _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ __ _ ___ _ _ _ _ ___ _ _ _ _ _____ _ __ _ _ ___ _ _ _ __ __ __ __ _ 10, 400 3 
$500 to $1,000. _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ ___ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ __ _ _ ___ _ _ _ ___ _ _ _ _ 78, 500 26 
$1,000 to $1,500 ____________________ ___ _______ • __ _ ____ _____ _____ _ 76. 300 25 

Veteran with 
dependents 

Number 

59, 000 
10,900 
73,900 

Percent 

10 
2 

13 
22 
28 
12 

Widow alone 

Number Percent 

100,400 17 
26,400 4 

178, 000 29 
207,600 35 
80,900 13 
11,200 2 

Widow with 
children 

Number 

9, 100 
11, 100 
32,700 
45, 200 
18, 400 
11 , 900 

Percent 

6 
8 

22 
32 
13 
8 �~�:�m� !l �~�:�~�L� �~� = �~� �~� �~� = �~� = �~� �~� = = = = = = �~� �~� = �~� �~� == = �~� = = �~� = �~� = = �= �~� �~� �~� �~� �~� �~� �~� �~� �~� �~� �~� = �~� = == = �=�=�=�'�~�l�~� = == = == = = = =) = 

128, 200 
150, 200 
66,900 
47,600 
30,000 

8 ------ -------- - - - ----------- 10,300 7 
5 ---------------------------- 6, 700 4 

TotaL .•••• ________ _____________ __ ___ _______ _____ ________ _ 304,700 100 566,700 100 604,500 100 146,400 100 

C. EFFECl' OF RECENT INCREASES IN SOCIAL 
SECURrrY BENEFITS 

Currently 1,517,000 people or nearly 76.4 
percent of all pensioners also receive social 
security benefits. As such, they were recipi-

CXVII--2767-Pa.rt 34 

ents of the approximately 10 percent increase 
in social security benefits enacted in March 
ot this year (PL 92-5). Section 3012(b) (4) 
of title 38 provides that the effective date 
for reduction or discontinuance of disability 

or death pensions occasioned by change of 
income shall be the last day of the calendar 
year in which the change occurred. Under 
the present law, then, 1,146,000 pensioners 
are scheduled for pension reductions effec-
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tive January 1, 1972. An additional 16,196 
will go off the rolls entirely. Below are some 
typical examples of reductions scheduled to 
go into effect i n January: 

( 1) A veteran with no dependents who 
received $98.80 in social security before the 
most recent increase was eligible for pen
sion of $96 for a monthly income of $194.80. 
Under current law, his pension will be re· 
duced $4 monthly beginning in January due 
to the social security increase. 

(2) A married veteran receiving $110 pen
sion would have it reduced by $6 each month 
beginning in January, 1972, if action is not 
taken. 

(3) A widow with one child who is en
titled to an $88 widow's pension would find 
her pension cut by $2 as a result of these 
increases. 

D. REASONS FOR THE BILL 
For those living on fixed incomes in an 

economy which has been consistently infla
tionary, the reductions which are scheduled 
will have a considerable adverse impact. Fur
thermore, as the considerable mail of most 
Senators will attest, the average pensioner 
does not understand why a small pension 
should be reduced because of cost-of-living 
increases in payments under a federal retire
ment program. 

The Committee, which considered several 
alt ernatives, has concluded that the most 
equitable approach would be to follow the 
past practice of a cost -of-living boost to
gether with an increase in the income limits 
to an amount which would accommodate re
cent social security increases. 

II. EXPLANATION OF THE BILL 
A. INCREASES IN RATES AND INCOME LIMrrS 
The maximum annual income limitations 

have been increased by $300. This would pro-

vide an income limitation of $2,600 for single 
pensioners and $3,800 for those pensioners 
with dependents. If these limits are adopted, 
no individual will go off the rolls or have his 
pension reduced in January because of the 
recent social security increase. The bill also 
provides an average 6.5 percent cost-of-living 
increase in the pension rates schedule. 

Under the present rate schedule, an eligi
ble veteran without dependent receives a 
monthly pension ranging from $29 to $121. 
This bill would provide for a new range of 
payments from $22 to $130. For a veteran 
with a dependent the rate would change 
from a current $34-$132 to a $33-$140 range. 
A widow alone is presently entitled to a 
minimum rate of $17 and a maximum rate 
of $81. Under the bill, the maximum is in
creased to $87. The new rates for a widow 
with a child would range from $42 to $104, 
an increase above the present maximum rate 
of $99. The current $16 rate for each addi
tional child is increased to $17 under the 
bill as well. 

Rates for children entitled to pensions un
der 38 U.S.C. 542, are also correspondingly 
increased. 

B. FORMULA APPROACH FOR BENEFIT RATES 
Perhaps the most important provision of 

this bill is the adoption of a new formula 
approach for the payment of pensions which 
replaces the present 20-plus-tier system of 
$100 increments. The formulae will preclude 
the loss of aggregate income in the future 
where there is an increase in income from 
other sources. It specifies a maximum 
monthly rate for each group within desig
nated income categories, and each individ
ual's monthly benefit rate is to be computed 
by reducing the maximum rate by a specified 
number of cents for each dollar by which 
the minimum income limitation for that 

s. 2866 

group is exceeded. For example, for a single 
veteran receiving a pension under 38 U.S.C. 
521, the maximum monthly pension would 
be $130 based on annual income of $300 
or less. This monthly amount would be re
duced by 3 cents for each dollar of annual 
income which exceeds $300 up to and in
cluding $1,000; by 4 cents for each dollar 
of income in excess of $1,000 up to and in
cluding $1,500; by 5 cents for each dollar of 
income exceeding $1,500 up to and includ
ing $1,800; by 6 cents for each dollar of in
come up to and including $2,200; and by 7 
cents for each dollar of income up to and 
including $2,600. The minimum monthly 
rate would be $22. No pension wm be paid if 
annual income exceeds $2,600. 

The Veterans' Administration in recom
mending the adopt ion of formulae to the 
Committee said: 

" It seems to us that those programs, based 
on need, should be so structured as to better 
allocate benefits according to relative need. 
They should also be sensitive enough to avoid 
a disproportionate reduction of benefits when 
outside income increases. The current rate 
in income limitation structures are deficient 
in those respects. 

" In our judgment, a formula approach 
would better meet the aforementioned cri
teria, and remedy existing deficiencies. Adop
tion of a formula could permit those of little 
or no income to keep more of each dollar of 
outside income than those with greater in
come. Also, aggregate income could be pro
tected for those remaining on the rolls re
gardless of the source of that income." 

The following tables illustrate the current 
rates payable to veterans and widows to
gether with typical examples of pensions 
payable under the proposed bill which in
corpora.t es both the increased rates and the 
new formula system: 

Veteran and dependents Veteran and dependents 
Veteran alone Veteran alone 

No loss formula No loss formula 

No loss 1 de- 2 de- 3 or No loss 1 de· 2 de- 3 or 
Current formula Current pendent pendents more Current formula Current pendent pendents more 

Income not more than-
$100 _________________ _ 

$200.-------- - ------- -$300 _________________ _ 
$400 _________________ _ 
$500 _________________ _ 
$600 _________________ _ 
$700 _________________ _ 
$800 _________________ _ 

$900.-----------------
$1,000. - --------- - - -- 
$1,100-- ------- -- -- -- -
$1,200_------ - ---- ---
$1,300_ - ------ --- ----
$1,400.------ - -------
$1,500 __ -- - -- --------
$1,600. - ------ --- -- --
$1,700. - --------- ----
$1,800. -- ----- -------
$1,900.--- -- ------ - ---

$121 
121 
121 
119 
117 
115 
112 
108 
104 
100 
96 
92 
88 
84 
79 
75 
69 
63 
57 

$130 
130 
130 
127 
124 
121 
118 
115 
112 
109 
105 
101 
97 
93 
89 
84 
79 
74 
68 

$132 
132 
132 
132 
132 
130 
128 
126 
124 
122 
119 
116 
113 
110 
107 
104 
101 
99 
96 

1 With higher income, lesser rates are paid accord ing to formula. 

Widow alone Widow and 1 child 

Income not No loss No loss 
more than- Current formula Current formula 

$100. - ---------- $81 $87 $99 $104 
$200.--.----.. -- 81 87 99 104 
$300------------ 81 87 99 104 
$400.----- ------ 80 86 99 104 
$500. - ---------- 79 85 99 104 
$600. - ---------- 78 84 99 104 
$700.----------- 76 81 98 103 
$800. - -------- - - 73 78 97 102 
$900.-----.-.-- - 70 75 96 101 
$1,000 ... - ----. - - 67 72 95 100 
$1,100 ... - ----.- - 64 69 94 99 
$1,200 .... - ------ 61 66 92 98 
$1,300 ..• ... ---- - 58 63 90 97 
$1,400 ___ ----- --- 55 60 88 96 
$1,500 . . . - ----. - - 51 57 86 94 
$1,600 ... . ------- 48 54 84 92 
$1,700 ... . . ...... 45 51 82 90 

$140 $145 $150 
140 145 150 
140 145 150 
140 145 150 
140 I 145 I 150 
130 --------------------
136 --------------------
134 --------- --- --------
132 --------------------
129 --------------------
126 --------------------
123 ------------ - ------· 
120 - --- - ---------------
117 ----- ------- --------
114 --------------------
111 --------------------
108 ------------------- · 
105 --------------------
102 ---- - --------- ---- --

Income not more than-Con. 
$2,000________________ $51 $62 $93 
$2,100________________ 45 56 90 
$2,200________________ 37 50 87 
$2,300________________ 29 43 84 
$2,400__________________________ 36 81 
$2,500__________________________ 29 78 
$2,600__________________________ 22 75 
$2,700.------ .. ---- .. --------------------- 72 
$2,800.------- - . . -------------------- .. --- 69 
$2,900.- - - .------ ........ ----------------- 66 
$3,000.-- - . .. ------------------------.---. 62 
$3,100.-- - ... ------------------ ·- --------. 58 
$3,200.---- .... ---------------- __________ ._ 54 
$3,300.-----.-------- ----- ----- --- --- .... - 50 
$3,400.--- ------ - ---- --- ------- .. --- ..... - 42 
$3,500 .. - - ----- .. - - .. -------------- .. ----- 34 
$3,600 ____ ----- .. --.--------------------------------
$3,700.----.- .. --- .. -.----.-.... - ------.-.------.--
$3,800. -. -------------- - ----------.-.-.-----------.-

$99 - -------------------
96 ------- - ------------
93 ------------------ - -
90 ----------- - --------
87 -- - -----------------
84 ----------- - --------
81 --------------------
78 --------------------
75 --------------------
72 - - -- ----------------
69 --------------------
66 --------------------
63 -·- - ----- - ----------
58 -·--------- - --------
53 --------------------
48 - - - ----- ---- --------
43 ------ - -------------
38 ------ --------------
33 --------------------

Widow alone Widow and 1 child Widow alone Wtdow and 1 child 

Income not No loss No loss Income not No loss No loss 
more than- Current formula Current formula more than- Current formula Current formula 

$1,800 ___________ 41 48 80 88 $3,500 ... ----- .. -. ---.---.-----.. -.-- 41 46 $1,900 ___________ 37 45 78 86 $3,600 ... - .. -- -- ..... - ---- .. ---.----- . ---- -- --. 43 
$2,000 . . . - ... -.- - 33 41 76 84 $3,700 ... --. -.-.-.---------- .. --- .. ------- -- -.- 42 
$2,100 ........... 29 37 74 82 $3,800. · - - ---.-- .. --.-------------------------- 42 
$2,200 ......... - - 23 33 72 80 
$2,300 ... - ... -.-. 17 29 70 78 
$2,400 ... ....... --------- - - 25 68 76 c. "OLD LAW" PENSIONS 
$2,500 ... -----.-.--- ----- - - 21 66 74 
$2,600 ... . -- ------------ - -- 17 64 72 Individuals receiving "old law" pensions, 
$2,700 .... ---- ----- . ---------- - ---.-- 62 70 under section 9(b) of the Veterans Pension 
$2,800 .... -. --.-------.-.-.-.. -. --.-- 59 67 
$2,900 ..• ----- .- --. - .-.- ------- - ----. 56 64 Act of 1959, will be protected against loss or 
$3,000 ..•. -- - - --.---.-.-. ---.-.-... -. 53 61 reduction of pension because of the recent 
$3,100 ... . ------------------.- . -.-.-- 51 58 social security increase by increasing the an-
$3,200 . ... ---- ---- . . .. --.- .. -- .. -- .. - 48 55 nual income limitation $300 to $2,200 for the 
$3 300 . ..... -- - --- . . ---- ------------- 45 52 
$3,400 •... ----. -- .- . -- . . - - .-- - .. ---.- 43 49 single veteran or widow and $3,500 for the 

I 

I 

' 
i 

I 

I 
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veteran with dependents or a widow with 
children. Because no more veterans or wid
ows may come on the "old law" rolls, the in
come limitation change wm not result in any 
additions to this group of non-service-con
nected pensioners. The Veterans Adminis
tration estimated that 6,038 old law pension
ers would be affected by the proposed amend
ment in this Bill at a first year cost of $1.7 
million. 

D. OTHER PROVISIONS 

The bill would also authorize the Admin
istr:ator to provide by regulation for the 
exclusion of amounts payable by a veteran, 
widow, or child for unusual medical expenses 
in the annual income determined for pension 
eligibility. Such authority presently exists 
in 38 U.S.C. 415(g) 2 in determination of 
income of parents eligible for dependency 
and indemnity compensation. The Veterans 
Administration ha.s advised that, should 
Congress adopt this provision, it would issue 
similar regulations to those now in force for 
DIC purposes. 

The bill would also amend paragraph 2 of 
section 3012(b) of title 38 so as to provide 
that where there is a loss of dependent by 
reason of marriage, divorce, or death, pen
sion compensation and DIC benefits would 
continue until the end of the calendar year 
rather than be reduced or terminated at the 
end of the month prior to the date of such 
event as the law presently requires. 

Finally, the bill would liberalize the law 
with regard to the number of days a veteran 
of the Mexican border period must have 
served on the Mexican border. While the 90-
day service period is retained, one day of 
service on the Mexican border itself would 
now qualify the veteran for benefits. The 
Veterans Administration advises that the 
cost impact of this liberalization would be 
"minimal". 

E. EFFECTIVE DATE 

The new income limi·ts and monthly bene
fit levels would become effective January 1, 
1972, assuring that no pensioner would drop 
from the rolls or suffer benefi.t reduction be
cause of this year's social security increase. 

F. VETERANS ORGANIZATIONS' POSITION 

All major service organizations have testi
fied or advised the Committee of their full 
support for S. 2866. 

Ill. COST 

A. RELATIONSHIP OF THIS BILL TO THE 
ADMINISTRATION'S ECONOMIC PROGRAM 

In an appearance on November 8, 1971, be
fore the SeiUIIte Subcommittee on Compensa
tion and Pensions, a Veterwns Administmtion 
spokesma.n testified that: 

"The Cost-of-Living Council has exempted 
income maintenance programs, like pensions 
and compensations, from coverage during the 
current freeze period. Based on this ruling, 
and recognizing our obligations to both the 
nation's economic goals and to the veteran 
and his family in this critical time, the Vet
erans Administration feels justified in sup
porting an adjustment in these benefit pay
ments to compensate for price increases since 
the time wheL. benefits were last increased. 
We feel that price changes constitute a rea
sonable and appropriate benchmark for the 
subcommittee to use in determining the 
magnitude of adjustment needed." 

The average 6.5 percent increase in pension 
rates provided for in this bill is consistent 
with the criteria set out above. 

B. FIVE-YEAR COST ESTIMATES 

The fiscal year '72 budget estimate is ap
proximately $63.6 million. The first full-year 
cost is $127.2 million increasing to $136.9 mll
lion for the fifth year. 

The following is an itemized breakdown of 
cost of S. 2866 for the first five years: 

Cost 
There follows an itemized breakdown of 

the cost of 8.2866 by years, by categories of 
beneficiaries, and in toto for the first 5 years: 

Year 

s. 2866 

SEC. 1 

Caseload Costs 

The first 5 year costs and caseloads for paragraphs (a) through 
(d)-Increased pension rates for veterans and survivors are: 

!_ __________________________ 1,637,246 $110,700,000 
2_--- ----------------------- 1, 647, 773 112, 500, 000 
3 ___________________________ 1,661,103 114, 200,000 
4_- ------------------------- 1, 672, 332 115, 900, 000 5 _______________________ __ __ 1, 692,684 118,100,000 

5 year costs and caseloads for paragraph (e)-Increase in rate 
for children from $16 to $17 are: 

�~�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_ �_�_�_ �_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_� 147,211 2,100, 000 
2___ ________________________ 151,524 2,200, 000 
3________ ____ _______________ 156,070 2, 200, 000 
4 __ -- ---- ------ ------------- 159, 800 2, 300, 000 
5____________ __ _____________ 164,346 2,400, 000 

Paragraph (f)-Increases in children's rate to $42 and $17 are: 
�~�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_� 594,100 9, 000, 000 
2___________ _____ ____ _______ 643,100 9, 800,000 
3___ __ _______ ___ __ ______ ____ 688,400 10,400,000 
4_____________ __ ____________ 722,300 11,000,000 
5___ _____ ________ __ _________ 746,900 11,300,000 

Tota I costs of sec. 1 1. 
1st year ________________ - _______ -_- ____ -
2d year _______ ____ __ __ ____ --------------
3d year ____________ _ -------------------_ 4th year_ __ ____________________________ _ 
5th year _____ _____ _ ---------------------
Fiscal year 1972 cost_ ___________________ _ 

SEC. 2 

Year 
Number 
affected 

Paragraph (b)-Minimal. Para
graph (c)-Exclusion of unusual 
medical expenses are: l___________________________ 26,750 

2_ -------------------------- 27, 200 
3_- ------------------------- 27, 650 
4___ ___ _________ ____________ 28,150 
5_-- --- --------------------- 28, 600 Fiscal year 1972 costs ___________________ _ 

SEC. 3 

Year 

End-of-year rule for changes of 

Number 
affected 

dependency are: 
l_ -------------------------- 10, 300 
2_- ------------------------- 10, 300 
3_ ------------------ --- ----- 10,300 
4--------------------------- 10, 300 
5_ -------------------------- 10,300 Fiscal year 1972 costs ___________ ________ _ 

SEC. 4 

Year 
Number 
affected 

Increases in limitations for old law cases are: 
l_--- ----------------------- 5, 038 
2____________ ____ _____ _____ _ 4,831 
3_______________________ __ __ 4, 481 
4_--- ----------------------- 4, 129 
5__________ ___ ______________ 3, 776 

SEC. 5 

Year 

Paragraph (a)-Minimal. Paragraph 
(b)-No cost: 

Total cost of S. 2866 1 

Number 
affected 

121,800, 000 
124, 500, 000 
126,800,000 
129, 200, 000 
131,800,000 
60,900,000 

Costs 

$1,900,000 
2, 000, 000 
2,100, 000 
2, 100,000 
2, 100,000 

950,000 

Costs 

$1,800,000 
1, 800, 000 
1, 800, 000 
1,800, 000 
1,800, 000 

950,000 

Costs 

$1,700,000 
1, 600,000 
1, 500,000 
1, 400,000 
1, 200,000 

Costs 

�t�i�g�~�~�~�~�=�~ �=�~�~�~�~�:�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�=�~�~�~�=�~� �$�1�~�:� m: m 
�c�o�~�~� �~�;�a�f�i�s�c�a�-�(�y�e�a�r�:�_�_�_ �_�_�_�_�_�_ �_ �_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_�_� 136,900, ooo 

1972_ -------------------------------- 63, 600, 000 
1973_- -- ----------------------------- 128, 600, 000 1974________________ _________________ 131,100,000 
1975_--- ------------ ---- ------------ - 133, 400, 000 
1976_____ ____________ ___ _____ ________ 135, 700, 000 
1977--- ------------- ------------ ---- - 138, 200, 000 

1 Total caseload figures are not shown, since there would be a 
significant number of beneficiaries that would benefit from more 
than 1 provision of the bill. A summation of the caseload figures 
shown under the various sections would be distorted by th �~�s�e� 
duplications. 

LIBERALIZATION OF DISABILITY 
AND DEATH PENSION 

The bill (H.R. 11651) to amend title 38 
of the United States Code to liberalize the 
provisions relating to payment of dis
ability and death pension, and for other 
purposes was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

LIBERALIZATION OF PROVISIONS 
�R�E�L�A�~�G� TO �P�A�~�T� OF DE
PENDENCY AND INDEMNITY COM
PENSATION 

The bill (S. 2867) to amend title 38 of 
the United States Code to liberalize the 
provisions relating to payment of de
pendency and indemnity compensation 
was considered, ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 

s. 2867 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 411 of title 38, United Stwtes Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(a) Dependency and indemnity compen
sation shall be paid to a widow, based on 
the pay grade of her deceased husband at 
monthly rates set forth in the following 
table: 

Monthly 
"Pay grade: rate 

E-1 ------------------------------- $184 
E-2 ------------------------------- 189 
E-3 ------------------------------- 195 
�~� ------------------------------- 206 
E-5 ------------------------------- 212 
�~� ------------------------------- 217 
E-7 ------------------------------- 227 
�~� ------------------------------- 240 
E-9 ------------------------------ 1 251 
VV-1 ------------------------------ 232 
VV-2 ------------------------------ 241 
VV-3 ------------------------------ 249 
VV-4 ------------------------------ 262 
{}-1 ------------------------------- 232 
{}-2 ------------------------------- 240 
{}-3 ------------------------------- 257 
�~� ------------------------------- 272 
C>-5 ------------------------------- 299 
�~� ------------------------------- 337 
<>-7 ------------------------------- 365 
�~� ------------------------------- 399 
C>-9 ------------------------------- 429 
()-10 ------------------------------ 9 469 
" 1 If the veteran served as sergeant major 

of the Army, senior enlisted adViser of the 
Navy, chief master sergeant of the Air Force, 
or sergeant major of the Marine Corps, at 
the applicable time designated by section 402 
of this title, the widow's rate shall be $270. 

" 2 If the veteran served a.s Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Chief of Staff of 
the Army, Chief of Naval Operations, Chief 
of Staff of the Air Force, or Commandant 
of the Marine Corps, at the applicable time 
designated by section 402 of this title, the 
widow's rate shall be $503. 

"{b) If there is a widow with one or more 
children below the age of eighteen of a 
deceased veteran, the dependency and in
demnity compensation paid monthly to the 
widow shall be increased by $22 for each 
such child. 

"(c) The monthly rate of dependency and 
indemnity compensation payable to a widow 
shall be increased by $55 if she is ( 1) a 
patient in a nursing home or (2) helpless 
or blind, or so nearly helpless or blind as to 
need or require the regular aid and attend
ance of another person." 

SEc. 2. Section 413 of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 
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"Whenever there is no widow of a deceased 

veteran entitled to dependency and indem
nity compensation, dependency and indem
nity compensation shall be paid in equal 
shares to the children of the deceased vet
eran at the following monthly rates: 

" ( 1) One child, $92. 
"(2) Two children, $133. 
"(3) Three children, $172. 
" ( 4) More than three children, $172, plus 

$34 for each child in excess of three." 
SEc. 3. (a) Subsection (a) of section 414 

of title 38, United States Code, is amended by 
striking out "$32" and inserting in lieu there
of "$55". 

(b) Subsection (b) of section 414 of such 
title is amended by striking out "$88" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "$92". 

(c) Subsection (c) of section 414 of such 
ti t le is amended by striking out "$45" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "$47". 

SEc. 4. (a) Subsection (b) of section 415 of 
title 38, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(b) ( 1) Except as provided in paragraph 
(2) of this subsection, if there is only one 
parent, dependency and indemnity compen
sation shall be paid to him according to the 
following formula: If annual income is $800 
or less the monthly rate of dependency and 
indemnity compensation shall be $100. For 
each $1 of annual income in excess of $800 
up to and including $1,200, the monthly rate 
shall be reduced 3 cents; for each $1 of an
nual income in excess of $1,200 up to and 
including $1,600, the monthly rate shall be 
reduced 4 cents; for each $1 of annual income 
in excess of $1,600 up to and including $1,900, 
the monthly rate shall be reduced 5 cents; 
for each $1 of annual income \n excess of 
$1,900 up to and including $2,100, the month
ly rate shall be reduced 6 cents; and for each 
$1 of annual income in excess of $2,100 up to 
and including $2,600, the monthly rate shall 
be reduced 7 cents. No dependency and in
demnity compensation shall be paid if an
nual income exceeds $2,600. 

"(2) If there is only one parent and he has 
remarried and is living with his spouse, de
pendency and indemnity compensation shall 
be paid to him under either the formula of 
paragraph ( 1) of this subsection or under 
the formula in subsection (d), whichever is 
the greater. In such a case of remarriage the 
total combined annual income of the parent 
and his spouse shall be counted in determin
ing the monthly rate of dependency and in
demnity compensation under the appropriate 
formula." 

(b) Subsection (c) of such section 415 is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(c) Except as provided in subsection (d), 
if there are two parents, but they are not 
living together, dependency and indemnity 
compensation shall be paid to each according 
to the following formula: If the annual in
come of each parent is $800 or less, the 
monthly rate of dependency and indemnity 
payable to each shall be $70. For each $1 of 
annual income in excess of $800 up to and 
including $1,100, the monthly rate shall be 
reduced 2 cents; for each $1 of annual income 
in excess of $1,100 up to and including $1,700, 
the monthly rate shall be reduced 3 cents; 
and for each $1 of annual income in excess of 
$1,700 up to e.nd including $2,600, the month
ly rate shall be reduced 4 cents. No depend
ency and indemnity compensation shall be 
paid to a parent whose annual income exceeds 
$2,600." 

(c) Subsection (d) of such section 415 is 
amended to read as follows: 

" (d) If there are two parents who are liv
ing together, or 1f a parent has remarried and 
is living with his spouse, dependency and in
demnity compensation shall be paid to each 
such parent according to the following for
mula: If the total combined annual income 
is $1,000 or less, the monthly rate of depend
ency and indemnity compensation payable to 
each parent shall be $67. For each $1 of an
nual income in excess of $1,000 up to and in-

eluding $1,300, the monthly rate shall be re
duced 1 cent; for each $1 of annual income 
in excess of $1,300 up to and including $3,400, 
the monthly rate shall be reduced 2 cents; 
and for each $1 of annual income in excess 
of $3,400 up to and including $3,800, the 
monthly rate shall be reduced 3 cents. No 
dependency and indemnity compensation 
shall be paid to either parent if the total 
combined annual income ex<:eeds $3,800." 

(d) Subsection (g) of such section 415 is 
amended by redesignating paragraph ( 2) as 
(3), and by inserting immediately after sub
paragraph (1) (M) the following new para
graph: 

"(2) Where a fraction of a dollrur is in
volved, annual income shall be �f�i�~�e�d� at the 
next lower dollar." 

(e) Such section 415 of title 38, United 
States Code, is further amended by adding 
the following new subsection at the end 
thereof: 

"(h) The monthly rate of dependency and 
indemnity compensation payable to a parent 
shall be increased by $55 if such parent is 
(1) a patient in a nursing home or (2) help
less or blind, or so nearly helpless or blind as 
to need or require the regular aid and attend
ance of another person." 

SEc. 5. Section 417 of title 38, 'C"nited States 
Code, is amended by striking out subsection 
(a) thereof, and by striking out" (b)." 

SEc. 6. Sections 321 and 341 of title 38, 
United States Code, are each amended by 
striking out "(or after April 30, 1957, under 
the circumstances described in section 417 (a) 
of this title)". 

SEc. 7. Section 724 of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

" (c) In any case in which insurance con
tinued in force under this section matures 
on or after January 1, 1972, an amount equal 
to the amount of premiums, less dividends, 
waived on and after that date shall be placed 
as an indebtedness against the insurance 
and, unless otherwise paid, shall be deducted 
from the proceeds. In such case, the liability 
of the Government under subsection (b) of 
this section shall be reduced by the amount 
so deducted from the proceeds." 

SEc. 8. Any person who before January 1, 
1972, was not eligible for dependency and 
indemnity compensation under such title 
by reason of the provisions of the prior sec
tion 417(a) of title 38, United States Code, 
may elect, in such manner as the Adminis
trator of Veterans' Affairs shall prescribe, to 
receive dependency and indemnity compen
sation, and an election so made shall be 
final. A person receiving, or entitled to re
ceive, death compensation on December 31, 
1971, shall continue to receive death com
pensation, if otherwise eligible, in the ab
sence of an election to receive dependency 
and indemnity compensation. 

SEc. 9. Subsection (b) of section 322 of 
title 38, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(b) The monthly rate of death compen
sation payable to a widow or dependent par
ent under subsection (a) of this section 
shall be increased by $55 if the payee is ( 1) 
a patient in a nursing home or (2) helpless 
or blind, or so nearly helpless or blind as to 
need or require the regular aid and attend
ance of another person." 

SEc. 10. This Act shall take effect on 
January 1, 1972. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
<No. 92-520), explaining the purposes of 
the measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

·as follows: 
EXPLANATION OF Bll.L 

This bill provides cost-of-living increases 
in dependency and indemnity compensation 
benefits to widows, children, and needy par-

ents of veterans who died as a result of serv
ice-incurred disabilities. Our present system 
of dependency and indemnity compensation 
dates from the passage in 1965 of the Serv
icemen and Veterans Survivors Benefits Act 
(Public Law 84-881). Since that time, pe
riodic cost-of-living increases in the rate 
schedules have been authorized. This bill 
would continue that procedure. 

A 10-percent increase is granted to 176,000 
widows presently receiving benefits whi<:h 
covers the general rise in the cost of living 
since December 1, 1969, the effective date of 
the last statutory increase. Existing law au
thorizes monthly payments of DIC to widows 
of a sum based upon the pay grade of her 
deceased husband. Currently the monthly 
rates range from a minimum of $167 to a 
maximum of $457. The rates are increased by 
$20 for each dependent child of the widow. 
The following table sets forth the current 
rates of dependency and indemnity compen
sation payable to the widow and shows the 
new rates which would be authorized under 
the bill: 

S. 2867 DIG-WIDOWS 

Proposed 
Current 10-percent 

Pay grade rate increase 

E-L ____ _______________________ _ $167 $184 
E-2----------------------------- 172 189 E-3 ____________________________ _ 177 195 
E-4.------------------ - -------- - 187 206 E-5 __________________ __________ _ 193 212 
E-6 __ __ ------------------------ - 197 217 E-7 ____________________________ _ 206 227 
E-8. __________ -------- - --------- 218 240 E-9 ____________________________ _ 228 251 W-L ___________________________ _ 211 232 
W-2-------------------------- --- 219 241 W- 3 ____________________________ _ 226 249 W-4 ____________________________ _ 238 262 0-1_ ___________________________ _ 211 232 0-2 ____________________________ _ 218 240 0-3 ____________________________ _ 234 257 0-4 ____________________________ _ 247 272 
0-5 ____________________________ _ 272 299 0-6 ____________________________ _ 306 337 0-7 ____________________________ _ 332 365 0-8 ____________ ________________ _ 363 399 0-9 __ __ __________________ ______ _ 390 429 0-10 ___________________________ _ 426 469 
E-9-Senior NCO of Service ____ ___ _ 245 270 
0-10-Chairman Joint Chiefs or Chief of Staff __________________ _ 447 500 

There are presently 46,000 orphaned chil
dren of service-connected deceased veterans. 
They are paid a fiS!t statutory rate which is 
unrelated to the military rank of their de
ceased fathers. This bill would provide for a 
5 percent increase which covers cost-of-living 
increases since July 1, 1970, the effe<:tive date 
of the statutory increase for children pro
vided for by Publi<: Law 91-262. The rate 
would be increased from $88 to $92 for one 
child; from $127 to $133 for two children; 
from $164 to $172 for three children; and 
from $32 to $34 for each child in excess of 
three. 

This bill would also provide for an aver
age 6.5 percent increase in the rates payable 
under section 415 of title 38 to the approxi
mately 68,500 dependent parents who qualify 
for DIC by reason of their low income. The 
maximum income limitation for parents has 
also been in<:reased by $300 which will pre
vent a reduction in aggregate income which 
would otherwise occur because of re<:ent in
creases in social security benefits this year. 
The present monthly DIC benefits range 
for an only parent from $10 to $96. Under 
this bill the maximum would be raised to 
$100. If there are two parents--but they are 
not living together-the maximum would in
crease from $66 to $70. In both of the in
stances above, no compensation would be 
paid if a parent's annual income exceeded 
$2,600. If there are two parents who are liv
ing together, or if a parent has remarried 
and is living with a spouse, the maximum 
rate would be $67 based upon a combined 
annual income of $1,000 or less, which rep
resents an increase above the present rate 
of $64. 
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The bill would also authorize an aid and 

at tendance allowance of $55 per month for 
dependent parents if they are in a nursing 
home or so disabled as to require the regu
lar aid and attendance of another person. It 
would also authorize an increase from $32 
to $55 in the amount of aid and attendance 
allowance payable to a helpless child. 

Perhaps the most important provision of 
the bill relating to DIC payments for de
pendent parents is the adoption of the new 
formula approach for the payment of com
pensat ion which replaces the present multi
level system of $100 increments. In Public 
Law 89-730, Congress established a five-level 
system of inoome levels and payments. Un
der that system it was possible for a small 

increa.se in the parents outside income to 
result in a disproportionate reduction in 
compensation payments. Public Law 9G-275 
amended the law to restructi ve benefits on 
r81tes adapted to each $100 of income. This 
new system made the rates more sensiti ve 
to outside income but disproportionate losses 
were st ill possible. In the proposed formula, 
there is specified a maximum mont hly rate· 
for each group wit hin desi gnated income 
categories and each individual's monthly 
benefit rate is to be computed by reducing 
the maximum rate by a specified number of 
cents for each dollar by which the minimum 
income limitation for that group is exceeded. 
For example, for a par")nt alone, the maxi
mum monthly DIC pa ]able would be $100 
based upon an annual income of $800 or less. 

S. 2867 DIG- PARENTS 

2 

This monthly amount would be reduced by 
3 ceruts for each dollar of annual income by 
which the income exceeds $800 up to and 
including $1,200; by 4 cents for each dollar 
of income 1n excess of $1,200 up to and 
including $1,600; by 5 ceruts f or each dollar 
of income exceeding $1,600 up to and in
cluding $1,900; by 6 cents for each dollar of 
income exceeding $1,900 up to and including 
$2,100; and by 7 cents for each dollar of in
come up to and including $2,600. The mini
mum monthly rate for a single parent would 
be $10 if the annual income did not exceed 
$2,600. The following table set s forth the 
current rate of dependency and indemnity 
compensation payable to parents and shows 
certain t ypical new rates which would be 
authorized under the bill: 

parents- together 
2 parents not or rema rried with 2 parents not 

together 

2 parents-together 
or remarried with 

spou se Only 1 parent together spouse Only 1 parent 

Current Formula Current 

I nco me not more than-$100 __________________ $96 $100 $66 
$200.--------- - ------- 96 100 66 $300 ______________ ___ _ 96 100 66 $400 _________________ _ 96 100 66 
$500 _________________ _ 96 100 66 
$600 __________________ 96 100 66 
$700 __________________ 96 100 66 
$800 _____ ------------- 96 100 66 
$900 __________________ 94 97 64 
$1,000.--------------- 91 94 61 
$1 ,100 ___ -- ----------- 87 91 58 
$1 ,200 ___ - -- --------- - 81 88 54 
$1 ,300_- -------------- 75 84 50 
$1 ,400 _- - --- -------- -- 69 80 46 
$1,500_ - - -- ---------- - 1)2 76 41 
$1,600 ____ ----- ------- 54 72 35 
$1 ,700_ --- ------------ 46 67 29 
$1 ,800 _-- - - ----------- 38 62 23 
$1 ,900_- - - - ---------- - 31 57 20 

Finally, the bill would further amend the 
law by liberalizing provisions dealing with 
in-service waiver of premiums so that wid
ows may now receive higher DIC rates. ·At 
present there are certain restrictions con
tained in 38 U.S.C. 417(a) which prohibit 
the payment of DIC in certain cases where 
a veteran's death occurs while his United 
States Government Life Insurance •or Na
tional Service Life Insurance is in force 
under an in-service waiver of premium. The 
in-service waiver of premium provisions was 
originally designed to equalize benefits for 
those individuals who had purchased gov
ernment insurance prior to the adoption of 
the Servicemen's Indemnity and Insurance 
Act of 1951 which provided indemnity pro
tect ion in the maximum amount of $10,000 
for a death occurring while on active duty. 

In 1956, however, Congress in Public Law 
84-881 extensively revised and consolidated 
the law into the present system of service
connected death benefits, dependency and 

s. 2867 

SEC. 1 

Fo rm ula Current Formu la Cu rrent Formu!a Current Formula Current Formula 

Income not more than-Con. 
$70 $64 
70 64 

$67 
67 

$2,000 _______ ____ ____ _ $25 $51 $16 $34 $42 
$2,100____ ___ _________ 18 45 14 30 40 

$50 
48 
46 
44 
42 
40 
38 
36 
34 
32 
30 
28 
26 
24 
22 
19 
16 
13 
10 

70 64 67 
70 64 67 

$2,200 ___ __________ ___ 12 38 12 26 38 

70 64 57 
$2,300____ ____________ 10 31 10 22 35 

70 64 67 
$2,400_ ---- ------------- -------- 24 ---------- 18 33 

70 64 67 
$2,500_-- - - ------------- -------- 17 ---------- 14 31 

70 64 67 
$2,500 ____ ______________ ________ 10 ---------- 10 29 

68 64 67 
$2,700_ --- --- ----------------- -- -·-- -----------. -- ---------- -- 27 

66 64 67 $2,800 _-- - -------------------------------------- --- ----------- �2 �~� 

64 62 66 $2,900 _-- - - ------------------------------ ----·- ---------- - - --- 23 

61 60 65 $3,000_-- -- ------. ------ ---------------------- --------- ------- 21 

58 58 64 $3,100 ___ - ---------------------------------------------------- 19 

55 56 62 
52 54 60 �~ �N�~ �~ �=� �=�~� = = ========== == == == ==== ==== = === == == == == ========= === === U 
49 52 58 $3,400_-- - ---------------------------------------------------- 12 

46 49 56 $3,500 _ - ---- --- ----- ----------------- - ------------------------ 10 

42 46 
38 44 

54 
52 

$3,600 __ -- --------------- --- ----- - - - ----- - ------------------- ----------
$3,700_ ---- -------------------- ----------- ------------------- -- - -- -----
$3,800_ -- - ------------------------------------------ . -------------------

indemnity compensation. Because this law 
continuation of in-service waiver of pre
mium often became a liability. As a conse
quence, certain widows were relegated to 
drawing death compensation rather than 
the higher DIC rates because their husbands 
had unfortunately died with an inservice 
waiver of premiums on a government insur
ance policy. Although Congress acted to alle
viate this situation last year in Public Law 
91-291, certain inequities still exist. With 
the support of the Veterans' Administration 
this bill would further liberalize the law 
so that all widows may now receive the higher 
DIC rates. 

COST 

In an appearance on November 8, 1971, 
before the Senate Subcommittee on Com
pensat ion and Pensions, a Veterans' Admin
istration spokesman testified that: 

"The Cost of Living Council has exempted 
income maintenance programs like pensions 

and compensation from coverage during the 
current freeze period. Based on this ruling, 
and recognizing our obligations to both the 
nation's economic goals and to t he veteran 
and his family in this critical time, the Vet
erans' Administration feels just ified in sup
porting an adjustment in these benefit pay
ments to compensate for price i ncreases since 
the time when benefits were last increased. 
We feel that price changes constit ut e a rea
sonable and appropriate benchmark for the 
subcommittee to use in determining the 
magnitude of the adjustment needed." 

The Committee believes that the increase 
in DIC rates provided for in this blll is con
sistent wit h the criteria set out above. 

The fiscal year 1972 budget estimate is ap
proximately $33.9 million. The first full
year cost is $67.8 million increasing to $70.9 
million for the fifth year. 

The following is an itemized breakdown 
of the oost of S. 2867 for the first five years: 

PAR. (b)-DIC WIDOWS WITH 1 OR M.ORE CHILDREN; EACH CHILD FROM $20 TO $22 

Year Children Annual cost 
The estimated 5-year costs for sec. 1 are as follows: t 

Year: Cost 
l_ ___ ------------------------------------------- --- ------- 75, 400 

79, 900 
82,490 
85, 900 
89, 300 

$1, 800, 000 
1, 900, 000 
2, 000,000 
2, 100, 000 
2, 100, 000 

l_ _ -- -- -- -- -- --- - ------ - -- - - ------- - - - - --- -- --- - �-�- �- �~ �- �-�-�-�- -- -- ----- $45, 500, 000 

�~�=�= �=�=� == == == == == == ==== == == = === == == == == == = = == == == = = ==== = = == ==== ==== = �:�~�:� �~�~�~�:� �~�~�~� 4 ___ _ ------- - ------------------------- - ------ - -- - ------------- --- - 49, 500, 000 5___ ___ ___ ___ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ _ ___ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ __ __ _ 50, 100, ooo 
Fiscal year 1972 costs (6 months)----- - - - - - -- - - - ----------------- -- --- 22, 700, 000 

1 Total caseload figures are not shown, since there would be a significant number of beneficiaries 
that would benefit from more than 1 provision of the fill. A summation of the case load figures shown 
under the various sections would be distorted by these duplications. 

The costs and caseloads detailed by paragraph are: 

PAR. (a)- DIC RATE INCREASE TO WIDOWS 

Year 

L . --------------------------- ------ - ------- -- ----------- -
2.---------------------------------------- -- -- - -- - -- ----- -
3_------------------------------------------------------ --
4 __ - --------------------------- -- -------------------------
5 __ -------------------------------------------------------

Widows 

183, 000 
190, 000 
194,000 
199, 000 
204, 000 

Annual cost 

$43, 600, 000 
45, 200, 000 
46, 200, 000 
47, 400, 000 
48,600, 000 

2 __ ----------------------------------------------------- --
3. __ - - ------------------------------------------------- -- -
4------------------ ----------------------------- -- --- ---- -
5 ________ --------------------- ------------------------- ---

PAR. (c)-DIC WIDOWS A. & A. AT $55 

No change to present law. 
SEC. 2 

The estimated 5-year costs and caseloads for sec. 2 are: 

INCREASED RATES TO DIC CHILDREN ALONE 

Year 

!_ _______________________________________________________ _ 

2 __ -- ----- ----------------------------------------------- -
3 __ --------- - ---------------------------------------------
4_- -------------------------------------------------------
5- ------------------------------------------ - ----------- --

Children 

46,600 
46, 100 
45,600 
45, 100 
44,700 

Annual cost 

$1, 800, 000 
1, 800,000 
1, 700,000 
1, 700,000 
1, 700,000 
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SEC. 3 

The estimateo 5-year costs a,•d caseloads for sec. 3 are: 

PAR. (e)- DIC TO PARENTS $55 A & A AND SEC. 9. DEATH COMPENSATION TO PARENTS 
$55 A & A 

�P�A�~�S�.� (a), (b), AND (c)- HELPL :ss DIC CHILD, 1 CHILD FROM $32 TO $55, CHILD FROM $88 
YO $92 AND (c) $45 TO $47 

DIC parents 

Annual 

Compensation parents Total parents 

Annual Annual cost 

Year 

L -- --- -·· --------- --- -------------- ------------ ----- --- ---
2 • . ---------------- - ---------------- .----------- ----------
3 __ --------------- - -------------------------------- -------
4 __ -------- -------------------------------- ---------------
5_------------ - ------------------------------- - -----------

SEC. 4 
The 5-year estimated costs for sec. 4 are: 

Children 

6, 700 
7, 700 
8, 700 
9, 600 

10,500 

Annual cost 

$700,000 
700,000 
800, ooo 
900,000 

1, 000,000 

Year Number cost Number cost 

L ____________ 3, 200 $2, 112,000 15,900 $10, 494, 000 2 _____________ 3, 300 2, 178, 000 15, 100 9, 966, 000 3 _____________ 3,400 2, 244, 000 14, 200 9, 372, 000 4 _____________ 3, 500 2, 310, 000 12, 300 8, 778,000 
5_------------ 3, 600 2, 376, 000 12,400 8, 184,000 

SEC. 5 THROUGH 8 

The 5-year estimated costs and caseload for sees. 5- 8 are: 

Year 

Number (milliOn) 

19, 100 $12.6 
18,400 12.1 
17,600 11.6 
16, 800 11.1 
16,000 10.6 

Caseload Costs 

3, 400 $4,400,000 
Year: Costs 

1 __ ------------------------------------ -------------------
2--------------------- - -----------------------------------
3 __ ------------------- -- ----------------------------------
4 __ ------ ---- - ----------------- - --------------------------

3, 400 4, 400,000 
3, 400 4, 400, 000 
3, 400 4, 400, 000 } __ - --------------- - ----------------- -- -- --- -- ------ -------------- $15, 500, 000 

2 __ --------------------------------------------------------------- 15, 000, 000 5 ____ ---------- -- -------- ---- ------------ ----- - ----- ------ 3, 400 4,400, 000 
3 __ ------- -- -- -- ------------------------------ ---- ---------------- 14, 300, 000 
4 __ ---- ----------------------------- - ----------- - ----------------- 13, 700, 000 
5 __ --------------------------------------------------------------- 13, 100, 000 

. Note: Though there would be some savings to the insurance fund (s) as a result of implementa
tion of sec. 7, the amount would be insignificant. The amounts shown above, thus, would be attrib· 
utable to the " Compensation and pensions" appropriation. Fiscal year 1972 costs (6 months)_________________________________________ 7, 750, 000 

The costs and caseloads for sec. 4 detailed by paragraphs are: 

PARS. (a) THROUGH (d) 

Year 

} __ ----------------- -- ------------- ------- -- --- ---- -------
2 __ -------------- --- ------------------------- --- ----- -----
3.------------- -- ---------------------- --- ----------------
4_ ----------- --- ---- ------ -- -- ----- -- -------- ---------- -- -
5 .. -------------------------------------------------------

LIBERALIZATION OF PROVISIONS 
RELATING TO PAYMENT OF 
DEPENDENCY AND INDEMNITY 
COMPENSATION 
The bill <H.R. 11652) to amend title 

38 of the United State Code to liberalize 
the provisions relating to payment of 
dependency and indemnity compensa
tion was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, today 
the Senate passed, without a dissenting 
vote, two bills, H.R. 11651 and H.R. 11652, 
which will insure that veterans and their 
survivors will not suffer a reduction in 
their VA benefits as a result of recent 
increases in social security and other 
retirement benefits. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Compensation and Pensions of the Sen
ate Committee on Veterans Affairs, I was 
pleased that the Senate acted promptly 
and favorably on this badly needed 
legislation. 

I ask unanimous consent thttt there 
be inserted, at this point in the RECORD, 
a letter from the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars and a telegram from the American 
Legion expressing those organizations' 
support for these bills. 

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

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS 

OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D.O., Nov. 29,1971. 

The Honor8ible HERMAN E. TALMADGE, 
Chairman, Subccnnmittee on Compensation 

and Pensions, Veterans Affairs Commit
tee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O. 

MY DEAR SENATOR TALMADGE: This is in 
reference to S. 2866 and S. 2867 which have 

Total cost of S. 2867 1 

�1�r�;�~�g�~� �=�~� =-=- �~�~�~� �~�~�~ �~�= �-�~� �~�=�=�~� �~�m� �~� m �=�~� j �~� j �~�j� j= j j = == �~�=�j�- = =: = = �~�~�~�~� j �~� �~� j m �'�!�I �~� IH: �~�~� 
Case load Costs by fiscal year: Costs 

1972 __ ------ ---------------------------------------------------------- 33, 900, 000 
1973_------- ---------------------------------------------------------- 68, 400, 000 

50,427 
48, 551 
46,440 
44,329 
42,218 

$2, 900,000 
2, 900,000 
2, 700, 000 

1974_ ----------------------------------------------------------------- 69, 200, 000 ' 
1975_- ----------------------------------------------- --- -------------- 69, 800, 000 
1976_------ ----------------------------------------------------------- 70, 600, 000 
1977-------- --------------------- ----------- -------------------------- 71, 200, 000 

• 2, 600, 000 
2, 500, 000 

1 Total caseloa d figures are not shown, since there would be a significant number of beneficiaries 
that would benefit from more than 1 provision of the fill. A summation of the caseload figures 
shown under the various sections would be distorted by these duplications. 

been introduced by Senator Hartke, Chair
man of the Veterans Affairs Committee, and 
co-sponsored by all members of the Commit
tee. 

These bills were introduced following hear
ings held by your Sub<:ommitt ee with respect 
to pension and dependency and indemnity 
compensation bills. Since these bills were not 
before your Subcommittee at that time, the 
following are the comments and recom
mendations of the Veterans of Foreign Wars 
as reflected in the mandates approved by the 
12,000 delegates representing 1.7 million 
members at our Dallas Convention which was 
held August 13-20, 1971. 

Both of these bills carry out V.F.W. na
tional mandates. Both of these bills also 
carry out a Priority Legislative Goal of the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars as approved by our 
Commander-in-Chief, Joseph L. Vicites. 

S. 2866 would provide an average increase 
of approximately 6.5% in the rates of non
service connected pension payable to about 
two million veterans and widows. In addi
tion, the maximum income limitation would 
be increased by $300. A relatively few World 
War I veterans who are still under the so
called "old" pension law a similar increase 
of $300 in the maximum income limitation 
is provided. 

A new formula is also proposed in this bill, 
so that a VA pension check would change if 
a veteran's annual income were increased 
or decreased, even if only by one dollar. The 
new formula is a further refinement of the 
veterans pension program which was en
acted by Congress and went into effect on 
July 1, 1960. The Veterans of Foreign Wars 
has supported this program, with its empha
sis on the larger pension payment beng pro
vided for veterans in the greatest need. The 
new pension formula, as proposed in S. 2866, 
does not change this philosophy but further 
refines the method of computing the pension 
check paid to veterans and their dependents. 

Lastly, and most important to the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars, is that S. 2866 will carry out 

our top Priority Goal that no veteran or his 
dependent will suffer a reduction in his VA 
pension payment of the 10% increase in 
social security which went into effect in 1971 
or an equivalent increase in retirement in
come. 

For these reasons iJhe Veterans of For
eign Wars strongly supports S. 2866, the vet
era.ns peiliSion bill, which was developed by 
your S$committee on Compensation and 
Pensions and is expected to be considered by 
the full Veterans Affairs CommitJtee in the 
near future. 

The dependency and indemnity compensa
tion bill, S. 2867, has the full support of 
the Veterans of Foreign Wars. There are ap
proximately 200,000 widows and children of 
servicemen who were killed on the battlefield 
or who have died from service connected 
causes. This relatively small group of de
pendents is entitled to dependency and in
demnity compensation payments from the 
Veterans Administration. 

S. 2867 will provide a oost of living increase 
in the DIC rates for these dependents. This 
increase represents approximately the in
creaJSe in the cost of living which has oc
curred since the last increase in the DIC 
rates for this group, which was in 1969 for 
widows, and on July 1, 1970 for C'hildren re
ceiving DIC payments. 

In addition, Mr. Chairman, there are abOut 
70,000 dependent parents who receive DIC 
payments from the Veterans Administration. 
To qualify the dependent parent must meet 
strict illJCome limitations which are almost 
identical to the requirements for a veteran 
to receive a VA pension. These dependent 
parents will suffer a deorease in. their VA 
payments, unless there is an increase in the 
nrc payments and the maximum income 
limitation is increased. It is noted that S. 
2867 provides both an average increase in 
the DIC rates for dependent parents rand 
an increase in the maximum limitation by 
$300 a year. This will assure that no de
pendent parent will have his VA pension cut 
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because of the 1971 social security increase 
or equivalent increase in retirement income. 

The Veterans of F'oreign Wars also strong
ly supports, pursuant to a long-standing na
tiona1. mandrate, the provision in S. 2867 
which will permit all widows to receive the 
higher DIC rates. Under present l.aw certain 
widows have no choice but to take the lower 
death compensation rates paid by the VA 
rarther than rtfu.e higher DIC rates because a.t 
the time their husband died he wa.s under 
what is called an in-service waiver of their 
National Service Life Insurance premium. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the Veterans 
of F'oreign Wars strongly recommends ap
proval of S. 2866 and S. 2867 by your full 
Veterans Affairs Committee and the Senate 
at the erurliest practicable daJt;e. Approval of 
these rtwo bills will not only provide a much
needed cost of 11 ving increase to a large group 
of veterans who are subsisting in whole or 
in part on a fixed income but will a.ssure that 
no veteran or his dependent will suffer a cut 
in his VA oheck because of the 1971 social 
security increase. 

Your favorable consideration of these views 
and recommendations will be deeply appreci
ated. 

With kind personal regards, I am 
Sincerely, 

FRANCIS W. STOVER, 
Director, National Legislative Service. 

THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
November 30, 1971. 

Hon. HERMAN E. TALMADGE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O.: 

The American Legion is grateful to you, 
your Subcommittee on Compensation and 
Pensions, and the full Committee on Veter
ans Affairs for favorably reporting S. 2866 
and S. 2867, to liberalize and improve the VA 
pension and DIC programs. 

The Legion strongly supports these meas
ures which are identical to H.R. 11651 and 
H.R. 11652 that passed the House November 
15 and urge their enactment before January 
1, 1972. Action prior to adjournment wlll as
sure that no beneficiary suffers a loss in net 
income as a result of the 1971 increase in so
cial security benefits. 

HERALD E. STRINGER, 
Director, National Legislative Commis

sion. 

INDEFINITE POSTPONEMENT OF 
S. 2866 AND S. 2867 

Mr. MOSS subsequently said: Mr. 
President, while we are still proceeding as 
in legislative session, I ask unanimous 
consent that the action taken earlier dur
ing the call of the calendar on bills 
S. 2866 and S. 2867 be vacated, and that 
they be indefinitely postponed, as they 
are identical to the companion House 
bills, H.R. 11651 and H.R. 11652, which 
have been passed. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Is there objection? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Does the Senator from New Hamp
shire desire recognition at this time, in 
behalf of the minority leader, under the 
standing order? 

Mr. COTTON. No, Mr. President. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. In accordance with the previous or
der, the distinguished junior Senator 
from Delaware (Mr. RoTH) is recognized 
for a period not to extend beyond 9 
o'clock. 

(The remarks of Mr. RoTH when he in
troduced S.J. Res. 180 are printed in the 
RECORD under Statements on Introduced 
Bills and Joint Resolutions.) 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, in accord

ance with the previous order, I move that 
the Senate go into executive session to 
consider the nomination of Earl Lour 
Butz Secretary of Agriculture. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of execu
tive business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The question is on the confirma
tion of the nomination of Earl L. Butz 
to be the Secretary of Agriculture. Time 
is equally divided between now and 1 
o'clock this afternoon. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, out of my 
time, I ask unanimous consent that I may 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished Sen
ator from Utah (Mr. Moss) on a non
germane matter. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore <Mr. ALLEN). Without objection, the 
Senate will proceed for 10 minutes as in 
legislative session. 

IDGHWAYS VERSUS THE 
ENVIRONMENT 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, in his �r�e�~� 
cently published book "The Pavers and 
the Paved," Ben Kelley challenges, in 
hard-hitting prose, the wisdom of the 
prohighway decisions of Congress and 
foretells unhappy economic, social, and 
environmental consequences if we extend 
the present highway construction pro
grams beyond 1977. 

Mr. Kelley's views are particularly ex
plosive because he has about-f·aced, and 
now attacks the policies he once upheld 
as Director of Public Affairs :tor the Fed
eral Highway Administration. 

He zeroes in primarily on the highway 
trust fund, which takes a percentage of 
every dollar spent on gasoline and sets 
it aside for the exclusive use of con
structing the 42,000 mile Interstate High
way System. 

According to Kelley, each year Ameri
cans spend upwards of $19 billion to 
maintain old roads and pour more than 
20,000 miles of new highways that con
sume at least 200,000 acres of land, dis
perse more than 56,000 people and ac
commodaJte about 4 million newly regis
tered motor vehicles worth another $19 
billion. 

The book is divided into two major 
sections. 

The first, entitled "The Pavers," offers 
an explanation of the "whys" of the cur
rent highway program. Kelley says mis
leading claims made by road supporters 
have bolstered public acceptance of the 
interstate highway construction pro
gram, and he holds that the Federal 
highway trust fund is a self-perpetuat
ing and a constantly growing source of 
tax dollars for highway builders and 
their allies. He charges that the fund 
has become an insurmountable obstacle 
to public funding or other transportation 
systems. 

The second section, entitled "The 
Paved," is dedicated to those who are 
opposed to increased highway construc
tion and includes a manual for f reeway 
fighters. Kelley talks of a growing "na
tional disenchantment" with the high
way program and concludes with pro
posals for overhauling national spending 
priorities in the field of transportation. 
He advocates an end to the "highways 
only" philosophy which he feels has 
reigned since the Eisenhower days, and 
favors the establishment of a "transpor
tation trust fund" similar to that en
acted by Gov. Marvin Mandel, of Mary
land. 

There is no doubt, Mr. President, that 
it is time to take another close look at 
our highway programs. We have been 
building highways at a greatly stepped 
up rate--especially interstate highways-
for some years now. Perhaps in some 
areas we will have built the major links 
when the present system is completed, 
and should concentrate on other types 
of transportation. 

But certainly this is not true in West
ern States like Utah. We have only begun 
to build the highways and roads that we 
need-interstate, primary, or secondary. 
As of December 1970, more than half of 
the roadways and streets in Utah were 
still unpaved or surfaced with only soil 
or stone. We have years of construction 
work ahead of us. Furthermore, Mr. Kel
ley's suggestion that people be taken out 
of private cars and put into public con
veyances as a way of reducing traffic on 
highways, or reducing the need for more 
roads and highways, would be met with 
considerable skepticism in my area of 
the country. 

It is important also that we look at our 
highway program in terms of its ecologi
cal impact-just as it is important that 
we examine all construction in this light. 
All too many projects debase the quality 
of our air and water to an intolerable 
degree. But that does not mean that we 
should stop them all. It simply means 
that we must develop protective technol
ogies and methods to protect and pre
serve our environment. The major chal
lenge in the West so far as highways are 
concerned is how to construct those we 
need with a minimum impact on our air 
and water and the quality of our lives 
generally. 

So, I must question some of the con
clusions which Mr. Kelley draws. But I 
do feel that his insight into the trans
portation crisis facing America in the 
seventies can be of value to the Congress 
and the Nation as we attempt to recon
cile our overall transportations needs 
with our agonizing need to protect our 
environment. 

I therefore ask unanimous consent, 
Mr. President, to have printed in the 
REcoRD four reviews of "The Pavers and 
the Paved." The first, from Business 
Week of May 15, 1971, sees in the book 
the beginning of an attack on the high
way trust fund. The second, from 
American Road Builder <vol. 48, No. 5, 
May 1971), is critical of the book con
tending that it does not offer much in the 
way of new thinking. The third, by Susan 
P. Baker and appearing in the Baltimore 
Sun of June 6, 1971, analyzes the Kelley 
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recommendations for creating alterna
tives to our dependence on highways. 
The fourth, written b:· Jesse Merrell, 
and published in Transport Topics of 
May 17, 1971, is highly critical of 
Kelley, attacking his credibility because 
he is antihighway in his book but was 
prohighway in his speeches made while 
serving with the Federal Highway Ad
ministration. 

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

[From Business Week, May 15, 1971] 
A NEW PUSH FOR PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 

Highway critics are ready to buck the 
highway lobby or go around it to get people 
out of private cars and into public convey
ances. 

Ben Kelley is not exactly a neophyte in 
transportation matters-particularly when 
they pertain to highways. Once director of 
public affairs for the Federal Highway Ad
ministration, and now a high official in the 
Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, Kel
ley speaks with authority. 

Next week his first book, The Pavers and 
the Paved, will be published, and it is going 
to stir up an unholy row. The reason: Kel
ley comes out strongly against that most 
sacred of cows, the Highway Trust Fund. 

He could hardly have picked more power
ful enemies. The companies involved in the 
building and use of highways are led by the 
automotive and oil industries. And it has 
been estimated that the so-called highway 
lobby accounts for more than half of all 
political contributions. 

But it is just possible that Kelley's book is 
the beginning of the first successful attack 
on the fund and of serious attention to pub
lic transportation. 

"Each time a new expressway is opened," 
writes Kelley, "it produces an increase in 
highway use, which, in turn, adds a new 
increment to gasoline and tire sales, which 
. . . generates an increase in money available 
for building yet more highways." 

On June 1 and 2, a lot of people who think 
the same way will gather for a Washington 
conference on public transportation. Par
ticipants range from the Center for Urban 
Ethnic Affairs and the National Welfare 
Rights Organization, through the Sierra 
Club, to consumer organizations and sev
eral large unions, including the United Auto 
Workers. Says Hazel Henderson, a director 
of the Council on Econoinic Priorities, "We 
certainly are collecting a lot of very strange 
bedfellows." 

The point, according to conference or
ganizers, is to see whether enough public 
support can be marshaled to generate mean
ingful federal investment in public trans
portation. Such a "positive" goal avoids an 
early confrontation with the highway lobby. 

But no amount of prudence or goodwill is 
likely to get around the key reality that the 
annual $5-billion in earmarked highway 
funds drains off most of the government's 
transportation spending resources. And while 
Kelley cries for the abolition of the High
way Trust Fund as a necessary first step 
toward reordering public transportation pri
orities, realists agree that the fund has too 
much pork-barrel appeal to be seriously al
tered. That is why public transportation 
champions are avoiding a direct attack on 
the trust fund. 

The varying alternative approaches--in be
wildering variety-employ either the "stick" 
or the "carrot" to induce people to leave 
their cars and board buses and trains. Natu
rally, the stick has been the most popular, 
since most of the schemes involve penaliz
ing motorists a.s well as raising cash. 

The Transportation Dept. once thought up 
a plan to tax urban area autos driven regu
larly into congested center cities. The tax 
would have raised $11-Inillion annually for 
a proposed Urban Mass Transit Trust Fund. 
The Administration killed it. 

Now both Transportation and various cit
ies are toying with similar ideas. These in
clude sliding scale taxes on parking garages 
to discourage all-day parking downtown, im
posts to penalize the motorist driving alone, 
and, in New York City, big jumps in tolls 
on bridges and tunnels leading to Manhat
tan. New York, of course, has special prob
lems. With the n-ation's biggest--and hrok
est-mass transit system, it must find some 
way to avoid major fare increases, which fall 
most heavily on the poor. 

Even if such money-raising plans pay off, 
the money must indeed improve public 
transportation before commuters will aban
don their cars. Merely making it more costly 
to get to work without providing good pub
lic transportation alternatives will simply 
drive business out of the cities. 

That's where the " carrot" comes in. Ex
clusive bus lanes between Washington, D.C. 
and Virginia, and between the New Jersey 
Turnpike and the Lincoln Tunnel have saved 
commuters as much as 20 minutes each trip 
and are good, though primitive, examples of 
the "carrot." In higher density areas, new 
rail rapid transit systems, free of costly 
union work rule provisions, are thought more 
attractive. Besides being more comfortable, 
all-new systems can be more automated and 
thus cheaper to run. 

In the long run, though, a different ap
proach may be needed. Paul W. Cherington, 
professor of transportation at Harvard, and 
a trustee of the Boston & Maine RR, is cur
rently exploring the possibility of paving 
over one of the B&M's commuter branches. 
He wants to run new, speedy buses along 
the Iiight of way. In addition, a certain num
ber of slots per hour could be sold to mo
torists. The fee would include all-day park
ing at Boston's cavernous North Station and 
free transfer to city transportation. This, 
says Cherington, "is the di.rection our think
ing should be taking." 

[From the American Road Builder, May 
1971] 

THE PAVERS AND THE PAVED 

(By Ben Kelley and Donald W. Brown) 
The argument runs something like this: 

We depend too much on highway transpor
tation. We need something more efficient, 
less expensive, less damaging to the environ
ment. Unfortunately, the people in charge 
of transportation development are so sold on 
highways that they don't really want to try 
anything else. The industrial complex which 
has a vested interest in highway develop
ment supports its interests so powerfully 
that the alternative solutions don't emerge, 
and can't emerge until we abolish the High
way Trust Fund and cut way back on the 
highway construction program. 

But what are the alternatives? Ben Kelley, 
in The Pavers and The Paved, mentions 
"hovercraft, intercity high-speed trains and 
subways, TV-monitored traffic flow, crash
proof experimental cars, short-takeoff-and
landing aircraft, computer-run mass transit 
services." He doesn't bother with the details. 
Stop building freeways, he suggests, and 
somebody will work out the alternative solu
tion. 

The big disappointment in Kelley's book is 
that he doesn't offer much in the way of new 
thinking. 

Two years ago, the anti-freeway book of 
the year was Alan Mowbray's Road to Ruin. 
A professional writer who had done well pre
viously with a book attacking the grocery 
business. Mowbray creamed the highway pro
gram with the same stylish skill. 

Last year, it was Helen Leavitt and Super
highway: Super Hoax. Mrs. Leavitt got mad 
when it seemed to her that she was going 
to be pushed out of house and home to make 
for a freeway she didn't want and couldn't 
use. 

Now comes Kelley, plowing much the same 
journalistic ground. Mrs. Leavitt wri t es with 
more passion; Mowbray writes wi t h more 
skill. Kelley's advantage is that he has bet
ter credentials as an authority on the federal
aid highway program. He was director of 
public affairs for the Federal Highway Admin
tration in the days when Lowell Bridwell was 
in charge. 

So Kelley was on the inside during the 
frenetic period when the Depart ment of 
Transportation was brand new and Alan Boyd 
was putting it all together, using what some
times appeared to be the trial-and-error 
method. Kelley, to his credit, refrains from 
ladling out the backstairs gossip. Pract ically 
all of his source material is public record. 

One exception, significantly, is his account 
of his personal effort, while he was a fed
eral official, to have federal funds applied to 
the improvement of a local road serving 15 
rural families in Kentucky. Billions for free
ways, but not one dime for Nelson Branch 
Road! Kelley got nowhere with his Inini-cru
sade in behalf of the 15 families, and he was 
outraged. 

Since neither hover craft nor subways will 
do much for Nelson Branch Road, it has to 
be assumed that Kelley would opt for a cer
tain amount of local road construction. He 
might see Special Transportation Revenue 
Sharing as a partial answer to the transpor
tation problem, burt he doesn't say so. 

His book says nothing about revenue shar
ing, and nothing about the 1970 Federal-Aid 
Highway Act, though it says quite a bit 
about the 1968 Act and prior legislation. One 
of the book's flaws is that it seems a little 
bit out of date. 

When it comes to knocking the freeway 
program, Kelley does a workmanlike job of 
trotting out all the standard arguments and 
adding a couple new ones. His rebuttal to 
the claim that the Interstate System is sav
ing lives is ingenious, if not convincing. 
A chapter comprising a "manual" for citizens 
to use when they want to stop a freeway 
should prove useful for anyone interested in 
that kind of activity. 

[From the Baltimore Sun, June 6, 1971] 
FREEWAYS ARE NOT ALWAYS WORTH MORE 

(By Susan P. Baker) 
Six sidewalks to the moon could be built 

with the concrete needed for our 42,500-mile 
interstate highway system. Americans may 
not want to walk to the moon, but many of 
them would like attractive alternatives to our 
dependence upon highways. 

Ben Kelley makes it clear that it will be an 
uphill battle. The $70-billion interstate sys
tem has the backing of oil, concrete and tire 
companies, trucking and roadbuilding inter
ests, the automobile and steel industries. 
Small wonder that the highway lobby has 
been able to ensure a self-perpetuating cycle; 
more superhighways, more highway usage, 
more gasoline and tire sales, more taxes into 
the Federal Highway Trust Fund, more super
highways. 

Mr. Kelley was the first director of the Fed
eral Highway Administration's office of pub
lic affairs. His hard-hitting book describes the 
Highway Trust Fund and its unfortunate ef
fect upon our transportation system. 

Each year, roughly $5 billion goes into the 
fund from gas and tire taxes, heavy vehicle 
use taxes and sales taxes on trucks, buses and 
trailers. Earmarked for superhighways (about 
80 per cent is spent on the interstates) and 
other federal-aid highway projects, the fund 
is autonomous and immune from meaningful 
congressional review. 

' 
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LIMPING URBAN TRANSIT 

The result is what one would expect. Pre
occupation with superhighways has meant 
starvation for other transportation needs. 
Limping urban transit systems and archaic 
local roads attest to the success of the Trust 
Fund. 

Claim of highway proponents notwith
standing, public opinion polls indicate a 
desire for a more balanced program tha.t will 
upgrade existing roads and improve public 
transportation. The highway user has found 
that highways intended to provide freedom 
of movement are not necessarily character
ized by either freedom or movement. 

"The Pavers and the Paved" is peppered 
with case-histories illustrating local opposi
tion to federal interstate highways projects. 

San Francisco renounced almost $300 mil
lion in federal funds that had been ear
marked for freeways and voted approval of a 
rapid transit project, although virtually no 
federal funds were available for this type of 
facility. 

IN NASHVILLE 

Highway resistance was less successful in 
Nashville. Reassuring the about-to-be-in
jured black community that the proposed 
routing was only preliminary, state highway 
offici,als quickly and quietly acquired a right
of-way. Bulldozers began to cut a swath that 
ultimately would destroy or adversely af
fect an estimated 80 per cent of all Negro
owned business in greater Nashville. 

Appeals were fruitless. Pledges to soften 
the effect of the freeway eased the tension, 
but were not all implemented. 

Forceful in style, sobering in its implica
tions, the book wttacks the presumption 
that a freeway is always worth more than 
the countryside it supplants or the com
munity it ruptures. 

Mr. Kelley, is not content merely to de
scribe a dismal state of affairs. He adds a 
"how to" chapter: "How to Halt a Highway." 
Acting quickly and avoiding actions that 
only waste time, groups familiar with their 
rights and knowledgeable about the regula
tions may have a chance. 

"The Pavers and the Baved" concludes 
with recommendations for loosening the 
stranglehold of the highway lobby on our na
tional transportation policy. 

[From the Transport Topics, May 17, 1971] 
KELLEY AT THE CROSSROADS: HIGHWAY PITCH 

SKms FuLL CmcLE 

(By Jesse H. Merrell) 
Will the real Ben Kelley please stand up? 

It's hard to tell who he is when comparing 
his new anti-highway book, The Pavers and 
the Paved, to the pro-highway speeches he 
made while serving as the first director of 
the Federal Highway Administrwtion's office 
of public affairs. 

In his maiden speech at FHW A, he referred 
to the Interstate highways as a "fantastic 
road system" which was the "most awe
inspiring transportation undertaking since 
the beginning of mankind." 

In his book, however, the beautiful "awe
inspiring" princess is suddenly transformed 
into an ugly toad called "land-gwplng su
perhighway construction projects." 

In that same speech before the Marketing 
Division of the American Petroleum Insti
tute in New Orleans on May 18, 1967, Mr. 
Kelly saw no "la.nd-gulping," burt; said pro
cedures for acquiring highW!ay-use acreage 
"are constantly being refined and improved 
to insure their responsiveness to oontem
porary needs of affected communlities.'• 

He is wearing a different hart; in his book, 
of course, and devotes a 23-page chapter to 
"How to Halt a Highway," mobilizing people 
against the monster that was so beautiful 
a few years ago. 

In the introduction of his book, Mr. Kelly 
condemns the "alarmingly expensive" high
ways which will be built in the next six years 
because the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970 
extends the "multi-billion dollar federal ex
pressway construction program" through the 
fall of 1977. 

Only three years ago, however, wearing his 
FHWA hat, he wrung his hands in bemoan
ing dismay at the bleak disappointment that: 
"We cannot complete the 41,000-mile Inter
state system by its target dwte of 1972-and 
completion may be delayed until as late as 
1975!!" 

Donning still a third hat--with visions of 
dollars lining the band-Mr. Kelley com
ments in the introduction of his book that 
the lengthening of the highway const ruction 
program will be to his "good fortune" as an 
author since, hopefully, his book will sell 
and he can make some money out of the sit
ua.tion. 

Space permUting, one could almost Write a 
book from the inexhaustible fountainhead 
of corutrad1ctions between Mr. Kelley's ut
terances while at FHWA and that in his new 
book. 

For example, his book belittled a reference 
by one congressman to "a magnificent high
way system for America, the like of which no 
other nation has ever dreamed.'' 

He apparently forgot the words he spoke 
in a June 20, 1967, Chicago speech, which 
now come back to haunt him: 

"A substantial contribution is being made 
to national road capacity needs by the Inter
state Highway System. When this magnifi
cent network of safe, swift and efficient 
highways is completed, it will carry over 
20% of the nation's motor vehicle traffic
even though it will constitute only slightly 
more than 1% o'f the nation's 3.6 million 
miles of roads and streets-and it will do 
so more safely and swiftly than any road 
network every built." 

Now he is twisting figures and statistics 
around to try and prove that is not so in 
his 183-page book, and facts are not exactly 
falling on his mind like pristine seed on 
virgin soli. 

He might not "tell lies that could walk a 
barbed wire fence," as the old country saying 
goes, but he is apparently not above stretch
ing the truth until it can be slithered 
through a silk handkerchief. 

For example, he claims the Interstate pro
gram is consuming about 130,000 acres of 
land, or about 43 acres per mile, annually. 
If you accept his figure, of 43 acres per mile, 
it would mean about 3,000 miles o'f Inter
state roads are being bullt per year-and 
45,000 miles would have been built already. 

The entire system, which won't be finished 
before 1977, will only be 42,500 miles. 

But Mr. Kelley is even off base in his 
figures. Design standards by the American 
Association of State Highway Officials allow 
only 30.3 acres per mile for four-lane divided 
highways-and only 3.().3 acres per mile for 
eight-lane divided roads, which most aren't. 
But even if they were, they would still take 
nowhere near the 43 acres per mile claimed 
by Mr. Kelley on Interstate roads. 

In his book, he referred to the Highway 
Trust Fund as a "new and untested devil." 
The truth is that when the Trust Fund 
was established by Congress in 1956, four 
other federal trust funds already existed, 
and there are now a total o'f eight. 

The seven besides the Highway Trust Fund 
are federal old-age and survivors insurance, 
federal disability insurance, health insur
ance, unemployment insurance, railroad re
tirement, federal employes retirement and 
veterans life insurance. 

There are other contradictions in his book. 
In his introduction, he says the federal-aid 
expressway program is "accountable not to 

Congress or the public but to a handful of 
road builders and administrators .... " 

Yet on page 19 he does a complete flip-flop 
and says: "What keeps the mammoth high
way program going a.re not road engineers, 
but the Federal Highway Trust Fund (and) 
the Interstate exproosway construction pro
gram .... " 

To complete the cycle, on page 2.1 he calls 
the I nterstate expressway construction pro
gram and the Highway Trust Fund the " twin 
pillars" of the feder.al-aid highway programs 
and says "each was enacted by Cong·ress." 

First Congress has no control over road
building; it is all done by a "ha.ndful Olf ,road
builders." Then he turns around and sa.ys it's 
not the road.builders but Congress--which 
suddenly has control-that keeps it going. 

As noted, -it's hard to tell the rea.l Ben 
Kelley, whose speeches at FHWA are affixed 
with the more sed·ate name O'f Albert B. 
Kelley. While at FHWA, Mr. Kelley also 
usually sported digndty-seeking horn-rim 
glasses, with Which he was known to gesture 
authoritatively to punctuate his ceremoni
ously dellvered speeches. 

In his book, he w.ants to tie granny knots 
in the federal highway purse. In his speeches 
at FHW A, he said highway building "must be 
continued at a high level C1f investment" and 
"even taking the most optimi,stic view of con
tinued programs of new const ruction, we 
have to accept that they will not be enough." 

Now, however, he says what was not nearly 
enough is too much, and the paved must halt 
the p·avers to save the country from utter 
destruction by a concrete and a.sphalt jungle. 

He now alms GatUn-gun bursts at the 
highway progmm with the same fervor 
W'hich, while at FHW A, he aimed it at the 
"allegation and specula.tion that bla.mes all of 
the nation's ills on highways, forgetting the 
unique and immense good which the federal
aid highway system ha.s done and will con
tinue to d-o for the United States." 

In his FHWA speeches, Mr. Kelley looked 
forward to a "new era of highway progre3S" 
a.nd said the high way 'has long been recog
nized a.s the backbone of surface transporta
tion." 

His book, however, laments "limping urban 
transit services and a.rc·haic local streets and 
roads that have been starved of public funds 
by the Federal Highway Trust Fund's policy." 

In his book, Mr. Kelley bemoans that the 
Highway Trust Fund is "securely tucked into 
(the) hip pocket" of the Bureau of Public 
Roads a.nd "is Ln many instances the tan that 
wags the departmental dog (DOT)." This was 
one C1f several suggestions to bust u.p the 
fund and channel it into other transportation 
modes. 

While at FHW A, however, Mr. Kelley com
pl-ained that the Highway Trust Fund "still is 
inadequate to provide the financing required" 
for work on the Interstate system a.nd said 
"we are simply not doing enough today to 
meet our national need for highways tomor
row," even though the government has a 
"deep commitment" to "the establishment 
and maintenance of the world's finest high
way system for this country." 

Mr. Kelley now wan·ts to raid the Highway 
Trust Fund to use for non-highway purposes. 
But while with FHWA, he assured the Asphalt 
Institute in 1967: "Neither Oongress nor this 
Administration is a.bout to weaken the in
tegrity of the Trust Funds." 

Will the real Ben Kelley please stand up? 

(The remarks of Mr. Moss when he in
troduced sundry bills are printed in the 
RECORD under Statements on Introduced 
Bills and Joint Resolutions.) 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, as in legis
lative session, I yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator from Kansas (Mr. DoLE). 

(The remarks of Mr. DoLE when he 
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submitted Senate Resolution 205 are 
printed in the RECORD under Submis
sion of a Resolution.) 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I yield the 
remainder of my time to the distin
guished Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss). 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator from Kan..c;;as. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senate, in executive session, 
will continue with the consideration of 
the nomination of Earl L. Butz, to be 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 30 minutes. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Oklahoma is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, since 
World War II, sweeping changes have 
taken place in American agricultural 
productivity, and much more is at stake 
than efficient food production. 

In fact, the very shape and substance 
of the American countryside has been 
radically altered-there has been nothing 
short of a revolution in rural America. 
Consider these facts: 

More than 70 percent of our people are 
now packed onto less than 2 percent of 
the land. 

In 1970, for the first time since the 
Nation was settled coast to coast, our 
farm population fell below 10 million. 

There were more than 6 million farms 
in 1940-there are less than 3 million 
today, and USDA benignly predicts that 
at least another million farms will shut 
down during the next 9 years. 

Over the last three decades, 30 million 
rural Americans have had no economic 
alternatives but to leave their land and 
their rural homes and to move into the 
alien environment of our urban concen
trations-this forced migration continues 
today at the rate of 800,000 people a year. 

About 14 million rural Americans are 
left behind in rural poverty, with millions 
more existing just on the edge of poverty. 

About 47.1 percent of the farm fami
lies in this country have annual incomes 
that fall below the poverty level of $3,000. 

Some 1.5 million farmworkers aver
aged an income of $1,083 in 1970, another 
1 million farmworkers raised their aver
age income to $2,461 in 1970 by also doing 
some nonfarm work. 

Why cannot independent family farm
ers, farmworkers and small town busi
nessmen make a living in rural America? 

There are two basic reasons. First, 
there has been a. corporate invasion of 
American agriculture. Second, Govern
ment has sided with agribusinessmen, 
turning its back on the little man who 
traditionally has been the strength of 
this country. 

Food has become big business. In 1970, 
America's food tab came to $114 billion. 
It is not the independent farmer and the 
farmworkers who are bringing that food 
to market and pocketing those billions. It 
is agribusiness-corporations such as 
Tenneco, Del Monte, Bud Antle, Ralston-

Purina, Green Giant, Safeway, Swift, 
Heinz, U.S. Sugar, and General Foods. 
Also, a number of "brave new farmers" 
are trying to harvest those profits-these 
are major industrial giants such as 
Boeing Aircraft, Dow Chemical, Pruden
tial Insurance, Coca-Cola, Standard Oil, 
Goodyear Tire & Rubber, American 
Brands, and Purex. 

If the tractor was the symbol of Amer
ican agriculture 30 years ago, the corpo
rate board room is its symbol today. 

Increasingly, agribusinessmen are in 
control of the land, of agricultural pro
duction and of farm markets. As they 
have moved into rural America, the little 
man has been moved out: 

While the number of farms has de
clined by half over the last 30 years, the 
average size of farms has doubled; 

Small .farms still constitute more than 
half of the number of farms, but they ac
count for only 7.8 percent of farm sales; 

During the past three decades, an aver
age of almost 2,000 farms a week have 
folded; 

For every six farms that fold, one small 
town businessman shuts his doors. 

Yet why, if the corporate giants are so 
efficient, do they need the support of the 
American taxpayer in the .form of bil
lion dollar subsidies and other benefits? 
An investigation of tax returns of large 
scale corporate farmers would show 
many losing money. Of course, some in
tend to show a loss in order to get a tax 
break. For others, losses in production 
can be easily covered by huge profits in 
processing or marketing. The individual 
farmer does not have these options. 

What is particularly galling to the in
dependent farmer is that numerous 
USDA and university studies show that 
he possesses the needed acreage to farm 
efficiently. For example, maximum cost
saving production efficiency is reached at 
about 1,500 acres for cotton, less than 
1,000 acres for com and wheat, and 110 
acres for peaches. 

Mr. President, the corporatization of 
American agriculture is not the inevitable 
result of �a�~� economic process. The de
cisions to create and administer a farm 
policy aiding the giant agribusinesses are 
conscious ones; they are no more in
evitable than a Communist nation's de
cision to create massive State farms. 
And the result for the independent farm
er and farm worker is the same whether 
State or corporate interests control rural 
America: they have no power over their 
own lives. 

We are at a crossroads in the Nation 
today. We can decide that rural America 
should be a place in which people can 
live and work in dignity or that it will 
simply be a giant food factory to produce 
more corporate profits. This is a funda
mental issue, and America has not faced 
up to it. We have no national rural pol
icy. Instead, we have allowed vested eco
nomic interests, guided by nothing nobler 
than profit, to determine what will exist 
in the countryside and what will be the . 
fate of millions of rural people. 

President Nixon has let us know what 
kind of rural America he wants to see. 
I do not share his vision. Dr. Earl Butz, 

the President's nominee as Secretary of 
Agriculture, is clearly an agent of the 
giant agribusiness corporations that are 
driving the small farmers of America off 
the land. What we need is an Agricul
ture Secretary dedicated to stopping the 
tragic outmigration from rural America. 
We need a man who will speak for the 
small farmer, not the corporate execu
tive. Dr. Earl Butz is not that man. 

Dr. Butz at the time of his nomination 
served on the board of directors of Ral
ston-Purina, International Minerals and 
Chemical Corp., and Stokeley-Van 
Camp--all major agribusiness giants. In 
addition, he served on the board of J. I. 
Case, a leading farm machinery com
pany, until that company was acquired 
by Tenneco. As Dr. Butz has readily 
acknowledged, he was paid $12,000 a 
year by Ralston-Purina; $10,000 by In
ternational Minerals and Chemicals; 
$4,800 by Stokeley-Van Camp; and $3,000 
by J. I. Case. He owns stock in all of 
these corporations, except, to my 
knowledge, J. I. Case. 

Mr. President, I have with me a report 
by the Agribusiness Accountability Proj
ect on the agribusiness corporations 
served by Dr. Butz. This report offers 
a valuable insight into the major agri
business ties of Dr. Butz, and I should 
like to read parts of it. 

The report is entitled "Report of the 
Agribusiness Accountability Project.'' It 
was prepared under the direction of Mr. 
Jim Hightower, and dated November 17, 
1971. 

It states in part: 
Dr. Butz states forthrightly that rural 

America is a place to do business, not a place 
to live. And for him, doing business is big 
business. It means that large, agribusiness 
enterprises will be in charge, "with more 
highly concentrated capt.tal, higher levels of 
management, more specialization of labor, 
and, if you choose, with a higher degree of 
integration." 

Dr. Butz' vision of rural America is of an 
assembly line running from the field to the 
table. As corporations become vertically in
tegrated and food production becomes other
Wise concentrated, fewer independent farm
ers will be needed, and those that are left 
will be brought more and more under cor
porate control. Farm workers will not be a 
problem, for mechanization will eliminate 
the need for them. Purchase of farm ma
chinery, seeds and feeds and other �a�g�r�i�c�~�

tural inputs wdll be either from a corporate 
subsidiary or will be coordinated at corporate 
headquarters, so the small-town supplier will 
be expendable. Rural communities them
selves will fold as people move to larger 
urban centers. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent tha;t the report be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I also ask 

unanimous consent that there be printed 
at the conclusion of my remarks a report 
on the activities of the Standard Life 
Insurance Co., of Indiana, prepared by 
the agribusiness accountability project. 

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

(See exhibit 2.) 
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Mr. HARRIS. Dr. Butz has recently 

announced his intentions to disassociate 
himself from these corporations. This ac
tion will not solve the problem of Dr. 
Butz' corporate ties, because he cannot 
so easily give up lifelong attitudes. 

The incestuous relationship between 
regulatory agencies in our country and 
those being regulated has increasingly 
become a point of public concern. The re
lationship between the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture and the giant agribusi
nesses should similarly be of great con
cern. It is curious indeed that the out
going Secretary should accept a high sal
aried job with Ralston-Purina while the 
new Secretary arrives from the board of 
directors of the same corporation. 

Mr. President, I believe the nomination 
of Dr. Butz raises very serious contlict
of-interest questions. Dr. Butz has been 
and is now an agribusinessman. More
over, his record gives no indication that 
this situation will change should he be
come Secretary of Agriculture. 

At Purdue, a national symposium was 
held this past April 14-16 on the subject 
"Vertical Coordination In The Pork In
dustry." The symposium was sponsored 
by Purdue and USDA with industry co
operation. The symposium was attended 
by representatives of feed companies, 
food chains, economists, and by USDA 
officials. At least nine major executives 
of the Ralston-Purina Co., of which Dr. 
Butz was then a director, were on hand. 
A part of the program at the symposium 
included the showing of a Ralston-Pu
rina film depicting the history of the hog 
industry-an industry fast being taken 
over by Ralston-Purina. Twenty-four 
USDA officials, including two Deputy Ad
ministrators, were also on hand; and on 
one of those days, Dr. Butz was the 
luncheon speaker. 

I do not know whether Dr. Butzin his 
position as dean of continuing education, 
arranged this symposium bringing to
gether academics, Government officials, 
and corporate farm interests. But it is a 
fact that the company paying Dr. Butz 
$12,000 a year was able to present its po
sition very forcefully at the symposium. 
I wonder if small hog farmers were as 
well represented at the conference? 

Mr. President, a symposium of this 
kind involves the use of tax dollars
State and Federal. 

The agribusiness accountability proj
ect in May 1971 issued a report called 
Land-Grant Colleges-Power and Pov
erty, which called attention to the prob
lem of too much service of agribusiness 
rather than the small independent 
farmer by land-grant colleges. I ask 
unanimous consent that the report be 
printed in the RECORD at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

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

<See exhibit 3.) 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, rural 

Americans have too much at stake for us 
to take only a cursory glance at who this 
man Dr. Butz is. Gov. David Hall, of 
my State of Oklahom.a, is evidence of 
the concern in rural America over this 
nomination. On November 18 I received 

from him a 6-page telegram stating his 
objections to Dr. Butz. Among other 
things Governor Hall said: 

Mr. Butz' strong connections with farm 
conglomerates ... would cast serious doubt 
as to his acceptability as Secretary of Agri
culture. 

Further, he said: 
While President Nixon is to be commended 

for changing his mind about abolishing the 
Department of Agriculture, the confirma
tion of Mr. Butz as Secretary could have the 
same impact on Oklahoma Ranchers and 
Farms if his views have been correctly re
ported. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the complete text of the tele
gram be printed in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

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

<See exhibit 4.) 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, the nomi

nation of Dr. Earl L. Butz as Secretary 
of Agriculture involves more than the 
selection of a new Secretary of Agricul
ture. The vote on his nomination involves 
the ordering of national priorities. 

The first priority we must determine 
is the future of rural America. We can 
decide that rural America should be a 
place where people can live and work in 
dignity or that it should exist as a food 
factory for corporate profits alone. We 
can decide to halt, if not reverse, the out
migration from rural America or we can 
support the tragic exodus of almost one 
million rural Americans a year to our al
r.eady overcrowded cities-we can allow 
farming to continue as "a way of life" as 
well as "a way of making a living," or 
we can replace the independent family 
farmer with agribusiness concerns mo
tivated solely by profit. 

Dr. Earl L. Butz is not the man to 
make these choices. His professional rec
ord is one of consistent and enthusiastic 
support for the giant agribusinesses that 
are driving the independent farmer off 
the land. As a former Assistant Secretary 
of Agriculture under Ezra Taft Benson, 
as the dean of a land-grant university, 
and as a director and shareholder of sev
eral of the largest agribusiness firms in 
America, Dr. Butz has put himself clear
ly on record as an advocate of corporate 
farming interests. My opposition to his 
nomination is based primarily on these 
grounds. 

The questions raised by Dr. Butz' 
nomination, however, go beyond tradi
tional farm issues. Other fundamental 
national priorities are also at stake. 

The vote on his nomination will deter
mine the depth of our commitment to 
feed the hungry and assist the needy in 
America. Dr. Butz has shown a callous 
disregard for this commitment. In an 
April 26, 1971 speech, Dr. Butz said: 

What were we marching for then? Then 
the big clamor was hunger and malnutri
tion .... And what came out of that? Out 
of that came a food stamp plan-so gener
ous, so extensive--that it's just short of 
ridiculous in some parts of this country. Out 
of it came a welfare program that President 
Nixon is recommending to the Congress that 
is so far out that even the Democrats in 
Congress won't buy it. 

The National Council on Hunger and 
Malnutrition in the United States has 
issued a statement through its executive 
director, John R. Kramer, in opposition 
to the nomination. I ask unanimous con
sent that that statement be printed in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 5.) 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, Friends 

of the Earth are very disturbed about this 
nomination because of Dr. Butz' rather 
cavalier attitude toward environmental 
concerns as a passing fad. Their presi
dent, David Brower, on November 29, is
sued a statement in opposition to the 
nomination. I ask unanimous consent 
that his statement be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

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

<See exhi·bit 6.) 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I have 

received similar communications from 
other organizations that oppose Dr. Earl 
Butz. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a news release and a letter is
sued by eight national antipoverty 
groups, and a statement by Mrs. Johnnie 
Tillmon of the National Welfare Rights 
Organization be printed in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks. 

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

<See exhibits 7 and 8.) 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, Dr. Butz 

is certainly not the kind of man we need 
to administer a food stamp program that 
feeds 10.5 million people and still does 
not help all those in need or a school 
balanced meal for millions of children. 

Nor is Dr. Butz the kind of man we 
need to fulfill the very important en
vironmental duties of a Secretary of Ag
riculture. His past remarks have shown 
a rigidity and hostility toward environ
mental issues and the environmental 
movement itself that Would be very 
alarming in a man who is responsible for 
administering our 187 million acres of 
public forest lands and who has a great 
deal to say about the use of chemicals, 
fertilizer, and insecticides for agricul
tural use. 

Farm organizations have already been 
heard from concerning the nomination of 
Dr. Butz, and those that truly represent 
the farmer have issued a resounding no 
to his nomination. Others, including 
those in the front ranks fighting against 
hunger and poverty and for a better en
vironment, are also opposed to this 
nomination. 

Mr. President, on Monday of this week 
I held a press conference at which the 
following nonfarm groups stated their 
opposition to Dr. Butz' nomination: The 
Sierra Club, the Friends of the Earth, En
vironmental Action, the UAW, the Na
tional Welfare Rights Organization, 
Southern Christian Leadership Confer
ence, National Sharecroppers Fund, 
Washington Research Project Action 
Council, Crusade Against Hunger, Na
tional Association of Social Workers, Na-
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tiona! Council on Hunger and Malnutri
tion, and the Americans for Indian Op
portunity Action Council. 

Mr. President, in 1968 President Nix
on's campaign pledge was "to bring us 
together" in this country. Unfortunately, 
the nomination of Dr. Earl Butz as Sec
retary of Agriculture has succeeded only 
in bringing together almost every major 
farm organization, labor group, environ
mentalists, poverty groups and others in 
opposition to the nomination. I say "un
fortunately," Mr. President, because this 
is not a partisan issue. 

I have heard the charge made by some 
that the Democrats want to gather just 
enough votes to make Dr. Butz look bad, 
but not enough to defeat him; in that 
way we co"..ld use him as a whipping boy 
in 1972. Mr. President, that kind of cyni
cism is a dangerous thing. Too many 
farmers do not have until 1972 to wait for 
things to start getting better, and no 
responsible Member of the Senate would 
use the Nation's farmers as a pawn. If 
this were a partisan issue, I ask why it is 
that the ranking Republican member of 
the Committee on Agriculture, the Sena
tor from Iowa <Mr. MILLER), and 
the Senator from North Dakota <Mr. 
YouNG) also on the Committee on Agri
culture, are ready to cast their votes 
against this nominee. The farm vote in 
this country, as many Senators well 
know, is neither Republican nor Demo
cratic; it is profarm. The farmers in this 
country do not think Dr. Butz is the 
man to represent them in Washington. 

Mr. President, another argument I 
have heard in the last few days in sup
port of Dr. Butz is that the President has 
the right to select his own Cabinet mem
bers, and that because these men serve 
only during a President's tenure, and 
not for a lifetime, such as Supreme Court 
Justices, the Senate ought to confirm 
their nominations. I share the opinion 
that the President ought to be able to 
nominate his own Cabinet members. But 
I am not a;bout to abdicate my constitu
tional obligation as a Senator to advise 
and consent to the President's nomina
tion, and I trust that none of my col
leagues are ready to do so either. I called 
u:>on the President to withdraw the nom
ination of Dr. Butz, as did some mem
bers of the President's own party, and I 
would hope that he stm· might see fit to 
withdraw the nomination and nominate 
someone who could really stand up for 
the independent farmer in this country. 
I would be glad to vote for that man. But 
instead the President has chosen the 
wrong man. 

Dr. Butz, if his nomination is con
firmed, will not serve simply as an ad
vi,ser to the President. He will head a 
Government agency that affects every 
single farm in the Nation. He will head a 
Department that has a great regulatory 
responsibility. 

Mr. President, this century has wit
nessed a great erosion of congressional 
power and a concomitant increase in the 
power of the executive. We have already 
reached the point where many consider 
the setting of farm policy to be the pre
rogative of the administration and the 
Department of Agriculture. I do not share 
that view, and I am sure that some of 
my colleagues on the Agriculture Com-

mittee do not subscribe to that philos
ophy. But now, for some to insist that 
the President has the right to choooe a 
man to head his farm policy, without the 
advice and consent of the Senate, is 
farther than I am willing to go. 

Mr. President, I have also heard from 
some during this debate on Dr. Butz that 
the Democratic criticism is rather 
shallow because we have no alternatives 
to offer in the way of a farm policy. That 
is not �t�r�u�e �~� There have been a number 
of good farm proposals made in this Con
gress which would insure the future of 
the independent farmer. I should like to 
talk about a few of those proposals to 
point out that there are alternatives to 
Dr. Butz' vision of huge corporate farms. 

The first thing we have got to do is 
to put some reality behind the rhetoric 
of our support for the family farm. A bill 
introduced by the distinguished Senator 
from Wisconsin <Mr. NELSON), of which 
I am a cosponsor, does just that by find
ing that it is "desirable to preserve free, 
private enterprise, to protect small busi
ness and prevent monopoly, and to pro
tect opportunity for family farmers in 
interstate commerce." The bill, known 
as the Family Farm Act of 1972, would 
prohibit giant corporations with large 
nonfarm holdings from farming. It would 
stop the tax-loss farmers, the conglomer
ates, and the vertically integrated giants 
from destroying the independeTIJt farmers 
in America. 

Mr. President, another thing that Con
gress must do is to give the independent 
farmer bargaining power. I have tried to 
do that by cosponsoring two bills intro
duced by the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. MONDALE): S. 726 and S. 727, the 
National Agricultural Bargaining Act of 
1971 and the National Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1971. The Bargaining 
Act would enable farmer-elected market
ing committees to bargain and negoti
ate with processors and buyers to obtain 
decent and adequate prices on a com
modity-by-commodity basis. The Mar
keting Act would enable the producers of 
any commodity to form a market order, 
and would provide a broad range of new 
powers for farmers under the order
including collective bargaining for mini
mum prices and other terms of sale. 
These programs, in some form, are essen
tial to the independent farmer. Everyone 
in the chain of our food production sys
tem is making money-except the farm
er. That has got to end. 

Another thing we can do to help the 
independent farmer is something I talked 
about earlier; and that is to direct the 
research of the land-grant colleges to
wards helping the independent farmer. 
We have got AID research projects to 
help small farmers in India, Mr. Presi
dent, and we do not even help the small 
farmer here in America. 

We have also got to end the labor sub
sidy which gives the giant agribusinesses 
an unfair advantage over independent 
farmers. These corporations do not have 
to pay the same minimum wage as in 
other comparable industries; nor do they 
have to pay unemployment or workmen's 
compensation. In addition, our immigra
tion policies always provide them with 
a constant flow of cheap labor from for
eign countries-thus pitting the working 
man of this Nation against the poor in 

other nations. It is no wonder that the 
agribusinesses enjoy such a cheap cost of 
labor. The individual farmer is rather 
hard pressed in the face of these odds. 

I ask unanimous consent that a state
ment of the agribusiness accountability 
project dated September 16, 1971, en
titled "Minimum Wage for Farm Work
ers," together with a report on Stokeley
Van Camp, Inc., and migrant farmwork
ers in IDinois be printed at the conclu
sion of my remarks. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so m.·dered. 

<See exhibit 9). 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, when a 

giant conglomerate like Tenneco or a 
company like Standard Oil can go into 
agriculture and not be faced with the 
same labor laws that they are faced with 
in other operations, that is a direct in
centive for these huge corporations and 
conglomerates to go into farming and 
compete with the small, independent 
farmer. 

The same is true of tax-loss farming 
and hobby farming. They come into com
petition with the independent farmer 
many times to take a tax loss so they 
can charge that loss against profits made 
in other operations. A small farmer J.Ue 
my father has no such incentive. Farm
ing is the only business in which he tries 
to make a living. It is not a question of ef
ficiency. My father is efficient enough. 
The trouble is that the Government sub
sidizes the big farmers and corporate 
farmers. If they are so efficient, why do 
we have to give them so many billions of 
dollars of the taxpayers' money? We are 
subsidizing the competition of the huge 
conglomerates and rich farmers against 
the independent farmers who really 
make their living on the farm. 

Mr. President, there is much we can 
do to give the independent farmer a 
fair chance. 

We can end the scandalous situation 
wherein the top 5 percent of U.S. 
farms-the giant agribusiness-received 
almost half of our billion dollar subsidy 
program to farmers. This program was 
intended to aid small farmers but 
through various strategems the con;o
rate giants have been the beneficiaries 
of our generosity. An effective limita
tion of $20,000 on the subsidy payments 
could put an end to this. 

The Federal Government purchases $4 
billion of food annually. We ought to 
make sure that the bulk of that food is 
purchased from the independent opera
tor. 

Last, Mr. President, there is the il
�l�e�g�a�~� billion dollar water subsidy with 
which we favor giant corporations in the 
West while independent farmers cannot 
get access to irrigated land. I introduced 
a bill to remedy this situation, and I 
should like to discuss it here today and 
show how this country has consciously 
chosen to aid giant corporations at the 
expense of small farmers. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
and the statement I made at the time I 
introduced it be printed in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks. 

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

<See exhibit 10.) 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, the law 

' 

.. 
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says that if a farmer is to get the bene
fit of federally financed irrigation water 
projects, he should not own more than 
160 acres. That law has never been en
for-ced. In California now, the giant cor
porations and conglomerates are coming 
into farming, gobbling up thousands and 
thousands and thousands of acres which 
are irrigated, because the taxpayers paid 
for the irrigation proje-cts, and they are 
doing that in violation of the law. For 
that law to be enforced, they would have 
to divest themselves of the extra acreage. 
The bill I have introduced would re
quire them to do so. 

All the measures I have spoken about 
here today and last night are ways by 
which we subsidize bigness in agriculture. 
It is unnatural for corporations to take 
over agriculture, for the rich to get rich
er while the poor get poorer. That is un
natural. The reason why it is happening 
despite the fact that it is unnatural is 
that we subsidize that bigness. We ought 
to stop it . It has been going on under 
Democrats and under Republicans. We 
have got to turn it around. 

We have driven the people off the small 
farms and out of small towns into the big 
cities where their problems have been in
finitely greater. We can stop that outmi
gration. We can have an independent 
farm population in this country fully ef
ficient, but we are not going to do it if 
we put a man like Dr. Butz in as Se-cre
tary of Agriculture, who believes that 
that is the way agriculture ought to go, 
as he so often has said. 

I, therefore, oppose this nomination, 
and I hope its confirmation may be 
defeated. 

EXHIBIT 1 

REPORT OF THE AGRIBUSINESS 
ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT 

Agribusiness corporations served by the 
U.S. Agriculture nominee, Dr. Earl Butz. 

Contacts: Jim Hightower, Martha 
Hamilton. 

Agribusiness Accountability Project, 1000 
Wisconsin Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 
20007. (202} 338-5365. 

The nomination of Dr. Earl L. Butz to be 
Secretary of Agriculture poses a crucial and 
fundamental question: "What do we want 
in rural America?" 

Dr. Butz states forthrightly that rural 
America is a place to do business, not a place 
to live. And for him, doing business is big 
business. It means that large, agribusiness 
enterprises will be in charge, "with more 
highly concentrated capital, higher levels of 
management, more specialization of labor, 
and, if you choose, with a higher degree of 
integration." 

Dr. Butz' vision of rural America is of an 
assembly line running from the field to the 
table. As corporations become vertically in
tegrated and food production becomes other
wise concentrated, fewer independent farm
ers will be needed, and those that are left 
will be brought more and more under cor-

porate control. Farm workers will not be a 
problem, for mechanization will eliminate 
the need for them. Purchase of farm ma
chinery, seeds and feeds and other agricul
tural inputs will be either from a corporate 
subsidiary or will be coordinated at corporate 
headquarters, so the small-town supplier will 
be expendable. Rural communities them
selves will fold as people move to larger 
urban centers. 

Dr. Butz has spent a lifetime working for 
this vision. In every phase of his career, he 
has been close by the side of agribusiness, 
serving its needs as an academician at Pur
due University, as a politician during the 
Ezra Taft Benson era, as an author and lec
turer, and as a stockholder and board mem
ber of agribusiness corporations. Froru his 
background and with his perspective, Earl 
Butz is better suited to be Secretary of 
Commerce. 

It is possible to ask more from rural Amer
ica than corporate profits. Earl Butz is not 
the only one with visions of what should exist. 
Millions of people--independent f amily 
farmers, farm workers, small town business
men and other rural citizens-still would 
like to think of it as home. They want to live 
and to work t here with dignity. They want 
more alternatives than merging into the 
corporate st ructure or moving into the cities. 
Of course, Dr. Butz puts it to them more 
bluntly: "Adapt or die," he said. As Secre
tary of Agriculture, he will be in a position 
to enforce that admonition. 

EARL LAUER BUTZ 

Birth: Albion, Indiana--July 3, 1909. 
Education: B.A., B.S.A. Purdue, 1932; Ph.D., 

Purdue, 1937; and Student, University of 
Chi-cago, Summer, 1936. 

Married: December 22, 1937, Mary Emma 
Powell. Two children: William Powell, 
Thomas Earl. 

Professional Career: Farmer, Noble County, 
Indiana; Grad. Research Assist. in Agricul
tural Economics, Purdue U., 1934-35; Re
search Economist, Federal Land Bank, Louis
ville, Ky., 1935-36; Instructor, Agricultural 
Economics, Purdue U., 1937-39; Assistant 
Professor, 1939-43; Associated Professor, 
1943-46; Professor, Head-Agricultural Eco
nomics Dept. Purdue U., 1946-1954; Assistant 
Secretary, Department of Agriculture (USDA} 
1954-57; Director, CCC; Dean of Agriculture, 
Purdue U., 1957-1967; Dean of Continuing 
Education, Purdue U., 1968-1971 (Present). 
Research Economist--Brookings Institute, 
1944, 1951; Research Staff-National Bureau 
of Economic Research, 1944-45; Lecturer, 
School of Banking, Univ. of Wisconsin, 1946-
1965; and Lecturer, Rutgers Univ., 1950--1958. 

Affiliations: Director, Standard Life In
surance Company of Indiana; Ralston-Purina 
Company; International Minerals and Chemi
cal Corp.; Stokely-Van Camp, Inc. (Ex.} J. 
I. Case Company; F.arm Foundation (Chi
oago, Ill.}; and Foundation for American Ag
riculture (Washington, D.C.}. 

Chairman, U.S. Delegation FAO, Rome, 
1955, 1957; Member, American Farm Eco
nomic Association: Vice-President, 1948, and 
Sec.-Treas., 1953-54; Member, American So
ciety of Farm Managers and Rural Apprais
ers; Member, Indiana Academy of So-cial 
Science, Vice President, 1948; Member, Ca-

!Amount in millions of dollars) 

Net sales 

1966 1967 1968 1969 

Agricultural products: Animal and poultry feeds, poultry products, soybean proc-
essing, and other related operations-

Amount. __ ____________ ______________________________ - ------ - -- ___ ______ 709.0 775.1 734.8 790.5 Percent_ ______________________________________________________________ _ 60 60 57 57 
Consumer products: Pet foods, seafoods, cereals, and other products-

Amount_ __ ____ ____ _____ ______________________ _____ _______ __ __ ______ ____ 210.5 220.0 258.3 293.2 
Percent. _______ _____ __________________ __________ ___ ____ ____ ________ ____ 18 17 20 21 

Restaurant: Jack-in-the-Box fast service restaurants and other restaurant opera-
tions of Foodmaker, Inc.-

Amount. __ ______ __ ____ ______ ________ ________ ______ ____ __ ___ _______ _____ 20.7 26.0 33.1 46.1 
Percent. _____ _____________________ ____ ____ . • __ • . ______ _____ __ ______ ___ _ 2 2 3 3 

nadian-American Committee; Member, Inter
national Conference of Agricultural Econo
mists; and Member, American Association of 
University Professors. 

Publications (Books): The Production 
Credit System for Farmers (1944}. 

Office: Purdue University, Lafayette, In
diana. 

Home: 312 Jefferson Drive, West Lafayette, 
Indiana. 

Also served on a 16-member committee 
appointed by President Nixon to study Amer
ican foreign aid in 1969-1970. 

Currently Vice-President of the Purdue 
Research Foundation. 

RALSTON PURINA 

Earl Butz was elected to the board of di
rectors of Ralston Purina in 1960. As a mem
ber of the board, he received $12,000 annually 
in compensation and held 2,000 shares of 
stock. During his tenure, the .:ompany ex
panded from sales of $646,753,000 and net 
earni ngs of $22,859,000 during fiscal year 
1961, to sales of $1,567,009,000 and net earn
ings of $56,770,000 during fiscal year 1970. 

The first half of fiscal 1971 has been good 
to Ralston Purina, with the firm reporting 
record high sales of $859,170,000 and its sec
ond h ighest earnings ($28,948,000} for that 
six month period. Fortune magazine ranks 
Ralston Purina 71st in sales among the 500 
largest industrial corporations in the U.S. 

Ralston Purina describes itself in its an
nual report as " diversified i n ... operations, 
multinat ional in organizat ion, and global in 
out look." Its diverse operations are primarily 
agricultural, including: 

Soybean processing for feed production 
and sale; commercially sold by-products. 

Grain merchandising. 
Manufacture of sanitation and biological 

products for animal disease prevention and 
control. 

Animal and poultry feed formulation from 
grain and grain products, soybean meal, 
alfalfa meal, cottonseed meal, fishery prod
ucts, molasses and vi t amin concentrates. 

Manufacture and distribution of breakfast 
cereals, hot and cold, and crackers. 

Canning and marketing of tuna fish. 
Product ion and processing of catfish. 
Pet food manufacture. 
Industrial cleansers and waxes manufac

ture. 
Production and leasing of swine. 
Production of mink and pathogen-free 

laboratory animals for medical research. 
Frozen convenience food product on. 
Restaurant operation and restaurant sup

ply (including warehousing· and process
ing). 

Protein products production. 
Operation of a ski resort. 
Research in feeds, pet foods, beverages, 

and protein products. 
In some categories, Ralstan Purina leads 

the industry, Feedstuffs, and agribusiness 
weekly, calls Ralston Purina "the largest 
single factor in the total poultry industry." 

In its annual report for 1969, Ralston Pu
rina dubs itself the number one pet food 
manufacturer. 

The following table shows the amount and 
percentage of consolidated net sales and con
solidated earnings contributed by each lines 
of business: 

Earnings 

1970 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 

878.9 61.3 32.5 42.8 53.6 70.3 
56 58 39 43 44 49 

325. 6 24.5 30.4 36.8 42.8 43.4 
21 23 37 37 36 30 

69.2 3.4 4. 5 6.4 10.0 12.2 
4 3 5 6 8 8 
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[Amount in millions of dollars) 

International (including Canada): Animat and poultry feeds, poultry products, pet 
foods, and other related operations-

1966 

Amount____ ____________________________________________________ ________ 234. 5 
Percent_ ______________________________ ------___________________________ 20 

1967 

280.1 
21 

Net sales 

1968 

255.3 
20 

1969 

256.5 
19 

1970 

293.3 
19 

Earnings 

1966 1967 1968 19b9 1970 

16.8 15.1 13.6 14.9 18.0 
16 19 14 12 13 

Total (dollars)_- ------------------------------------ ----- ----- --- ----- 1, 174.7 1, 301.2 1, 281.5 1, 386.3 1, 567.0 106.0 82.5 99.6 121.3 143.9 

Unallocated corporate expenses __ __ ______________ _____ ______ _____ ____ ___ ___________ ____________________________________________ _ 10.2 11.9 12.4 9.1 12.1 Interest expense ____ ___________ ____ _____ _____ ________ ________________ ____________________ ____________________________________ _ 6.3 10.0 13.2 13.5 15.6 
----------------------------------Earnings before income taxes _______________ __ _____ ------ ____________________________________________________ ----------- __ 89.5 60.6 74.0 98.7 116.2 

Ralston's "multinational organization" in
cludes activities in 23 foreign countries with 
markets in Europe, Japan, and Australia ac
counting for the major sales. Ralston Purina 
was one of 12 founding companies of a U.S. 
investment concern, the Latin American 
Agribusiness Development Corpor91tion. 

• • • • * 
Several aspects of Ralston Purina's busi

ness are subject to regulation by USDA: 
Commodity and Exchange Authority

Ralston "protects part of its inventory posi
tion ... by trading in futures markets." 
Abuses of future trading are subject to regu
lation. 

Consumer and Marketing Service-C & MS 
conducts meat, poultry and egg inspection 
marketing regulatory programs and a plant 
variety protection program. 

Packers and Stockyards Administration
P & S uses its regulatory powers to insure 
free competitive practices in the me91t and 
poultry marketing and meat and poultry 
packing. 

Agricultural Research Service-ARS in
spects certain exported products and through 
its veterinary service provides for the humane 
treatment of animals used in research fa
cilities. 

In addition, USDA's activities affect 
Ralston Purina states: 

"A very large portion of the cost of pro
ducing feeds is represented by the cost of 
raw materials ... The government's price 
support programs have a significant effect on 
the prices of certain of the Company's raw 
materials." 

Ralston Purina sells to USDA. For exam
ple, in fiscal year 1971, approximately 9% 
of the funds expended for the purchase of 
frozen turkeys through Section 32 funds 
went to Ralston Purina. (The Company also 
manufactures cereals for government usage.) 

Two private antitrust suits have recently 
been brought by and on behalf of persons 
who were leasees of Jack-in-the-Box res
taurants. The suits seek substantial dam
ages "for alleged illegal �:�~�~�e�s�a�l�e� price main
tenance and alleged illegal requirements that 
leasees lease property and purchase restau
rant items from Foodmaker or Floodmaker 
designated sources at higher than competi
tive rates." 

* * * 
Four members of the board of directors 

of Ralston Purina have close ties with other 
agribusinesses. Donald B. Smiley, is a di
rector of the RCA Corporation which pro
duces Banquet Foods. Erwin A. Stuebner is 
a former director of Rohm and Haas Com
pany. Leif J. Sverdrup, Jr., is on the board 
of the St. Louis National Baseball Club, Inc., 
a subsidiary of Anheuser-Busch. Albert J. 
O'Brien is a director of General American 
Life Insurance Company which owns stock 
in the following agribusinesses: Tenneco, 
Anheuser-Busch, Dow, Pet, Ralston Purina 
and Transamerica. 

INTERNATIONAL MINERAL AND CHEMICAL 
CoRP. 

Earl Butz was elected to the board of di
rectors of International Minerals and Chemi-

[In thousands of dollars] 

cal Corporation in 1961. As a member of the 
board, he received $10,000 in remuneration 
and owned 2,000 shares of stock. During his 
tenure at International Minerals, net sales 
increased from $133,786,000 in 1961 to $505,-
932,000 in 1970. Net earnings changed from 
$9,039,000 in 1961 to $4,503,000 in 1970. For
tune magazine listed IMC as 218th in sales 
among the top 500 corporations. 

IMC is an international corporation with 
109 subsidiaries throughout the world. The 
Company engages in four major lines of 
business: 

Industrial products-including feldspathic 
materials and sand binders; highly formu
lated resins, oils and esters, bentonite clays. 

Food Products, including monosodium 
glutamate sold under the brand name AC
CENT. Other food products include rices, 
pepper, spice and vegetable products. 

Business losses ascribed to 1970 publicity 
questioning the safety of monosodium gluta
mate led to a decision to sell that line of 
business. 

Trading operations, among them Continen
tal Ore Corporation, a wholly owned subsid
iary that engages in the purchase and sale of 
ores, minerals, ferroalloys metals, carbon 
products and industrial products and ma
terials. 

Agricultural, as a world supplier of ferti
lizer materials, Inixed fertilizers, plant growth 
regulators, and microbiological insecticide. 

Contributions of the four divisions to net 
sales and income are: 

Fiscal year- Fiscal year-

1967 1968 

Rules: 
Agricultural products: 

Phosphate products ___________ 82, 100 73,400 
Potash products ___ ____ __ _____ 50,400 49,000 
All other agricultural products_ 101. 500 106,700 

TotaL _____________________ 234,000 229, 100 
Industrial products ___________________ 75,600 102,500 
Food products ________________________ 21, 500 26,400 
Trading operations ___________________ 130,600 143,800 

Net sales ______________________ 461, 700 501, 800 

IMC is the lMgest domestic producer of 
monosodium glutamate and the fifth larg
est producer of agrlcul;tur.al. fertilizers in 
the U.S. IMC Inines mw phosphate rund potash 
for its own fertilizer products a;nd for sh:Lp
ment to other producers. "Virtually &1 of 
the phosphtaite mined by IMC goes to a.grt
culture ... aJmost none to industry." Phos
phate is mined by open ptt method in Flor
ida where IMC controls or owns 49,300 �S�~�C�r�e�s� 

of land. Of the phosph91te recovered in 1970, 
50% went to foreign markets and 4% was 
used by IMC within its own plants. In 1971, 

1969 1970 1971 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

Operating income: 
Agricultural products _____________ 26,900 

72, 000 76, 200 74, 300 
16, 500 5, 800 11,900 25, 800 

42,400 
Industrial products _______________ 5, 200 4, 500 4, 600 3, 200 100 

46, 300 51, 000 Food products ____________________ 2, 600 3, 000 (100) (2, 300) (2, 900) 
96,700 70,000 77, 100 Trading operations _____________ 4, 900 5, 600 3, 300 6, 500 7, 000 

211, 100 192,500 202, 400 Operating income _______________ 39,600 29, 600 13, 600 19, 300 30,000 
99,200 86, 400 68,100 
25,600 22, 800 23,300 

168, 700 204,200 223, 800 

504,600 505,900 517,600 

IMC formed an association to assist in ex
port shipments of phosphate. 

In its potash opeoo.tion, IMC has federal 
cooperation. IMC leases land from the U.S. 
government through the Bureau of Interior 
to Inine potash. Two traots of land, one con
sisting of 1,342.37 acre-s and tlhe other of 2,550 
acres, are leased for $1.00 an acre under con
tl'lacts that have been mod1fied on sevel'lal oc
casions. 

Among IMC's potash Inines are high grade 
deposits near Esterhazy, Saskatchewan, Can
ada. IMC's income for agricult-ural products 

bias increased significantly because of htigher 
prices for potash resulting from. production 
controls and a "floor price" higher than pre
vailing prices set on January 1, 1971 by the 
Canadian government. IMC's Oanadian op
erations in 1967 netted them an investiga
tion. The United States government "ini
tiated an investigation into the alleged 
'dumping' of potash into the U.S. by the 
Oanadian producers thereof, including IMC 
(Ca;nad:a) . .. "The investigation deterinined 
that canadian producers sold potash in the 
U.S. market at lower prices than the prices 
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charged by such producers in the Oanrad:ian 
market and that such sa.les had injured the 
domestic industry. Although IMC will be re
quired to pay increased duties, the Treasury 
Department as late as June 30, 1971 had not 
determined the extent of the liability. 

• • 
IMC's operrutions involve the corpomtion 

with USDA in one s.rea. Oontinental Ore Oor
poration engages in "barter transactions with 
the U.S. government under which COC re
ceives sul"plus agricultural commodities for 
export in return for supplying materials to 
the U.S. government agencies or for provid
ing funds for operations of government agen
cies abroad." 

• • 
During 1969 IMC reached agreement with 

the Internal Revenue Service on a substan
tial number of issues raised by the service 
units exrun.ination of the Oorpo:mtion's fed
�&�~�a�l� income tax returns for the years 1960 
through 1963. Accordingly, IMC provided 
$5,500,000 by a. charge to retained earnings 
for additional income taxes relating to sJl 
issues through JUltle 30, 1969, including ·inter
est (no income tax effect). 

In November 1963, the federal government 
filed an indictment charging violations of the 
Sherman Act with respect to export prices of 
phosphate rock from 1956 to 1962. (United 
States vs. International Minerals and Chemi
cal Corporation.) 

On December 1964, an indictment was filed 
claiming that sales by Concentrated Phos
phate Corporation Association (IMC is a 
member) to the Republic of Korea which 
were financed by the U.S. government 
through AID are beyond exemption under the 
Webb-Pomerene Act and in violation of the 
Sherman Act. (U.S. vs. Concentrated Phos
phate Export Association, Incorporated, et. 
al.} 

In 1970, the U.S. government filed a com
plaint regarding pollution caused by a chlor
alkali plant in Maine. 

• • * * * 
In addition to Butz, at least three members 

of the 12-man board of International Min
erals and Chemical Corporation served on 
the boards of other agribusiness corporations 
(they continue as directors). Robert W. Pur
cell is a director of the International Econ
omy Corporation and the Agricultural In
surance Company. John T. Ryan is a member 
of the board of H. J. Heinz, and Thomas H. 
Roberts is a director of DeKalb AgResearch, 
Inc. 

STOKELY VAN-CAMP, INC. 

Earl Butz was elected to the board of di
rectors (Class II) of Stokely Van-Camp, In
corporated on October 7, 1970. His remunera
tion is reported at $4,800. Upon election he 
held no stock in the company, but has pub
licly stated that at the present he does now 
own stock. 

For the year ending May 31, 1971, Stokely's 
net sales and operating revenues were $280,-
863,388, an advance of $6.2 million from 1970. 
Net earnings were $6,602,058, up $2.3 million 
from 1970. 

The company is listed 362d in sales ac
cording to Fortune magazine's top 500, num
ber 420 in net earnings with a year's growth 
rate of 0.69%. 

Stokely Van-Camp, Incorporated is a proc
essor of foods for human consumption. In 
addition to its executive headquarters in In
dianapolis, Indiana, its canned foods division 
(Van Camps, Stokely's Finest, Gatorade) op
erates in Cal1fornia, Idaho, illinois, Indiana, 
Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, New Jersey, 
Ohio, Tennessee, Texas and Wisconsin. Its 
frozen foods division (Stokely's Finest, Pic
sweet) operates in California, Florida, Indi-

ana, Minnesota, Oregon and Washington. In 
the latter operation, Stokely Van-Camp, Inc. 
leases land from Indian reservations (tax 
free) to grow crops, according to one report. 

The Capital City Products Division, a 
processor of food oils to produce highly spe
cialized products utilized by other processors 
as ingredients, has its general offices and 
operations in Columbus, Ohio. Pomona Prod
ucts Division's general office and operations 
are in Griffin, Georgia. It distributes and 
processes a line of southern vegetables (Sun
shine) . It is the major marketer of pimientos 
in the United States. 

The Kuner Empson Company Division, 
with headquarters and operations in 
Brighton, Colorado, distributes a line of 
canned fruits and vegetables (Kuners) in 
the Rocky Mountain and Plains areas. Purity 
Mills Division, with headquarters in Dixon, 
Illinois, and operations in Illinois, Indiana, 
and Ohio is a processor of unpopped popcorn 
(Popeye, Betty Zane) and puffed wheat and 
rice (Popeye). 

Stokely's Can Manufacturing Division, 
with a general office in Indianapolis, Indiana, 
and operations in California, Indiana, 
Tennessee, and Illinois, is a manufacturer of 
cans from tin plate. The cans are supplied 
to other divisions for use in canning. 

* • * • 
Subsidiaries include: 
M. W. Graves and Company, Ltd., and Can

ada Foods, Ltd., Berwick, Nova Scotia: 
Distributors and processors of canned and 

frozen vegetables and fruits sold in Maritime 
Provinces of Canada under their own labels. 

Hawaiian Fruit Packers, Ltd., Kapaa, 
Kauai, Hawaii: 

Packer of pineapple products for sale and 
use of Stokely Van-Camp, Inc. 

Stokely Van-Camp of Puerto Rico, Manati, 
Puerto Rico: 

Sales corporation. 
Stokely V.an-Camp of Canada, Ltd., Essex, 

Ontario, Canada: 
Processor and distributor of canned vege

tables distributed in Prairie Provinces of 
Canada under its own label. 

* • • * * 
The U.S. Department of Justice filed suit 

August 11, 1971, against Stokely Van-Camp, 
Incorporated, seeking to recover all the "sub
stantial profits" made by the company on 
sales of the drink, Gatorade. The complaint 
stated that the formula for the drink had 
been developed at the University of Florida 
under grants from the Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare. All such inventions 
arising out of such grants are the property 
of the government, the Justice Department 
contends. In 1968, Dr. James Robert Cade, 
the developer of the drink, along with a few 
assistants formed a trust and sold the mar
keting rights for Gatorade to Stokely Van
Camp. A 1969 company report states the 
company pays the trust an annual royalty 
of $25,000 plus 3¢ per gallon sold. Three 
weeks prior to the government suit the 
Board of Regents at the University of Florida 
filed a similar suit against its employee, Dr. 
Cade, asserting that it had property rights 
to the drink. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture has 
twice suspended (in 1969 and 1970) its meat 
inspection operations at Capital City Prod
uots Company because of below-standard 
operations. 

On November 1, 1971 the Food and Drug 
Administration rescinded a previous botulism 
warning on a 15,000 can baitch of Stokely 
Van-Camp green bearis. 

Stokely Van-Camp has large exemptions 
for its workers from overtime provisions of 
the National Labor Relations Act. Agricul
tural workers are exempt from almost all 
provisions (except the $1.30 hour minimum 

wage and some child labor provisions) of the 
Fair Labor standards Act. The company 
makes almost full use of interstate recruiting 
system for seasonal agricultuml employees 
under the Wagner-Peyser Act. 

On July 31, 1967, the Securtl.ties and Ex
change Com.m:iss1on, alarmed by two weeks of 
heavy speculation on Stokely Van-Camp, Inc. 
stock due to the announced marketing ot 
Gatomde, imposed a ban against margin buy
dng of the stock, i.e. margdn was set at 100%. 

The U.S. Government (Defense Personnel 
Support Center and Veterans AdminlStration 
Marketing Center) was a major 1970 pur
chaser of Stokely Van-Camp, Incorporated, 
products ($1,398,757). 

* * * * * 
In addition to Butz, at least five other 

members of the 9-man Stokely Van-Camp, 
Inc. boalrd. of directors serve in agribusiness
related organizations. J. W. Fisher is presi
dent of the Ball Corporation, a glass and 
bottle-maker, which is a supplier to Stokely 
Van-Camp and serves on the board of Calvert 
Exploration Company, a chemical manufac
turer. H. R. Warren is on the board of di
rectors for K-B Farms, Incorporated. W. B. 
Stokely III is president of the Indiana Can
ners Association and D. H. McVey (who 
served With Geneml Mills from 193(}-1960) is 
on the borurd of directors of the Rockford 
Can Company, which is owned jointly by 
Stokely Van-Camp, Inc. and Quaker Oats 
Company and is a major supplier to Stokely 
Van-Camp, Inc. 

EXHIBIT 2 
A REPORT ON THE ACTIVITIES OF STANDARD LIFE 

INSURANCE Co. OF INDIANA 

CORPORATE PROFILE 

Standard Life Insurance Company of Indi
ana, with its home office in Indianapolis, In
diana, lists its "products" as individual life 
insurance, joint life, emlpoyee benefit coun
seling, pension and profit sharing plans, de
posit administration contracts, I.R.S. ap
proved Keogh prototypes, actuarial plan 
design, servicemen's group life insurance, 
group ordinary, group term, group perma
ment, salary savings, estate planning, retire
ment annuities, tax-favored annuLties, college 
education plans, mortgage protection, credit 
life, reinsur&nce, mutual fund a1filiate and 
br'Oker dealer a1filiate. 

'rhe company's field force is located 
throughout 45 states, the District of Colum
bia and Europe. 

SALES AND ASSETS 

Sales for Standard Life Insurance Com
pany of Indiana in 1970 were a record high of 
$52,614,948, while premium income totaled 
$8,358,735. The company's net gain from 
operations amounted to over $592,000. Insur
ance in force increased by 8.2% and assets 
increased in 1970 to $68,928,331. 

The yield on new investments in 1970 by 
the company was a record high figure in ex
cess of 8.25%. Gross investment income for 
the year was also a record, amounting to 
$3,419,487. The net return on the entire port
folio amounted to 4.65%, also a record high. 

The distribution of assets were: 
[In percent) 

Bonds -------------------------------- 65 First Mortgages_______________________ 13 
Investment Real Estate________________ 8 
Policy Loans__________________________ 5 
Home Office Real Estate________________ 4 
Stocks ------------------------------- 2 
Cash --------------------------------- 1 
Due from Policyowners________________ 1 
Other ----------------------- - -------- 1 

Total-$68,928,331 -------------- 100 
In the first six months of 1971 company 

sales of ordinary life insurance totaled over 
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$28.2 million, a record increase of 76% over 
the same period in 1970. The company's in
vestment income increased 12.8%, a 5% in
crease over the first six months of the pre
vious year. · 

Assets for the first half of 1971 also showed 
a record increase of $1.75 million to $70,-
818,000. 

The company has also reported that in the 
first nine months of 1971 the direct sales of 
ordinary life insurance was over $40 million, 
an increase of 71% over 1970. 
Approximately four percent of the com

pany's bond investments, 25% of its preferred 
stock and 20% of its commonstock invest
ments are in agribusiness or agribusiness
related industries. 

PORTFOLIO OF INVESTMENTS 

The following is a general summary of the 
securities which were owned by Standard 
Life Insurance Company of Indiana as of 
December 31, 1970. Also included are total 
amounts of mortgages and real estate owned 
by the Company as of that date. 
Bonds: 

U.S. Government _________ _ 
Canadian Government and 

subdivisions -----------
Government other coun-

tries -------------------
States--United States ____ _ 
Territories--Canada _____ _ 
U.S. political subdivisions __ 
Canadian political subdi-

visions ----------------
Special revenue obliga-

tions--United States ___ _ 
Special revenue obliga-

tions--Canada---------
Railroads--United States __ 
Railroads--Canada ------
Public utilities-United 

States ----------------
Industrial and miscellane-

ous --------------------

Par value 
$2,389,000.00 

130,000.00 

528,000. 00 
754,000.00 

2,687,000.00 
898,000.00 

803,000.00 

50,000.00 

983,000.00 
840,500.00 
100, 000.00 

26, 013,500.00 

9,159,100.00 

Total all bonds _______ 45, 335, 100. 00 
Preferred stocks: Asset value 

Public utilities____________ $301,077.06 
Industrial and miscellane-

ous --------------------

Total preferred stocks_ 
Common stocks: 

Railroads-United States __ 
Public ut111ties ___________ _ 
Industrial and miscellane-

ous --------------------

Total common stocks __ 
First mortgage loans _______ _ 
Investment real estate ______ _ 
Home office buildings and 

properties ----------------

218,441. 08 

519,518.14 
Market value 

$40,621.25 
416,895.00 

667,680.70 

1,125,216.95 
$8,832,745.41 
5,310,962.14 

2,458,292.73 

SELECTED LIST OF BONDS 

Interest Maturity Par 
Description rate date value 

Tr. Purdue University-
Dorm. lac ______________ __ �3�~� 1990 $50,000 Do _________________ __ _ 

�3�~� 1992 84, 000 D:> __________________ __ 3% 1995 100, 000 Do _________ ___ ______ __ 
�3�~� 1998 50,000 Do ____________________ 
�3�~� 2003 100, 000 

Norfolk-Western Railway ____ 6 1981 200,000 Penn Central Co ___ ___ ______ �8�~� 1989 237,500 
Western Pacific Railway Co ___ 4. 55 1980 300,000 
Americzn Can _______ __ _____ �4�~� 1990 60,000 
American Tobacco Co ___ ____ �3 �~� 1977 15, 000 
Anheuser-Busch, Inc __ ___ ___ 3% 1977 23,000 Do _______ ______ _______ 

�4�~� 1989 65, 000 
Burlington Industries ________ 4S'I. 1990 50,000 
J.l. Case Co. (Tenneco) ____ _ �3�~� 1978 48,000 
Caterpillar Tractor Co ___ ___ _ 

�~�V�s� 1986 50,000 
Chase Manhattan Bank ______ 1993 20, 000 
Consolidated Cigar Co _______ �4�~� 1975 25,000 
Container Corp. of America __ 3.30 1980 90,000 
Continental Can Co., Inc ____ _ �5�~� 1985 44,000 
Dan River Mills ______ _______ 4% 1990 100, 000 Deere & Co ______ __________ �3�~� 1977 30,000 Do _______________ ____ _ 

�4�~� 1986 50,000 

Interest Maturity Par 
Description rate date value 

Deere & Co. Credit Co ___ ____ 4Ys 1985 $50, 000 
Del Monte Corp ______ _____ __ �5 �~� 1994 15,000 
Dow Chemical Co ___ ________ 4. 35 1988 50,000 
F.M.C. Corp ________________ �4 �~� 1992 25, 000 
Food Fair Stores, Inc ________ 3% 1974 25, 000 
Fruehauf Trailer Co _________ �3�~� 1974 50,000 
Fruehauf Corp ______________ 6 1987 200,000 
General Motors Corp ________ �3 �~� 1979 120, 000 
Georgia Pacific Corp _____ ____ �5 �~� 1994 20, coo 
Greyhound Corp __________ __ 631 1990 100,000 
Gulf Oil Corp _______________ 831 1995 50,000 
Household Finance Corp __ . __ 4% 1977 50,000 Do •• ____________ __ ____ 

�7 �~� 1990 25,000 
Libby McNeil & Libby _______ 5 1989 30,000 
Liggett & Myers Tobacco Co ._ 6 1992 50,000 
P.lorillard Co ____ ___ ____ ___ 3 1976 10,000 Do _________________ ___ 

4Ys 1986 50, OGO 
National Tea Co ____________ 5 1977 29,000 
Packaging Corp. of America 

(Tenneco) ____ ____ ______ _ 4% 1987 75,000 Do ____________________ 6. 85 1993 50,000 
Pepsi-Cola General Bottlers Inc ______________________ 57'2 1988 30,000 
Pillsbury Co __ _____ _________ �4 �~� 1989 15,000 
Purex Corp ___ _____________ 4Ys 1994 40,000 
Jos. E. Seagram & Sons, Inc __ �4 �~� 1983 50,000 
Tenneco Co ________________ 7 1988 50,000 
Times Mirror ______________ _ �4�~� 1990 100,000 
White Motor Co ___ _____ ___ __ �5 �~� 1993 25,000 
Witco Chemical Co __________ 5 1980 34, 000 

SELECTED LIST OF STOCKS 

Yield Number Asset value 
Description (percent) of shares (cost) 

Household Finance Corp. 
(supermarkets)_________ 2% 

Ingersoll Rand __________________ __ _ _ 
Occidental Petroleum __ __ __ 4 
American Metal Climax____ 4 
Norfolk & Western Rail-way Co _________________________ _ 
American Standard Corp ____________ _ 
L I. DuPont DeNemours 

& Co ___________________________ _ 
General Motors _________ ___ ________ _ 
Seneca Grape Juice Corp ____________ _ 
Union Carbide Corp _______________ _ _ 
Westinghouse Electric 

Corp __ ___ ___ _______ ------ ______ _ 

• Preferred. 
2 Market. 

PERSONNEL 

I 400 $24, 630. 46 
I 3QQ 9, 569. 25 
I 800 61, 861. 09 
1 700 64, 357. 00 

610 2 40, 641. 25 
1, 800 2 54, 900. 00 

400 2 53, 350. 00 
1, 300 2 104, 650. 00 

175 2 853. 12 
2, 200 2 87, 725. 00 

800 2 53,400.00 

Among the 19-member Board of Directors 
for Standard Life Insurance of Indiana is Dr. 
EarlL. Butz, Vice President, Purdue Research 
Foundation; Dean of Continuing Education, 
Purdue University, Lafayette, Indiana; Di
rector, Ralston Purina, Stokely-Van Camp, 
Inc. and International Minerals and Chem
ical Corp. 

Dr. Butz was first elected in 1951 to the 
Standard Life Insurance of Indiana board 
of directors and was elected to a new three
year term on the board on Aprll30, 1971. 

As of December 31, 1970 he owned 2,310 
shares of the company (November 24, 1971 
market value-$21,367). 

In addition to Dr. Butz two other members 
of the Standard Life Insurance of Indiana 
board have served in agribusiness-related 
organizations. 

John L. Richardson, Vice President of Ag
ricultural Relations for the company is the 
retired director of advertising and public 
relations for Allied Mills, Inc., Chicago Dli
nois, and Robert B. Stewart, Vice Chairman 
of the board and Senior Vice President of the 
company is retired Vice President of the 
Purdue Research Foundation, Lafayette, In
diana. 

EXHIBIT 3 
LAND GRANT COLLEGES: POWER AND POVERTY 

(By Jim Hightower) 
There is a troubling paradox in rural 

America. On the one hand, the mechaniza
tion and incorporation of the farm has led 
to an industrialized agriculture that has pro
duced an enormous bounty of food products 
and that has created great agri-business 

wealth for the few. On the other hand, those 
same forces of industrialization have pro
duced enormous poverty for the many
some 2.5 million farm workers receive ex
ploitative treatment from their agri-business 
employers and live in misery and degrada
tion; over half of the farmers in the country 
make sales of under $5,000 a year and steadily 
are being forced out of the markets and off 
the land; entire rural communities are fold
ing up and becoming ghost towns, and their 
residents are trying to squeeze into cities 
that do not want them and cannot accom
modate them. 

The sixty-nine land-grant colleges in this 
country have been a major force in the crea
tion of this paradox. On the one hand, they 
have lent their considerable resources to the 
development of an agricultural industry and 
to the service of agri-businessmen; on the 
other hand, they have withheld their con
siderable resources from the development of 
a total rural community and the crying needs 
of all rural Americans. 

Land-grant colleges are the result of a 
deliberat e national policy to foster the agri
cultural arts and to put science to work for 
the well-being of rural America. This was a 
policy developed at a time when the over
whelming majority of all Americans lived in 
rural areas, and when all rural Americans 
either were farmers or were economically 
dependent on farmers. 

The colleges were created through the 
Morrill Act of 1862, which offered a grant of 
Federal land to each state that would agree 
to establish an agricultural college. Then, in 
the Hatch Act of 1887, the Federal govern
ment esta.bUshed an agricultural experiment 
station on each of these campuses. As the 
research and teaching staffs grew, there de
v·eloped a need to disseminate the practical 
knowledge throughout the countryside; Con
gress met that need in 1913 by passing the 
Smith-Lever Act, which created the Agricul
tural Extension Service. These three acts are 
the legislative basis for today's land-grant 
colleges, and the contemporary history of the 
acts makes clear that the institution they 
created was to serve the most inclusive rural 
constituency and was to be concerned with 
the broad needs of rural America. 

That they have failed to honor this broad 
mandate is obvious. Instead, they have 
narrowed their focus almost to the exclu
sive service of agri-business, leading a Wall 
Street Journal writer to describe the land
grant college as "a tax-paid clinic f er a 
major industry." After World War II, the 
land-grant college scientist and economist 
became a partner to agri-business much in 
the same sense that other academicians en
tered into unquestioning partnerships with 
the defense establishment. Farm machinery, 
pesticides, hybrid plants, new feeds, proces
sing systems, management techniques, pack
aging materials, marketing schemes, and lit
erally every other agri-business need has 
been developed on these campuses, c-ften at 
the specific request of the industry. The ex
pertise has been on call to those who had 
the power to call it; those without power-
farm workers, small farmers, the rural poor 
and aged, and the small rural businessmen
have not been invited to help make research 
decisions, though they have had to suffer 
the enormous social and economic con
sequences o-r those decisions. To their dis
credit, land-grant college academicians have 
failed to look hard at the total impact of 
their work or to question seriously their 
research priorities. 

There recently came to light a graphdc 
demonstration of land-grant college insen
si ti vi ty to the needs of its broader rural con
stituency. In this case, Cornell University 
is the offending institution. 

The New York State College of Agriculture 
at Cornell University is considered generally 
to be one of the very top land-grant colleges 
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in the country. Including its carry-over from 
tL.e previous year, the College operated in 
1970 with a $41 million budget, and its an
nual report literally is stuffed with beam
ing references to the good it was able to do 
agri-business. In his 1969 �r�e�p �~ �r�t�,� Dean Char
les E. Palm noted this achievement of his 
College: "Apple growers, faced with a dimin
ishing supply of seasonal labor, were as
sisted in exploring various ways to mecha
nize operat ions to eliminate labor." 

That passage takes on a poignant dimen
sion when it is realized that the Cornell Col
lege of Agriculture itself is the owner-opera
tor of an apple farm that until very recent
ly employed migrant f .arm labor. 

The College owns or has use of about 13,500 
acres of land in New York. Two hundred acres 
of that can be found far upstate, outside the 
town of Sodus. This is apple country. The 
Cornell fruit farm spreads off US 104 right to 
the water's edge of Lake Ontario. Far back 
from the highway, discreetly set out of sight 
behind the well-kept trees, was C-ornell Uni
versity's very own migrant labor camp. Over 
the years, about 50 farm workers-mostly 
Blacks and Puerto Ricans-have been coming 
up from their homes in Florida to work the 
Cornell apples during the June-November 
growing season. 

Cornell did not provide much in the way 
of a summer home-as a doctor in a county
wide health clinic observed: "It is ironic that 
a humanitarian institution [he means Cor
nell] should run one of the worst camps in 
New York. The conditions at Sodus were what 
migrants have come to expect wherever they 
go: a family of eight lived all season in 1 lf2 
rooms; there were outdoor toilets only, with 
no heat or light; walls were cracked and leak
ing; and there was no heating system, so 
workers were forced to keep their gas burn
ers on their cooking stoves going 24 hours a 
day. It's the same old stuff, only this time 
there is the bitter irony of knowing that it's 
coming from a tax-supported institution with 
a legislative mandate to serve all rural resi
dents." 

This is no innocent oversight. The College 
of Agriculture has held the deed to this f·arm 
for ten years, and they were using the farm 
(and the workers) long before they acquired 
the deed. It can be stated bluntly: the New 
York State College of Agriculture knowingly 
exploited these workers. 

Worse yet, this powerful and rich institu
tion has reacted either with hostility or with 
benign neglect whenever it has been sug
gested that the College is accountable for the 
plight of those workers. In 1968, an organiz
er for the United Farm Workers Organizing 
Committee telegraphed the president of 
Cornell, requesting recognition of UFWOC as 
the bargaining representative of the 52 work
ers then living in the College's camp. The 
College disvowed everything but actual own
ership of the farm, claiming t hat their resi
dent manager was "solely responsible for 
the entire operation of the farm. Cornell 
Universi ty has no employees, I repeat, no 
employees of any kind at the . . . farm." 

That is a ludicrous bit of wriggling on 
the hook. Of course Cornell has workers there 
-who does the farm manager and the crew 
leader and the migrants themselves work for 
if not the institution that owns and profits 
from the farm and that directly or indirectly 
pays their salaries? The final word on union
ization was handed down through the farm 
manager, who told the UFWOC organizer that 
1f "any of my workers start talking about that 
union, I'll put them on a bus and send them 
back home." 

In 1968, Cornell had an opportunity tore
spond to the obvious needs of its own farm 
workers and to offer an exemplary li:libor pol
icy that could benefit others. A professor in 
Cornell's scho-ol of Industrial and Labor Re
lations came forward with a research pro
posal to study the conditions of migrant 

workers in New York and t·o demonstrate 
mea.ns of self-help, using the Oornell farm, 
camp and workers as a demonstration unit. 
His plan-which would have cost just over 
$10,000-was scutt led: "I can only conclude 
that the decision to abort th·e project stems 
fr om •the traditional concerns that the Col
l ege of Agriculture has with its tradit ional 
c!.e-ntele, the growers of New York State." 

In August of 1970, Cornell took still an
other step backward of t his issue. During his 
campaign for the attorney generalship of 
New York, Adam Walinsky made a highly 
publicized tour of upstate migrant labor 
camps. Just before w ,alinsky made his 
rounds-perhaps the very day before----a sign 
that designated the Sodus farm as a Cornell 
Demonstration Orchard prudently was taken 
down. People in the area repol't that the sign 
had been in good repair and, in fact, had 
been freshly painted. It has not been put up 
again. 

By late 1970 and early 1971, the Cornell 
camp was becoming an increasingly visible 
embarrassment to university officials. Out
side interests, including the Migratory La
bor Subcommittee of the U.S. Senate, were 
making inquiries. On campus, students had 
learned about the camp-the university sen
ate was investigating and reporters from the 
Cornell Daily Sun began to come around with 
questions. Finally, the story broke to a na
tional audience in the New York Times. 

Here was the chance to admit past error 
and to announce a positive program of re
sponse. This influential rural institution 
could have chosen to apply its resources and 
Lts experience to the development of a model 
laoor community and to the pursuit of an
swers to the difficult questions of farm labor 
relations. It could have begun here to meet 
its obligation to seek solutions for the really 
crucial problems facing rural New York. In
stead, the College simply tried to wash its 
hands of the whole affair-" We're going to 
beat the hell out of the thing," blurted Dean 
Charles Palm. And they were. 

On March 18, Cornell President Dale Cor
son met with two st udents who had come 
to ask him to intervene in behalf of the farm 
workers. Not only did he refuse their plea, 
but he also revealed that the College of Agri
culture already had dealt with the issue-
just hours before the meeting with the stu
dents, a bulldozer had razed the camp and 
covered the site wit h di rt. It had been de
cided to mechanize the f.a.rm; ironically, 
mechanization would be possible because of 
the apple shaker developed at the College. 

The workers in Florida have been notified 
that Cornell will not be needing them any 
more--never mind that they have depended 
on that income (half a year's worth) for 
more than a decade. Not only was there no 
consultation with the workers on this de
ci sion, but those workers will get no severance 
pay, and they are excluded nationally from 
the unemployment compensation program. 
At least, they no longer will be Cornell's prob
lem. Because of the public expose and be
cause of continuing student pressures, the 
College of Agriculture has offered a token 
proposal that will do nothing for the farm 
workers they have displaced, but that will 
provide 1 �~� additional county agents to work 
in the Sodus area during the next year. 

Obviously, more than that is required. Just 
as Cornell could not avoid its accountability 
by turning its back, neither can it meet i t s 
responsibility simply by posturing toward 
reform. A fundamental shake-up is re
quired-a shake-up that wm re-orient the 
College of Agriculture and cause it to respond 
to the needs of farm workers, small farmers, 
and rural communities. 

Despite its failures, Cornell cannot be 
singled out as the sole villain. The narrow 
agri-business focus that is found at the New 
York State College of Agriculture pervades 
land-grant colleges throughout the country. 

The entire land-grant system-the 69 col
leges, the experiment stations, the extension 
service, and the research offices of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture--must bear the 
burden of accountability, and that system 
must be made to respond to all elements of 
its rural constituency. 

A drive through rural America today, or a 
glance at the statistics on rural poverty and 
rural out-migration, is clear evidence that 
what has been good for agri-business has 
not proven good for all, or even for most. 
Those most in need have received the least 
attention. No one proposes that the land
grant system should abandon its traditional 
concern with farm productivity, nor is it 
even suggested that agri-businessmen no 
longer should be consulted about research. 
Rather, t he point simply is that agri-busi
nessmen are but one element in rural 
Ameri ca, and the tax-paid land-grant system 
must be forced to consider agri-business re
search demands within the broader context 
of total rural need. 

I am concerned in examining Dr. Butz's 
affiliations and background if he, as Oren 
Lee Staley, president of the National Farmers 
Organization has asked, "is a symbol of the 
betrayal of agriculture by some of its edu
cational institutions to giant corporat e in
terests?" 

Dr. Butz is a product of the land grant 
college of Indiana-Purdue University. He 
nas a B.A., a B.S.A. and a Ph.D from Purdue. 
He has been on and off the Purdue payroll 
since 1934, serving as a graduate research as
sistant, a professor of the Department of 
Agricultural Economics, Dean of Agriculture, 
Dean of Continuing Education and Vice
President and Director of the Purdue Re
search Foundation. 

Land grant colleges were authorized and 
endowed under the Morrill Act of 1862, the 
same year that the Department of Agricul
ture was created. In 1887, the Hatch Act 
created a system of Agricultural Experiment 
Stations, attached directly to these campuses. 

In 1914, the Smith-Lever Act created the 
Extension Service to carry the benefl ts of the 
land grant college research to the people 
of rural America. In each of these acts, the 
intention was that the benefits of this land 
grant college system would flow to all rural 
Americans. 

There are 69 land grant colleges today, 
located in every state. In fiscal year 1969, 
federal and state taxpayers put $223 million 
into research alone at these colleges. Add in 
tax money for Extension, and the figure ap
proaches half a billion a year. 

That is the largest research and develop
ment focus there is in rural America. But, in 
spite of its congressional mandate to serve 
all rural Americans, the land grant college 
system has focused the overwhelming share 
of its resources on agricultural effi ciency and 
on the peculiar needs of agribusiness. 

Purdue University has been no exception. 
In 1969, for example, the Agricultural Experi
ment Station at Purdue received a total of 
$8,101,673 for research on project s involv
ing 172.9 scientific man-years (SMY). Very 
few of these resources were expended on what 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture calls "peo
ple oriented research." 

SMY Amount 

People as individuals __ ___________ _ 
Family members ___ ___ __ _________ _ 
Food ____ ___ _____________ _______ _ 

0. 07 $38, 819 
2. 30 31,885 
3. 20 127, 423 

Total __ ___________________ _ 5. 57 188. 127 
======= 

As compared to-Corn __ ___ __ __ ___ ________ ___ _ 16.3 575,577 
Poultry .•. __ •. ___ _ ••..... . .. . 5. 7 331, 520 
Swine. - - -----------·-·····-- 9.9 506,811 

Total ___ ____ ___ _______ ____ _ 31.9 1, 413,908 
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Of the Station's research bulletins (July, 

1969-June, 1970) not one was aimed at the 
general rural community. 

There was, however, a bulletin titled "An 
Examination of Furniture Casters." 

In a list of over 350 scientific papers (July, 
1969-June, 1970) not one paper was on a 
topic of value to the general rural com
munity. 

Yet, there was a paper titled "Evaluating 
Sands for Athletic Turf." 

In 1969-70, Purdue received over $330,000 
in research money from private industry. 
Many of the contributions were from chemi
cal and oil companies. Names appear such as 
Chemagro, Chevron, Niagara, Gulf, Monsanto, 
Uniroyal Chemical, Union Carbide, e.nd Eli 
Lilly. Other wen known names associated 
with food processing appear such as Swift, 
Armour, Beech-Nut, General Foods and 
Quaker Oats. 

Other industries that have a more intimate 
relationship with Dr. Butz also sponsored 
research. 

They include International Minerals and 
Chemical Corporation (from which Dr. Butz 
received a $10,000 remuneration as a mem
ber of the board of directors and in which 
he owned 2000 shares of stock) and the In
diana Canners Association. IMC Corp. con
tributed $15,495 for use in developing growth 
regulators in field crop production and $550 
for an evaluation of Thurdide-Pyrethrin mix
ture in pressurized spray. The Indiana Can
ners Association (whose president is W. B. 
Stokely, who is on the Stokely Van-Camp 
board of directors with Dr. Butz) contributed 
$12.500 for improvements in productivity and 
handling of re.w products for the canning in
dustry. 

One question that arises here when dis
cussing !industry supported research is wheth
er the grant for the project covers the real 
cost of the research for it is a fact that any 
improvements made by the experiment sta
tion while testing goes to the company gratis. 

EXHIBIT 4 
[Telegram) 

OKLAHOMA CITY, 0KLA, 
November 15, 1971. 

Hon. FRED HARRIS, 
U.S . Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Press reports about the philosophies of 
Secretary-designate Earl L . Butz appear to 
place him in direct opposition to the best 
interest of Oklahoma Farmers and our State's 
economy. 

Mr. Butz's strong connections with cor
porate conglomerates who are making major 
inroads into farming-ranching enterprises 
would cast serious doubt as to his accept
ability as Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. Butz's endorsement of consolidated 
farming and fewer farm families, as quoted 
by Nick Kotz of the Washington Post and 
reported in the Oklahoma Journal, ignores 
two factors: 

First--the family farm is a way of life. 
By forcing families from the farms the rural 
people are moving into congested urban 
areas and adding to the problems of our 
cities. 

Second, the experience and tradition of 
the family farm has produced food for Amer
icans at historically low price, Americans 
now pay about 16% of their income for food. 
There is no guarantee that agribusiness com-
bines will continue this trend. Indeed, evi
dence points sharply toward the fact that 
the opposite is inevitable with conditions 
moving closer to monopolies. 

While President Nixon is to be commended 
for changing his mind about abolishing the 
Department of Agriculture, the confirma
tion of Mr. Butz as Secretary could have the 
same impact on Oklahoma Ranches and 

Farms if his views have been correctly re
ported. 

Your courageous opposition to Mr. Butz 
appears sound and in the best interest of 
Oklahoma Agriculture. 

Mr. Butz should answer many questions 
including the following: 

1. Should farmers be given collective bar
gaining power to deal with agribusiness? 

2. With fewer food processors, would not 
opportunities for monopolistic control and 
subsequent consumer price increases be in
evitable? 

3. With competition reduced would not 
the food and fiber industry be tempted to 
less innovative and reduced productive 
thinking? 

4. Were not the great advancements in 
agriculture made in a highly competitive, 
family farm environment? 

5. Does not your past close relations with 
corporate conglomerates place you into a 
position that would detract from your un
derstanding of the needs of a farmer who 
desires to serve his nation and make a liv
ing on his own free enterprise farm? 

6. As farm families are displaced and move 
to urban areas, how do you propose to uti
lize workers with farm t:mining in city set
tings? 

Having recently returned from the Soviet 
Union, I toured the collective farms and saw 
the listless inefficient and high-cost produc
tion of state farms, that was the result of 
a far-leftwing swing. 

In studying Mr. Butz' promonopolistic 
point of view, especially in light of agri
business' declaration to control food from 
the "seedling to the supermarket", I fore
see uninspired peonage for farmers and 
higher prices for consumers, that could be 
the result of a far-right-wing swing. 

Oklahoma farmers want a voluntary farm 
program that will provide fair and equitable 
prices for their work and products. They 
want a responsive Secretary of Agriculture 
who believes that a viable farm program can 
preserve family farms which produce quality 
food at reasonable prices. 

Your support of these positions would be 
deeply appreciated, you have my warmest 
best wishes. 

DAVID HALL, 
Governor of Oklahoma. 

EXHIBIT 5 
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON HUNGER CoNDEMNS 

BUTZ APPOINTMENT 
To approve Earl Butz's ascension to the 

post of Secretary of Agriculture--entrusting 
him with the t81Sk of safeguardi-ng the Fed
eral programs designed to feed our hungry 
and malnourished poor-is to welcome 'the 
laughing hyena .as the shepherd's watchdog. 
The shepherd may w.a.nt the hyena confirmed 
as his sen<tinel, but that will not be doing the 
flock any favor. 

The hyena laughs, but the joke is upon 
those he destroys. He prays upon the weak 
and disabled, attacking only those who have 
not the strength to fight back. So Dr. Butz 
courageously makes sport of the starving 
migrants and Eskimos whose nutritional 
well-being he may be charged with guaran
teeing. So Dr. Butz ridicules as too "gen
erous" a food stamp program that has stag
nated in reaching only 41% of its target pop
ulation (10.6 million of 25.5 million poor) 
with the cornucopian sum of 30 cents a meal. 
What a comfort to those twenty-five mil
Han to realize that he may soon become the 
guardian of their survival. 

The metaphor 15 appropriate. The appoint
ment is nat. The shepherd must not be per
mi;tted to have his way. 

For nearly two years, the Office of Manage
ment and Budget (OMB), disguised in 
sheep's clothing labelled "End Hunger in 

America Itself for All Time,' has been gnaw
ing away at each of the food programs in 
turn. The Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) , never noted for its clout, ineffec
tually protests, and, bit by bit, the programs 
dwindle, until Congress and the public in
tervene to fend off the wolf. In 1970, USDA 
did manage to keep the food stamp budget 
intact and even salvage funds to finance con
gressionally-dictated expansion of school 
lunch. But 1971 has not been a very good 
year a.t USDA: 

In April, OMB sliced 1.7 million welfare 
recipients from the food stamp rolls (re
stored later under pressure) . 

In June, it was one million ghetto chil
dren who watohed OMB wolf down their sum
mer meals (restored later under pressure). 

In July, it was the upper-level poor who 
had a large bite taken out of their food stamp 
benefits (no restora'tion) . 

In August, it was the school children's 
turn to have their lunches devoured because 
of curtailed funds to the states (restored later 
under pressure) . 

ln September, it was commodity recipients 
who learned that an irregular diet of rotten 
food was to continue to be their lot (no 
change). 

In October, it was 1.5 million pupils whose 
lunches were in jeopardy from the jaws of 
OMB (restored later under pressure) . 

In November, the threat is to breakfasts 
in schools and meals in day-care centers. 

By now OMB has almost run out of pro
grams to consume. What better ally could it 
bave by its side as it confronts the challenge 
of 1972-denying more food aid to more needy 
people-than Dr. Butz. No longer need it put 
up with objecti'o:ns from USDA as it guts the 
pledged efforts to terminate hunger. At least 
someone after its own heart (or, rather, lack 
of it) will be in command. The wolf and the 
watchdog can lie down together. May the 
fiock rest in peace. 

ExHmiT 6 
FRIENDS OF THE EARTH OPPOSES THE NOMINA· 

TION OF DR. BUTZ AS SECRETARY OF AGRICUL• 
TURE 
Friends of the Earth is opposed to the nom

ination of Dr. Earl L. Butz as Secretary of 
Agriculture because of his close identifica
tion with socially and environmentally farm 
policies. It would be hard to find a person 
more closely associated with agribusiness and 
the big corporate farm than Dr. Butz. Agri
business has not only been a major polluter 
of the environment but has also been one of 
the forces responsible for driving the family 
farmer off the land. 

Statements made by Dr. Butz indicate that 
he is openly antagonistic toward the envi
ronmental movement and completely unsym
pathetic to the environmental problems fac
ing the country and the world. In a speech 
last April 26, 1971, Dr. Butz asserted: 

"This fadism that we follow as a nation 
and currently its ecology and pollution a.nd 
it hits us in agriculture right in the solar 
plexus. But, we are now completely depend
ent on a scientific agriculture, upon the use 
of these things which are dangerous." 

" ... then I see these environmentalists 
on the other side trying to hold us back 
and trying to impede-not trying, but the 
net effect is to impede-the progress we're 
making in scientific agriculture." 

Dr. Butz is completely oblivious to the sig
nificant environmental dangers resulting 
from the excessive use of pesticides and in
organic fertilizer, the clear-cutting of our 
National Forests, and the channelization of 
our rivers and streams. Yet as Secretary of 
Agriculture he will administer m.any pro
grams which have far reaching environmen
tal consequences for our land, our forests 
and our rivers and streams. 
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Friends of the Earth urges the Senate not 
to approve the nomination of Dr. Butz. 

EXHIBIT 7 
ANTIPOVERTY GROuPS OPPOSE BUTZ 

Eight national anti-poverty groups today 
urged the United States Senate to vote 
against the nomination of EarlL. Butz to be 
Secretary of Agriculture. In a letter to all 
Senators, the groups stated that "a vote 
for Earl Butz is a vote against poor and 
hung1cy people." 

The letter placed particular emphasis on 
Butz' public statements against food as
sistance programs which come under UDSA 
jurisdiction: 

"One third of the total budget of the De
partment of Agriculture {$2.8 billion) is au
thorized for food assistance programs. 25.5 
million Americans living on incomes below 
the poverty line are meant to benefit from 
these programs. Yet these are the programs 
that Dr. Butz has judged so harshly in 
public." 

Noting Butz' "ties" to large agribusiness 
interests" and "his philosophy that the 
small farmer must 'adapt or die,' " the 
groups assert that Butz "speaks for the 
forces and policies that cause rather than 
curtail forced migration" from "rural areas 
to urban ghettos and slums." 30 million peo
ple have migrated "in the last few dec
ades ... " 

"Some Senators are already prepared to 
vote against Earl Butz because farm income 
is too low," the letter continues. "The Sen
ate must also consider the price the poor 
will have to pay. We submit it is too great 
a price." 

Groups signing the letter were: Ameri
cans fo.r Indian Opportunity Action Coun
cil, Crusade Against Hunger of the National 
Council of Churches, National Association 
of Social Workers, National Council on 
Hunger and Malnutrition, National Share
croppers FUnd, National Welfare Rights Or
ganization, Southern Christian Leadership 
Conference, and the Washington Research 
Project Action Council. 

NOVEMBER 29, 1971. 
DEAR SENATOR: We urge the United States 

Senate to refuse to confirm Dr. Earl L. Butz 
as Secretary of ·Agriculture. We are con
vinced that a vote for Earl Butz is a vote 
against poor and hungry people. 

As more information about Dr. Butz has 
become public-his ties to large agribusi
ness interests, his philosophy that the small 
farmer must "adapt or die," his belief that 
the Nixon proposed Family Assistance Plan 
is "too generous," his opposition to an ade
quate food assistance program-it has be
come abundantly clear that this man, a 
spokesman for a small, powerful, and often 
destructive minority in rural America, can 
only exacerbate the crisis which confronts 
the majority of poor people in America and 
weighs most heavily against the rural poor. 

One third of the total budget of the De
partment of Agriculture ($2.8 billion) is 
authorized for food assistance programs. 25.5 
million Americans living on incomes below 
the poverty line are meant to benefit from 
these programs. Yet these are the programs 
that Dr. Butz has judged so harshly in 
public. 

We point out that the Department of Agri
culture has a mandate to serve poor people. 
Poor people in America have President 
Nixon's promise to "end hunger in America 
for all time." That includes rural Americans: 
the small farmers, sharecroppers, tenant 
farmers, farmworkers, Indians, and men, 
women and children dependent upon agri
culture. A large percentage of this constitu
ency is poor or near poor. Look at the facts 

12 million people in rural America live in 
poverty; %rds of the bad housing in this 
country is in rural America; 10,000 rural 
schools do not have lunch programs; 30,000 
rural communities have no water or sewer 
systems. 

And that mandate applies to urban Amer
ica as well: the poor who qualify for school 
lunch and food stamps and commodities, 
and the continuing tide of people being 
forced to migrate from rural areas to urban 
ghettos and slums (30,000,000 in the last few 
decades) because of corporate farrning, 
mechanization, and the failure of the gov
ernment to find alternatives to the decline 
of small-scale farming. Does Dr. Butz's dic
tum "adapt or die" apply to these people? 

If Dr. Butz is appointed, will he speak 
and act progressively for these interests and 
concerns? We think not. He speaks for the 
forces and policies that cause rather than 
curtail forced migration. He speaks against 
the programs that help the poor. A vote for 
Dr. Butz is a vote against the poor, who are 
dependent upon a range of USDA programs 
from food stamp and food distribution pro
grams to rural housing and farmer coopera
tive assistance. 

Some Senators are already prepared to 
vote against Earl Butz because farm income 
is too low. The Senate must also consider 
the price the poor will have to pay. We 
submit it is too great a price. If hunger and 
malnutrition are to end in America and if 
rural America is to become something other 
than an "underdeveloped country" in our 
midst, the nomination of Earl Butz must be 
defeated. 

Americans for Indian Opportunity Ac
tion Council; Crusade Against Hunger 
(National Council of Churches); Na
tional Association of Social Workers· 
National Council on Hunger and Mal: 
nutrition; National Sharecroppers 
Fund; National Welfare Rights Or
ganization; Southern Christian Lead
ership Conference, and the Washing
ton Research Project Action Council. 

ExHffiiT 8 
STATEMENT OF NATIONAL WELFARE RIGHTS 

ORGANIZATION 
Gentlemen: I am Mrs. Johnnie Tillmon 

and I represent the National Welfare Rights 
Organization which represents 100,000 wel
fare recipients and other poor people in this 
country. 

We understand the appointment of Dr. 
Earl Butz to head the Department of Agri
cultur·e-the message comes through to us 
loud and clear.-Mr. Nixon is out to get the 
poor. 

President Nixon fathered the Family As
sistance Plan, weliare 'reform' which forgets 
the humanity and destroys the dignity of 
millions of Americans who can't "make it" in 
his sagging economy. 

Mr. Nixon made a "deal" with Congress
man Mills and with Senator Long, Senator 
Percy and Senator Ribicoff so that the states 
won't get hurt by losing money under the 
Family Assistance Plan. But Nixon and his 
dealers have not even considered making a 
program that will keep the people from 
getting hurt ... 90% of all welfare recip
ients will have their total grant cut under 
FAP. And in 21 states plans to cut the pit
tance to the poor are already going into 
effect. 

Mr. Nixon authorized the enslavement of 
the welfare recipients in New York. 

A man with that philosophy is a man who 
lives in the past, in the days of the English 
Poor Laws, a man who has already written 
off any personal concern for the reality of 
American poverty and American hunger. Our 
concern is that if such a man were to head 

the Department of Agriculture he would 
" write off" the food stamp program the com
modities program the child nutrition pro
grams, and take the $2.8 billion that USDA 
gets for those programs and spend it on 
chemical pest control research and Senator 
Eastland's welfare check. 

Dr. Earl Butz would like to ignore the poor. 
The poor would like to "forget" Dr. Earl 
Butz. 

Dr. Earl Butz refuses to recognize the poor. 
The poor would like to refuse to recognize Dr. 
Butz. 

ExHmiT 9 
(Sta.tement of the Agri-Business Accounta

bility Project, Presented by Jim High
tower befo.re the Senate Subcommittee on 
Labor, September 16, 1971} 
Mr. Chairman, my name is Jim Hightower, 

and I am testifying for the 'Agri-Business Ac
countability Project. Our Project is a public 
mterest research effort that has been work
ing since last October on an examination of 
the role of big business in agriculture and in 
rural America. The Project is sponsored by 
three Wa.Sihington, D.C. organizations-the 
Center for Community Change, the Project 
on Corporate Responsibility, and the Wash
ington Research Project. The Project is based 
in Washington, D.C. and is funded by the 
Field Foundation. 

This Project is here to tell you flatly 
that there simply is no excuse to deny farm
workers exactly the same minimum wage 
coverage enjoyed by all other industrial 
workers. Anything short of equal coverage 
now is to steal from the pockets of thousands 
of America's most deprived workers and to 
put that little savings into the corporate 
bank accounts of American agri-business. 

The condition of America's farm workers 
and their families is no secret. Since the early 
New Deal, a year has not passed without a 
congressional hearing, a presidential report, 
a White House conference, a major book, 
a television documentary, or some other 
high-intensity exposure of farm worker mis
ery. That misery need not be detailed again 
here. Suffice it to report that nothing has 
changed-farm worker families today live 
in stifiing shelters that are without heat, 
plumbing, privacy, or hope for human hap
piness; their health continues to make a 
mockery of this nation's enormous weaLth; 
their exploitive wages and inhuman working 
conditions persist in a day when all other 
laborers are ensconced in powerful, protective 
unions; and their economic and political 
powerlessness put the lie to this country's 
pretensions about freedom of opportunity. 

John Steinbeck said all that needs to be 
said in this passage from The Grapes of 
Wrath: 

"There is a crime here that goes beyond 
denunciation. There is a sorrow here that 
weeping cannot symbolize. There is a fail
ure here that topples all our success." 

It might be expected that the govern
ment of a civilized society would respond 
to such obvious need. The American govern
ment has not. Because of the opposition of 
agri-business, farm workers deliberately 
were excluded from practically every piece 
of New Deal labor legislation. Still today, 
they are denied the right of collective bar
gaining, which was assured other working
men by the Wagner Act of 1935. Whether a 
man is a government bureaucrat, a univer
sity professor, a carpenter, an aircraft engi
neer, or even a grower, he is entitled to 
unemployment compensation when he is out 
of work; the farm worker is not, even though 
his employment is among the most inse
cure. Farm work is the third most hazardous 
industry in this country, but only 21 states 
allow workmen's compensation for farm 
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workers, and only 14 of those give him the 
same protection afforded others. Farm 
workers did not get minimum wage protec
tion until 1966, and even then the coverage 
was made dramatically less than that en
joyed by other workers. The child labor 
standards are lower for farm workers, al
lowing an estimated 375,000 children of 10 
to 13 years old to do farm work in 1969. 
Coverage of farm workers under the Social 
Security Act did not come until 1951, and 
today it remains less comprehensive than 
coverage for all other workers. 

Mr. Chairman, the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture reports that "about 2.5 million 
different persons did some work on farms for 
cash wages or salary in 1970." About one and 
a half million of those did farm work only; 
on the average, they were able to find work 
for only 102 days of the year and were able 
to earn a pitiful $1,083. The remaining mil
lion workers combined an average 114 days 
of other jobs With 49 days of farm work in an 
effort to make ends meet; they came away 
with $2,461 for their year's labor. Less than 
12 percent of this country's farm workers 
were employed year-round; they were the 
highest paid, pulling down a whopping $3,467 
for 1970. 

These wages are a scandal. These are the 
miserable earnings of families who are en
gaged in some of the very hardest work of 
our society and who are employed in one of 
our most dangerous industries. These are not 
people unwilling to work; on the contrary, 
they are so eager to work that many of them 
travel thousands of miles a year looking for 
jobs. They work for some of the biggest cor
porate names on Wall Street, yet they have 
been denied full coverage of our minimum 
wage laws. 

This Subcommittee, previous congresses 
and a succession of presidents must bear the 
shame for that and be held accountable, for 
all of you have had the power to make the 
difference and you have refused to exercise 
it. Again and again, farm worker needs have 
been traded off in order to gain something 
for someone else. The Agri-Business Account
ability Project looks directly to the members 
of this Subcommittee finally to demand and 
to hold firm for this small bit of simple jus
tice for laborers in our agricultural indus
try. 

Just as we have seen today, there has been 
a constant parade of agri-business spokes
men coming before committees to oppose any 
legislation that would provide amelioration 
of the farmworker's plight. They have come 
in the name of the small family farmer, seek
ing to pit his misery against that of the farm 
workers. In fact, these organiz81tions do not 
speak for small family farmers at all and 
are not concerned with his needs, any more 
than they are concerned with the needs of 
farm workers. By accepting the agri-business 
line, congress has been sold a bill of goods, 
while small family farmers have been badly 
used and farm workers have been kept in 
bondage. 

Mr. Chairman, food is an industry in this 
country, just as automobiles, electronics, and 
defense hardware are industries. In fact, food 
is the largest industry in America. The coun
try's grocery bill ran to $91 billion in 1970. 
Restaurant food tabs ran that total to $114 
billion. But it is not the small family farmer 
who has brought that bounty to us-it is a 
massive, industrialized system called agri
business. 

In the last published census of agriculture, 
the farm wage bill totalled $2.8 billion. More 
than $1 billion of that (37 percent) was paid 
by those farmers classified as "large" by the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture. Another $1.1 
b1llion (41 percent) was paid by the .9 per
cent of growers in USDA's "largest" category. 
In short, the "large" ancl "largest" growers 
were accountable for 78 percent of the total 
farm labor wage bill. 

The 1.8 million "small" farmers, who are 
the focus of so much agri-business concern 
here in congress, laid out only $144 million 
for wages-only 5.2 percent of the total. In 
fact, 92.7 percent of the farms in this coun
try employed no laborers, or what amounts 
to one hired hand for less than a full year. 

Without question, Mr. Chairman, farm 
workers are the responsibility of agri-busi
ness-the "large" and "largest" growers who 
comprise less than 13 percent of all farms, 
but who hire the overwhelming majority of 
farm workers. These are industrial giants. 
The "largest" growers-a mere nine-tenths 
of one percent of the farms (about 26,000 in 
number)-averaged $272,000 in sales. In ad
dition, they accounted for: 

29 percent of all feed bought. 
39 percent of all livestock and poultry 

bought. 
24 percent of all machinery hired. 
11 percent of all fuel bought. 
17 percent of all seed bought. 
16 percent of all fertilizer bought. 
41 percent of all labor hired. 
These massive operations are growing more 

dominant every year. Who are they? Who are 
some of these "farmers" in whose names and 
through whose lobbies farm workers are 
denied something so minimal as the mini
mum wage paid in all other industries? 

One of them is Del Monte Corporation, the 
largest producer and distributor of canned 
fruits and vegetables in the world. This agri
business giant owns 32,000 acres of farm 
land and leases an additional 77,600 acres 
throughout the United States. It directly 
hired up to 39,000 seasonal laborers in 1969. 
It was accountable for many more farm 
workers through crew leaders and other con
tractual arrangements. This farmer had 
1970 sales of $681,492,000 and profits of more 
than $14 million. Considering their salaries 
alone, Del Monte directors and officers were 
paid $1,336,575 in 1970. Mr. Eames, the Presi
dent of the corporation, received a salary of 
$110,000 and additional benefits amounting 
to more than $77,000. 

Another big time fruit and vegetable 
processor is Green Giant. This corporation, 
With annual sales in the vicinity of $200 
million, has some 285,000 acres under cul
tivation and hires some 18,000 seasonal work
ers. In the 1960-1967 period, Green Giant's 
profits more than tripled. It is interesting to 
note that this corporation plows 10 percent 
of its sales into marketing, including ad
vertising with little cartoon farm workers 
who assure us that all is happy in the valley 
of Green Giant. While their real life farm 
workers try to make it on a minimum wage 
of $1.30 an hour, the officers and directors 
of the company are pulling down well over 
$600,000 in salaries and retirement bene
fits. Mr. Cosgrove, Chairman of the Board of 
Green Giant, made off with $100,000 of that. 

Stokely van Camp is another giant canner. 
It had $274 million in sales and revenues in 
1970. The company employed 19,000 seasonal 
workers in its plants and fields that year. 
The Agri-Business Accountability Project 
found last spring that Stokely van Camp 
farm workers in lllinois were averaging $57.78 
a week take-home pay for an average of 41 
hours work snapping asparagus. Asparagus 
may be tender on our plates, but it is tough 
to harvest, and with $57.78 a week coming 
in you cannot afford to enjoy much Stokely 
van Camp asparagus anyway. Stokely's top 
officers and directors could enjoy life a bit 
more, pulling down a total of $318,000 in 
1969. Mr. Stokely himself received more than 
$82,000 in salary, profit sharing and retire
ment benefits. 

Mr. Chairman, these are only three of the 
"farmers" who we are asking to pay a fair 
minimum wage. We could as easily have 
selected some of their farming colleagut:1<>
such fa.rniHar na,mes as Tenneco, Bank or 
America, General Foods, Dow Chemical Com-

pany, Royal Crown Cola, Purex, McNeil & 
Libby, Prudential Insurance Company, Union 
Carbide, Coca Cola, Am-erican Brands, United 
Brands, Alico, and Goodyear Tire and Rubber 
Company. Or we could have chosen some of 
the agribusiness family corporations-Duda 
and Sons or Wedgeworth in Florida; Senator 
Bentsen or Griffin and Brand in Texas; Di
Giorgio or Bud Antle in California. 

These are the enterprises hiring farm 
workers, not small family farmers. In Illi
nois, for example, 80 percent of the farm 
workers are hired by only four giant com
panies. These firms have the money and the 
managerial apparatus to pay minimum wage 
without any burden whatsoever. It is ludi
crous to deny farm workers any benefits on 
the basis that their employers will be hurt. 

We do recognize that small farmers and 
medium-size farmers employ some farm 
workers, and we can see that a fair minimum 
wage for their farm workers can be an unfair 
burden. But the answer is not to deny that 
minimum wage. The answer is to subsidize 
the small farmer's wage bill. Even if the pub
lic were to pay the entire wage bill of the 
small farmers, it would amount to under $200 
mill:ion a year. Mr. Chairman, that is less 
than this Congress and the Nixon Admin
istration gave away to Lockheed. It is a sum 
that is insignificant in the light of the $3.7 
billion that is allocated to growers through 
the farm subsidy payment program. It is a 
proposal that has been suggested by no less 
a radical than Chairman Bob Poage of the 
House Agriculture Committee. It is a pro
posal that this Subcommittee should con
sider seriously. 

The Agri-Business Accountability Project 
looks directly to this Subcommittee to call a 
halt, finally, to the tactic of playing the 
small farmer against the farm wo.rker. Call 
the hand of those agri-business spokeEmen. 
It is time that farm workers had their mini
mum wage, equal to that paid in other 
industries. 

AGRmUSINEss AccoUNTABILITY PROJECT 

(A report on Stokely-Van Camp, Inc., and 
migrant farmworkers in Illinois) 

CORPORATE PROFILE 

Stokely-Van Camp, Inc., according to a 
1970 report, ranks 42nd among all food proc
essing firms and sixth among canning firms 
in the nation. 

It is engaged in purchasing, processing, 
and packaging a complete line of canned and 
frozen fruits and vegetables under several 
labels, including "Van Camps," "Stokely's 
Finest," "Fame," "Exquisite," "Stokely's Jel
lies and Preserves," "Honor Brand," "Sun
shine," and "Picsweet." 

Its stock is listed on both the New York 
and American Stock Exchanges. 

For the year ending May 31, 1971, Stokely's 
net sales and operating revenues were $280,-
863,388, an advance of $6.2 million from 1970. 
Net earnings were $6,602,058 up $2.3 million 
!rom 1970. 

The company is listed 362nd in sales ac
cording to Fortune magazine's top 500, num
ber 420 in net earnings with a year's growth 
rate of 0.69%. 

As of May 31, 1971, Stokely-VanCamp had 
outstanding 156,098 shares of Second Pre
ferred Stock and 3,360,015 shares of common 
stock, both entitled to vote, collectively. (It 
also had no-voting Preferred Stock). An ag
gregate of nearly 13% of the outstanding 
voting stock is controlled by the Stokely 
family and high omcials of the company. 

The company at the end of Fiscal 1970 was 
owned by 14,364 individuals, partnerships, 
estates, trusts, investment companies and 
other institutions who were holders of record 
as well as by many other whose stocks were 
held for them in the names of others. 

It has 6000 permanent employees and a 
large number of seasonal or temporary em-

-
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ployees during the packing sea.son (See 
Workers). 

Of t he nearly 12,000 acres producing veg
etables for processing by Stokely-VanCamp, 
9000 acres are under contract. It owns 2350 
acras of farm land in Tennessee and leases 
smaller amounts in other states, including 
373 acres in Vermilion County for part of its 
Hoopeston, Ill L ois operatio.1 s. 

Incorporated in Indiana in 1936, Stokely
Van Camp has its executive headquarters in 
Indianapolis. 

In addition to its four subsidiaries (see 
below) its canned foods division (Van 
Camps, Stokely's Finest, Gatora.de) operates 
in California, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, 
Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, New Jersey, 
Ohio, Tennessee, Texas and Wisconsin. Its 
frozen foods division (Stokely's Finest, Pic
sweet) operates in California, Florida, In
diana, Minnesota, Oregon and Washington. 
In the latter operation, Stokely-Van Camp 
Inc. leases land from Indian reservations 
(tax free) to grow crops, according to one 
report. 

The Oapi.ta.l City Products Division, a. proc
essor of food oils to produce highly special
ized products utilized by other processors as 
ingredients, has its general offices and opera
tions in Columbus, Ohio. Pomona Products 
Division's general office and operations are 
in Griffi n, Georgia. It distributes a.nd proc
esses a line of southern vegetables (Sun
shine) . It is the major marketer of pimientos 
in the United States. 

The Kuner Empson Company Division, 
with headquarters and operations in Brigh
ton, Colorado, distributes a line of canned 
fruits and vegetables (Kuners) in the Rocky 
Mountain and Plains areas. Purity Mills Di
vision, with headquarters in Dixon, Illinois, 
and operations in lllinois, Indiana and Ohio 
is a processor of unpopped popcorn (Popeye, 
Betty Zane) and puffed wheat and rice 
(Popeye) . 

Stokely's Can Manufacturing Division, 
with a general office in Indianapolis, Indiana, 
and operations in California, Indiana, Ten
nessee, and Illinois, is a manufacturer of 
cans from tin plate. The cans are supplied 
to other divisons. 

Subsidiaries of Stokely-VanCamp include: 
M. W. Graves and Company, Ltd., and 
CH.nada Foods, Ltd., Berwick, Nova Scotia are 
distributors and processors of canned and 
frozen vegetables and fruits sold in Maritime 
Provinces of Canada under their own labels. 

Hawa.tian Fruit Packers, Ltd., Kapaa, 
Kauai, Hawa.li are packers of pineapple prod
ucts for sale and use of Stokely-Van Camp, 
Inc. 

Stoke-ly-Van Camp of Puerto Rico, Manati, 
Puerto Rico is a sales corporation. 

Stokely-Van Camp of Canada, Ltd., Essex, 
Ontario, Canada, are processors and distribu
tors of canned vegetables distributed in 
Prairie Provinces of Canada under its own 
label. 

In addition to Dr. EarlL. Butz (who serves 
on the board of directors of Ralston Purina, 
International Minerals and Chemical, and 
Standard Life Insurance Company of In
diana). at least four other members of the 
nine-man Stokely-Van Camp, Inc. board 
serve in agribusiness-related organizations. 

J. W. Fisher is president of the Ball Corp., 
a glass and bottle-maker, which is a supplier 
to Stokely-Van Camp, and serves on the 
board of Calvert Exploration Company, a 
ch!')mical manufacturer. 

H. R. Warren is on the board of directors 
ior K-B Farms, Inc. 

W. B. Stokely III is president. of the In
diana Canners Association. 

D. H. McVey (who served with General 
Mills from 1930-1960) is on the board of di
rectors of the Rockford Can Company, which 
is owned jointly by Stokely-Van Camp, Inc. 
and Quaker Oats Company and is a major 
supplier to Stokely-VanCamp, Inc. 

Stokely-Van Camp, Inc. is also the largest 
packer of institutional canned gocds in the 
United States. It offers a full line of 163 
canned fruits and vegetables and 80 specialty 
items, including some soups that it dces not 
market for non-institutional purposes. 

About 20% of its total sales in frozen focds 
and 12-15% of its sal es in canned focds are 
t o institutions. 

The U.S. Government is a majcr purchaser 
from Stokely-Van Camp, Inc. t hrough the 
Defense Personnel Support Center, Phila
delphia, Pa., and the Veterans Administra
tion Marketing Center, Hines, Illinois. 

Because of its large reliance on seasonal 
pack item3 as a mainstay of its total produc
tion, Stokely-VanCamp is well suited to the 
use of temporary seasonal workers in its 
processing operations. 

According to Standard and Poor, Stokely
Van Camp employs 15,000 seasonal workers. 
According to Moody's Industrial Manual, it 
employs 19,000 seasonal employees. 

These figures, however, do not take into 
account the number of non-migrant local 
people who work for Stokely at the height of 
the seasonal pack. Also it is unclear whether 
these figures are merely the sums of all 
seasonal employees working for Stokely at 
various periods between April 1 and Novem
ber 15, in which case some employees are 
counted more than once. 

Figures based on the clearance orders sent 
through the U.S. Department of Labor, Farm 
Labor and Rural Manpower Service and Man
power Administration Regional Office in Chi
cago on August 15, 1970 (the time when 
Stokely employs the greatest number of mi
grants in its midwest operations) in its op
erations in lllinois, Indiana, Minnesota, 
Michigan, Wisconsin and Ohio, Stokely hoped 
to employ 2154 migrant workers. 

This region contains 23 of the Stokely-Van 
Camp plant operations in the United States. 

These figures do not include the number 
of minors working illegally or any over
recruiting. 

The migrants recruited by Stokely for its 
midwest operations come from Arkansas and 
Missouri, but principally from Texas (more
over, in Texas they come mainly from the 
southern tip-the Lower Rio Grande Valley 
counties of Hidalgo, Cameron, Starr and 
Willacy). 

These counties, plus Webb (from which 
Stokely recruits migrants) accounted for 
49,000 migrants to all firms, in all parts of 
the country in 1969, the largest concentra
tion of migrant workers in Texas. 

The three worst pockets of poverty in the 
United States are in these counties. Fami
lies-with-Spanish-Surname percentages are: 
(incomes less than $3,000 per year) 

Percent 
VVebb CountY------------------------ 59.8 
Hidalgo CountY---------------------- 72.0 
Cameron County _____________________ 66.7 
Starr CountY------------------------- 76.8 
Willacy CountY----------------------- 71. 1 

The migrant workers recruited by Stokely 
(primarily Mexican Americans in family 
groups and individuals} work at its midwest 
operations in Norwalk, Paulding and Curtis, 
Ohio; Scottsville and Croswell, Michigan; 
Columbus, Horicon, Plymouth and Apple
ton, Wisconsin, where they perform mostly 
in-plant canning work; Rochelle, lllinois and 
Tipton, Indiana, where they work as hand 
harvesters; Hoopeston and Gibson City, Illi
nois, where they hand harvest snap asparagus 
and work on other in-plant operations. 

Stokely.-Van Camp, Inc. recruits all of the 
migrant workers for its Illinois operations via 
the United States Employment Service. 

CREW LEADERS 

The crew leaders recruit and transport 
migrants from Texas to their place of em
pl•oyment in addition to performing super
visory functions. 

At Hoopeston, lllinois, they are compensat
ed by receiving .7¢ for every pound of aspara
gus picked by a member of their crew though 
they do no picking themselves. According to 
the Labor Transportation Ac,o-reement they 
are also paid $20.00 for each crew member 
they bring to the company plant. 

Many of them also have trucks in which 
they transport the workers to and from the 
fields and are paid by Stokely at the rate of 
20¢ per mile against a minimum of $8.00 per 
day. 

In addition they are also allowed to operate 
grocery stores within the Hoopeston camp. A 
sample of the prices include 15¢ for a lemon, 
10¢ for a banana, 17¢ foc an ice cream cone, 
and $7.00 for five pounds of uninspected goat 
meat . It has been alleged that these groceries 
are not registered with the State of Illinois 
Tax Division. 

It has also been reported that crew leaders 
arrange work thereby being the only person 
who knows what the farmer is offering as the 
working wage, e.g., the going rate is $1.80 but 
the worker only receives $1.30. 

Crew leaders also often appoint certain 
people to better paying jobs. Aloo all advances 
and loans made by Stokely to the workers for 
transportation, medical, hospital, doctor and 
funeral expenses has to be repaid by the 
crew leader. 

This often encourages the crew leader to 
get as much work as possible out (}If his crew 
members, often forcing them to work pick
ing asparagus while it is raining, etc. 

The control the crew leaders maintain over 
the workers has been described as "bossism." 
The primary fault, however, for this lies with 
Stokely for they use members of the workers' 
own ethnic group to make the control over 
the workers more subtle. 

The company, in giving money to the crew 
leaders to lend to the workers, yet holding 
the orew leaders responsible fur this money 
creates control over the crew leaders by the 
company and control over the migrants by 
the crew leaders. 

WAGES 

Many migrants working for Stokely-Van 
Camp in the Midwest perform field work, 
primarily hand-harvesting, including the 
snapping as asparagus and beans and the 
picking of tomatoes. They are also involved 
in hoeing, .and in setting of asparagus roots. 

The migrants working on asparagus and 
beans are paid a minimum of $1.30 per hour 
(the minimum payable in 1970 according to 
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1966, or in 
the case of asparagus snapping, a price rate, 
47'2-57'2 ¢ per pound depending on the age 
and yields of the Hoopeston fields, and 5-6¢ 
per pound, including orienting in the box, 
in the Rochelle area. 

They receive the higher of the piece rate 
or minimum hourly wage. However, at the 
Hoopeston operation, each crew leader re
ceives .7¢ for every pound or asparagus 
picked by a member of his crew, or 15.5% of 
what each picker in his crew is paid for a 
good field, or 12.7% of what each picker in 
his crew is paid for a bad field. 

In most ca.ses in a.sparagus pickin.g a.round 
Hoopeston the picking is done entirely by 
Mexican-Americans. The only times that 
"Anglos" or crew leaders are present in the 
fields is to supervise and to operate tractors 
or other machinery, for which they are paid 
a higher wage. 

In the fruit and vegetable processing in
dustry nationally, in the usual peak week (at 
the height of the seasonal pack}, 39% of all 
nonsupervisory employees work fewer than 
eight hours per day, every day; and this is 
during the peak week; during the 2oth high
est week, 59% of the nonsupervisory em
ployees work fewer than 8 hours a day. 

According to Arturo Lopez of the lllinois 
Migrant Council, "the migrant family's in
come is $2,000 to $2,500 for 12 months and 
that includes work at Hoopeston and for 
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many of them other trips to Michigan for 
cherries and into Florida later for citrus." 

DEDUCTIONS 

Deductions usually average about 18% of 
gross income per person per week. Of the 
deductions the largest single item generally 
is "other" or "manpower." This item includes 
deductions made for advances to workers 
made in Texas (after they had signed a work 
agreement); deductions made for hospital, 
medical and other expenses paid by Stokely
Van Camp. According to the clearance orders 
for Hoopeston, Stokely-Van Camp stated 
that "advances deducted at rate of $10.00 
per week from workers pay." Pay stubs, how
ever, show in many instances more than 
$10.00 was deducted and on one case $35.00 
was deducted. 

In some instances interest has been 
charged although at no point is the worker 
ever informed of this interest charge. 

In addition, Stokely-Van Camp often acts 
as a collection agency for local merchants, 
doctors, and hospitals, deducting amounts 
these people claim are owed them by the 
migrant workers, without ever informing the 
migrants of these deductions until after they 
are made, and then only in a summary fash
ion, noted on a pay stub. 

INSURANCE 

Stokley-Van Camp has arranged for health, 
accident and life group insurance policies for 
its migrant workers. The company claims it 
is voluntary although there is some evidence 
that it is compulsory. 

The life insurance policy on each migrant 
is $1,000; accident pays up to $240 in daily 
hospital benefits and up to a maximum of 
$200 for surgical expenses. Lesser benefits are 
also paid to a non-working spouse and chil
dren of the principal beneficiary. 

The principal beneficiary pays $2.70 per 
week for coverage of both himself and non
working members of his immediate family. 
Each member of the worker's family pays 98 
cents per week for his own coverage. 

These policies do not cover the most recur
rent medical expense of migrants-maternity 
and miscarriage expenses. 

Stokely-Van Camp contributes nothing to 
the health and accident insurance policies 
(except administrative expenses) although 
the company does claim to contribute to the 
life insurance policy. 

The company does not give each worker a 
copy of the policy, but only a small slip of 
paper summarizing the benefits. 

In 1970 the company insuring the workers 
was Liberty Life Mutual Insurance Company, 
owned entirely by Liberty Mutual Insurance 
Co. (Boston, Mass.), the company being es· 
tablished for the purpose of providing private 
Workmen's Compensation to workers not 
otherwise covered by it. 

Unti11970 Herbert F. Krimendahl served on 
the board of directors of both Liberty Mutual 
and Stokely Van Camp. After he retired he 
was replaced by Dr. Earl Butz (Director, 
Ralston Purina; Director, International Min
erals and Chemical Co.; Director, Standard 
Life Insurance Co. of Indiana) on Stokely
VanCamp's board. 

DISCRIMINATION 

There is some evidence that "Anglos" are 
paid a higher hourly wage for work in the 
warehouse where migrants are paid a $1.75 
per hour. If true, this would violate the 
Wagner-Peyser Act Regulations prescribing 
that wage scales for jobs performed by 
migrant workers must be the same as those 
for similar jobs performed by local workers. 

The company would also be in violation, if 
this charge of discrimination were true, of 
Executive Order No. 11246 informing all gov
ernment purchasing agents that they are to 
do business only with equal opportunity em
ployers. In 1970 Stokely-Van Camp did over 
$1.3 million worth of business with the Fed
eral Government. 

HOUSING 

Chester Sheard, a reporter, has described 
the Hoopeston, illinois camp as follows: 

"Less than a block from downtown Hoopes
ton, situated on land which once housed a 
concentration camp, stands the $10 million 
a year Stokely-Van Camp plant .... The can
nery compound consists of factories for proc
essing field crops picked by migrant workers 
and buildings for housing the migrants dur
ing the harvesting monrths . . . 

"The quonset-hut type warehouses have 
been oonverted to Hving quarters ... 

"Rows of one room plywood cubicles ha.ve 
been built on each side of the building. The 
rooms are approximately 12'x15' and house 
as many as ten people. Regardless of the size 
of the family, there is only one cubicle per 
family ... 

"The floors are bare concrete and until 
recently, when forced to put in windows in 
each room, the only type of ventilation fur
nished by Stokely-Van Camp oa.me from the 
six inch &pace at the bottom of the door lead
ing to the room . . . 

"The dark dreary halls muSit also serve as 
a play area for the children. The filth and 
make-shlft appearance of the whole building 
is appalling." 

Another report from Herb Stevens reads: 
"Thez:e are a few older wooden barracks but 

mostly the Mexican Americans are housed 
inside a warehouse-like bud.lding in which 
one-room plywood cubicles have been 
fashioned . . . Stokely-Van Camp, too, pro
vides a single bed, a stove and refrigerator 
and the toilet and shower facilities." 

In 1970 the following violations of the 
Wagner-Peyser Act Regulations (regarding 
migrant housing) were observed: 

The housing borders on the railroad tracks 
and is well w1 thin smelling distance of the 
lagoon into which Stokely-Van Camp drain.s 
its processing wastes. 

There is poor traffic safety in the camp. 
There were insufficient recreation facilities. 
The housing was not in good repair. 
The floors were coarse concrete. 
There was no partition between the sleep

ing area of the husband and wife and the 
children. 

Storing arrangements for the clothes were 
inadequate. 

Unscreened spaces at the top and bottom 
of each door. 

There was inadequate heat in the room 
as there were two blowers in each building 
which blew the air across the opened ceil
ings of each room. 

Stoves were not vented. 
No toilet paper roll holders and an inade

quate supply of toilet paper. 
Toilet facilities did not look sanitary. 
There was no dry dressing area near the 

showers. 
Laundry facilities were inadequate. 
Food storage shelves were inadequate. 
Many garbage cans were not fly tight. 
Barracks contained flies, mice and cock-

roaches. 
Mattresses were dirty (workers also re

ported that some mattresses had been stored 
during the off -season in a pesticide storage 
room). 

Space between top and bottom bunks was 
inadequate. 

HOOPESTON'S FORGOTTEN FAMILIES: OR LIFE IN 
A SLUM 

(By Herb N. Stevens) 
Their ads in deep southern Texas newspa

pers might well be worded: Spend the Sum
mer in Sunny llllnois; Plenty of Open Air 
Work and Free Housing-in Your Own 
Ghetto ... Except that the 1,000 migrant 
Mexican-Americans who come to Hoopeston 
early each April to work for the 2 large $10-
mlllion-a-year-volume field crop canners and 

who stay until as late as November 1st mostly 
cannot read. 

The question, and the problem, finally fo
calizes on just what responsibility do the em
ployers, Joan of Arc and Stokely-Van Camp, 
have for these Mexican-Americans, most of 

. them illiterate even in their native Spanish 
. . . That these migrants are at the lowest 
economic level of all of America's ethnic 
groups is clearly evident in a tour of their 
free housing compounds, Joan of Arc's bor
dering Route 9 East and Stokely-VanCamp's 
less than a block from downtown Hoopeston. 

The workers' only hope of escaping the 
poverty and misery of their Texas-to-Hoopes
ton-and back life cycle is to settle out of 
the migrant stream ... It could happen, but 
more probably it won't. 

Joan of Arc, which is especially big in red 
kidney beans, employs 179 year-round work
ers, 2 of whom are Mexican-Americans ... 
At Stokley-VanCamp there are 100 full-time 
employees, and none of them are from the 
migrant camp. 

"We have tried to keep some of our better 
Mexican-Americans year-around," insists 
Rich Tosi, the personnel manager at Joan of 
Arc, "but most of them want to go back to 
Texas, where it is warmer, for the winter. 
Even when there is field work here in the fall, 
we have trouble keeping them from leaving 
and going back." 

He says that "nearly 85 percent of our 385 
workers come back w1th us year after year
which speaks well for the way Joan of Arc 
treats them." 

At Stokely-Van Camp, 5-plant illinois 
Manager Maurice Schellhardt leaned back in 
the chair in his office and offered a little dif
ferent view of why the Mexican-Americans 
don't want year-round work in Hoopeston: 
'You see when they are here in the summer 
to pick our crops and work in the cannery 
we give them free housing, but if they 
worked for us full-time they would have to 
get their own homes. Not only would they 
lose from a financial standpoint, they 
wouldn't be happy living away from their 
own kind." 

Asked what is the biggest improvement in 
the migrants' way of life in the 20 years he 
has been associated with Stokely-Van Camp, 
Schellhardt said: "It would have to be in 
their transportation to-and-from Texas. Now 
85 percent of them come in cars-back in 
1950 they all come up jammed in the back of 
trucks." ... The canning companies have 
nothing to do with the cost or mode of trans
portation, however. 

At Joan of Arc the housing is inside a 
compound and you need special permission 
to get inside ... "This is at the migrants' 
own request," explains Tosi, who says they 
have been chronically bothered by sales
men. 

The Joan of Arc migrant workers, who cur
rently are picking asparagus by hand, moSit 
of it grown on company-leased land along 
Route 1 near Hoopeston, live in barracks
Sityle wooden buildings although there is a 
newer barracks constructed of concrete 
block ... The row-type housing is sepa
rated into 12-by-12-foot apartments with a 
partition separaMng a single bedroom from 
the kitchen-living room ... Each unit is 
equipped w1th a single bed, a gas stove and 
an electric refrigerwtor. 

With an average of 6 people to a family, 
the housing is crowded and uncomfortable. 
Each family cooks its own food and at Joan 
of Arc some families raise their own chick
ens or have goats ... There are smaller 
wooden buildings where there are men's and 
women's latrines and showers. 

stokely-Van Camp's housing is clearly 
more forbidding . . . There are a few older 
wooden barracks but mostly the Mexican
Americans are housed inside a warehouse
like building in which one-room plyboard 
cubicles have been fashioned ... It is dark 
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and poorly ventilated although S<:hellhardt 
pointed out that blower-type heaters were 
installed just last year to provide warmth in 
colder weather. 

Stokely-Van Camp, too, provides a single 
bed, a stove and a refrigerator and the toilet 
and shower facilities are in separate build
ings in the middle of the camp. 

S<:hellhardt said that company policy for
bids the workers bringing any live animals, 
such as chickens oo- goats, into the com
pound. 

Migrant families are covered by a basic 
hospitalizrution insurance plan for which 
Joan of Are charges $3.92 a week per family 
and Stokely's $2.45 . . . The plan provides 
hospital room and board up to 31 days, plus 
surgical benefits to $240 and pays $3 for in
hospital visits. 

Pregnancies, which are commonplace 
among the Mexican-American women, are 
not oovered by insurance and pose a serious 
problem ... "We try to identify the wom
en who are pregnant early and encourage 
the families to get money ahead to pay for 
the hospital-doctor oosts-but somebody 
usually gets stuck," says Stokely's Schell
hardt . . . He added: "When we are hiring 
in Texas in the winter we try not to employ 
any families where the woman is pregnant." 

He said that miscarriages "a.re the biggest 
health problem. Women keep working when 
they are 2 or 3 months pregnant--and there 
are a lot of miscarriages, which are expensive 
and which aren't covered by insurance." 

He said that Stokely's "will give a free 
bus ticket to get 'em back where they belong 
when a worker gets ill-! mean like with 
cancer or something like that." 

There is a 3-week lull in work at Hoopeston 
after the asparagus pack ends late in June, 
and the migrant families have trouble getting 
enough to eat . . . Both Tosi of Joan of Arc 
and Schellhardt of Stokely's say "we don't let 
our workers starve." . . . Both canners allow 
their workers to draw grocery advances and 
Joan of Arc helps workers qualify for federal 
Food Stamps. 

But Schellhardt opposes the Food Stamp 
plan ... "We take care of our workers our
selves. When they get Food Stamps they get 
so they don't want to work when there is 
work available." 

Tosi says that Joan of Arc's better migrant 
male workers "can make $3,300 in a season, 
and if they have a wife who is working she 
can add another $1,800 to their income." . .. 
Schellhardt said that Stokely's workers have 
a similar wage total. 

"The basic wage is $1.30 an hour for field 
picking but many make as much as $2.60 an 
hour based on piece work in the asparagus," 
says Schellhardt ... Other work, such as driv
ing a tractor, is better paid, at $1.75 an hour. 

Weather plays an important part in the 
raising of such crop as peas, beans and corn, 
and much of the time is idle for the mig
rants ... When we were at the canning 
plants Wednesday workers came in from the 
asparagus at 11 a.m. because cool weather 
had closed the plants' sprouts and stopped 
the harvest . . . When it rains, there is no 
work and no pay and during the constant 
day-to-day wait for maturity of a crop, there 
are work lulls. 

The Hoopeston Migrant Council is helping 
at the camps . . . They will provide a Day 
Care Center manned by college girls begin
ning early in June, and the Council also has 
a camp nurse, Mrs. Dan Kaufmann, who visits 
each compound daily . . . Her special con
cern is with pregnant women. 

Hoopeston's Migrant Council is alienated 
from the Illinois Migrant Ministry which is 
a division of the Illinois Council of 
Churches ... The biggest contributors to the 
local Migrant Council are the two canning 
companies which admittedly are sensitive to 
criticism they have been receiving from the 
lllinois Council of Churches. 

Both Joan of Arc and Stokely's have play
grounds of a sort as each has a ball field ... 
There is, however, no organized recreation 
or movies a·t the camps. 

There are 48 children from the Stokely's 
camp who attend school in Hoopeston, and 
only 5 have dropped out, Schellhardt said ... 
About half of these migrants can speak Eng
lish, although most are in regular school 
classes, 4 in high school, 2 in Junior high and 
the rest in the elementary grades ... Seventy 
youngsters from Joan of Arc are enrolled in 
Hoopeston schools. 

When the Mexican-Americans leave Hoope
ston in the fall to return to the Rio Grande 
Valley of Texas, few of them have winter jobs 
although many of the children attend mi
grant schools there ... "Their interest in get
ting their children back to Texas for school 
in September often leaves us short-handed,'' 
says Tosi. 

Canning field crops is big business in 
Hoopeston and the migrants are important 
because of the seasonal nature of the work 
... Joan of Arc raises 2,400 acres of asparagus, 
another 6,600 acres of corn which it cans 
both creamed and whole kernel, 600 acres of 
peas and 3,300 acres of kidney beans ... 
Joan of Arc is a bigger year-round employer 
than Stokely because it cans kidney beans 
and dry beans through the winter ..• 
Stokely's canning operation most ly is shut 
down af·ter November. 

Joan of Arc was bursting with activity 
Wednesday, since it was announced that day 
that the firm has been bought by Prince
ville Canning Co., which is located north of 
Peoria and which specializes in the canning 
of yams and sweet potatoes which it sells 
under the Royal Prince label. 

Joan of Arc has a smaller canning opera
tion at Fowler, Ind., while Stokely's has 
other canning plants at nearby Milford and 
Gibson City ... Some 275 migrants are 
housed by Stokely's at Hoopeston, with 125 
at Milford and 100 at Gibson City. 

Truly sensitive to the needs of the mi
grants is the Rev. Father Raymond J. Boyle, 
priest at Hopeston's Cat holic Church ... 
He has set up regular Masses in Spanish and 
even has Confession in Spanish. 

Tosi said that "Father Boyle invites our 
workers to the Hoopeston church every Sun
day for Mass." ... Schellhardt wasn't sure 
just how many Stokely's migrants go to Mass 
in town but he said that "Father Boyle visits 
the camp occasionally and sometimes he has 
a special service at the camp on Sunday eve• 
ning. I'm not around all the time and I don 'It 
know just how often that happens." 

There are questions yet to be asked in 
Hoopeston ... We have planned interviews 
with the school principals, with Father Boyle 
and with the administrator of Hoopeston 
hospital, as well as with the leaders of the 
Hoopeston Migrant Council. 

We are still undecided about the extent 
of the exploitation of these migrants, and we 
told two other concerned people, Cayetano 
Santiago and Rev. Fay H . Smith, just that 
at a meeting Thursday afternoon in Spring
field . . . Santiago is the director of the 
federal government-endowed Illinois Migrant 
Council with his office in Chicago while 
Smith is the director of the Illinois Migrant 
Ministry of the Illinois Council of Churches. 

Both agreed that they had " lost comunica
tion with Hoopeston." ... A hearing has been 
planned on July 24 in Hoopeston ... The topic 
is: " The Governor's Spanish Speaking Com
mission on the Problems of Migrants at 
Hoopeston." 

How bad is the communication? ... When 
we told them we were given a copy of the 
migrants' insurance policy by Stokely-Van 
Camp, Santiago said: "We have been trying 
to learn the details of that insurance for 
two years." 

HUMAN DIGNITY-DESPITE IT ALL 

(By Herb N. Stevens) 
"I visited the Stokely-Van Camp migrant 

camp today and I just cried-! cried real tears 
for these people," said a Baptis•t minister who 
is a member of the Spanish Speaking People 
Study Commission which held a hearing 
aU-day Friday in Hoopeston. 

"We're not running rest camps for these 
workers," testified Maurice S<:hellhardt, the 
Illinois manager of canning companies at 
Hoopeston, Gibson City and Rochelle f-or 
Stokely-Van Camp in complaining to the 
Commission about "a lack of investigation by 
federal officials before allowing migrant work
ers to qualify for federal food stamps.' 

Said 19-year-old Manuel Garcia, a Mexican
American migrant who works at Joan of Arc: 
"We have had 2-maybe 3 days of work dur
ing this entire month of July." 

"I went to the Stokely-Van Camp com
pound this noon and I was appalled-and 
what's more it is Ulegal to house people in 
a quonset warehouse building with no win
dows," said another member of the Study 
Commission. 

Garcia, asked if he had ever seen a state 
inspector at Joan of Arc during his 2 years in 
the Migrant Stream at Hoopeston, said: "No, 
never." ... He was asked how many people 
live in the Joan of Arc barracks-style cubicles 
which are 14 by 15 feet: "It is by families
sometimes there are 8 to a room, other times 
12--e.nd sometimes 15 in a single room." ... 
The canning oompany furnishes one bed for 
each family, "but when we came in here in 
the spring we found nothing was ready. We 
had to go find the beds and mattresses and 
put them inside," said Garcia. 

Said State Representative Arthur A. Tel
seer, a Chicago Democrat and the chairman 
of the investigating committee midway 
through the hearing: "I find it disappointing 
that there are no public officials here from 
the Hoopeston community. It is beyond me 
how public officials can turn their backs on 
these opeople." 

The hearing, which drew NBC television 
cover,age during both the morning and after
noon sessions, had received no mention this 
past week in either the local Hoopeston daily 
newspaper or in the Danville Commercial
News, which is widely circulated in the 
Hoopeston community. 

There was a decided lack of Anglo faces 
in the hearing room, and the only elected 
official present was State Senator Tom Mer
ritt, a Hoopeston insurance agent, who sat 
at the rear of the room during a part of the 
morning's testimony . . . Joan of Arc had 
no officials in attendance, and Schellhardt 
left immediately after being the first wit
ness at the hearing. 

Said a Study Commission member to 
Schellhardt after an intensive questioning 
of the Stokely-Van Camp manager about 
company's compulsory hoopital insuranse 
program: "I hear you tell that you are so nice 
and so good-and now I find that you are not 
so good and so nice. You make these �m�i�~�a�n�t�s� 

pay the entire cost of this insurance and 
your company pays nothing." ... Answered 
Schellhardt: "My company pays the entire 
cost of administration of the insurance pro
gram." 

Other testimony brought out that Anglos 
are pruld a higher hourly wage for work in the 
warehouse where migrants are $1.75 an hour 
.. . It also was charged that Mexican-Amer
icans have deductions taken from their pay 
without explanation by both Stokeley's and 
Joan of Arc .... " These deductions are for 
wage advances during times when there is 
no work or for things like unpaid hospital 
b1lls; we have a woman in charge of payroll 
who decides how much to deduct from the 
worker's pay-the amount taken oUJt varies 
according to how large the worker's pay check 
is for that week," said Schellhardt. 
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Asked now young are children who work 
in the spring picking asparagus, Garcia said: 
"Oh, sometimes 10 years old, or 8 or 6." . . . 
He said that migrants are paid the same for 
picking a poor field of asparagus as for one 
which is rich and ripe with the vegetable, al
though often "a good field yields twice as 
much �a�s�p�~�r�a�g�u�s� as a poor field in the same 
am.ount of picking time." 

When the harvest is in full sway, migrants 
get up as early as 1 or 2 o'clock in the morn
ing and work 7 days a week, even in the rain, 
JJt was testified .... workers are paid $1.30 
an hour for picking asparagus or 4¥2 cents 
per pound on a piecew<?rk basis ... Because 
children pick with their parents, and their 
asparagus is taken to the weighing scales 
by the adults, the piece work rate prevails 
and with the children's help the income may 
be as high as $2.75 an hour. 

A younger child can pick up to 150 pounds 
of asparagus in a day while an adult's yield 
may be 500 pounds. 

Another topic during the hearing was the 
question of automation and a resulting 
decline in the need for migrant field work by 
the canning companies . . . It was testified 
that many of the Hoopeston migrants who 
formerly had gone to Michigan to pick 
cherries and then oome back to Hoopeston on 
August 1st for the corn pack had to remain in 
Dlinois this year because Michigan canners 
have new virating machines which automate 
the picking of cherries. 

The Illinois Migrant Camp Law, which 
dictates the quality of housing provided by 
such companies as Joan of Arc and Stokely
Camp, was described as "a skeleton law 
which allows flagrant exploitation of Mexi
can-American workers." ... Neither Hoopes
ton housing compound has water inside the 
buildings and only a single light bulb in 
each living cubicle ... Toilet facilities are 
outhouse-style and there are central lava
tories and showers. 

Mrs. Jo Jordan, a field worker for the 
Illinois Migrant Council in the Hoopeston 
area, told the Commission: "Now is the time 
for action. These people are taken advantage 
of in so many ways. There must be new leg
islation requiring adequate schooling for 
the migrants." ... A former Head-Start 
teacher, Mrs. Jordan said: "The Hoopeston 
schools have no remedial programs for these 
predominantly Spanish-Speaking children 
who are in the community 6 months of the 
year." 

She said that a Day Care Center for chil
dren through the age of 5 is a must in 
Hoopeston ... A federally-funded Day Care 
Center is operating now in Hoopeston, but 
it is for one summer only . . . Of 62 chil
dren enrolled, only 4 can speak English. 

Arturo Lopez, director of the Dlinois Mi
grant Council office in Hoopeston, read a 
list of recent pay checks received by migrants 
which varied from $18 to $38 for a week. 

Dr. Eugene Kosyak, a physician and sur
geon, said that ailments of migrants which 
are chronic in nature or which could be de
layed for treatment "are let go. The policy 
seems to be to let them go back where they 
came from to get those things taken care 
of." . . . He said there is a prevalence of 
back ailments among the Mexican-Ameri
cans "because of the type of physical labor 
which they do." 

Schellhardt had testified earlier that "mi
grants who are seriously ill are given bus 
fare to get back where they came from." . . . 
All of the migrants at Hoopeston come from 
the Rio Grande Valley of Texas where it 
was testified there is "no work almost all 
the time." 

A teenage migrant girl told the Study 
Commission that crew leaders run the peo
ple. "They take what work there is for 
themselves and don't give the rest of us 
work." ... Both Stokely-VanCamp and Joan 
of Arc operate their field work through 

Mexican-American crew leaders who are in 
charge of from 20 to 40 workers. 

Ernesto Cordoba, a settled-out migrant in 
Hoopeston who is employed by American 
Can Co., said that the migrants are taken 
advantage of, testifying that he knew of 
4 teenage boys who were arrested in Paxton 
recently for illegal possession of liquor and 
when Stokely-Van Camp officials were noti
fied in Gibson City "they said, 'do what you 
want to With them; we don't want them 
back.'" 

Testimony indicated that most of the mi
grants lead a hand-to-mouth existence a-nd 
that a week with no work jeopardizes food 
for the fam.lly ... Garcia, who at 19 pursues 
his high school degree at a migrant school in 
Texas, says: 

"I must get an education. I want to leave 
this life and get a job away from the Migrant 
Stream. I don't think that in 10 years there 
will ever again be such a thing as migrant 
farm workers." 

The Hoopeston Migrant Council, which in 
past years has been publicized as a model for 
other communities trying locally to help mi
grants, was criticized before the Study Com
mission as "a do-nothing organization." ... 
It was charged that the council's most recent 
meeting was in February and that its only 
program for the migrants has been a part
time in-camp so-called Day Care where 
younger children are told stories and taught 
to play games by non-Spanish-speaking col
lege girls from the Hoopeston community ... 
The Day Care has been suspended the past 2 
weeks while the college girls were on vacation. 

It also was pointed out that the Hoopeston 
community's general attitude toward mi
grants is .reflected in its schools where offici:als 
refused to provide classrooms for the federal 
Day Care Center from January, when the 
request was made, until late in May "when 
for some reason they changed their minds 
and agreed to let us use space during the 
summer in the John Greer school." 

It was suggested to the Study Commission 
that legislation be enacted to force better 
housing for the migrants, thwt hospital in
surance be required by law with the com
panies paying a part of the cost, that a Day 
Care Center be required at migrant camps, 
that a higher wage rate be enacted for farm 
workers and thwt the state employment serv
ice try to provide more work for the migrants 
who actually work less than 3 of the 6 
months they are in Illinois. 

It was charged that "because the com
panies make no voluntary improvements of 
any kind the only answer is �l�e�g�i�s�l�a�t�~�o�n� which 
will force a lessening of this inhumane treat
ment of more than 1,500 migrants living in 
the Hoopeston-Rossville-Milford-Gibson City 
communities." 

State Representative Telcser, who will 
make a report of his findings at the 77th 
General Assembly in January of 1971, said: 
"We have the facts-and I think you will 
find that something will be done legisla
tively." 

EXHIBIT 10 
(From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 

Nov. 16, 1971] 
S. 2863-THE RECLAMATION LANDS AUTHORITY 

AcT 
S. 2863. A bill to provide for the crea

tion of an Authority to be known as the 
Reclamation Lands Authority to carry out 
the congressional intent respecting the ex
cess land provisions of the Federal Reclama
tion Act of June 17, 1902. Referred to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular A:fl.'airs. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I send to the 
desk for appropriate reference, for myself 
and Mr. BAYH, Mr. CRANSTON, and Mr. HART, 
a bill designed to carry out the congressional 
intent respecting the excess land provisions 
of the Federal Reclamation Act of June 17, 
1902. 

Our predecessors in Congress, recognizing 
that irrigation is essential to American agri
culture, wisely chose to make a public in
vestment in irrigation when they passed 
this historic 1902 act. Just as wisely, they 
sought to assure that the benefits of Federal 
irrigation projects--which would literally 
transform desert wastelands in the West into 
the richest agricultural area.s in the world
would accrue to small homesteaders rather 
than land speculators or monopolists. The 
Reclamation Act stated that landholders 
could receive federally subsidized water for 
farms of 160 acres or less, or 320 acres in 
the case of a man and wife, provided that 
they live on, or very near, their land. In 
1926, Congress strengthened the 1902 act by 
providing that any federally irrigated hold
ings in excess of the 160-acre limitation had 
to be sold within 10 years at preirrigation 
prices. 

Critics ot the acreage limitation provision, 
both in 1902 and today, insist that huge 
farms are necessary for their efficiency. That 
is a myth. The giant agribusinesses are ef
ficient only in stifling farm competition and 
in tapping the Federal Treasury for subsidies. 
One hundred and sixty acres of prime ir
rigated farmland, or 320 acres in the case of 
man and wife, are r_nore than enough to sup
port a prosperous family farm. 

Mr. President, the men who championed 
the Federal Reclamation Act of 1902 were 
visionary Americans. They understood that 
land and water, America's greatest resources, 
were not boundless, and that they must be 
protected from the few who would monop
olize their use. 

Delegates to the irrigation Congress in the 
1890's, which sought to enlist the Federal 
Government in irrigation projects, repeated 
a warning given to Americans by the English 
historian T. B. Macaulay: 

"Your national safeguard lies in your 
boundless public domain . . . But the time 
will come when this heritage will have been 
consumed, this safeguard will have vanished. 
You will have your crowded Briminghams 
and Manchesters, and then will come the test 
of your institutions." 

Congressman Oscar W. Underwood of 
Alabama, who was instrumental in the pas
sage of the Reclamation Act, sounded this 
same theme when he pointed to the decline 
of free land and the beginnings of urban
ization. In a statement supporting the Recla
mation Act, which has a perculiarly modern 
ring, he said to the applause of the House of 
Representatives: 

"The farm boys in the East want farms of 
their own. If (the Reclamation Act) gives 
them a place where they can go and build 
homes without being driven into the already 
overcrowded cities to seek employment. 

"It will provide a place for the mechanic 
and wage-earner to go when the battle for 
their daily wages becomes too strenuous in 
the overcrowded portions of the East. . . . 
If this policy is not undertaken now, this 
great Western desert will ultimately be ac
quired by individuals and great corpora
tions .... 

"I believe the passage of this bill is in the 
interest of the man who earns his bread 
by his daily toll. It gives him a place where 
he can go and be free and independent; it 
gives him an opportunity to be an owner 
of the soil and to build a home. These are 
the class of men we must rely on for the 
safety of the nation. In times of peace they 
pay the taxes and maintain the Government; 
in times of peril and strife they are the bul
wark of the nation, and it is justice to 
them that this legislation be enacted into 
law." 

And President Theodore Roosevelt, who 
signed the Reclamation Act into law and 
insisted upon its 160-acre provision, said: 

"We have a right to dispose of the land 
with a proviso as to the use of the water run
ning over it, designed to secure that use 
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for the people as a whole and to prevent it 
from ever being absorbed by a small monop
oly." 

Mr. President, those men were fighting 
to carry out the Jeffersonian vision of agrar
ian democracy. They wanted to see an Ameri
ca peopled by prosperous and independent 
men, free of the control of the baronial 
landed classes. 

Today, nearly two centuries after Jefferson 
and 70 yeara after the passage of the Federal 
Reclamation Act, agrarian democracy exists 
only as a myth. America's land, once pub
licly owned, and the federally financed water 
used to irrigate much of it, are illegally in 
the control of large land interests. 

Not surprisingly, Mr. President, the large 
land interests in this country have always 
opposed the Reclamation Act's antimonop
oly provisions. The railroads, land specu
lators, and giant agribusinesses have em
ployed various strategies to get around the 
160-acre limiltation. What is surprising is the 
Federal Government's acquiescence in what 
amounts to a giant land steal and a raid on 
the public treasury. 

Federal reclamation has delivered water to 
8 million acres with an annual crop value 
of $1.7 billion. Congress has appropirated or 
authorized spending $10 billion on reclama
tion projects. The amount of the subsidy to 
Western landowners for irrigation has been 
estimated to range from $600 to $2,000 per 
acre. 

This money, supplied by the average tax
payer, is buying water for hundreds of thou
sands of acres of land owned by giant cor
porations while independent family farmers 
have not been able to get access to irrigated 
land. California-the home of the giant agri
businesses-provides a typical example of 
where the taxpayer's money is being spent. 
California's Imperial Valley produces about 
$250 million annually of cotton, sugar beets, 
lettuce, alfalfa, and other crops. What makes 
the Imperial Valley so fertile and productive 
is water brought from the Colorado River by 
a network of dams and canals built by the 
Federal Government at a cost of over $200 
million. 

Because of the Government's outrageous 
record of nonenforcement of the Reclama
tion Act, more than half of the irrigated 
acreage in the Imperial Valley is held by 
owners of more than 160 acres, and two
thirds of it by absentees. Agribusiness giants 
such as Purex, United Fruit, and the Irvine 
Land Co., which owns 10,000 acres in the 
valley, are reaping huge profits because of 
the water subsidy. Federally subsidized water 
is also being delivered to lands in California 
owned by Tenneco, Getty Oil, Standard Oil 
of California, and the Southern Pacific Rail
road. 

The record elsewhere is no better. In the 
Pacific Northwest, federally dammed water 
from the Columbia River will soon flow to the 
vast lands held by Boeing Aircraft, Burling
ton Northern, Utah and Idaho Sugar, and 
Amfac of Hawaii. 

Increasingly, the giant agribusinesses are 
taking control of American agriculture, and 
they leave no room on the land for the inde
pendent, family farmers who have been dis
appearing from rural America at the rate of 
800,000 a year. 

I do not think the Congress of the United 
States ever intended to subsidize Boeing Air
craft or Standard 011 in their farming ven
tures. I certainly hope not. 

Mr. President, it is time to put an end 
to this outrage. At a time when 70 percent 
of our people are packed onto less than 2 
percent of the land, when our cities are 
on the verge of collapse because of over
crowding, unemployment and welfare, it is' 
essential that we glee people a chance to 
make a living in rural America. But America 
has no national rural policy for people. In-
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stead, we have allowed vested economic in
terests, guided by nothing nobler than profit, 
to determine the future shape of this Na
tion. 

The bill I am introducing today, the Rec
lamation Lands Authority Act, could be the 
beginning of a national rural policy. The em
phasis of that policy is to serve people and 
the public interest, not few large corpora
tions. 

The bill, which has been introduced in the 
House of Representatives by several Cali
fornia Congressmen, requires the Federal 
Government to buy "excess" land at a pre
project market price and to lease or sell it 
at a postproject market price. This mechan
ism is greatly preferable to a simple en
forcement of the 1902 law. For in that case 
those purchasing the land at the preirriga
tion prices called for in the law could re
ceive the enormous windfall now in the 
hands of the giant corporations. 

The American taxpayer has built and paid 
for the irrigation system that has made our 
land in the West so valuable. Therefore, he 
should reap at least part of the gains. 

The profits from the sale, lease or use of 
these lands are to be placed in an education, 
conservation, and economic opportunity 
fund. Seventy percent of the revenues from 
the fund are to be earmarked as grants for 
public education, following our historic her
itage of financing education with land 
grants. Ten percent of the funds will go into 
the already existing land and water conser
vation fund. The remaining 20 percent of 
the fund shall be made available upon spe
cific appropriation by Congress for the de
velopment of public facllities servicing proj
ect areas, for promoting economic opportun
ities of veterans and persons living in sub
standard conditions and for such environ
mental and ecological benefits as Congress 
may authorize. 

To administer this program, the bi11 cre
ates a Reclamation Lands Authority as an 
independent agency under a board of three 
members appointed by and responsible to the 
President. 

The Authority is empowered to determine 
the uses for which purchased excess lands 
may be sold, leased or made available for 
public purposes, and is charged with attach
ing such conditions to any use of the land 
"as will preserve open spaces and agricultural 
greenbelts and into her respects preserve an 
environment of beauty, health and attrac
tive quality for now and for the future." 

The Authority is also charged with en
couraging "effective regional, State and lo
cal pla:>.ning of land usage and environ
mental adjustment in the areas where excess 
lands are located." 

Mr. President, the Reclamation Lands Act 
provides the chance for us to rekindle the 
spirit that made America the land of oppor
tunity. This bill would give the independent 
family farmer, the veteran, and the economi
cally disadvantaged from both our cities and 
rural areas a chance to start all over again. 
It would enable us to finance public educa
tion-the strength of any free society-with 
funds created by public water and land de
velopment. And it would mark the day when 
Americans realize that our limited land and 
water resources cannot be left in the hands 
of big business. 

I would hope that each of my colleagues 
will give this proposal the serious considera
tion it merits, and I welcome their cospon
sorship of it. Furthermore, I would hope that 
the Interior Committee will be able to hold 
hearings on this proposal In the near future. 

Mr. President, I c;;k unanimous consent 
that at this point. the text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was or
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2863 
A bill to provide for the creation of an Au

thority to be known as the Reclamation 
Lands Authority to carry out the congres
sional intent respecting the excess lands 
provisions of the Federal Reclamation Act 
of June 17,1902 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as "The Reclamation Lands 
Authority Act". 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

SEc. 2. (a) The Congress declares that it 
shall be the purpose of this Act to reaffirm 
the historic purpose of the Federal Reclama
tion Act, especially as it applies to the de
velopment and use of excess lands, and to 
make that intent and purpose operative in 
the national interest and the direct benefit 
of its citizens. 

(b) The Congress further declares that it 
shall be the purpose of this Act to make 
such disposal and uses of these excess lands 
as will improve the environment of the Na
tion through the use of th•"3se natural re
sources to provide resident ownership and 
operation of family-sized farms, to open new 
opportunities for veterans and to create open 
spaces, protect the natural beauty and qual
ity of the habitat of all living things within 
Federal reclamation project areas, and to 
provide by the application of the net revenues 
from the sale or lease of said excess irrigated 
or irrigable lands to the demonstrated needs 
of public education and community develop
ment, and for other purposes consistent with 
the historic purpose of the Federal reclama
tion law. 

SEc. 3. To effect these expressed purposes 
and others which may become imperative as 
the Nation faces its responsibllities and op
portunities to create a healthful environment 
consistent with the ecological needs of the 
land entrusted to our care, there is hereby 
created by a body corporate to administer the 
excess lands resulting from the enforcement 
of the provisions of the Federal Reclamation 
Act of June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388) as 
amended and supplemented, to be designated 
as the Reclamation Lands Authority (herein
after referred to as the "Authority"). 

SEc. 4. To administer the purposes ex
pressed in this Act and enforce the laws per. 
taining to excess land as prescribed in the 
Federal Reclamation Act of June 17, 1902 (32 
Stat. 388), as amended and supplemented, 
the Authority shall be an independent agency 
responsible to the President, and subject to 
all laws pertaining to accountabllity and re
port. It shall be directed and its activities 
managed by a Board of three members, ap
pointed by the President by and with the 
consent of the United States Senate. Their 
terms shall be staggered, in such a manner 
as to provide an eight-year term for the 
designated Chairman, a five-year term for 
one member, and a three-year term for the 
other member. They may be reappointed. 
Their salaries shall be fixed by the President 
in keeping with the accepted schedule of 
remuneration for heads of important Govern
ment agencies. The Board shall organize it
self and its operation, shall select its offi
cials, agents, and employees in keeping with 
Civil Service standards and practices and 
said employees shall be included in the Fed
eral roster to share in all legal benefits of 
Federal Government employment and to be 
subject to such requirements as to ab111ty 
and conduct as are thereby prescribed. 

SEc. 5. The principal place of business of 
the Authority shall be located at a place of 
accessibillty within the region of excess 
lands which it administers. 

SEc. 6. Immediately upon the passage of 
this Act Into law, the Authority shall be 
provided by the Department of the Interior a 
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listing of all irrigated and lrrigable lands 
administered under reclamation laws, de
noting specific compliances and failure to 
comply, declaring noncompliance as excess 
lands to which all titles, claims, access, en
try, and control shall transfer to the Author
ity forthwith, to be sold, leased, or managed 
according to the determination and within 
the purpose of the Act. Such a listing and 
transfer of lands subject to reclamation law 
shall be provided the Authority at six-month 
intervals. 

SEC. 7. The Board of Directors of the Au
thority shall have power and it is hereby 
conferred upon it , to adopt and enforce all 
the necessary bylaws, orders, rules and regu
lations required to effectuate the will of Con
gress as expressed in this Act. 

SEc. 8. The Authority shall have such 
powers as are conferred on Government cor
porations generally, and specifically shall 
have the power of eminent domain. Ex
cept as otherwise specifically provided in 
this Act, the Authority-

( a) shall have succession· to its corporate 
name; 

(b) may sue and be sued in its corporate 
name; 

(c) may adopt and use a corporate seal, 
which shall be judicially noticed; 

(d) may make contracts and enter into 
agreements as herein authorized; 

(e) may adopt, amend, and repeal bylaws 
or provisions thereof; and 

(f) may purchase, lease, or accept, hold 
and use such real and personal property as it 
deems necessary or convenient in the trans
action of its duly authorized business, and 
may dispose of any property, real or personal, 
to which it has title according to its au
thority under this Act. 

SEC. 9. In the development of its purpose 
and the exercise of its duties, the Board of 
Directors shall select a treasurer and as many 
assistant treasurers as it deems proper. Board 
members and treasurers shall be bonded, giv
ing such bonds for the safekeeping of the 
securities and moneys entrusted as are re
quired by law, and in the case of subordinate 
officials as the Board shall determine. 

SEc. 10. Any member of the Board may be 
removed from office at any time by the pas
sage of a concurrent resolution of the Senate 
and House of Representatives, said concur
rent resolution sta.ting in specific terms the 
reason for such action. 

SEc. 11. The powers of eminent domain re
siding in the Board by this Act shall extend 
to the purchase of any real estate or ac
quisition of real estate by condemnation pro
ceedings, the title to such real estate being 
taken in the name of the United States of 
America, and thereon all such real estate 
shall be entrusted to the Authority as the 
agent of the United States to accomplish the 
purposes of this Aot. 

SEc. 12. There is hereby conferred upon 
the Authority all of the powers now residing 
in the Secretary of the Interior to enforce all 
the provisions of section 5 of the Federal 
Reclamation Act of June 17, 1902, section 46 
of the Act of May 25, 1926, and all Acts 
amendatory and supplementa.ry thereto as 
these apply to the limitation of size of h.rms 
to be served by and under provisions of Fed
eral reclamation projects. 

SEc. 13. The Authority is hereby author
ized and directed to acquire by purchase, 
eminent domain proceedings, or otherwise, 
all excess lands in projects governed by Fed
eral reclamation laws at preproject prices as 
defined in section 46 of the Act of May 25, 
1926, and to deposit the proceeds from the 
sale or lease or use of such lands in the 
Treasury of the United States in a specially 
designed "Education, Conservation and Eco
nomic Opportunity Fund" which is hereby 
created to be used exclusively for the pur
poses of this Act. 

SEc. 14. The Authority shall purchase all 
excess lands at preproject prices which do 

not reflect the benefits of the Federal financ
ing or construction. The proceeds from the 
sale, lease, or use of such lands shall be paid 
into the "Education, Conservation, and Eco
nomic Opportunity Fund," and are to be 
used for the purposes of this Act and ad
ministered for said purpose by the Board. 

SEc. 15. The Education, Conservation, and 
Opportunity Fund shall be operated as a re
volving fund for the purposes of this Act. 
Moneys in the fund equal to the cost of 
lands purchased by the Authority at pre
water-project prices, together with such 
moneys as Congress may appropriate for de
posit in the fund for the purchase and man
agement of excess lands. shall be available to 
the Aut hority for further purchase of excess 
lands. Ten percent of the balance in the 
fund remaining thereafter shall be trans
ferred to the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund alr: ady established by the Congress to 
be used for purposes consonant wi th those 
of this Act, and an annual accounting shall 
be made to the Authority by said fund and 
made a part of its annual report. Seventy 
percent of the balance in the fund available 
for use by designated agencies and purposes 
under this Act shall be made available for 
the benefit of public education and for such 
expenditures or allocations as the Congress 
may authorize. Such funds shall be trans
ferred by the Authority to agencies specified 
by the Congress. The rem81ining allocable 
amount in the fund made available for pub· 
lie purposes under the Act shall be made 
available upon specific appropriation by the 
Congress for the development of public fa
cilities serving project areas, for advancing 
economic opportunities of veterans and per
sons liv ing in substandard conditions, for 
development of healthful environments and 
communities needing open spaces, and for 
such other environmental and ecological 
benefits as Congress may authorize to be 
made from the fund. 

SEc. 16. The Authority shall determine the 
uses for which purchased excess land may 
be sold, leased, or made available for public 
purposes, and shall attach such conditions 
at time of sale, lease, or public use as will 
preserve open spaces and agricultural green
belts and in other respects preserve an en
vironment of beauty, health, and attractive 
quality for now and for the future. In deter
mining as between sale, lease, or public use 
of excess lands purchased, the Authority 
shall give due weight to benefits to the re
volving fund and the advancement of eco
nomic opportunity for persons who have 
served the Nation in the Armed Forces and 
disadvantaged citizens seeking such oppor
tunity as ownership, lease, or use of irrigated 
or irrigable lands afford. In the pursuit of 
these purposes, the Authority shall en
courage effective regional, State, and local 
plan.."ling of land usage and environmental 
adjustment in the areas where excess lands 
are located. 

SEc. 17. In the exercise of its charter under 
this Act, the Authority is herewith author
ized to obtain lands excess to the direct 
needs of other Federal agencies of the Gov
ernment which may be declared available 
where such lands may become a unit of lands 
administered by this Authority. Such ac
quired lands shall be treated in the same 
manner as other excess lands of the Au
thority. 

SEc. 18. The Authority may establish an 
Advisory Committee to which it shall appoint 
citizens who neither have nor represent 
vested interest in excess lands purchased or 
in the water brought to such lands. The Au
thority may service such an Advisory Com
mittee and provide for the expenses thereof. 
Committee members shall serve without re
muneration. 

SEc. 19. There is hereby authorized for 
appropriation an amount as may be neces
sary from the general fund of the Treasury 
for deposit in the revolving fund designated 

as the "Education, Conservation and Eco
nomic Opportunity Fund" of this Authority, 
for the purposes of this Act, to be accounted 
for in the usual manner and to be subject 
to t he same accounting practices as other 
Government agencies. 

SEc. 20. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated f or the purchase, lease, and use 
of excess lands such amounts out of the 
Education, Conservation and Economic Op
portunity Fund as are available and needed 
by t he Authority to carry out the intent and 
purposes of this Act. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 10 
minutes to the minority leader. 

Mr. SCO'IT. Mr. President, I hasten 
to speak early in order to allow ample 
time for our presidential candidates to 
postulate their rejoinders as we draw 
near the noon deadline for the afternoon 
paper. I would not want to deprive them 
of their daily headlines, and we must, of 
course, in all our deliberations, allow for 
the opportunity of the ambitious to ar
range to be heard. After all, one of them 
has his eye on that $20 million-in fact, 
I think all of them have their eyes on 
that $20 million in the great lottery 
which we built into the tax bill. I notice 
that the attendance is smaller when we 
are talking about the loss to the farm
ers than when we are talking about per
sonal opportunities for political enrich
ment at the expense of the American 
taxpayer. 

My observation over the years, in both 
Houses of Congress, has been that there 
are a few farmers in Congress, but there 
are a lot more politicians who, instead 
of being farmers, are busy farming the 
farmers, which is still a relatively rich 
lode, and it is, I suppose, not too sur
prising. 

Nevertheless, what a pity it is that this 
Chamber is nearly empty, and thereby 
deprived of the aural excitation which 
would come from listening to my melli
fiuous tones. This I regret, of course, but 
it has to be borne. We wait in patience 
for our presidential candidates to arrive 
and unload on us the accumulation of 
their acquired wisdom regarding sons of 
the soil, and a good bit of the soil will be 
distributed toward the fan, as usual. 

And so we discuss something as im
portant as the confirmation of the nom
ination of a Secretary of Agriculture 
while those who would be stimulated by 
thoughts of a checkoff are sedated in 
the face of the problem of those on the 
farm. Well, this is the way it goes in 
Congress. You get a bigger crowd at the 
sweet smell of green money than at 
almost any other reason for rallying 
around. 

The confirmation of Earl Butz as Sec
retary of Agriculture is, in my judgment, 
something which will occur when we vote, 
and something which ought to occur, be
cause the President of the United States 
is normally accorded the right to nom
inate his own members of the Cabinet, 
with the expectation that, assuming their 
good character and a record of integrity, 
he is entitled to the judgment of those 
upon whom he relies. 

I suppose one of the rarest sights to 
be seen in America is a happy farmer. 
This is because the problem of scratching 
a living from the soil is such a chancy 
thing, such a tremendous risk and gamble 
against natw·e, or hopefully with nature, 
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that it is eaEil y understandable that the 
farmer's fears of the results of his deal
ing with the middleman and with the 
distributor, his competition with others 
to reach the consumer through the 
market, and his concern for either 
famine or glut within the market. 

It is understandable that farmers do 
not have quite the same opportunity to 
be joyful as those on more fixed incomes, 
whose dragons are the fears of inflation 
and such like. 

The Secretary of Agriculture will need 
to reassure the farm population of this 
country. He will need to find ways by 
which they can receive adequate prices 
for their grain and for their food and 
fiber production. It is very important 
that this happen, and happen soon. 

I think under the next Secretary of 
Agriculture there will be considerable 
good news. I think the fears that have 
been expressed will be allayed. I think 
the future will bring with it a consider
able content of good news for the farm
ers. I believe there will be improvements 
in the prices of the things they grow and 
wish to sell. 

In a very real sense, the farmer is the 
seed corn of the Nation, because obvi
ously without him, and without the fact 
that he is willing to take the enormous 
risks that come with the production, 
growth, distribution, and sale of his 
products, this country would be thrown 
back upon the necessity of importing that 
with which we feed ourselves and those 
things which we wear. 

And so, while the proportion of farm
ers has been decreasing constantly in 
America, the attendance of America upon 
the farmer has been increasing at the 
same time. I have had a number of talks 
with Dr. Butz. He is a formidable, able, 
and articulate man, fully prepared, he 
assures me, to implement the President's 
mandate that the farmers must be spo
ken for and not spoken at. He was born 
and raised on a family farm. He has been 
an operating farmer. He has close ties 
to rural life, and he is a man who is ex
perienced in the agricultural eeonomy; 
therefore, he has the characteristics to 
meet and to tackle head on these ex
tremely difficult problems. I would ex
pect him to speak for and continue to 
speak for the farmers, all of them, small 
as well as big, and to listen with com
passion to the problems of the American 
farmer, and above all to make sure that 
a rural �v�o�i �~ �e� is heard in the highest coun
cils of government, and heard loud and 
clear, because the farmer has a num
ber of just causes for complaint. 

My own experience, for example, with 
the milk producers in my own Common
wealth, indicates to me how important 
it is that in the Federal Government 
there be someone who is fully aware of 
the problems that go with the adminis
tration of the milksheds of the country, 
how imoortant it is that someone un
derstand the gambles they take, and the 
neeessity for the assurance that they will 
have a fair price for that which they 
sell. 

I believe that, in spite of the fact that 
even in my own Commonwealth there 
are those who have expressed misgiv
ings, we must remember that misgivings 

are always expressed where a change is 
contemplated in the Department of Ag
riculture. I think it is a good thing that 
we are going to continue this Depart
ment, that the reorganization of the Gov
ernment proposed will not remove from 
the farmers of this country their right 
to have a voice in the highest councils 
of the land, the President's Cabinet. That 
is why I believe he will be a good and 
strong Secretary. He has been made ful
ly aware, through many consultations 
with Senators, of their concern and their 
problems. Senators have long felt that 
the problems of agriculture have not 
always been made apparent to the ac
tion level of this country; namely, to the 
President. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. Will the Senator from 
Vermont yield me 5 additional minutes? 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes. 
Mr. SCOTT. I am glad to yield to the 

distinguished Senator from Kansas. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I fully share 

the views expressed by the distinguished 
minority leader, and I would say that if 
we could use the $46 million that will be 
in the slush fund if the checkoff prevails, 
we could do a lot for the American 
farmer, and a lot for others about whom 
we have heard great concern expressed 
here this morning. 

I also share the view that it is a lit
tle early for presidential candidates to 
appear in the Chamber, but they will be 
here, some under the wrong impression 
that they have a right to choose the Cab
inet before they are elected. Of course, if 
they are elected, then they can name to 
their Cabinets men and women of their 
choice. But it is the right, as the Senator 
from Pennsylvania knows much better 
than I, of the President. 

I think it appropriate at this point to 
quote the distinguished junior Senator 
from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT), who 
said on the floor of the Senate on 
March 26, 1970: 

Mr. President, I wish to emphasize that 
I have great respect for the President's pre
rogative in the nomination of high officials 
in the judicial and especially the executive 
branches of our government. 

The senior Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CHuRcH) said when talking about Ex
ecutive appointments: 

It has long been recognized that the Presi
dent is enti tled to have in his Administration 
men and women of his own choice. 

That is the issue, whether the Demo
crats--some Democrats-want to name 
the Secretary of Agriculture. This is a 
right reserved to the President, unless 
the nominee is unfit or incompetent, lacks 
integrity, or lacks honesty. None of these 
allegations has been made about Dr. 
Butz. He is an honorable man. He is an 
honest man. He is a man of great charac
ter and integrity. 

So I would suggest, as the Senator 
from Pennsylvania has, that perhaps we 
missed the point in the debate so far. 

Mr. SCOTT. I feel that the distin
guished Senator from Kansas could not 
be more right. After all, one of these 
candidates for the Presidency may, in 
some 5 years or more from now, succeed 

to the Presidency himself, and want his 
ovm nominees to be confirmed. 

I have stood on this floor and in the 
other body and supported the nominees 
of a number of Presidents-not of my 
party-for Cabinet officers. Some of the 
Senators who have expressed doubts here 
have supported unquestionably nominees 
of Presidents of their party. It would 
seem to me that they ought to be as gen
erous here. 

I agree, too, that this $46 million slush 
fund, this raid on the Treasury, this 
gross and greedy grabbing, recklessly at
tempted to be legislated onto the stat
ute books, would do the farmer a lot 
of good. This $46 million would help in 
the purchase of feed grains and corn and 
wheat. This $46 million would help to 
strengthen our export program. This $46 
million, which does not really belong to 
those who are seeking to slide it from 
the taxpayers' pocket into their own_ 
could do a lot more good if it were made 
available within the regular income of 
the Federal Government, for purposes of 
Government aid and assistance. 

Mr. DOLE. The $46 million is not the 
total cost. When you add on the admin
istrative costs and the other nightmares 
associated with such a scheme, I would 
g-uess it may reach $100 million. I have 
no way af knowing what the total cost 
will be. 

Last week, during this debate, we had 
perfect attendance. Every potential and 
announced candidate was in the 
Chamber and voting, canceling speeches 
all across the country. In fact, I under
stand that the Senator from South Da
kota left a meeting in the dark last night. 
He leaves most meetings in the dark. In 
this meeting, the lights went out, and he 
rushed back to vote against Dr. Butz. All 
those candidates will be ba-ck to express 
their great concern about the family 
farmer, but they are really concerned 
about, "How can I get $20 million for my 
campaign next November?" 

Mr. SCOTT. I agree with the distin
guished Senator from Kansas. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The time of the Senator has ex
pired. 

Mr. AIKEN. I will yield more time. 
I was interested in what the Senator 

from Kansas just said. I was hoping some 
of the candidates would show up and 
make their speeches even though the gal
leries are comparatively empty and the 
floor is in similar condition. I hope that 
BJl the candidates do not show up at half 
past 12, expecting to use the last half 
hour. There is a great tendency to want 
the last half hour of a debate such as 
this. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Who yields time? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield the Senator 10 ad
ditional minutes. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. I yield for a question. 
Mr. HARRIS. Does the Senator find it 

as laughable as I do to hear the Repub
lican leader of the Senate, the former 
Republican chairman, and the present 
Republican chairman accusing the op
position of being partisan in this matter? 

Mr. SCOTT. Oh, no, we are not accus-
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ing you of being partisan. We are accus
ing you of being partisan beyond princi
ple, and there is a great difference. We 
are accusing you of being partisan for 
the sake of grabbing Treasury money. We 
are partisan; you are partisan; they are 
partisan. I am saying that there is a dif
ference between partisanship and prin
ciple. 

I was about to point out that the 
distinguished Senator from Kansas and 
I both shared the privilege of being chair
man of our political party, as has the 
distinguished Senator from Oklahoma. 
That is why I was referring to the loss of 
the $46 million to the farmers, because 
the presidential candidates wanted it 
more than they wanted to give it to the 
farmers. This iniquitous and pernicious 
provision, this checkoff, is not hermaph
roditic by any means. It arises from 
only one side of the aisle. It is partheno
genetic or, one may say, springs straight 
from the forehead of Larry O'Brien, be
cause out of the secret meeting with 
Larry O'Brien and the leaders of the 
other party in Congress arose this deci
sion to cut and run with a slice of the 
Treasury. We suggested that before they 
grab the money, they pay their bills. That 
was our amendment. The Senate rejected 
other amendments which would at least 
have tinged the proposal with a touch of 
equity, because the Democrats wanted 
the clear, cold, ruthless, sharply cutting 
effect of being able to excise from the 
Treasury's funds a sufficient amount to 
:finance themselves. 

Make no mistake about it. If this tax 
bill has that iniquitous provision in it, 
it will be vetoed. The :first move up here 
was to say that the President was bluff
ing. He is not bluffing, and he is not a 
man to bluff. The next move is going to 
be, "We won't give him a tax bill." Just 
try to get away with that. Just try it. 
Let me say what will happen. 

During the present year, so far, 1,357,-
652 automobiles have been sold. On these 
automobiles, a promise has been made, 
in some cases of refunds totaling aP
proximately $200 per car. Some of these 
refunds, notably by American Motors, 
have been made. 

Congress has just voted to repeal the 
excise tax on automobiles in order to pro
vide a stimulus for the purchase of cars 
and also because of the jobs this is ex
pected to create. Upon the enactment of 
the repeal consumers who purchased new 
automobiles beginning on August 16, 
1971, will receive refunds of the excise 
tax paid on their cars. In fact, one man
ufacturer-American Motors--has al
ready been providing purchasers with re
funds in anticipation of the repeal. Gen
erally, refunds will total approximately 
$200 per car-

Statistics released by the automobile 
manufacturers reveal that the promise 
of an excise tax refund to new-car pur
chasers has in fact resulted in increased 
automobile sales. For example, for the 
month of September, the first full month 
to which tax refunds on sales would ap
ply, sales of domestic cars increased 
from 488,211 in the same period in 1970 
to 755,233 in this year, or an increase 
of 54.69 percent. For October, sales of do
mestic cars totaled 629,152 in 1970 and 
933,713 in 1971, or an increase of 48.41 

percent. For the :first 20 days of Novem
ber, the increase in sales of domestic cars 
was even more dramatic: 296,593 for the 
like period in 1970 and 596,358 for this 
year, an increase of 101.06 percent. 

While it is true that in part of the fall 
of 1970 domestic car sales were reduced 
by reason of a strike at General Motors, 
it should be noted that the recent in
creases in sales have been such that for 
the whole of the year January 1 to No
vember 20, 1971, sales of domestic au
tomobiles increased by 18.69 percent over 
a similar period in 1970. The actual cars
sold total was 6,551,629 in 1970 and 7,-
776,547 in 1971. 

In addition, the major automobile 
manufacturers have pledged that, follow
ing repeal of the tax, they will pass the 
tax reduction on to consumers. This will 
mean continued benefit to the purchaser 
of a new car of approximately $200 per 
car. 

INCREASE IN IMPORTS (CARS) 

1970 

August_ _________ ___ ___ 112,400 
September_ ____________ 91,784 
October__________ __ ____ 124,000 
Total to Oct 3L__ ______ 1, 064,515 

1971 

158, 528 
128,392 
116,000 

1, 357,652 

Increase 
(percent) 

41.03 
39. 77 

-6.45 
27.53 

Whether this tax bill or another, there 
will have to be a tax bill unless this Con
gress wishes to break faith with all those 
who purchased automobiles relying in 
good faith on the promised excise tax 
refund. 

Stand UP-Stand up-and say to 1.3 
million auto buyers, "We, the Democ:vats, 
are going to take your $200 away from 
you, because we are the party of the 
people. We are the party of the people, 
and we can do to the people anything we 
want, because we can always talk enough 
of you into voting for us. We will take 
your 200 bucks, and you will lose your 200 
bucks; and all of you will join in this 
total and collective sacrifice on the altar 
of Democratic rapacity and avarice." 

Try it. Try it and see what happens in 
the next election. Kill the tax reform 
bill. Say that we will not have a bill. We 
will be back in special session, and it 
will not be a turnip session, either. It 
will be a session to repeal the carrot 
which the Democratic Donkey has 
grabbed and run away with. That is what 
it will be. It will not be Truman's turnip 
session. It will be a carrot session; be
cause this, to tum the word "carrot" a 
little, was a 22-carat grab on the U.S. 
Treasury. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. I yield. 
Mr. DOLE. I am pleased that the Sen

ator from Pennsylvania has emphasized 
the $20.4 million grab, and it is that
and I say that with all respect to those 
who may have supported it. 

I am also in accord with the Senator's 
view that this bill in this form will be 
vetoed. We should make no mistake 
about it. 

I suggest-and I suggested before-that 
this is rather a high ransom to pay. Ap
parently, the Democrats who are run
ning for President do not care what 
the ransom is, because they are not going 

to pay it. They are looking for $20.4 mil
lion from the Treasury. They are some 
$9 million in debt, and I sympathize with 
them for being in debt. Eighty percent of 
the contributions to the Republican Na
tional Committee average $15 or less. 
We are not the party of fat cats. I would 
point that out to the presidential can
didates who are talking about being the 
party of the people who are now out 
raising hundreds of thousands of dollars 
for the primary campaigns to gain the 
nomination so that they can get the $20.4 
million of Federal money for the presi
dential campaign. That is not reform
in no way is it reform. I think it is time 
that the American people understood it 
for what it is; namely, a raid on the 
Federal Treasury, as the distinguished 
Senator from Pennsylvania has said 
before. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Kansas yield me 1 minute? 

Mr. DOLE. I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from Pennsylvania. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Pennsylvania 
is recognized for 1 minute. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, a married 
couple will contribute $2 to the Demo
cratic .Party. I suggest that we use the 
nice, shiny Eisenhower dol!ars because 
they make such good blinders-$1 for the 
husband, and $1 for the wife. 

Let us take the Eisenhower dollars
the dollars that commemorate a singular
ly respected man for his honesty and 
integrity-and symbolically put one over 
the husband's eye and another over the 
wife's eye, thus blinding them, and then 
let the Democratic Party tell them that 
while it may be darkness for them, all 
is light and effulgence for the Demo
cratic Party. 

I thank the distinguished Senator 
from Kansas for yielding me this time. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Oklahoma is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, at first 
glance it might seem strange that the 
distinguished Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. ScoTT) and the distinguished Sena
tor from Kansas (Mr. DoLE), instead of 
talking about the Butz nomination, are 
talking about the campaign :financing 
bill. But it is not strange because cam
paign financing is related to the big rich 
farmers and the big corporations in agri
culture who have dictated the nomina
tion of this man Butz. He comes from 
Ralston-Purina, and the outgoing Secre
tary of Agriculture is going to Ralston
Purina. The rich and the big corporations 
have come more and more to dominate 
American politics. My colleagues across 
the aisle are satisfied with that. I am not. 
Neither are the American people. What 
we are going to do is give them a chance 
voluntarily to give or not give $1 each to 
the party of his or her choice so that the 
big, rich farmers and the big corporations 
will not dominate agriculture, but the 
people themselves will have a chance to 
control politics and government a good 
deal more than they have been able to 
do for a period of years past. 

We have heard the threat again today 
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on this floor that the President will veto 
the tax bill if the campaign financing 
section is kept in it. Mr. President, if he 
does, there is not going to be any tax bill 
this year. I do not like that tax bill any
way. We seem to be dropping the people's 
portions of it and getting back to the 
Nixon program alone which means $74 
billion worth of tax cuts will go to the big 
corporations over the next 10 years and 
crumbs for the average taxpayer. 

What I like about that remaining 
package is the campaign financing sec
tion, which may allow the little people to 
get more of their people in office, particu
larly in the Presidency, to change this 
favoritism from the rich back to the 
average taxpayer. 

That tax bill is a bad bill without the 
campaign financing section in it. It 
should be killed if the campaign financing 
bill is forced to be dropped. 

Mr. President, I say as a member of the 
Finance Committee-and this is no 
bluff-that if the President vetoes that 
bill and it comes back here without the 
campaign financing section in it, I shall 
stand on the floor of the Senate and try 
to prevent it from being passed. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may need. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Iowa is recog
nized. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I yield 
10 minutes to the distinguished Sena
tor from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) . 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Massachusetts 
is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise 
to express my opposition to the confirma
tion of the nomination of Dr. Earl L. 
Butz as Secretary of Agriculture. 

At the outset, let me say that I do so 
with a belief that in most circumstances 
the President should have great leeway 
in deciding on his Cabinet choices. 

But I believe that on many tests, the 
current nominee fails to demonstrate 
the concern for important and overrid
ing humanitarian issues. There is ample 
justification to oppose this Presidential 
Cabinet nomination. 

On November 17-in a letter to the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit
tee on Agriculture and Forestry-! ex
pressed my concern over some aspects of 
the record of Dr. Butz. As chairman of 
the Judiciary Subcommittee on Refu
gees my particular concern relates to Dr. 
Butz' views and attitudes toward the 
overseas distribution of American sur
plus food commodities and the role of 
the private voluntary agencies in this 
program. 

As I indicated in my letter to Senator 
Talmadge, several representatives of the 
voluntary agencies expressed strong 
reservations to me regarding Dr. Butz' 
confirmation. They suggested that dur
ing his previous service with the De
partment of Agriculture he was "less 
than sensitive to the aims and objec
tives of voluntary agencies," and to na
tional humanitarian concerns overseas. 
This situation is best illustrated, per
haps, by reference to issues of deep con
cern to the agencies at the time. 

The primary issues were defined in a 
report of findings and recommendations 

on "The Continuing Challenge of Ameri
can Abundance." The report was pre
pared by the American Council of Volun
tary Agencies-ACVA-in November 
1956, and transmitted to Secretary of 
Agriculture Ezra T. Benson by Mr. 
Charles P. Taft, chairman of the State 
Department's advisory committee on vol
untary foreign aid. The report noted the 
vast abundance and surplus of American 
agriculture, and the continuing chal
lenge to use this abundance e1Iectively
"as the flood of refugees swells and more 
people become the victims of violence 
over which they have no control." The 
repor·t specifically mentioned the needs of 
a million refugees who fled from North to 
S'outh Vietnam, the Chinese refugees in 
Hong Kong, the Hungarian refugees in 
Europe, the Arab refugees in the Middle 
East, and others. 

The report went on to express the 
agencies' concern over the fact tha,t many 
commodities, "made available by the De
partment of Agriculture as a result of 
legislation," were being "withdrawn from 
availability." The report made a number 
of recommendations. 

First, the report recommended ·that rice 
be kept on the availability list for over
seas distribution by the agencies. Rice 
was one of several commodities which the 
Department of Agriculture had suddenly 
withdrawn from the list-contrary to the 
expressed wishes of Congress, and de
spite the fact that some of the hungriest 
peoples in the world, including the desti
tute refugees in Asia, were rice eaters. 

Second, the report recommended that 
our vast wheat surpluses be processed into 
a form-called bulgur wheat-acceptable 
for consumption by the millions of people 
being served by the agencies overseas. 

Third, the report recommended that 
agency feeding programs be approved on 
a yearly rather than a quarterly basis, for 
planning and efficiency reasons. 

Fourth, the report recommended that 
the Department of Agriculture apply 
more flexibility in assessing the responsi
bility for payment of the ocean freight 
costs of food shipments. A pattern was 
developing in the Department's decisions 
to place this responsibility more and 
more on the recipient government-at a 
time when many governments could not 
really meet this responsibility and when 
Congress had set aside increased funds 
for the payment of freight charges on 
agency food shipments. 

And finally, the report recommended 
that-in the interest of balanced feeding 
programs and with the absence of other 
food fats and oils-surplus corn be proc
essed into oil, sirup, and similar byprod
ucts. 

The report said, in conclusion, that the 
recommendation represented "a realistic 
assessment" of what could be done, in the 
interest of strengthening an area of pol
icy strongly supported by the American 
people. 

The Department of Agriculture's re
sponse to the agencies' recommendations 
was contained in a letter to Mr. Taft 
from Dr. Butz. The letter-dated March 
15, 1957-was a litany of negativism. 
Its contents were devoid of sensitivity to 
legitimate humanitarian concerns. They 
applied the "trickle down" theory for 
meeting the needs of the voluntary 

agency programs-but were full of strong 
concern for those commercial interests 
which had much to gain by limiting and 
cutting back on the volume and content 
of food donations to the disadvantaged 
in this country and overseas. 

Four of the agencies' recommendations 
were rejected out of hand-and fre
quently, according to agency personnel 
involved at the time, for reasons con
trary to the facts. 

Dr. Butz refused to put rice-let alone 
some other commodities-back on the 
availability list. He called the recom
mendation on bulgur wheat "impractica
ble." He rationalized away the recom
mendation for an annual approval of 
agency feeding programs. And on the 
recommendation that the vast quantities 
of surplus corn be processed into more 
useful products, he suggested it would 
be a "costly departure" from established 
policy. And then he said: 

Donation of the corn products which 
could be used as food (oil, grits, flour, starch, 
and syrup) into foreign programs would re
quire thast they also be made available for 
domestic donation to scho"ols, institutions, 
and needy persons. It is our belief that such 
distribution would tend to displace some nor
mal commercial purchases of such products 
with harmful results to wholesalers and re
tailers engaged in such trade. 

A fifth recommendation-on the :flex
ible handling of ocean freight costs
was ignored in Dr. Butz' letter. But the 
record is clear on what happened at the 
time. Ocean freight regulations were sub
stantially modified, requiring most for
eign governments to pay 50 percent of 
the freight charges. In some countries, 
such as Yugoslavia and Greece, needed 
food and humanitarian programs for the 
disadvantaged and refugees were seri
ously crippled by the lack of resources in 
recipient countries. And the operation 
of such agencies as CARE, Catholic Relief 
Services, and Church World Service were 
badly hampered. Needless to say, the 
friction generated in our foreign rela
tions by this situation was unnecessary, 
and subsided only when more reasonable 
arrangements were made with the coun
tries and agencies involved. 

The agencies' letter and Dr. Butz' re
sponse typifies the kind of relationship 
which existed between the Department 
of Agriculture and the private humani
tarian sector during the time of Dr. 
Butz' previous service. Just a few days 
ago, his letter was labeled by one agency 
representative "as another instance of 
being stymied all over during the mid
fifties.'' The situation contributed a great 
deal to a deterioration in the humani
tarian partnership developed between 
Government and the agencies following 
World war IT-a situation which was 
remedied through legislation and admin
istrative decision after Dr. Butz left the 
Department. I should add here that our 
a.ble colleague, the junior Senator from 
South Dakota, contributed much toward 
repairing the partnership when he served 
as director of the food-for-peace program 
some 10 years ago. 

And so all the recommendations in the 
agencies' 1956 report, and many more 
of their suggestions, were adopted. All 
them immeasurably strengthened a sig
nificant area of public policy and con-
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cern. Bulgur wheat, for example, has be
come a mainstay in overseas feeding pro
grams. 

I fully appreciate that the institutional 
arrangements relating to food programs 
and the voluntary agencies have been 
modified and changed over the years and 
that the Department of Agriculture plays 
a lesser role than it did during Dr. Butz' 
previous service with the Department. 
But in view of his record of previous 
service with the Department of Agricul
ture, I strongly feel the agencies have a 
legitimate concern over his nomination 
and the kinds of attitudes and policies 
he may carry with him to the Cabinet. 

Widespread citizen concern for disad
vantaged people overseas is a longstand
ing tradition in our Nation's history. De
spite this, however, the record is clear 
that this concern-as expresed so well 
in the program of the voluntary agen
cies-has often been lost in a tide of 
negativism and redtape toward human
itarian programs. The record toward 
today's tragedy in South Asia is no ex
ception. Perhaps all of this is unavoi<!
able because in political terms humam
�t�a�r�i�~�n� causes lack the powerful lobbies 
and constituencies backing other inter
ests. But great power creates and carries 
with it great responsibility. And in terms 
of the world leadership we claim is ours, 
what is too often missing is that dimen
sion of compassion toward the weak and 
downtrodden, who have traditionally 
looked to America for comfort and hope. 

It is important that we have strong 
national leadership in this area. Dr. 
Butz' record, however, leaves much to be 
desired. And for this reason, among oth
ers, I will vote against his confirmation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
report of the American Council of Volun
tary Agencies for Foreign Service, Inc., 
under date of November 15, 1956, and 
Dr. Butz' letter under �d�;�~�.�t�e� of March 15, 
1957. 

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

THE CONTINUING CHALLENGE OF AMERICAN 
.ABUNDANCE 

Since the more than forty voluntary 
agencies united in the American �C�o�u�n�~�i�l� 
of Voluntary Agencies for Foreign service 
presented, in the spring of 1954, a paper en
titled "The Moral Challenge of our Abun
dance," tvx:> changes have occurred. First, 
our American abundance has grown to such 
proportions tha.t ordinary storage facilities 
have become insufficient--millions of bushels 
of wheat are stored in the holds of the ships 
of t he Ghost Fleet, and in tents in the great 
exoanses of the Southwest. Secondly, the 
ch.allenge has become more intense as the 
flood of refugees swells, and more people have 
become the victims of violence over which 
they have no control. 

Since the Spring of 1954, a million refugees 
from North Vietnam have moved southwa.rd 
as destitute exiles in their own land. A steady 
streallll of Chinese, representing every walk 
of life from fisherman to professor, h.a.s flowed 
into the haven of Hong Kong. Hungarians, 
whose compatriots with their blood bought 
freedom for a d.a.y in their homeland, now 
put their foot on the threshold of the West
ern World, via the Austria.n frontier, and 
ask for our help. And now, in addi.tion to 
the continuing programs for the Arab refu
gees i!l the Near East, there are new groups 
of needy people .among the Egyptians. 

Due to the upheavals in Central Africa, 
certain very specific programs have been un
dertaken to meet special needs. The agen
cies have endeavored to reach the needy of 
every race, color and creed, thus creating 
bond of mercy which is a bond of peace. 

American voluntary agencies, including 
those supported by the three great faiths, 
have been in Vietnam, Hong Kong, a.t the 
Hungarian frontier, and in seventy-five other 
countries and areas of the world giving not 
cnly first aid, but planful care to the most 
dispossessed of humanity. 

The voluntary agencies, as visible expres
sions of great American traditions, work 
ceaselessly around the world so that those 
who escaped from one bondage at so great 
a cost to themselves, will not become victimS 
of the bondage of starvation. Voluntary 
agencies also conduct continuous programs 
of aid for those who are victims of a starva
tion that is endexnic in underdeveloped and 
over-populated areas of the world. 

It is of the American tradition to nurture 
not only the free individual, free from all 
tyrannies, including the tyranny of hunger, 
but also the free society. There is no doubt 
that the struggle is becoming more intense 
for the mastery of the patterns of society
the free, open society being pitted against 
the totalitarian rigid society. This was never 
more evident than in Budapest when the 
offer of American surplus foods and gift 
medicines to a people fighting for its free
dom, was instead blocked by the guns and 
tanks of a re-imposed totalitarian system. 
The dread pattern has now been re-estab
lished in which an all-powerful despotic 
State reduces to a lonely and powerless en
tity the individual within its borders. 

The very existence of voluntary agencies, 
and their activity in every corner of the Free 
World, bears witness everywhere to the real
ity of a free society, a society which permits 
and nurtures free associations formed by 
free men. 

The Congress heeded the recommendations 
of the combined voluntary overseas aid agen
cies expressed in "The Moral Challenge of 
our Abundance" and, as a result, the Amer
ican voluntary agencies have been able to 
plan and gradually to expand the distribu
tion of surplus commodities through their 
ongoing programs so that in the Fiscal Year 
of 1955, they distributed 403,046,224 pounds, 
in the Fiscal Year 1956, 1,205,679,566 pounds 
and in the first Quarter of the Fiscal Year 
1957, 494,557,354 pounds, or a total of over 
two billion pounds since June 1954. If ship
ments continue at the rate established in the 
first Quarter of the current fiscal year, the 
commodities shipped in the three year period 
since the Spring of 1954 w111 have exceeded 
the value of one billion dollars estimated in 
the joint paper "The Challenge cf American 
Abundance." These commodities were dis
tributed in 78 countries and areas of the 
world. 

These distribution plans could only have 
been carried out because of the great welfare 
and health channels that the agencies have 
long since established overseas-channels 
that could not be duplicated by government 
with any amount of money. These feeding 
projects are integrated into existing welfare, 
health and training programs which the 
agencies conducted before the availability of 
surplus foods, and which will continue, irre
spective of the availability of such foods. 
This is not to underestimate the vital im
portance of surplus commodities as a sup
plement to the agencies' regular programs. 

For the first time, in December 1955, sur
plus cor!l, wheat, beans and rice, were made 
available to American agencies serving the 
dispossessed and needy overseas. By August 
1956, the supply of beans was exhausted, 
when the agencies had shipped 72,228,494 
pounds of that commodity. Announcement 
has been received that rice will no longer be 
available after December 31st of this year. By 
that time the agencies will have shipped over 

300,000,000 pounds of rice for overseas distri
bution. 

I n a three-year period, supplies of certain 
other c.:>mmodities, made ava.ilable by the 
Department of Agriculture as a result of leg
islation, were ·.vithdra\vn from availability. 
Of these, the agencies used 81,675,255 pounds 
of shortening and cottonseed oil, withdrawn 
as of July 1, 1955, and 305,837,106 pounds 
of butter and butter oil, withdrawn as vf 
July 1, 1956. 

Milk has been on a "current" basis since 
the beginning of the calendar year, meaning 
in effect that there are no stocks from which 
to draw, and while there is sufficient milk for 
distribution during the flush season, in the 
months of January through March, very 
little is available for ongoing feeding pro
grams. 

This, then, is the statistical record of the 
agencies participating in the surplus com
modity disposal program. On the matter of 
program performance, there seems to be 
agreement that the distribution has been on 
a non-discriminatory basis to those in great
est need. Machinery has been set up to avoid 
duplication, and the aid given through the 
agencies has not interfered with national or 
international economies. Every effort is made 
to assure that the American origin of the 
supplies is known to the recipient individuals 
and organizations overseas, and most im
portant of all, lives have been saved and 
hope renewed among dispossessed and up
rooted people. 

To preserve the unquestioned gain.s 
achieved throughout the world by the on
going feeding and welfare projects of Ameri
can voluntary agencies, it would seem that it 
is time for a "new look" at certain aspects of 
the program. From such a "new look" arise 
the following specific recommendations: 

1. Among the hungriest people in the world 
are the habitual rice eaters, and therefore it 
is recommended that rice remain on the 
availability list for the feeding programs of 
the voluntary agencies. 

2. It is recommended that we utilize added 
millions of pounds of our wheat surpluses in 
a form acceptable for consumption by great 
groups of people served by the voluntary 
agencies--especially in Africa, the Near and 
Middle East and Asia. T'nls form is known 
as parboiled or bulgur wheat. 

3. Since voluntary feeding programs are 
planned in conjunction with our welfare 
programs of long-term effect, it is recom
mended that the agency programs be ap
proved on a yearly basis and that sufficient 
surplus stocks be allocated to fulfill planned 
programs. Such a �p�~�a�n�f�u�l� approach would 
prevent the periodic unavailability of such 
basic items as milk. 

4. Since the surplus food stocks made 
available through the voluntary agencies 
derive from the productivity of some Ameri
can people and the efforts of others who pay 
taxes, the resulting surplus distribution pro
grams of the voluntary agencies are a direct 
people-to-people operation. We are in agree
ment that whenever the host government is 
in a position to contribute to ocean freight 
costs on voluntary agency surplus commodity 
shipments, this should be encouraged. Where, 
however, such contributions tend to negate 
the people-to-people aspect of such agency 
programs or to render it impossible for 
the agencies to meet existing needs ade
quately, it is is recommended that the United 
States Government absorb the ocean freight 
charges. This is especially true where the 
agencies are serving groups of refugees or 
enclaves of people in whose welfare the host 
government may have less than moderate 
interest. 

Since Congress has set aside increased 
funds (under permissive legislation in the 
Agricultural Act of 1956) for freight on vol
untary agency surplus commodity shipments, 
it is recommended th!llt these funds be uti
lized to include additional areas of need at 
the earliest possible moment. 
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5. Balanced feeding programs are especially 

necessary in aiding the most threatened and 
poorest members of the world community 
whom we are able to reach with our aid. Fats 
are a vital requirement of diet. Even though 
other fats and oils are presently unavailable, 
the huge corn surplus permits the processing 
of that commodity into corn oil, corn syrup 
and other useful by-products. 

The above recommendations are based on 
a realistLc assessment of the part thwt over
seas sales and domestic school lunch and 
other programs play in the disposal of sur
plus agricultural and dairy products. The 
�a�g�e�n�~�i�e�s� take into account the fact that as 
underdeveloped countries become stronger 
economically, they will become market areas 
for such items as are now held in surplus. 
They are keenly aware that the friendship 
which grows out of cooperation in meeting 
human needs is a long-term spiritual invest
ment of immeasurable value for the people 
of our nation. 

It is seldom that a happy circumstance 
prevails whereby an abundance of surplus 
stocks and burdensome storage costs are 
diminished with proportionate expansion of 
understanding and goodwill; whereby an ex
change is effected which in a sense translates 
material gif·ts into spiri·tual realities among 
peoples. 

Thus are expressed the abiding concerns 
of the voluntary associations of Americans 
for the building of true brotherhood among 
peoples by people-to-people efforts; for the 
strengthening of the sense of personal worth 
among those disinherited and cast off by the 
world; for the reassertion of eternal values 
among those for whom all �v�~�l�u�e�s� have failed; 
for the sowing of peace among those an
guished by violence, insecurity and unending 
want. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
March 15, 1957. 

Han. CHARLES P. TAFT, 
Advisory Committee on Voluntary Foreign 

Aid, International Cooperation Admin
istration, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. TAFT: In our letter of January 24, 
1957, we acknowledged receipt of the paper 
"The Continuing Challenge of American 
Abundance" and advised you that we would 
carefully study the recommendations con
tained therein. 

The contributions which have been made 
by the American Voluntary Welfare agencies 
in their distribution of surplus foods abroad 
have been very worthwhile and have materi
ally assisted us in our care and management 
of CCC food stocks. I have discussed the pro
posals which have been made by the Ameri
can Council of Voluntary Agencies for For
eign Service, Inc., with several of my staff 
members in the interest of giving every pos
sible consideration to each proposal and 
would like to comment on them in the order 
in which they were mentioned. 

Within the past year there has been a very 
active market demand for rice and sizeable 
sales have been transacted with India, Japan, 
Pakistan, Korea, and Indonesia under Title I, 
Public Law 480 and the ICA Section 402 au
thorities. Rice was taken from the list of 
commodities available for foreign donation 
effective December 31, 1956, because it be
came apparent in the fall of 1956 that the 
stocks remaining in CCC inventory would be 
required for sales which had been, or were 
anticipated to be made. We anticipate that 
the export market demand in 1957 will not 
only exceed the quantity exported in 1956 
but will permit complete liquidation of stocks 
1n CCC inventory from the 1954, 1955, and 
1956 crops. 

As you know, the donation authority in 
Section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, 
as amended, provides that CCC give primary 
consideration in the disposition of its stocks 
to normal domestic and export channels of 
trade. In view of the anticipated volume of 

export sales in 1957 we have no recourse but 
to deny the proposal that rice be reestab
lished as available for foreign donation at 
this time. We shall continue to periodically 
appraise the export demand for rice as it 
relates to quantities in CCC inventory, and 
in the event that the export demand does not 
meet our anticipations, we shall be happy to 
give consideration to making rice available 
for foreign donation at such time. 

The recommendation to have CCC process 
wheat into parboiled or bulgor wheat for 
foreign donation presents several problems. 
Representatives of the trade who are equipped 
to process wheat into bulgor have stated that 
the Soft White varieties of wheat are pre
ferred in the manufacture of this product. 
There has been a very active export demand 
for these varieties of wheat and we antici
pate that we will be able to liquidate the 
approximately 70 million bushels of Western 
Soft White wheat which we have in inventory. 

We further expect to take over very lit
.tle, if any, 1956 crop Western Soft White 
wheat and anticipate that we will have a 
market for any which may be taken over. 

We would further question the advisability 
of engaging in such a program because the 
production output of the four plants which 
process bulgor could supply only a small 
percentage of the orders we could anticipate 
receiving from the voluntary agencies. We 
would consider it inappropriate for CCC to 
encourage the expansion of production facil
ities for this product by offering it for dona
tion. We therefore consider it impractica.ble 
to adopt the recommendation to process CCC 
wheat into bulgur. 

We can readily understand the desire of 
the Voluntary Welfare Agencies to have CCC 
commodities allocated to them on an annual 
basis rather than a calendar quarter basis 
in order that they can better plan their 
foreign distribution programs. This could 
be accomplished by reserving or setting aside 
specific quantities of commodities in CCC 
inventory for such use. Such action however 
would necessarily require that we be in a 
position to accurately forecast the quanti
ties of price supported commodities to be 
produced in any program or crop year, the 
quantities to be taken into CCC inventory, 
the quantities to be disposed of through 
domestic and export sales, and the residual 
quantities to be made available for dona
tion. The uncertainties of weather, prices in 
the open market and foreign demand as it is 
influenced by changing international condi
tions cannot be assessed accurately enough 
to make such a forecast. 

It is because of these limitations that we 
request that the Voluntary Welfare Agencies 
continue to submit their Section 416 food 
requirements on a calendar quarter basis. 
In our conversations with their representa
tives we will endeavor to provide them with 
all possible information on the supply out
look for each commodity in order that they 
may plan their programs as far in advance 
as possible. 

The inclusion of fats and oils in the for
eign donation program by conversion of CCC 
corn into oil, st81rches, livestock feeds and 
other byproducts would be a costly departure 
from our basic concept of the purposes of 
the donation program and could generally 
impair the purposes of the price support pro
gram. The amount of oil obtained from corn 
is 1 percent under the dry milling process 
and 2.7 percent under the wet milling proc
ess. The quantities of oil which would be 
obtained would be relatively small in rela
tion to the cost. CCC would however obtain 
sizable quantities of livestock feed products 
which could not be donated and would have 
to be sold in the open market in competition 
with commercial feeds either directly, or 
through the corn processing fiTll1. Donation 
of the corn products which could be used as 
food (oil, grits, flour, starch and syrup) into 
foreign programs would require th81t they 

also be made available for domestic dona
tion to schools, institutions and needy per
sons. It is our belief tha.t such distribution 
would tend to displace some normal com
mercial purchases of such products with 
harmful results to wholesalers and retailers 
engaged in such trade. 

I should like at this time to thank you, 
members of your Committee and all the 
members of the American Council of Volun
tary Agencies For Foreign Service, Inc., for 
the excellent cooperation we have received in 
carrying out the Section 416 foreign dona
tion program. We shall continue to give the 
most careful consideration to recommenda
tions which are made to improve this pro
gram in the mutual interest of obtaining 
the maximum benefits to the United States. 

Sincerely yours, 
EARL L. BUTZ, 

Assistant Secretary. 

Mr. KENNEDY. There are other rea
sons as well. In speeches as recent as last 
April, Dr. Butz has displayed a callous 
disregard for the needs of the Nation's 
poor and hungry. 

He implied that the concern of hunger 
and malnutrition was "a fad" and 
stated: 

And what came out of that? Out of that 
came the food stamp plan-so generous, ex
tensive-that it's just short of ridiculous in 
some parts of this country. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The time of the Senator has ex
pired. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I yield 2 
additional minutes to the Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I find 
that to conflict with my view that there is 
a fundamental requirement that this Na
tion prevent any of its citizens from going 
hungry. 

Also, through those speeches, his views 
of the importance of preserving our en
vironment clearly demonstrates that he 
is out of step with the Nation. 

Thus, he said a choice must be made 
between "a little thermal pollution in our 
waters" or "brownouts in our cities." I 
think we are committed to prevent both 
and I find it objectionable that the pro
posed nominee is willing to trade one 
against the other. 

There is another reason as well, a rea
son that is directly related to the farm 
needs of the Nation. 

For this nominee has openly acknowl
edged that he would like to see the con
tinued disappearance of millions of farm
ers from rural America. He has urged 
the conglomeration of American agricul
ture as a board member of the giants of 
agribusiness in this Nation, and we can 
be sure that he will be endorsing poli
cies to do exactly that as Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

Already the farmers of this Nation 
have had to suffer under policies that 
have brought parity for the farmer down 
to 69 percent, the lowest level since the 
depression years. 

In the past 2¥2 years, 100,000 farms 
have disappeared across the Nation, 595-
ooo men and women have left the fields, 
and farm. machinery costs have climbed 
13 percent while farm prices have barely 
edged up 3 percent. 

And this nominee would speed up the 
process of consolidation, speed up the 
process that already has deeply endan
gered rural Alnerica. 
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And so, for all of these reasons, I op

pose conftnnation of the pending nomi
nation. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from Califor
nia. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from California is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Iowa for 
yielding to me. 

Mr. President, I regret that I am go
ing to have to vote against the nomina
tion of Earl Butz to be Secretary of Agri
culture. I say this because of my philos
ophy that the President should generally 
have the choice of selecting his own 
Cabinet, and the power of advice should 
be only sparingly utilized. However, this 
is one of those occasions where I feel 
that the Senate must act. 

There are a number of important rea
sons why Earl Butz should not be con
firmed as Secretary of Agriculture. First, 
he has received a general vote of no con
fidence from a great many farm groups, 
including the National Farmers Union, 
the National Farmers Organization, the 
Midwest Farmers Association, the Na
tional Corn Growers Association, as well 
as from individual farmers contacting 
my office. Just before coming here this 
morning, I took a look at my mail, and 
I find that I have had 185 letters in 
opposition to Dr. Butz and three in favor 
of him. 

Second, Dr. Butz indicated a predispo
sition against congressional enactment 
of price supports and supply adjustment 
programs and for the return of the farm
ers to the marketplace. 

Dr. Butz' earlier writings and speeches 
also indicate that in the past he has op
posed price support and supply adjust
ment programs which, for the past 20 
years have been important in stabilizing 
prices and income for cotton, wheat, 
feed grains, rice, peanuts and dairy pro
ducers. Producers of these products do 
not trust Dr. Butz, on the basis of his 
past record, to be a good administrator 
of these programs that are favorably in
clined to maintain their income. 

Third, in answer to the questions by 
members of the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, Dr. Butz ex
pressed interest in, but would not take a 
position regarding legislation needed to 

· strengthen the farmers' bargaining po
sitions with agribusiness corporations. 

Thus, Dr. Butz would apparently re
turn the farmers to the marketplace 
without strengthening their bargaining 
power. 
· Fourth, Dr. Butz has a long association 
with agribusiness including membership 
on the board of directors of the Ralston 
Purnia Corp. 

During his period of service, Ralston 
Purina acquired a dominant position in 
the broiler industry and vigorously op
posed legislation to strengthen the bar
gaining position of farmers. This makes 
Dr. Butz suspect as an adequate spokes
man for the family farmers who are in 
SU?port of strengthening the farmers' 
bargaining power in marketplace. 

In view of his vigorous opposition in 
the recent past, farmers are unlikely to 

trust him in the very important areas of 
farm bargaining and farm support pro
grams, even though he promises to sup
port their interests. 

Fifth, Dr. Butz has made statements 
in the past indicating his lack of sup
port for the food stamp and the school 
lunch programs, which it would be his 
responsibility to administer if he were 
confirmed. 

Sixth, I must also oppose Dr. Butz' 
appointment because, on the basis of his 
past statements and activities, he has 
shown a lack of concern for conserva
tion and the abatement of pollution and 
the improvement of the environment. 

He has always championed the private 
interests of agribusiness firms rather 
than the public interest. The position of 
Secretary of Agriculture, is a position of 
public trust with the responsibility for 
defending the public interest. Dr. Butz is 
a man who has been associated primarily 
with the larger corporate agribusinesses. 

This appointment would be too much 
like putting the fox in the chicken coop. 

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

Mr. TUNNEY. I yield. 
Mr. DOLE. The Senator is not ques

�~�i�o�n�i�n�g� Dr. Butz' honesty or integrity, 
IS he? 

Mr. TUNNEY. I certainly am not ques
tioning his honesty or his integrity. I 
think as far as his integrity is concerned 
as a person, he is a man of high ethics. 

Mr. DOLE. The Senator doe.3 not ques
tion the President's right to name his 
Cabinet, I understand. 

Mr. TUNNEY. I do not question the 
right of a President to name a person to 
the Cabinet that he thinks will support 
his own philosophical point of view. On 
the other hand I feel that the Senate 
and an individual Senator has the right 
to determine whether a Cabinet appoint
ment is going to be detrimental to the 
interests of a significant portion of the 
society and citizenry. If it is, then a Sen
ator in conscience has to vote against 
that nomination. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The time of the Senator has 
expired. 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me for 2 additional 
minutes? 

Mr. HUGHES. I yield 2 minutes to the 
Senator from California. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield further? 

Mr. TUNNEY. I yield to the Senator 
from Kansas. 

Mr. DOLE. I commented earlier about 
the general right of the President to 
name men of competence and honesty to 
the Cabinet. Certainly we have a respon
sibility in the Senate. We suffered for 8 
years under Orville Freeman, and I as
sume that upset many Senators in this 
Chamber, and that is part of the reason 
we are in great difficulty in this country 
now. But it was not all the fault of Or
ville Freeman. We pass the laws and we 
call upon the Secretary of Agricul
ture-

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I object to 
the Senator from Kansas talking on our 
time. 

Mr. DOLE. I want to know, if the Sen-

ator does not question his honesty and in
tegrity, it is because the Senator does not 
want the President to name him or be
cause the Senator wants to name him 
himself? 

Mr. TUNNEY. It is not a question about 
wanting to name the man in the Senate. 

Those of us who oppose Dr. Butz feel 
that to put a person in charge of the De
partment of Agriculture, who has been 
associated with the large corporations, 
who has identified more with an old
fashioned outmoded concept of supply 
and demand, not interested in seeing sup
port prices maintained so that the small 
farmer will still have a chance to earn an 
income-that such a person should not 
be in a position of high responsibility and 
should not be in a position to administer 
the food stamp and school lunch pro
grams. 

We know that through administrative 
rulings it is possible and it is easy for a 
Secretary to cut back, curtail, and curb 
the programs beyond what Congress 
originally intended when they were 
passed. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The time of the Senator has ex
pired. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield to us 2 additional minutes? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Kansas. 

Mr. TUNNEY. Inasmuch as the aver
age family farmer feels that Dr. Butz is 
not going to protect his interest, and in
asmuch as I agree with the average fam
ily farmer, I do not see how I can do any
thing other in conscience but vote against 
the nomination. 

Mr. DOLE. I do not quarrel with the 
Senator's right to vote against Dr. Butz. 
We cannot reach the same conclusions 
based on the six or seven reasons the 
Senator mentioned. But Dr. Butz does 
support the 1970 Agriculture Act. He said 
that there were abuses in the food stamp 
program, and there are abuses in the 
food stamp program. We provide food 
stamps to some who do not need them 
and thereby deprive those who are needy. 
He has made speeches on the environ
ment and the swine industry. 

He has expressed his concern for the 
American farmer. He was born and rear
ed on a farm, and he was a farmer him
self. He has been an articulate spokes
man for American agriculture. That 
would qualify him, in my mind, more 
than Orville Freeman, who was nomi
nated by President Kennedy, and he was 
a big city lawyer from Minneapolis and 
never worked on a farm. 

Mr. TUNNEY. I wish to ask the Sena
tor how his mail is running on this ques
tion. 

Mr. DOLE. I do not vote solely on the 
basis of my mail, because the mail is 
often not a clear indication of how the 
majority views a situation. 

Mr. TUNNEY. I do not either, but how 
the average family farmer feels is ex
tremely important. 

Finally and perhaps most important 
for the future of agriculture, I must op
pose Dr. Butz because family farmers 
are in a severe cost-price squeeze at the 
present time and deeply resent the com
petition of conglomerate corporations 
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and agribusiness firms. They believe the 
Secretary of Agriculture should be a 
strong spokesman for family farmers. 
Dr. Butz's activities and statements in 
the past 30 years raise substantial doubts 
regarding his philosophical position on 
this sensitive issue. 

Agriculture today is at a very serious 
crossroads. Decisions made by the Sec
retary of Agriculture in the next few 
years will have an enormous impact on 
type of agricultural economy this Nation 
will have in the future. I believe that 
rural America deserves a progressive 
rather than a regressive voice. I believe 
that all Americans deserve an agricultur
al voice that puts the public's interest 
first. I do not believe that Earl Butz is 
that voice. 

I would like to conclude my state
ment by including in the RECORD excerpts 
of statements made by Dr. Butz on the 
various areas of concern to me. 

As Assistant Secretary of Agriculture 
under Ezra Taft Benson, Dr. Butz is 
quoted as advising farmers to "adapt or 
die, resist and perish-too many people 
are trying to stay in agriculture that 
would be better off someplace else." This 
statement was made in a March 7, 1955, 
speech before the National Farm and 
Ranch Congress in Denver. 

Charles Bailey of the Minneapolis Sun
day Tribune quoted Dr. Butz in 1958 
as follows: 

Farmers ultimately will lose their voca
tional identtty as members of the community. 
At this point farming no longer will be a way 
of life. 

At a Minneapolis Marketing Seminar 
sponsored by the General Motors Speak
ers Bureau on April 26, 1971, Dr. Butz 
said: 

I suppose in history we'll look back 5 or 
6 years from now and we'll call this the 
year of the environment. 

• • • • • 
But look back 3 or 4 years before this . . • 

the big clamor with hunger and malnutri
tion. 

• • • • • 
Senator McGovern had his televised hear

ings in Florida to show the bad plight of 
migratory workers ... Ted Kennedy took a 
planeload of cameramen to Alaska to see the 
starving Eskimos . . . Out of that came a 
Food Stamp Plan so generous that ... it's 
just short of ridiculous . . . Out of it came 
a welfare program that President Nixon is 
recommending to the Congress th81t is so 
far out that even the Democrats in Congress 
won't buy it. 

• • • • • 
we always overreact to crisis. 
Lake Erie--How many of you have heard 

that Lake Erie is a dead Lake and the other 
lakes dying. Last year the commercial fish 
take in Lake Erie was a record. It can't be 
very dead ..•. Let's come down to earth on 
this propaganda and agitation that we're 
getting about environment and be sensible 
about it. 

In the same speech Dr. Butz remarked: 
But I'm. going to talk about something this 

morning that I think is a real threat to 
American agriculture. It involves our future. 
Something you can help with. And that's the 
threat that comes from. the environm.ental-
1sts, from the do-gooders or from consum
erism, or from whatever you want to call it. 

Dr. Butz continued to say: 
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We need to extol the benefits that come 
from these chemicals and pesticides and an
tibiotics that we use. 

. • • then I see these environmentalists on 
the other side trying to hold us back and 
trying to impede-not trying, but the net 
effect is to impede-the progress we're mak
ing in scientific agriculture. 

This fadism that we follow as a nation and 
currently its ecology and pollution and it 
hits us in agriculture right in the solar 
plexus. 

In an article in Successful Farming in 
1949, Dr. Butz indicated his views toward 
the prtce support program: 

I am alarmed by the growing agitation for 
programs of one kind or another that will 
lead directly or indirectly, to controls on the 
individual farmer ... If and when such a 
situation occurs, there can be no voluntary 
compliance. 

In a speech at North Carolina State 
College on February 13, 1956, Dr. Butz 
once again spoke of the prtce support 
program: 

At the root of much of agriculture's price 
and income problem today lies the tremen
dous hoard of farm products . .. As a nation 
we have gotten ourselves into our current 
almost unbelievable surplus situation, pri
marily because many of our people believed 
... that an Act of Congress could brush aside 
fundamental demand and supply relation
ships .•. American fanners find themselves 
saddled with the most stringent set of pro
duction and marketing controls in their his
tory . . . They are the inevitable aftermath 
of a price support system conceived in short 
run profits. 

Mr. DOLE. Many family farmers have 
been told by Tony Desafo and the Na
tional Policy Committee, and Staley was 
on the policy council, to write to their 
Congressman and tell them to vote 
against Dr. Butz and they have done 
that. I have a lot of mail, probably 2 to 
1, against Dr. Butz but most of it has 
been inspired by this. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The time of the Senator has ex
pired. 

Mr. DOLE. I yield myself 1 minute for 
a question. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I would 
like to ask the distinguished Senator 
from Kansas a question since he has men
tioned the NFO. I have already referred 
to his questioning of Mr. Staley which 
appears on page 104 of the hearings. 
Does the Senator from Kansas refute 
the statement of the president of the 
National Farmers Organization? 

Mr. DOLE. We checked on Tuesday of 
this week and he is still listed as a mem
ber of the council. He did not say take 
me off. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, would 
the Senator respond to the question. 
Does the Senator from Kansas repudiate 
the words of the president of the Na
tional Farmers Organization, Oren Lee 
Staley, given in testimony before the 
committee when the Senator from Kan
sas was asking the questions? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The time of the 


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































